
F. No. X-18/12/2024-SPN-II
Government of India

Ministry of Communications
Department of Posts
(Personnel Division)

 
Dak Bhawan, New Sansad Marg,

New Delhi – 110001
Dated 19th May, 2026

To
            All Heads of Circles, 

Subject: Previous orders/judgements of Hon'ble CAT/High Court/Supreme
Court given in favour of the Department in cases filed by Reserved Trained
Pool personnel for counting of their RTP service -reg. 

Sir/Madam,

       It is informed that Directorate vide letter No. X-18/12/2024-SPN-II dated
18.11.2024, 20.01.2025, 20.06.2025, 07.04.2026 and 22.04.2026 has circulated
the available previous judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court/High Court/Tribunal
given in  favour of the Department with request to contest/defend the cases filed by
the RTP personnel.

2.      Recently Hon’ble CAT, Cuttack Bench vide order dated 09.04.2026 has
dismissed OA No. 275/2025 in favour of the Department for regularisation of
service rendered during the RTP period for the purpose of granting financial
upgradation under the TBOP and MACP Schemes. Relevant part of the order is
produced below:

1 I . Since the factual matrix of the present OA is similar, to the decision of
Hon’ble High Court of Madras and the decision rendered by this Tribunal in OA
No- 535/2019, we do not find any merit in changing the stand taken in them.
Accordingly, the OA is dismissed being barred by limitation. No costs

3.      The Tribunal examined the matter and observed that the applicant had
approached the Tribunal after nearly three decades from the date of regular
appointment and only after favourable judgments in certain RTP-related cases
were implemented elsewhere. The Tribunal noted that stale claims cannot be
revived merely by submitting representations after long delay. Further, while
deciding the matter, the Hon’ble Tribunal relied heavily upon the judgment of
Hon’ble Madras High Court in Union of India & Ors. vs. G. Rajarathinam and
related cases.

4.    The Tribunal also referred to its earlier decision in OA No. 535/2019 wherein
similar RTP-related claims were rejected on grounds of limitation and delay,
observing that settled service matters should not be reopened after several
decades as it may adversely affect promotional structures and rights of other
employees.

5.     The Hon’ble CAT held that the present OA was squarely covered by the
aforesaid judgments and that the applicant’s claim suffered from gross delay and
limitation. Accordingly, the OA was dismissed as barred by limitation, without any
order as to costs.
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6.     In view of the above, all Circles are requested to include the judgement dated
09.04.2026 of Hon’ble CAT, Cuttack Bench in OA No. 275/2025 with above facts
along with previously circulated judgements in the counter replies filed in RTP
cases and defend the cases effectively.

7.  This may be treated as MOST URGENT.

Yours sincerely,

 
       

(Vinod Kumar)
Assistant Director General (SPN)

 Encl: As above. 
Copy to: GM, CEPT with request to upload this order at India Post website for
information of all Postal Circles
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CENTRAL ADII{INISTRATI\IE TRIBUITAL
CUTTACK BENCH

OA No. 275 OF 2025

Reserved on 108.o4.2026 Pronoureced on.09.o4,2o26

Corarn: HonTrle Mr. Sudhi Raajen Mishra, Member (J)
Honlble Mr. Prarnod Krrrnar Das, Mernber (Af

1. Sri Chandan Krrrnar Behera., a.ged about 65 years,
Retired IfiG Supervisor, HRO RMS N Division,
Cuttack 753OO3, S/o Late Madtrusrrdan Behera,
Markandeswar Sahi, Mishra Lane, Puri 752OOI.

......Applicant

VERSUS

1. Union of India Ministr5r of Corrlrmrnication,
represented tl. rough its Secretar5., Dept- of Posts,
Dak Btrawan, Sansad Marg, New Delhl- 11OOO1.

2. Chief Postrna,ster General, Odisha Circle,
Bhubaneswar, Dist KLrurda 751OO 1.

3. The Director of Postal Services (Hqrs), O/o Chief
PMG, Odisha Circle, Bhubanes\f,,€rr, Dist Khurda
751001.

4. The Senior Superintendent, RMS N Division,
Cuttack 753OO3.

......Respondents

Por tire applicant : Mr. S B Jena, cor.rnsel

For the respondents: Mr. B R Swain, counsel
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ORDER

Ho_nlDLe !lr. S_rdUi_Baqies_![ic bredl$.

The applicant challenging the order dated 15.01.2025

rejecting his claim to extend the sirnilar benefit gra-nted to

sirnilarly situated other set of employees has filed this OA

praying for following reliefs:

a1 To allow rhe original application and
b) To count the induction trairring period of 154 days for ttre

purpose ,cf frnancial rrpgradations rmder TBOP/BCR and
MACP s<;herne and be antedated at par wit}- others
arrtedate<I, asi t1re applicant has enclosed a-ll the
records,/ orders in this OA without any false datas-

c) To courrl the RTP service periods rendered as regular
service frorn the date of indr.ction training period i-e. frorn
22.06.19:, to 12.O1.1987 or frorn 09/ l9a3 to 12.O1.1987
instead of 13.01.1987 and to count for the purpose of
seniority, increrrrent, frnancial upgradation r.nder
TBOP/B(IR and MACP scherne and for all tfre
conseqr.rential trenefits including pension.

d) To quash the arbitrary speaking order issued on
15.01.2025 passed by the Resp. No. 4 alter a period of 9
rnonths rrhen CP No. a5/ 2024 was filed and non est. And

e1 This Hon'ble Tribunal may kindly be pleased to pass any
other order/orders, direction/directions a.s would deern frt
and proper.

2 - The brief facts of the ca.se as inter alia averred by the

applicant in the OA is that he was selected in a T.S. SA Ca&e

Siagned ay.C SADSH
KTT4AR
Sigrir€ Dare:1s.(,lt 2026
15.27
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in RMS N Dn Cuttack a.s per SSRM N Dn letter dated

O2.1l.l9aO and then was serrt for tieoretical training at PTC

Dharbanga for 75 days as per letter dated. 22.o,6.1983 and

cornpleted the said indrlction training on O9.O9. 1983 as per

letter dated O9.O9.a3. It is sub"' itted that applicant was

ordered by the- SSRM N Da Cuttack to take Practical Training

at SRO N fln Ktrrrrda. Road and joined there ae RTP. It ie

submitted that vide ordered dated 19.01.85 the applicrant was

kept attached rrrith Prrri Postal Divieion to work as RTP. It is

srrbmitted that vide order &ted 23.O7.L9A5 he was ordered to

report to PTC, Dharbanga Cerr.tral to teke indrrction trajrdrrg

being surplus RMS Sorting Aast. to Postal Branch respective

theoretical trairling fro'rr 23.07.85 to 2O.O8.85 and returned to

Puri Postal Diwision on successfi-rl corrpletion of 35 days

training and was relieved frorn PTC on 26.08.1985. It is

subrnitted tl.at applicant wa6 re-allotted vide SSPOs hrri DN

letter dtd O3.12.19aS being the sr.rrplus RTP candidate for

absorption against the declared vacancies with Cuttack City

Division- It is subnitted that he was working under Cuttack

City Division from. Decernber, 1985 and was regularized frorn

SiJrEd By:C SAOISH
Kl..SvtAR
Signing OaG: I 5.04 2026
't5:27
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13.O I . 1947. It is subrnitted tl.at applicant rras granted l't

financial upgradation under TBOP scherne frorn 16.10.2004

antd 2d frnancial upgradation under MACP w.e.f O4-1O.2OO9

and 3'd furzurcial upgradation r:nder MACP scherrre w.ef.

O9.O3.2OL7 and promoted to LSG (RMS) cadre wide order dated

L2.l2.2OlA and retired on 31.O5.2O2O. It is subrnitted tl.at the

applicant had taken tris indrrction training prior to the Jrear

1986 both in SA and PA cadres but the said period of9o days

for RMS and 64 days for PA ca&e totaling 154 days have not

been counted for the pu{poee of grant of financial upgradation

under TBOP/BCR Scherne or in MACP scheme wl.ich violates

to DTE orderds dtd. 05.05.2016, O7.O2.2O1a, 07.06.2019,

05. 11.2O2O, 3O.O3.2O21, DOP & Pltr/ order dated O2-|O-2O22

and DOP clarification order dtd. 24.04.2o23 which is causing

hirn financial loss including his pensionar5r benefrts. It is

subrnitted that tl.e said benefits has not been given inspite of

rn:rny judgrnents pronounced by Hon'ble CAT Benctres of

Mzrdras, Jahalpur, Punjab and HarSrana, Telelgana, Murnbai,

Principal Bench, New Delhi and upheld by Hon'ble Suprerne

Court of India in the year 2Ol4 aad 2016 respectively and

4

SlorEd Ay:C SADSH
Kt MtR
slfrrE Daie t 5 o,t ?026
15_27
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tlrrorrgh SLP (C) dated O5.O2.2O24 tt diar5r No. 7a6a / 2C24 ln

case of Union of India & ors ws. V Ravikrishna & others and in

the rnatter of UOI 8r Ors wrs Rakesh Pal Singh & ors, It is

sr:brnitted that applicant had subrnitted representation dated

O5.O4.2O19, 11.O5,202O a:ld 20.1O.2O23 but no action was

takerr and he subrnitted representation dated 2O.1O.2O23 and

approached this Tribunal irr OA No. 16a/2O24 which was

disposed of vide order dated 01 .O4.2021 directing the

respondents to dispose of his representation. It is subrrritted

that after a la.pse of 9 rnonths the responder:ts rejected his

representatioa vide order dated 15.O1-2O25. Hence the OA.

3. 'I'he responder:ts have filed cou:rter inter alia averring that

as per Postal Directorate letter dated 12-04-2012, the serwice

rendered under RTP scherne by the personnel prior to their

regulal appointrnent as PA/SA carrnot be counted for

prornotion, senioriry and grant of MACP. It is subrnitted that

wide order dated 17 -O2 -2O25 that the RTP sclrerne was in

operation frorn 198O to 1986 and have enclosed previorrs orders

jr.rdgrnents in favour of the departrnent. it is subrnitted that

dated 18. 11.2O2O the oIEcial will reqr.rire to give an undertaling

SjgrEd By.c SADISH
KUMTR
Sj.Jrrng Da!e:15.04. 20m
15'27
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tl".at he/she had actually undertaken Induction Training prior

to 01.01.1986 and if any official raises objection towands

nurnber of days of induction training, he/she rnay be asked to

subrnit the docum.entar5r proof for ttre same- It is submitted

tlrat applicant vide letter dated O2.12.2O2O was asked to

subrnit one undertaking that he had actually r:ndertaken the

indrrction training prior to 01.01.1986 but he did not subrnit

the same or zrny supporting documents to the sa-o.e- It is

strbrnitted that docurnents enclosed ae Annexure A/ I to A/ 6

were not found by the respondents. Hence ttrey prayed for

dis"'issal of the OA.

+. The applicant has frled rejoinder reiterating the stand

taken by hfun in the OA and averring that tlle respondents

never followed tl.e orders of the Postal Directorate though the

applicant represerrted to Respondent No. 2 on O5.O8.2O19 and

11.O5.2O2O while in service and then on 20. 1O.2O23 after

retternent a.s well. It is submitted that the applicarrt had

sr:brnitted all the reqtrisites with his repreaentations and the

order dated 2|-O2-2O2O \r/a-s never cornmunicated to hirrr a.s

that was issued in HRO address but not the applicant in his

6
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perrrr.rnent address and the HRO has not tranded over the said

letter to the applicant. It is subrnitted that applicant has

subrnitted all fl16 Xerox copies for the reference of ttre

respondents. It is subrnitted that respondents have issued

order dated 16.07.2025 wherein they have stated that the

respondents hawe decided to irnplernent the order in OA No.

3466/2019 frled by Rakesh Paf Singh & Ors vs IJOI & ors

subject to availability of record or production of records by

applicants pertaining to their services under RTP period and

the sarne has been irnplernented in the case of Pralrrod Kttrnar

Rai & Anil Kr.rrnar Pandey. He prayed that OA be disposed of

with liberrfz to applicant to file all relevant docurnents and

direction to the respondents to consider the sarne.

5. The respondents during course of argurnent reiterated

their stand taken in corlnter and relying on decision of Honble

Suprerne Court in Civil Writ Jr.-rrisdiction Case No. 5265 of

20 11, decision of CAT, Patna Bench in OA No. 653 of 2OO4 and

of this Tribunal in OA No. 535/2019.

6. Heard both sides and perused ttre records.
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7 . Ttre applicant is clairning arltedating his regularization

taking into his period of service RTP . The applicant first raised

the rnatter vide his representation dated O5.O8.2O19,

1 I .O5.2O2O and 20.1O.2O23, i.e. after close to three decades,

after decision rendered by Hon'ble High Court of AP &

Telengana was irrrplernented by tl.e respondents wherein they

trave indicated that the irnplemerrtation is caee specifrc. T?re

decision of CAT, Murnbai Benctr was rendered in the year 2O1O

and of CAT Hyderbad bench in 2015. The applicant did not

agitate the sarne back then. Furtl. er tl.e respondents had also

sent letter dated 2I-O2.2O2O aslcing hirn to srrbmit all the

relevant docurnents but the applicant never subrnitted ttre

SAINC

9. In a si.rrrilalratter for regularization of RTP period,

Hon'lrle High Court of Madras in Writ Petition No. 1373/2o21

(Union of India & ors vrs G- Rajarthinarn) taking into account

the decision of CAT, Ernakula"' Bench (relied by the applicant

had obsen'ed as follows):

14. .{gain, this Court in State of Uttaranchal and Another
vs. Shiv charan Slngh Bhandari and others, (20L3) 12 Scc 179
had occasion to consider questlon of delay in challenging ttle

Sig.Bd ay C SADSH
KTJI,AR
Sgdnq Dab:15 0,t 205
15 27
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promotion. The Court further held that representatlons relating
to a stile claim or dead grievance does not give rise to a fresh
following was laid down:-

"19. Flom the aforesaid authoritses it is clear as crystal that
even if the court or Tribunal directs for consideration of
representations relating to a stale clalm or dead grievan€e it does
not give rise to a fresh cause of acdorL The dead cause of action
cannot rise like a phoenix.

Similarly, a mere submission of representation to the
competent authority does not arrest time." This phrase that a dead
cause of action cannot "rise like a phoenix " is very much applicable
to the pr€sent facts ofthe case- In fact, as pointed out by the counsel
for the petittorers such decisions wlthout gir.ing thouBht to the
firancial implications and practicality would only put the entire
machinery of the petitioners under huge stress. Ther€ is also a
possibitity of such decisions being taken up by other depar-hnents
and even by casual labourers and it would lust be an endless stream
of representations and litigations. The flnancial implications could
be very stressfirl for an organisation like the petitioners' and merely
because it is wholly owned \r the covernment of lndia does not
entail implemertatlons of such huge avoidable expenditure merely
to comply rviti the directions of the Tribunal. The direction of t}Ie
Tribunal to v/ork out backrryards from 1984 and implement such an
exercise that when number of RTP was practically only a resertred
list consisting of 5096 of the main vacancies defies any logic- The
primary obiect of the RTP was intended only to reduce the
expenditure on overtime and also ensure smooth flow of work even
in the edgency of absenteeism. But t}le impugned decisions of
CenE-al Administrative Tribunal, ChenrEi Bench would defeat the
very purpose and concept of RTP. The respondents wer€ not
recruited as regular Postal Assist3nts and their appointne.t dates
cannot be t-aken for calculating tieir service for any b€nefiL The only
difference between the candidates under RTP and casual labourers
was the assurance of regularisation. Having got an advantageous
start in the beginning of tieir caree4 it appears t}at their demand
for considering their service for all purposes including TBOP from
the date of theit' iniual appointment shoays only the greed ia them.
As already elaborated the ban on recruitment was not the decision of
the petitioners and the demands of the respondents smacks of
unreasonableness. Again as rightty pointed out by the learned
Additional Solicitor ceneral, t}le Government of India's exchequer
cannot be allowed to bleed to meet out such illogical demands and
therefore, the orders of the Central Administrative Tribunal, Chennai
Bench, are unacceptible and witlout any rationale. In this conter(t, it

I
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is also pertinent to point out that the orders of the Central
Administrative Tribunal, Ernakulam Bench in Ol-No.141O/1995
was set aslde by Honble supreme Court tn c-A-No.8o- 723/ 1996
wherein it was held that 'Any service which was rendered prior to
regular appointnent in the cadr€, cannot count for the purpose of
t}lls rule because lt cannot be considered as service in any eligible
cadre. The Tribunal was, therefore, wrong in granting to RTPS the
benefit of service render€d by them prior to their regular
appointment, for the purpose of t}leir eltgibility to appear for the
deparEnental prpmotlon erdamination-"

12. In vlew of the forgolng decision, it could be easily
concluded that the decisions in all the oAs have b€en arrived at by
tJle decision of Central AdmiDistrative Tnbund, Ernaku.lam Bench
whlch was conflrmed later by Kerala HlEh Court All ttre orders of
central AdmlnisEative Trtbunal, Chennai, suffer from lack of
application of mind on their part as they have not gone lnto merlts
and demerits of such an unprecedentEd decision. The delay of more
than 3 decades would have resulted in mary retlrements on
superannu,rtion amongst the responderts and such a rnasslve
exercise of searching the records and arrtvtng at even the minute
detatls llke break in service etc is iust next to tmposslble that too
when the demands of the !.espondents are totally unetldcal and
unreasonablc,

13. in the resldg dl the writ Pedtions are allowed No costs.
consequently, connected miscellaneous petitions are closed The
orders of the Central Administratjve Tribunal, chennai Bench,
passed in O.{No.l149 of 2014 dated 27 -O6-2Olq, O4.No.1691 of
2016 datect 2O.OB-2O19, OANo.124O of 2014 dat€d 27 -O6.2Ot9 end,
O3.No.1148 of 20L4 dated 72.07.2O 19, ar€ set aside."

13. Since the facts of the present case is similar and the legal
issues werc elaborately consldered by the coordinate bench of t}Iis
Court, we have no other reason to take a different vlerv.
Consequently the impugned order passed by the Central
Administrative Tribunal in OANo.32 of 2016 dat€d 3O.O8.2O18 is set
aside.

10. This Tribunal in sirnilar matter in OA No. 535/2O19 .x.hile

disrnissing tle OA on tJre point of lirnitation trad held:

SO.Ed By:C SADISH
XIJ}IAR
Sgdm Dab:15 04 2026
15 27
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17. Trlte is the position of law that the court crnnot griant an
exemption from limitation on equitable consideration or on the
ground of hardship. The court has time and again repeated that
when mandatory provision is not complied with and delay is not
properlJ, satisfactorily and convincingly explained, it ought not to
condone the delay on sympathetic grounds alone.

18. From the above, it will be crJrstal clear that after the
decision in tlle case of Kc.Sharma (supral relied on by the applicant,
t}le Hon'ble Apex Court was harsh t! so far as limitation is
concerned- Therefore, this decision is of no help to the case of the
applicant. The decision of the Hon ble High Court of Orissa in W.P.(C)
No.7 L5/2OU 3nd others, relied on by the respondents, has fullest
appllcatlon in tl1e present case because it wes tlte conscious view of
the Hon'ble Htgh Court of Orissa that tlte applicant therein never
clalmed the benefit when cause of action arose and they had
approached the Tribunal or y when other employees who
approached the court of law at the right time got the relief, Hence,
t}te Hon ble High Court of Orissa quashed the order of this Tribunal
by holdlng that the applicant therein slept oyer tlle matter for ),"ears
together and they can safety be treated as fence sitter as in the
present case.

19. Equally, it is $,ell settled principle of law that a settled
thing should not be unsetded after a long lapse of tlme. F|.rrther it is
well settled law that the persons, who shall be afrected in case relief
is granted to an applicant must be arraigned as par-q. to the
litigation. In the present case. the applicants were appointed as PA
during the year 1986. They woke from the slumber by making
representatlon in 2018, i.e. after a lapse of more t]:an three decades,
praying inter alia for their regrrarization of their services fiom the
date of their Intdal enrollment as RTP for granting tJre ffnancial
upgradation under TBOP and MACP on the andory that the RTP
emplo;ree, who were not reguladzed approached the various
Tribunals wherein orders were passed to regularize t}!em
rebospectively. But, no explanation is fortlcoming for not being
vigilant lf at all t}ley had acquired an indefeasible right to be
regularized from the date when they were inductrd as RTP starting
from tJle day tley were appointed as PA in 1985. Therefore, allowing
t}le beneftt by condoning the delay would tantamount to uasettling a
settled matter after about three decedes. Furthet direction of
reE ospective regularDation at this stage would have much more
adverse repercussion/affect and it may so Iead to upsetting ttte
promottonal effects etc. affecttng the righG of the others, who are
not before this Trtbunal. Hence, taking into consideration the entire
aspect of t}le matte4 ttrls Tribund is well convinced that tlls is a

S6red By:C SADISH
KI.,'MAR
siJring Dab:1 5.0,1 2026
15 27
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matter wLere no leniency can be shown to the applic.anls. on
examination, we find that the facts and issues of the earlier OA
534/2O1.S are same and similar to the pr€sent case and therefore,
!1'e see no justification to defer fiom the view alread5r taken by the
applicant in the aforesaid case.

20. tn the result, for the discusslons made above, MA
619/2019 stands dismissed and as a consequence MA No. 618/2019
as well as OA fails and are dismissed.

1 I . Since the factual rnatrix of the present OA is sirnila, to the

decision of Honble High Court of Ma&as and the decision

rendered by this Tribunal in OA No- 535/2019, we do not frnd

any rnerit in changing the stand taken in tl- ern. Accordingly

the OA is dismissed being barred tr5r lirnitation. No costs.

(PRAMOD KUMAR DAS)
MEMBER (A)

(csk)

(SUDHI RANJAN MISHRA)
MEMBER (J)

SlqIEd By C SADSH
K[-t'AR
Siodrlq Dab:15 o.r 2026
15 27


