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. No. 579/91.
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K. Mangapathi Rao
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Union of Indie rep. by thes

FT

: HYDERABAD BENCH

Secratary, Department of Parsonnel

and Training, Administrative Reforms

Dt. of Decision : 12-8-04.,

« Applicant.

and Public Services, Central Secretsrist,

Naw Dselhi.

The Union Public Service Commission

rep., by its Sacretary,
Dholpur Hou sa, New Delhi.

State of Andhra Pradesh rep. by ths
Chief Secratary to Government (GAD=-Sec)

Department, Secratariat Buildings,

Hyderabad,

M. Veerabhadriah
5,E.%ekhar Babu
T.Satyanarayana Rao

B. Venkataraméah

K. Ambarish
V.M,.Manohar Pgrshad
Ge Nage,guara Raop
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Mr. Y. Suryenaray ana

Counsal for the Respondants:Mr. N.R, Dsyara Sr.CGSC.
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0.A.N0.579/91. Date of Order : 12.8:1994.

Order

X As per Hon'ble shri A.B.Gorthi, Member(a) [

The relief claimed-by the Applicant is for a
direction to the Respondents to constitute a review
Selection Committee to consider the case of the Applicant
as on 15/16.3.91 on the basis of the Confidential Reports
relating to the years 19875t§ 1991 (both years iqclusive)
;nd, if found suitable, to declare his promotion to the
I.A.S. from a date when his junior in the panel of 1991

‘was so promoted.

"2. The Applicant joined the A.P. State Civil Service
as a ProbationarydDeputy COllector on 18.6.77 and was
confirmed on 12.7.77. The Applicant-states that during
the period from 1982.to 1987 when he was Administrative
Officer, Kolleru Lake Development Committee he @%&ﬁ 5

distinguished service, His ACR for the period 1986-87 '
was not countersigned glthough the Reporting Officer had
graded him 'Good'. In respect of the 4 subsequént ACRs
from 14.9.87 to 20.3.91, the Applicant contends that

he was graded 'Outstanding'. Consequently he Qas expectin
that his name would be included in the panel of selected

officers prepared by the Sélection COmmittee,tﬁat met

at Hyderabad on 15/63.91 for selection of officers

for promotion'to I.A.S. from the A.P. State cadre. q?
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Copy tos

1., Secretary, Department o Persennel and Trainigg,
Administrative Referms & Public Servicesg,Unien ef India,

Central Secretariat, New Delhi.

L 2, The Secret Union mblic Service Commissien,Dhelpur
‘ . .. Heuse, Etui

3. Chief Secretary te Govemment(GAD-Sec) Department,
State of Andhra Pradesh, Secretariat Buildings,Hyderabad,

4, o}.e cery teo Mr.Y. Suzyanarayana.ﬁdvocate,CAT,Hyderabad.

;"5".' dneAco'py. te Mr.N.R.Devaraj.ér.cx;SC.C:A'If.}iyderabad.

" 6. 'dne copy te Mr,D, Pandufanga Réddy, Spl,Ceunsel fer A,P,
Ce A, T,Hyderabad,

"7« One copy te Mg,Bh,Bharathi Devi,Advecate,CAT,Hyderabad,

© 84 One ceopy te Library
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3. The Respondents have stated in the counter affidavit

that the case of the Applicant was duly considered by thef

- selection Committee ‘and that the fact ‘that the ACR of. the

Applicant for the period 1:4.86't9 }1.3,87 was not
countersigned by the Commissioner of Land Revenue

would not by itself render the ACR invalid.

4; mhe'feEQrd-pentaihing torthe ‘selection -was placed
before us. Having examined the same we find that the
Selection Committee took into consideration all the ACRs
for the reqeired period and thereafierifinally graded
the Applicant. The Selection Committee d4id not find
anything irregular with the ACRg for-the peribd 1.4.86

}m A
to 31.3.87 and we kawe no reason to hold to the contrary.

5. The record of selection sufficiently establishes
that the case of the Applicant was duly considered by the
Selecﬁion Committee and that the Aeplicant's ﬁahe

could not be included in the eelect panel for Ehe reason
that the grading secured by him was not high eﬁough

compared to the other candidates.

6. In the result, we £find no merit in the 0.aA, which is—

hereby dismissed. There shall be no order asrto costs.
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—;ﬁ:‘;T;j::::ETP?ﬁS ' 2 ( v _Neeladri Rao

_ s )
Member (4) . . I Vice-Chairman. $7\
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Dated: 12th August, 1994,
Dictated in Open Court,
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Disposed of with _directions.

Dismissed

Dismj ss as withdrawn
IismissedN\for D=fault.
Ordered/Re jacted

Mo order as tg costs.
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