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We have heard Mr. Handa for the applicant and Mr. Shcvde for the 

respondents. 
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2. The applicant has already retired from Railway service on 28.2.91. He 

was working in the selection grade 4000-5700(RP) in sub divisional 

HospitaL Sabarmati. Baroda division. His grievance is that while some ot 

the Doctors. who were junior to him were promoted to the post of Chief 

Medical Superintendent in the scale 5900-6700 (RP) vide Annexure A the 

applicant was not given promotion. The applicant submits that he was 

entitled for promotion to the post of Chief Medical Superintendent. He says 

that he has not received any adverse remarks at any time and his service has 

always been satisfactory, Thins the respondents action in overlooking him 

for promotion is illegal. Therefore he claims that lie may be pronioted fIoin 

the date his juniors were promoted which would give him better retirement 

benefits than what he obtained. 

3. The respondents have tiled reply. They have stated that ihe applicatioii 

rder challenged is dt. 14.1 .91. and the 
is time barred in as much as the o  

present application is tiled on expirv of one year i.e. 8/5/92. It is also stated 

that the applicant had filed a representation to Railway Board on 23.1.2.91 

and he had approached the Tribunal after waiting for six months 

Respondents have stated that the applicant along \\ith  his colleagues were 

A)k~ considered by the DPC br promotion at the level of Senior Adininistrati e 

ol consideration 
(ra.de. but he was not toutid fit for promoti on on the basis  
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of his service records. 111ev have staied that the applicant has no right ir 

promotion but only a nglit to be considered for the same. They have stated 

that mere non-coin niunication of adverse remarks does not mean that the 

employee is suitable for promotion to the higher post. The DPC having 

taken service record of the applicant, has considered him as until. The 

applicant has filed a rejoinder. He claims that he made a representation 

aQainst the order of promotion on 23.12.91. 	Delay in making the 

representation was due to the fact that he had retired from Rly. Service on 

28.2.1 and he had to make arrangements for his settlement. Accordingly, 

the application is tiled on 9.5 92 within the time limit, lie has again 

reiterated his earlier stand that no adverse remarks were communicated to 

him and according to him his service record is satisfactory. He also claims 

thai the posi t' Senior AdmimstratV,e Grade is a tion-selection post and 

promotions are to be made to the grade on the basis of seniori-tv elm 

suitability. 

4. 	in order to examine the matter in the Id1 perspective, the Bench has 

called for the Minutes of the I)PC which considered the applicants and 

others for promotion to Senior Administrative Grade. We have gone 

through the proceedings and find that the applicant was considered along 

with other officers. We have also gone through the pertbrmance statement 

it; L 
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of the officers considered. The l)PC had taken into account the gradings in 

the Confldeiitial Report of the othcers for the preceding 5 years. The bench 

mark tbr consideration for promotion to SA grade is very good. 	The 

applicant had obtained 4 good reports and one vet good report in the 

preceding 5 years and obtained 16 points. Accordingly, we find that the 

applicant had not cleared the bench mark for ttness for promotion to 

Sr.Administrative grade. Therefore, the DPC graded him as unfit for 

promotion. We find that the applicant has been given due consideration and 

lie could not be promoted to the SAG, as he did not fulfil the norms 

prescribed for promotion. taking into account the CRs for the preceding 5 

years. 

5. 	Accordingly, we find no basisJo the applicant's grievance, who has 

only gol a right lu be considered tr piromolion and he has been rightly 

considered. The application is therefore devoid of merits and is dismissed. 

No orders to costs. 

AA,--- 
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