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IN THt CENTR1!\L AOPlIWISTBATIllL TRI^NAL

PRINCIPAIL BENCH ; NEW DELHI

0,A, Wo,1761/91

-7"

HON'BIE SHRI S.R, AOlGE p PlEPlBER(A) »

HOW^BLE ORoA, VEOAWALLI p PIEP^QERCD),

Sh,Ho8hiar Singh Yadew
S/o Sh.Dew Karan
B/o Shri Sant Lalp
Advocatep
C-21(B) New flu 1 tan Nagsr
O0lhi«110056, oooo««»«. Applicant,
(By Advocate Shri Sant ILal)

Versue

1, The Union of Indispthrough
the Secretaryp Ministry of
Cocnmun&cation^ p
Department of Postsp
OaA Bhauan p
New Delhi«>110001 •

2, The Postmaster Genorolp
Haryana Circle p
Ambala Cantt-I33001o

3, The Superintendentp
R,M,S, ®D® Division p
Asaf Ali Roadp
New Oelhi-110002, - Reapondente,

(By Advocate Shri M,M.Sudan)

judgement

fty Hon®ble Shri S.R. Adine .Momhay(AU

1, Applicant claims promotion as Sorting Asstt.

under the incentive Scheme from 1989,

2^ By respondents letter dated 30,5,63(Ann,A-'S)

an Incentive Scheme was introduced whereby 10^ of

promotion vacancies were to be filled by permanent/

quasi permanent staff with 6 years aggregate service

who had passed matric/equivalent exam after 3 years

in the department. This was partially modified by
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respondents letter dated 26,9o68 (Annexura R«^) requiring

those eligible to have secured aftleast SOjS aggrogats

marks in Metric Examination, This condition wao houowor

relaxed in case of SC/ST candidates alono vide Reepon-

dents letter dated 31 o5»72 (Anneaur© R-2). Subaequently

by respondents letter dated 31,3,89 (Annoxuro A-5) »

the condition of passing Metric or equivalent ©xaroination

mentioned in latter dated 30,5,63 was substituted by

.  10+2 standard or 12th class pass of a rocognised

University or Board of School Education( all other

conditions of the Scheme remaining unchanged,

3, Applicant the Higher Secondary Exam.

(10+2)in 1989 but as he did not obtain the minimum of

SOJS aggregate marks, respondents have held hOi.was

ineligible for promotion that year under the Incentive

Scheme. It is not denied that he uas promoted as
\

^  Sorting Assistant thereafter on 4,4,93 upon clearing

BA Examination,

4, Shri Sant Lai has argued that aa raopondents

letter dated 31,5,89 had merely substituted 10+2 or

r  12th class pass for Metric Exam, in the Incentive

Scheme announced vide respondents letter dated 30,5,63
yf rf\^h 11 f/tr- ' SIS'- ̂
and/had further stated that all other conditions of the

Scheme remained unchanged, and as the 1963 Scheme did
-1

not have an eligibility condition^ of securing minimum

50J^ of aggregate marks , applicant could not hage been

declgr^di ineligible when he cleared Higher Secondary

Examination in 1989,,even if he did not secure minimum

of 505S aggregate marks,
»

5^ ye are unable to agree uith this contention,
/lytrzl i h ei^ ̂

The Incentive Scheme vide respondents letter

dated 26,9,68 inii^trTj a miniimjm of 50^ aggregate marks
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in Watric/equlwalent txam^U ©ssantial roquirament
for aligibilityo This condition was relaxed in caso

of SC/ST candidate alone^vide respondents letter dated
31o5.72, which implies that it was applicable for all

*7

general category candidatej^such as the applicant. By
latter dated 31o3o89 all that was modified was that

1Q + 2 standard or I2th class pass was substitutSd

for Watric/equiwalsnt. Th® requiroment of aocuring

a minimum of SOjS aggregate marks continued to be an
A

essential qualification^, the only change being that
^  Ury. CKO^'TfJ^ « 1 4.

instead of securing those^marke in flatrlc/equiwailont
Exam..they now had to be secured in 10 + 2 standard or
,2th cus, pass e«». ^

Of the Scheme will remain unchangedY^^ave to be

understood to mean the scheme as it stood on 31.3,89^

at which point of time a minimum of 50^ aggregate

marks in the School Leaving Exam, was an essential

^  eligibility qualification,
*

6  The OA therefore warrants no interference,
^ O

It is dismissed. No costs.

(OR.A.UEOAUALLI)
P)Er<BER(3) WEmBER(A)


