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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIEBUNAL
ERNAKULAM BEMCH

0.A.No.608/2000

Wednesday this the 24th day of January, 2001
CORAM

HON'BLE MR. A.V. HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAN

Smt.P. Premalatha, -

Postal Assistant, -

Angamaly Post Office,

Angamaly. ...Applicant

(By Advocate Mr. John Joseph)
V.

1. Senior Superintendent of Post Offices,
Aluva.682 1Cl.

2. Post Master General, Cochin
Office of PMG, Frnakulam.

2. Union of India,
-represented by the Secretary to
Government of India,
Department of Posts,
New Delhi. .. .Respondents

(By Advocate Mr. M.R.Suresh, ADDL .CENTRAL: GO STANDING

COUNEEL)
The application having been heard on 24;1;2001, _the

© Tribunal on the same day delivered the following:

ORDER

HON'BLE MR. A.V. HARIDASAN, VICE CHAIRMAMN

The applicant was taken as a R.T.DP. Postal

. Agsistant with effect from 2.2.82 and was in receipt of

‘wages on an hourly rate. She was abscrbed on a regular

post in the Postel Departmeht as Postal Assistant on
20.5.90.  In between on 28.1.86 she underwent a
laproscopic surgery for sterilisation. Claiming thét
she is enfitled.to an incentive in the‘fdrm of advance
increment for adopting small family norms, she made a
representation' to the Senior iSuperintendent of = Post
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Offices but:the same was rejectéd on the ground that as
'she was not 'a teéular émployee under the Postal
Departemnt - at | thé time - when she underwent the
stérilisation surgery, she was not entitled to the
advance increments. She took up the matter before the
Chief Post_Master-General (Second reépondent) who also
by the impugned order-Annexure.AZ’rejected'her claim on
the ground that’ in terms nf thevJudgement of the Hon'ble
Supreme Court regarding serViée benefits of RTPs, the
appiicant is not entitled to the incentive for adopting
small family norms as she .was at the time when she
under&ént the surgery not in regular service‘ of the
Postal Department but Was only a Reserve Trainéd Pcol
official. V.Aggrieved the. épplicant has filed this
application for the following reliefs:
(i). To quash Annexure.AZ.
(ii) To direct the reSpondents to‘grant.family
planning allowance and all other benefits
“consequent to the adoption ' of -family_
planning to the appiicant retrospectively
from the date on which the appliéant

underwent laproscopic sterilisation.

(iii)To grant such other reliefs as may be
‘prayed for and the Hon'ble Tribunal nay
deem fit to grant in. the interests of
justice, and

(iv) To grant the cost of this original
application.

2. The respondents resist the .claim of the

_appliCant on the ground tnat the applicant not being a

regulaf employee of the Department on the date on which

she. undefwent " the sterilisatibn surgery, she is not

entitled to the benefits.
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3. Ii have heard the learned counsel of the
applicant. I find that the order intimating the
applicant that she is not entitled to the-benefit of

incentive to the officials adopting small family. norms

fbecause'at the time when she underwent the sterilisation

surgery, she was not a regular government employee of

the Postal Department cannot be faulted. -The Apex Court

while disposing of the SLP flled against O.A. 814/90 and

connected cases of the Ernakulam Bench'of the Tribunal

has held that the R.T.P. candidates are not regular

departemntal employees and that no service benefit would

be available to them.

4. Since the appllcﬁnt was not a regular employee
of the- Postal Department at the time when she underwent
the laproscoplc surgery, I am of the con51dered view
that the appllcant is not entitled to the benefit sought
for. Hence the applicatlon fa;ls and the same is
dismissed leaving the parties to bear their own costs.

“Dated thé 24th day of January, 2001

A.V. HARIDASAN
VICE CHAIRMAN

s.

List of annexure referred to:

Annexure.A2:True photo copy of the letter MNo.BB
47/FP/Genl dated 6.4,2000.




