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IN THE 	N:RAL 1D1,11INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUI'TACK BENCH :CUTTACK 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION 140:305 OF 3992 

SATE OF DECISION: 2h AN'JRY,1994 

Kamalakanta Nayak 	 ... 	 Applicant 

Vs. 

Union of India & others 	
000 	 Res)onaen;• S 

( FOP. ISTRLTCT IONS ) 

1. 	hcher it. b rfrrd t thc r ortrs or flQt 

2 	hether it be cjrcu1ted to all the Bencnes of the 

'crtrJ Adrniistrbjve Trjbu.nals or rot? 7' 

VICE C:I;iTAN 
2g.. JN 94 
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OTL AtIN LTAT IVE TRIBUNAL  
CUTTACK BENCH: CUTACK, 

Original Application No.305 of 1992 

Dte of decision:January 2,1994 

Karnalakanta Nayak 	 ... 	 Aljcnt 

Jersus 

Union of Inaia & Others 	... 	 aespondents 

For the Applicant 	.•• M/S.R.I3.Nohatra,N.J.Singh 
Advocates. 

For the Pesponden-s 	•.. Mr. Ashok Fisra, 
Senior Standing Counsel 
(Central). 

... 

CORAM: 
T HE IONO JR ABLE M .K.? • ACHPRYA, I ICE -CHA 2P.MAN 

& 
THE HONOJRABLE MR.H.AJENDRA PRASP ,MME3ER(Ai)MN.) 

ORD ER 

K.P.ACHARYA,V.C. 

	

	 In this application tinder section 19 of 

the Administrative Tribunals Act,1985,the petjtjor 

prays to direct the Opposite Parties for regularjsatjon 

of the services of the petitioner Jjnd to absorb 

him in INS Chilika declaring him to be senior to 

Opp.Party Nos.5 to 7. 

2. 	Shortly StateQ the case of the petitioner 

is ht he was working in INS chilika for a certain 

:c i:c on Castial basis in the post of Lower Divisjcn 

Clerk HjS services were reqularised with effect from 

let August,1992 as it appears from the judgment passed 

in Original Applica ion ND .405 of 1992 dis'osed of on 

4hh 'terner,1992.Now the petitioner Comes up with 

Dryer as Stated above. 
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3. 	In their Counter,the Opposite Parties 

mintaiñ that the case being devoid of merit IS 

liable to be dismissed as the services of the 

petitioner had already been regularised. 

4 	We have heard Mr.R.B.Mohapatre learned 

counsel for the petitioner and rr.Ashok Mishre 

learned Senior standing CounSel(Central). 

Regularisatjon  of the petitioner against a 

permanent vacancy with effect from 1st 7ugust,1992 

was not disputed.petjtj-)fles grievance is that his 

services rendered during the period WI-en he wa 

ca1al labourer should be akcn to his credit for 

the purpose of his seniority.On the other hand 

Mr.Ashok risra learned Senior Standing Oounsel(Central) 

sibrrujtted that though the oetitjoner is senior to 

Up2.Party Nos.6 and 7 yet Wpointment of Opp.Party 

Nos.6 and 7 took place earlier to the petitioner 

because they were appointed against posts reserved 

or LhC Schedued Caste and 3cheduled Tribe 

There Was absolutely no vacancy for qeneral 

osecidate and therefore,the petitioner could not be 

flDOifltCd,Who had been appointed as SOOn as thee1 

ws a Vacancy In that category.  
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L.T'1Ohapatr learfleU Counsel for the 

petitioner did not like to press the prayer of t 

petitioner and wanted to withdraw the petition. 

We have no objection,The petitioner is permitted to 
withdraw the application s  

Thus,the applicaLicn Is accordingly disoosed 

o lving the ories to bear their own costs, 
I 

Merrer(Admjr-tjve) 	 Vice-Chairman 
24JMN91, 

Central Administrative Trjbun1, 
Cut).aok bench/Y.ohanty/24 .1 94. 


