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None

Pcliiioner

Advocate for the Petil'ioDens)

Versus

U.O.I, a Ors_ through Sec re t ary Respondent
ivlini tr/ of-Culiimuiilu alion, ueptt .of ppcnnndeni(s)
Po^tZTervices. Advocate for the Respondent's)

Non e

CORAM

The Hon'blc Mi. I.K.Rasgotra, Meraber(A)
The Hon'bk Mr. B • Hegde, Membe r(J)

, Whe^er Reponers of loci papers n.ay be allowed .o see the Judgement 7
2, TO be referred .o .^e Judgement 7

:::rr::er«d. ^er Benches of.eT.b.a,,
TUonEiveNT (OA/^)

(Jelivered by Sh.I.K.aasgotra, Membet(J))

Neither the petitioner nor his camsel was present.

None represented the respondents. As this jtter figured at
• serial No.2 5. the first ten oases posted for peremptorily

for final hearing in the cause list, proceed to^ dispose
of the OA after perusal of the pieadings..

Smt.Madhuri Devi. Sh.Prem Dass, Mr.Gajendra Singh

and Majister Maajee have filed this application seeking the
following reliefs'—

1. Respondents be directed to absorb the petiUoner
as Postal Assistant from the year 1984-85 an
their respective Units.



2.
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flespondents be directed to assign
them top seniority above those Mho comoletsd

their training in the year 1983.
/

Petitioners 1 and 4 are vcrking as Stamp

Vendor vhile petitioners No 2 and 3 are employed as

Postman in the "o f f ice ' o f the respondents. They were

selected for promotion as Postal Hssistant. Their

grievance arose as in spite of their selection and

inclusion ii the panel they have not be .absorb as

Posal Assistant due to certain changes in the

personnel policy of the Departinent, The position

has been clarified by the responcents in their counter

affidavit. They have stated that the departmental

examination for promotion to the post of Postal

Assist ant (P »A.) was scheduled to be held on 3Cl.10-83

and the numbers of vacancies to be filled in each

un it.v\^r8 also announced on 23.9.1983, The result of

the examination held in response to the notification

dated 27-6-1983 was decided on 'U4.i984. The appitaats

were not declared successful in the said e xamin at .ion .

The number of vacancies to be filled up ^^ame sh

5'̂ Jagar, Head Office was 11. Only LODs of that unit

v^re declared sucessful. They were accordingly promoted

Thus left 5 vacancies of PAs unfilled in the Rarae sh

Najar, Head Office. Out of the candidates vho v\ere

declared successful on 4.4.84. In order to filled up

the remaining vacancies of Same sh i^agar, Head Office
supplementary result xvas declared r^i-ring ch._ace to

LQDs of dither units forfilling up -:he vacancies of

.Ham sh Nagar Post Office as s'xh LGOs had not come

on merit against the vacancies declared for the units
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to which they actually belonged. This was done after

obtaining their consent and clearly Informing them

that they vvould not be eligitfe for repatriation to

their parent unit for 5 years, -••icco rdl'ig to the

supplementary result declared on 6.8.84j^ the appl ."fc ant

Sh. Gajiendra Singh Aavvat belonging to Lodi i^ad post

office and S^t. Madhuri Devi, Prem Dass and Maj ister

Maajee belonging to Delhi G.P.Os \'^ra declared sucessful

and allotted to .':^amesh Nag,air,Head Office for ^pointment

agaiiist the vacancies of PAs that had remained unfilled.

Meanwhile the position changed gnd " time bound one

promotion" scheme effective on 30.11.83 was introduced.

According to the scheme 15^ posts in the supervisory

cadre and 5^ in the cadre of postal assistant vjeie
j

surrendered. Consequently petitioners could not be i

absorbed as Postal Assistants. They were kept on the

waiting list. No egcamini at ion was also held for promotion

in the years 198-l-, 1985,1986 and even in 1987 and 1988

for R-ame sh Nagar, Head Office, as no vacancy was

available ther«. To mitigate the hardship of these officials,

the posi-tion was reviewed at the end of 1986. it was

decided to reallot the petitioners to units other than

to their re speCctive parent unit on 26.4.1988, Accordingly

the applicant No,2 on re-allotment to Parliament Street,
Head Office was appointed as Postal Assistant on 12.5.198.-5,

The remaining applicants vho v./; .ce-allotted to
sent

Foreign Post Office, we re/for induction training at
Saharanpur w.e.f. 27.6.1938 and have been given regular
appointment w.e,f. 26.8.83 or 31.8.1988 on their

successful completion of training. This tramong was
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necessary as work in Foreign post office is

different and requires special training vhich is

distinct from the one required for v^rking as

Po stal .Assistant.

3. Re^onijents have also conf irmed that the

applicant will rank senior to the LQOs declared

sucessful in the examinations teld for other units

in 1987 and 1988, Thus their grievance in regard to

the seniority no longer subsists.

4. Petitioner have filed rejoinder on the basis

of the position ej^olained by the respondents as

abo ve,

5. We have carefully considered the material on

record. It is clear from the counter affidavit filed

by the respondents that the petitioners (sould

not be absorbed as Postal Assistant as 'Uney '.ftiere to

be ^ppoiTted in Ramesh Nagar, Head Office as per
/

their consult against 5 unfilled vacancies in. that

Ihit, Their appointment was overtaken by the

introduction of " time bound one promotion" scheme.

The said sche.ne resulted in the shrinkage of cadre

of Postal Assistants to the extent of 5^.Ho'wever,

to mitigate the hardships of the petitioners, .

they have been re-alloc ated to other units and

appointed Postal Assistant May/August, 1988.

The respondents have also confirmed that petitioners

have been assigned.'seniority -above to those vho

vjera declared successful in the examination held

in the ye'ar 1987 and 1^38 for variiDUs usnits

^including I'lanesh Nagsr,- He ad Office)*'
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petitioners have thus not only been piomoted as Post^

Assistant but have also been assigned seniority

abova those who qualified in the examinations held

subsequent to the one in which they qualified,

6* view of the above facts and circurastaces

of the case, in our opinion the petitioners grievaices

do not survive any longer and no interference is called

for in the matter.

7. The O.A. is disposed of as above. No costs.

(B.S. HEGDE)
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( I.K. aASGO^RA)
MiM3Ea(A)


