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OA No.1223/91 ph [o|10]aS

Hon'ble Mr A.V.Haridasan, Vice Chairman (J)
Hon'ble Mr R.K.Ahooja, Member (A)

A.K.Jain

Head Draughtsman
Dte of Naval Design
Naval Headquarters
A-33 Kailash Colony
New Delhi-110 048.
R/o0 1490 Kucha Seth
Dariba Kalan _ :
Delhi-110 006. ....Applicant

(By Advocate: Shri N.Amresh)
Versus

Union of India through

1. The Secretary to the Govt. of Indla ‘ |
Ministry of Defence
South Block
New Delhi-110 011

2. The Chief of the Naval Staff
Naval Headquarters
South Block
New Delhi-110 Oll.

3. The' Director

- pte. of Naval Archltecture
'D' Wing, Sena Bhavan
New Delhi-110 O1l.

4. The Director
Dte. of Civil Personnel
Naval Headquarters
'D' Wing, Sena Bhavan , '
New Delhi-110 011. . . -Respondents

(By Advocate: Shri P.H.Ramchandani)

ORDER (Oral)

Hon'ble Mr A.V.Haridasan, Vice Chairman (J)

The _applicant who was Head Draughtsman when he filed this
application is aggrieved by the fact that when he was considered for
promotion to the post of Chief Draughtsman, an adverse entry in his ACR
for the vyear 1989 which was initiated only in the year 1991 and

communicated  to him thereafter has been taken into account with the

résult that he has not been properly considered by the DPC. Therefore,

he has filed this application seeking to quash the order No. NC/2108
dated 6.5:91 by which four Head Draughtsmen were promoted as Chief



ad.

Draughtsmen and for a direction to the respondents to convene a DPC to
consider his case on the basis of the ACRs upto 1988 only without

considering the ACR of 1989 with consequential benefits.

2. The resporidents in their reply have stated that a review DL_DC\was
held to consider the case of the applicant, taking into accognt his ACR

<
upto the year 1988 and that as the applicant did not mgeet the bench
mark, he could not be promoted.

3. We have perused the pleadings and other materials in this case

and have -heard Shri N. Amresh, counsel for the applicant and Shri

Ramchandani, counsel for the respondents. We have also perused the

minutes of.A the review DPC as also the ACR Dossiers of the applicant.

4. As far as the relief for quashing the impugned order dated 6.5.91

uwy.,(;uxc(,eu
is concerned, the appllcant has not cha:l—J:eaged those who were promoted

and therefore, he is not entitled to seek quashing of the order.

GV’LQ
Further, no ma‘eerlq;«ial is made out to show that the promotions of those

‘ s U
persons are erraneous as—far—the—reldief—prayed—is—concerned. Even

before the application was filed, the respondents had held a review DPC

to consider the case of the applicant for promotion on the basis of hiS

ACR upto 1988. So in that respect, the ‘applicatior'l has become
infructous. Hwoever, to see whether consideration of the case of the
applicant by the reveiew DPC was correctly done, we have perused, the
minutes of the review DPC as also the ACR Dossier of the appllcant It

is a pomt wh1ch is admitted that to be ellglble for promotion as Head

Draughtsman,; he has to get a bench mark ' Good' in the ACR. We have

perused the - ACR of the applicant .and on ‘perusal of the ACR of the

l applicant, and the minutes of the review DPC, we find that the DPC has

(bwl’”
considered the case of the applicant properly anc?\ no 1njust1ce has been

done to him.

¢

5. In the result, in view of what is stated in the foregoing

paragraphs, finding no merits in this application, we dismiss this

application, leaving the parties to bear their own costs.
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Memiser (A ) (A.V.Haridasan)

Vice Chairman (J)
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