
CLNTRAIL ADMIN ISTRAT WE TR lB U. AL 
CTJ2TACK BFIINCit CUrTACK, 

Original 'APplication No.267 of 1988. 

Dete of decision: November 28,189, 

Sushanta Kumar Mohanty,aged about 28 yeaLs, 
son of Tayaflath Mohanty, At present working 
as Fireman, Grade I,s Chilka, At/P.O.Chilka, 
Dist.PurJ. 	 60* 

Versus 

1. 	Lion of India, 
represented by its Secretary, 
Ministry of Defence.New Delhi. 

Dlctor of Civilian Personnel, 
Javal Headquarters, New Delhi, 

3, 	The Flag Officer COmmendinginchief, 
eadquarters, Eastern 19aval COmmand, 

Vi sakhapatriam. 

4. 	Commanding Off icer, INS Chilka, 
tP,ochil:. Djf Pur, 

Misra, 
eepak Misra, 
,N,Najk, Advocats. 

Appi leant. 

Respoddents. 

F)L th 	 $ 	 1i D laj, 
Coun5el (Central) 

.PATL, VICE-C i-iAIMAN 

-. i"t. ..NG JPTA, 	1BER(.JW IC IAL) 

whether reporters of local papers may be allowed to see 
he judgment ? Yes. 

io be referred to the Reporters or not 7 NO 

3. 	Whether Their Lordships wibh to see the fair cc: 
f the judgment ? Yes, 



/ 

J UDgM 

n.,pJrEL,vE-CHAIRMAN, The facts briefly Stated are that the applicant 

was appointed as Fireman Gradd II in the 0ffice of the Respondent 

No.4 on 19.9.1980 on regular basis. He was declared  quasi-

permanent with effect from 19.9.1983 vide ?nnexure-1 and was 

promoted to Fireman Grade I with effect from 1.4.1987. The 

next promotion was to the rank of .iading Hand Fire (Ordinary 

Grade) i.e.LHF(OG) which is a  Group'C' post. The applicant was 

required to appear before a Departmental promotion Coittee 

when it sat on 12th and 13th October,1987 for Considering the 

case of the applicant far promotion. The Departmental promotion 

Committee did not find the applicant fit for promotion as he 

did not satisfy the prescribed physical standard. The applicant 

has prayed that he should be given promotion to the post of 

14.H.F. (O.G.) retrospectively from October, 1987. 

The respondents have maintained in their counter that 

not illegality has been comnuitted in denying the applicant 

promotion tote higher rank of L•H.F.(O.G,) because of the 

requirement of the u1es for physical fitness. 

We have heard learned counsel for the applicant and 

Mr.Tahali Dalai,learned Additional Standing Counsel (Central) 

and perused the papers. On going throuh the counter filed by 

the respondents we find that the respcndents have admitted that 

the physical standard prescribed was applicable only to the 

direct recruits and not to promotees. The respoddents have 

further stated in their cot.inter that they are considering the 

case of the applicant for promotion. In view of these facts 

we direct that the case of the applicant should be considered 

for promotion within two months from the date of receipt of a copy 
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of this!Hmeflt. 

We are not inclined to accept the prayer of the 

applicant for retrospective effect as he has not officiated 

in the promotional post and as there is no ai.l29atior of an 

junior havingr been promoted. 

4, 	This applicatiOn is accordlnqly of leaving 

the pacties to bear their own cot, 

. . . . . . . SI I I S S S SI 55 

Vj 0  Ch3 Irma n 

N.SENGtJPTA, MBiR (J) 	 Lo 

I agree. 	. 

,... Member (Judic lal) 

Cent aL Administrative Tribunal, 
Cuttack Bench, Cuttack. 
November 28, l93 9/Sa rang!5 


