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JUDGMENT

KePs ACHARYA, V.C., The grievance of the applicant is denial of pro=
motion to him to thé post of Divisional Operating
Superintendent and his grievance it alsoaainst
Respondents 3 to 5 who are said to be juniors having been
promoted, According tot he applicant, Respondents 3 to5
are his juniors and they havebeen promoted tothe post of
Divisional Operating Superintendent without the cvase of
the applicant being considered, Hence, this application

has been filed with the aforesaid ‘prayer.

- " No counter hasbeen filed in this case for the

reasons best knewn to the respondents,

3. We have heard Mr,Dora, learned counsel for the
applicant and Mr.B.Pal, learned Senior Standing Counsel

\/(Railways),,. Statement of the applicant made on
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verification that his case was not considered f or the

promot :?_gnal post and Respondents 3 to 5 were given pramotion
superceding» the claim of the applicant goes uncontradicted.
Law 1s well settled that hobody has a right to claim
promotion. But a particularlemployee has a right to urge that
his case should be consideged for promotion, In the present
case, uncontradicted statement being that the case of the
applicant was not considered, we are bound to accept such
statement to be true and correct, Therefore, we direct
that the suitability of the appliéant be adjudged by
convening a review Departmental Promotion Committee and

in case he is found tobe suitable, promotion be given

with effect fromthe date his juniors got promotion.

4, Thus, this application stands allowed leaving
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the parties to bear their own costs.
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