SAPNA GOYAL
2024.10.19 14:21

2024:PHHC 136170 &

208 IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CWP-15589-2017 (O&M)
Date of Decision : 18-10-2024

MAJHALSINGH e Petitioner
VERSUS

STATE OF PUNJABANDORS ... Respondent(s)
CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE HARSIMRAN SINGH SETHI

Present: Mr. K.S Dadwal, Advocate
for the petitioner.

Mr. Charanpreet Singh, AAG Punjab.

HARSIMRAN SINGH SETHI, J. (Oral)

In the present petition, the grievance being raised by the
petitioner is that he is entitled for the benefit under the Assured Career
Progression Scheme on completion of 16 years of service, which benefit has
wrongly been denied by the respondents by the communication dated
22.03.2016 (Annexure P-8)..

Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the said benefit
was admissible to the petitioner and has wrongly been denied to him.

Upon notice of motion, the respondents have filed the reply. In
the reply, the respondents have stated that only three upgradations under the
Assured Career Progression Scheme can be extended to an employee and in
the present case, the petitioner has already been granted the three financial
upgradations on completion of 4, 9 and 14 years of service hence, no further

financial upgradation is admissible on account of 16 years of service.
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I have heard learned counsel for the parties and have gone
through the records of the present case with their able assistance.

It is conceded fact that under the Assured Career Progression
Scheme, only three upgradations can be given and it is also a conceded
position that the petitioner has already got three financial upgradations on
completion of 4, 9 and 14 years of service hence, no further financial
upgradation can be granted.

Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the petitioner
had never opted for the grant of getting the option benefit of Assured Career
Pogression Scheme on completion of 4 and 9 years but the respondents
themselves, granted the same hence, the petitioner should have been
considered for the other option of the grant of benefit under the Assured
Career Progression Scheme.

Once, the petitioner accepted the benefit on completion of 4, 9
and 14 years and did not raised any objection, now turning back that the
respondents themselves gave the said benefit, cannot be made as a ground to
direct the respondents to grant another benefit, which is not admissible under
the Assured Career Progression Scheme.

No ground is made out by this Court for any interference in the
present petition.

Hence, the present petition is dismissed.

Pending application, if any, also stands disposed of.

18-10-2024 (HARSIMRAN SINGH SETHI)
Sapna Goyal JUDGE
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