
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINI S TR\TIVE TRI JNAL 
CU TTCK BENCH: CU TTACK. 

ORINAL APPLICAIION NO.685 OF 1993. 

Cuttack, this the 3rd of september, 1999. 

M.D. S k. SIKANDER ALAM. 	 .... 	 APPLICANT. 

VRS. 

UNIuN OF INDIA & OTHERS• 	.... 	 REPONDEN1. 

OR INSTRUCQNS 

i. whether it be referred to the reporters or not7 '4i 

2. Whether it be circulated to all the Benches of the 
Central Administrative Tribunal or not7 

'L •-\ 
(G. NARASIMIW4) 

M E 3 ER( JUDI CI AL) 	 VIC 



CENTRAIJ ADMINISTRAVE TRI3JNAL 
J TTACK BENC1-I:CU TTACK. 

ORINAL APPLICAIW NO.685 OP 1993. 
Cuttack, this the 3rd day of septenber,1999. 

C 0 RA M: 

THE HONOURABL E M R. SOMNA [H SaM, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

THE HON0URA3tE MR. G. Nl-RASIMHAM,MEM3ER(JUDL.) 

... 

MD. SK. SIKANDAR AtAM, 
S/o.Sk.Insaf Uddin, 
Qr.No. WIii,Setor-15, 
P0: RQ.1 rkei. a-Ill, 
PIN CODE - 769 003. 	 .... 	APPLICANT. 

BY legal practiticrier : M/S.J.M.Mohanty,S.K.MOhanty, 
Ad v ates. 

-Versus- 

Unicn of India represented through its 
S eC ret a ry, D epa rth i t of c anmun ic a tt cn, 
New Delhi-i. 

Chief postmaster General,Orissa Circle, 
Bhubafleswar, DiSt. KhU rda. 

sr.supdt. of post Offices, BalasOre DiVisicn, 
Bal as Ore. 

REPONDEN2. 

By legal PraCtitic(ier :tr. U,B.Mohapatra,Additicna]. standing 
Ccunsel (central). 

ORDER 

MR, SOMNATH SOM. VICECHAI PMAN: 

In this original Applicaticn under secticn 19 

of the Administrative Tribunals ACt,1985, the applicant 

has prayed for a direction to the ReSp(fldeflts 2 and 3 to 

recruit the applicant as Pta1 Sorting Assistant in view  

of the Circular dated 20.6.3.983, at Annexure-2. 



ReSPCfld1ts have filed counter opposing 

the prayer of applicant. The controversy in this case 

falls within a small compass and for deciding this, 

it is not necessary to go into too many facts of this 

Case, 

The admitted position As that the DepartTental 

Authorities called for applicaticns for the posts of postal 

Sorting Assistant in different postal Divisicns,ppplicant 

applied for the post in the suddergarh DiVision. His 

grievance is that his candidature was not considered and 

he was not selected. Respcndents have pointed out that 

in the advertisernit at innexure-3,it was specifically 

menticrisl that the minirrum educational qualification is 
as 

10 + 2 and/the applicant did not have the qualifications  

hjs case was not considered.On this grQnd,they have 

opposed the prayer of applicant, 

I. 	We have heard Mr,J.M.MOhaflty learned ccunsel 

for the applicant and Mr.U.B.Mohapatra,learfl& Additional 

standing counsel (Central) appearing for the DeParthental 

ReSPCd1 ts and have pe xis  ad the records. 

5. 	The first submission made by learned counsel 

for the applicant is that the minin.im educational qualificati 

prescribed in the advertisement at nexure-3 is that 10+2 

standard or 12th class pass from a recognised university/ 

(' 	• Board of School EuC a ti on/Board of sec ond a ry Blucaticn of 

any State.It is stated by learned counsel for applicant 

that one of the mininum qualifications is 10+2 standard 

or 12th standard pass from recognised ijniverSity.It is 
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stated that reference to the Board of school Eaucaticn 

and Board of secmdary Education nust be und ers tocd to 

mean that the matriculation is also one of the 

p rescri bed minimum educ ati cnal quali ficati cc.I 

support of the above c Ontenticn,it is submitted by the 

learned cairsel for the applicant that in the circular 

at Annexure.-2 it has been specifically provided that the 

MatridUlate EDAS are also entitled to be considered 

for the post of Postman and therefore, matriculates 

are not ruled cxit.urther it is claimed that at the time 

when the applicant j ctn& service, he passed HSC Exafin. 

of 11th class.At that time, there was no plus to stream 

and therefore, having joined as EDDA his case for promotion 

can not be blcxked for all time to Cane by prescribing 

the minimum educational qualification for the post of 

ptal Assistant/postal sorting Assistant only as 1+2 

or 12th class. 

6. 	We have considered the above submission of 

learned cQ.lnsel for applicant Carefully.On a plain reuing 

of the relevant para laying dcwn the minimum educational 

qualificaticc,it is clear to Us that the cialificaticri 

of 10+2 or 12th stardard either from a recognised 

university or fran Board of sec aidary school Wucation 

or Board of school Erlucation is required.Mere reference 

01 Board of sec cndary &ucati cc or Board school 13ducation 

can not be interpreted to mean that the matriculation 

is also one of the minimum qualification.Moreover, minimum 

educational qualification in the same advertiseent and 

for the same post can not be both matriculates and 10+2 
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standard. This contenticri,is the ref ore, held to be withcyit 

any merit and is rejected. 

AS regards the matriculate EDDAS,it  is submitted 

by the learned ca.insel for the petiticrier that the ccncludjng 

portion of para I of the circular at Annexure-2,prozides 

that E)D1S  who are matriculates or possesses equivalent 

qualification are eligible for recruitment to the post 

of Postal sorting Assistant against o..itside quota of 

vacancies.In consideration of this it is submitted that 

the advertisement prescribing 10+2 as the inininum qualificatIAM  

is in violation of the circular dated 20.6.1983, at Annecure-2. 

Applicant has applied in response to the advertisement 

at Annexure-3 and in the advertisement the minirrum 

qualification laid dcn as 10+2. Having applied for the 

post1  he can not,ncw, claim aba.it the viblation of the 
Recruitment to 

earlier circular dated 20.6.1983.In any case for/the post 

of ptal Assistant and postal sorting Assistant 

also the minirrum educational qualification is 10+2.in viei 

of this, it can not be said that the selection shculd have 

been made taking into consideration matriculation is the 

mininum educational qualification. This Contention is also 

held to be withait any merit and is rejected. 

The thin5 contention of learned cinsel for 

the applicant is that there are many ED Agents with 

matriculation as their qualification because at that time for 

their appctntments,matriCUl tion or less than matriculation 

was the mininum educational qualification for appaintment 

as EDDA and there was no system of 10+2.If postal Assistant 
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posts are kept ecciusively reserved for those EDDAS 

withlO+2 qualification, then the pranoticn chances of 

matriculate EDDAs will be reduced and this will be 

discriminatory for them.There is another channel of 

pr an oti on to the poe t of r egu 1 a r D. D in the Department•  

For pcta1 Assistant and sorting Assistant, the Respondents 

have fixed 10+2 as the mininiim educational qualification 

including for the direct recruits as also for the EDDAs. 

Thosewho are not matriculate ,another pranotional 

channel is available,as mentioned aOocIe.Therefore, for 

fixing the minirrLlm e3u a tional qualification 10+2 for 

the post of postal Assistant/postal sorting Assistant, 

can not be held to be discriminatory in any manner. 

9. 	In the result, we hold that the applicant has 

not been able to make ait a case for the reliefs saight 

for by him The Original Application is therefore, rejected. 

No costS 

I (G.  
M 1BER(JUDI CIAL) 	 VICE-45  

KNM/CM. 


