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Heard.

By this Writ Petition, the petitioner seeks
promotion to the post of Assistant Block
Development Officer/Child Development Project
Officer from the ‘disabled’ category as the
petitioner is visually impaired. Certain other

ancillary prayers are also made in the Writ Petition.

It is informed to this Court by the learned
Assistant Government Pleader on oral instructions,
that the process for filling up the post of Assistant
Block Development Officer/Child Development
Project Officer is not undertaken by the concerned

respondents, as yet.

If the statement made on behalf of the
concerned respondent no.2 is accepted, the relief

sought by the petitioner cannot be granted. The
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direction cannot be issued against the respondent
no.2 to promote the petitioner on the post of
Assistant Child Development Officer, when the
process for filling up the said post, by promotion, is
not undertaken. If at all, in future, the respondent
no.2 initiates the process of filling up the post by
promotion, the petitioner may file appropriate
proceedings if the petitioner has a right to be
promoted on the said post as per the reservation
policy. It is most likely that the respondents would
earmark the reservation if it is really available for

the physically challenged persons.

In the circumstances of the case, we dismiss
the Writ Petition, with no order as to costs. The
question in regard to the position of the petitioner

in the seniority list is kept open.
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