
(4i$L DNIN'IRiIVE TRIi3UNL 
CJTTCI< SNGH: CUTCK 

Lginalkpo1Cat1on No. 311 of 1988 

h..': Dateof Uecision  

Khdllj B1 hera 	 oo1icant 

Versus 
* 

- 
Unjon 	Idj & Othe.rs 	Respondents 

a:. 
' 

	

ortne a))llcant 	 R.Lor8, cvocete 

For the respondents 
0 • 3.N.Ghosh, 

. 	.,•: 	 . 	.. AOCaS 

. 	.' 	 ._ ....' 	 . 	 . *.,,.ç. 

S. 

- 	
1 

dL 	 R 	 VICC 	N 
* 	•• 

-•' 

iL1DNOUR-BL MI5 UI+ 	VRA,flM]3ER (DMN) 
• 	 - 	 - . 

	 *• 	 .5.... 

	

,'.. 	 .5  '_.4 ..... 

Whether the repbters of local newsoers 
may be allowed to see the judgment 7 Yes 

2o be referred to reporters or not-? 

Whether Their Lohips fish t,see .thG foir 
cony of the judgment 7 Yes 

- 	-\..... 



dl 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE T RIBUNAL 
CUTTACK i3EICHI C1JTT1CK 

Original Application No.311 of 1983. 

Dite of decision * 	 Ci 

Khalii Behera ... 	 App)4cant. 
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JUDGMENT 

K.P.ACHARYA,V.C., The grievance of the applicant is denial of pro.  

motion to him to the post of Divisional Operating 

Superintendent and his grievance is alsoainst 

Respondents 3 to 5 who are said to be JunioLs having been 

prcrnoted. Jccordinq tothe applicant, Respondents 3 to5 

are his juniors and they havebeen promoted to the post of 

Divisional Operating 5uperintendent without the case of 

the applicant being considered. Hence, this application 

has been filed with the aforesaid prayer. 

No counter hasbeen filed inthis case for the 

reasons best knn to the respondents. 

We have heard Mr.Dora, learned counsel for the 

applicant and Mr.B.Pal, learned Senior Standing Counsel 

\ (Rail'ays). Statement of the applicant male on 
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verification that his case was not considered for the 

prnotonal post and Respondents 3 to 5 were given prQno-tion 

superceding the claim of the applicant gs unCOntradicted. 

Lav is well settled that bd1y has a right to claim 

prcmotion. But a particular employee has a right to urge that 

his case should be corisideed for pranotion. 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 applicant be adjudged by 

convening a review Departmental Prcxnotion Cartmittee and 

in case he is fourid tobe suitable, prnotion be given 

with effect frthedate his juniors got prnotion, 

4. 	Thus, this application stands alled leaving 

the parties to bear their cwn costs. 
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