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CENTRAL ?DMINI3TRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUTI'ACK jENCH: CUTTACK, 

Original AppliCation No.238 of 1990 

Dcte of decision : November 4,1992. 

K.M.Kidav ... 	 Applicant. 

Versus 

Unionof India and others ••, 	 Respondents. 

For the applicant ... 	M/s.?.Palit, 
N • Moh anty, A, Kanungo, 
S. K. Mohanty, S. P. Pattnayak 
N. Patra, Advocates, 

For the respondetits ... 	Mr.Jshok Kumar Misra, 
Sr.StarrIing Counsel(Central) 

N,  
C ORAM; 

THE HONOURAi3LE HR. K. P. PCHARYA, 	 F411iAN  

A N D 

THE HONOURABLE MR. K. J. RAMAN, MEMBER (MN.) 

S. 

Whether reporters of local papers may be 

al1c'ed to see the judgment  ? Yes. 

To be referred to the Reporters or not ? k?' 

Whe the r Their Lordships wisht see the fair. 

copy of the Judgment ?Yes. 
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JUDGMENT 

K. P. PCHARYA, V. C. , 	In this application under section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribuijals Act,1985, the applicant prays 

for adirectjcn to be given to the Respdencs 	to 

consider the case cf the applicant for prnotion to the 

post of Assistant Engineer with effect from 1,11.1989 when 

the post of Assistant Engineer fell vacant, 

2, 	6hortly stated, the case of the applicant is that 

he was appointed as a Junior Engineer in the year1963 under 

Dandakaranyc Development Authority. He was seniormost 

Junior Engineer. On 30,10,1989 a vacancy arose inthe 

cadre of Assistant Engineer. The case cf the applicantw as 

not considered for promotion. Hence, this application has 

been filed with the aforesaid prayer. 

In their counter, the respondents maintained that 

true it is that a vacancy arose for the post of Assistant 

Engineer on 30.10.1989 but there beV a ban order passed 

by the Gove rnment of India stating that no promotion/ 

appointne nt thould be given because the Dandakaranya 

Deve1onent Project was being wound up. In these 

cjrcunstances, the case of the applicant was not considered 

for promotionaiTd furthermore, within three months therefrom 

the applicant was deployed tothe Surplus Cell, Hence, 

the case beiny devoid of merit is liable to be dismissed. 

We have heard Mr.P.Palit,learned counselfrrthe 

applicant and Mr.Ashok Kumar Misra, learned Senior 

Standing courisel(Central) appearing for the respondents. 

The admitted position is that the Dandakaraflya 

Deve1onent Project was in tie stace of being wound up. 
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The fact that there was a ban order issued k,  the 

Government of India hasnot been disputed by the applicant, 

Further irortant fact is that within three months frcu 

30.10.1989 the applicant was found to be surplus and has 

been deployed to the Surplus Cell and na' is working under 

Central Public Works Department, In these circum tances, 

we find no merit in this application which stands 

dismissed leaving the parties to bear their orr1 costs. 
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