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For the Applicant wee SHRI J.K. FATBHIE.

For the Respaniel‘l’ts oo e gHP.I 3.3 HASAN .,

PEF. HOII'BIE Mr, JUSTICE DL .. MEHTA, ' T2E CHAIPVEN .

On the request 2f the applicant DPZ proaceedings were
called. DFC held twd meetings. COne mecting was held on 5.9.R7
for promstion of Janior Enginser (Civil) to the grade of Asstt. |
Engineer (Zivil). Record of some persons was not zvailable and

it was decided that thelr cases .shall be considered later on.

‘Ajain, second mezting was held on 17.11.82 after the zvailability

of the record of the pzreons and this second reeting waz in
continuation of the DP2 held earlier anl this fast has been
menticned in the zubsequent meeting's proceeiinis also. In the
subsequent meeting, the cases of 31 pefsons were considered and
out of them two persons were placed in Outstanding category.
They are Mr. 11.C. 3upta and M.F. Mathmar., It iz trme that all the
persons.who have been prowmcted, wer: placed in the cntstanding

category. Applicant's case was also considered and he was plzaced

m

in Very Good category. S9, the persons whose names find place

in the Outstanling cztecgory have been promcted though they may be
junior=to the applicant and they have rightly been prom:ted.

2. We have also seen some proceedings of the DPZ and the
ACRs of the przsent applicart . His two AZRs are Oatstanding and
three are Very Good, zand thg DPZ has graded him in the category

of very good officers. We cannot substitute the opinisn formed
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by the DPC arnd this is a reasonable claszification or gradation
of the applicant and the applicant cannot claim any right over
thosge rersons whd have b2en graded in Oatstaniing catégory. The
learned counzel for the applicant sibmits that the certificates
have not bteen placed on rec>rd and he has invitsd our attention
to Rule=14 of the CPWD Manual, vol.-I, which provides that,
"letters of aprreciaticn or notes of zomiandation issued by an
authority of the rank,Secrstary in the Ministry or Hezd of the
Depszrtment or special bodies or Jommissions may be placed with
thé confidential reports., Appreciation of the work dons shoald
more aworopriately ge recorded in the remort rather than in a
Ektter.?" The word ‘may’! bas bzen used, which shows that it is
not mandatory. Apart from that, the emphasis has been jiven to

Lorang wrore :
the apprreciation of the work done should-were aprropristely be
r=corded in the report rather than in a letter. S9, it was
considered that the letter should be given less weightage in
éll ~ases and for this very rsason. the wqrd ‘may ' has been used.
Apart from that, they are placed in the confidential records and
they are considered at the timez of preparation of the confiden-

T oebizl records. 5¢, they cannot claim that it should have an

A _
Qiz;r;Zéageffect on ACRS.

3. ‘ .
tor the reasons menticoned abaove, we do not £ind foree in

the 0a -
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3 the came is dizmisszed, with no order as to cozts.
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