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1. The prayer in the present petition by the Petitioner who is a former Head 

Constable / General Duty (‘HC’GD’) in the Sashastra Seema Bal (‘ SSB’) is 

that he should be granted the 1st financial upgradation under the Assured 

Career Progression (‘ACP’) Scheme with effect from 9th August, 1999 in the 

pay scale of Sub Inspector/ General Duty (‘ SI/GD’) and other consequential 

benefits.  

 

2. In the counter affidavit filed by the Respondents, it is pointed out that the 

Petitioner was promoted as HC/GD on 8th January, 1998, and was granted 

the matriculate scale.   

 

3. The controversy now, therefore, boils down to the grant of the 2nd 

financial upgradation. 

 



4. The stand of the Respondents is that the Petitioner did not qualify for the 

promotion as SI/GD as he did not pass the 1st class educational examination 

which is conducted at the Directorate level for promotion from HC to Sub 

Inspector.  

 

5. This being an essential condition for grant of the further promotion to the 

rank of SI, the question of grant of 2nd financial upgradation and financial 

benefits under the ACP Scheme does not arise.  

 

6. Mr. Agarwal, learned counsel for the Petitioner submitted that although 

the Petitioner did not qualify in the above examination that was at a stage 

when the ACP Scheme had not become operative. His submission is that 

after the ACP Scheme came into force on 9th August 1999, he should have 

been detailed for the said course once again. 

 

7. The admitted position is that the Petitioner proceeded on voluntary 

retirement with effect from 1st December 1999. There was no occasion, 

therefore, for the Respondents to send him again for the training or give 

another opportunity to qualify in the above examination. 

 

8. The petition is accordingly dismissed. No costs.  
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