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- in the pay scale of Rs.1400~-2600, was not included in the
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Judgement

( As per Hon. Mr, Justice V. Neeladri Rao, Vice Chairman )

Heard Sri G, Ramachaddra Rao,  lesarned counsel far|the

applicant and Sri G, Parameshwara Rao, learned counsel

respondents,

for the

g{\\/ /Et jml?'\" "/a Ss%_‘\\_"\_,\ Wi

2., The applicant wag empanelled in the Selsct list{fcr Panel

year 1994, Uhen the applicant/uho was ubrking as Seni?r Auditor

panal

for 1991 for the post of Supervisor, this OA was filed|on 27.1.93

praying for a direction to the respondents to consider'lhis case

for promotion with effect from 6-10-1991 on par vith thie junior

with all attendant benefits including arrears of pay. I

rl‘!

infirmity when the DPC was guided by the gradings giveﬁ

CRs instead of making its own assessment,

3. Theﬁgggﬁggggtentioﬁ for the applicant is that theﬁe is an

in the

4. DPT OM Nb.22011/7/68-Eat.(D) dated 19-8-68 lays down that

"the officers are to be graded as outstanding, VErYy godj, and

good, excluding those who are considered unfit for promotion and

Por the purpose of such classification, the DPC gb#reqq1
make their own assessment of the‘records of servic;s of
officers irrespective of any grading that may be shoun i
confidential records®, [[The Minutss of the DPC for 1991
are produced (returned after perusal), In para—d af th#
Minutes it is stated as under :

"hile reviewing the confidential reports, the Commi
kept 'in view the instructions of Headquarters in DPT OM
22011/7/88-Est(D) dated 19-8-88 circulated with letter A
N2 /135-88 dated 30-9-1988/4~10-88"

red to
all

n the
Selection

said

ttee
No,
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S+ But in para-6 of the reply statement dated 5-5-1993
filed by Sri R. Dharmarajen, Dy.f@épountant General (Admn) in
the offica of Principal Accountant General, it is aveFred as
under :

"The DPC in turn makes careful assessment of the perform-
ance of the officials as refiected in the Conﬁidentiaﬁ Reports

including the gradings assignad to them and categorises|as

outstanding, very good, good, as the case may be®, (Emphasis is
sdpplied)." _ '

|
\

1

6. By referr;ﬁb to the aboue allegations in para-6 of the
al

I
reply statement, it is urged far the applicant that itlis con-

caded even by the Memberof the DPC (Sri Dharmarajan was a Fember

of the DPC at the time of selection for the post of Supervisor

its oun

2hwe
for 1991 Bebeh) and as it is not a case of DPC making
R . ‘.
assessment in@gggggg/;nghg gradings the entire selectilon has
to be held as yitiated,
7. But it may be noted that it is specifically menticned in

tha

the minutes of the DPC for the relevant selection that

guidelines as per OM dated 19~8-1988 referred to herein before,
ware kept in making the selection, Even in para=-3,1 of|the

reply statemsnt it is alleged that the "DPC after makiﬁg a cere-

ful assessment of the performance af the officers as reLlected
in the CR has prepared a panel of 13 persons out of 18.8.0"

8. The above allegations'clearly indicete that it is a case

of independent assessment by the OPC for giving grades at the

Oand Asents_ o L'w\b«)f{n\ oy Wen ‘\"-\W"L\ L‘(.‘ELWLEA 34&-‘\:\;“{,& - ey

time of selection in 1991 for the poat of Supervisor,cahnot be
~

acceded to.// The applicant was selected for the post ai’; p

A} edvasuy WA=y,
Supervisor in 1994{§nd then he was appointed to the said post

with effact from 3-1=-1994 and later he re@iﬁ?d from service.

Ofcourse they will not have any bearing for consideration of
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this OA and they are merely referred to for the purppse of !
narration of thé events«hb dedT |
9. As there is no illegality or irregularity in tha
selection procedure for selection to the post of Superviger
iﬁ 1991, this OA does not merit conéideration.

10. Accordingly this OA is dismissed, HNo costs.//
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(R. Rengarajan) (v. Neeladri Rao’
Dated : September 28, 935

Member (Admn,) Vice Chairman
Dictated in Open Court ﬁ'«"f%l :
C N 3eR

:eputy Registxa:(JBCC

To

1. The Comptroller and Auditor General of India,
NQW Delhi.

2. The Principal Accountant General, (Audit-l)
A.P.Hyderabad

3, One copy to Mr.G.Ramachandra Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.

4, One copy to Mr.,G.Parameswar Rao, &C for AG., CAT.Hyd,

5, One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd. - ;

6, One spare c0py; ' : ‘ | =

pvm

o RN

Q“ @&y;\\ggs\b{\/ g If
i



p\;m.

Rl L

“ 4 ,\v

. “"*‘:‘! .
TYPED BY . CHECIOE BY
COMPARED BY ' APPROVED BY

]

"IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR:EBUNAL

HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERADBAD

THE HON'BLE'MR.JUSTICE V . NEELADFRIRAO
VICE CHiIPMAR

END /7/ ‘

THE HON'BLE MR.R.RANGARAJAN :M{A)

DATED:CQS;—: Oy ~1995

ORDERAFUDGMENT

M.A./R,A./C.ANO, ' - f
in '

0.A.%o. ’)g:q—s .

T.h-NO, - (W.p.Yo, )

"Admitteqd and Interim directions.

Issued. - B

AL

Allowegd. ‘
Dispoged of with directions.

Dismissed.

Dismisged as withdrawn.
Dismigsed for default.
Orderpd/Re jected.

No order as to costs.
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