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HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH AT BILASPUR

WPS No. 6662 of 2021

Shekh Murabbi S/o Abdul Rahim Aged About 58 Years Head Master, Posted
At Government Middle School, Joor, Block Bhaiyathan, District Surajpur (C.G.),
R/o Village Sonpur, Post Banja, Block Bhaiyathan, District Surajpur
Chhattisgarh.

... Petitioner

versus
1 - State Of Chhattisgarh Through The Secretary, School Education
Department T, Mantralaya, Mahanadi Bhawan, Naya Raipur, District Raipur

Chhattisgarh.

2 - State Of Chhattisgarh, Through The Secretary, Tribal Welfare Department,
Mantralaya, Mahanadi Bhawan, Naya Raipur, District Raipur Chhattisgarh.

3 - Director, Directorate Of Public Education Indrawati Bhawan Naya Raipur
Chhattisgarh.

4 - Collector, Surajpur, District Surajpur Chhattisgarh.

5 - District Education Officer Surajpur, District Surajpur Chhattisgarh.
... Respondent(s)

For Petitioner ¢ | Ms. Meena Shastri, Advocate

For Respondent(s) |: | Mr. Abhyuday Tripathi, Panel Lawyer

Hon’ble Shri Justice Rakesh Mohan Pandey

Order on Board




24/04/2026

1. The petitioner has filed this petition seeking the following relief:-

“10.1. This Hon'ble Court may kindly be pleased

to issue an appropriate writ/direction/order
commanding the respondents to quash the order
dated 25.05.2021 (Annexure P/1) with order
dated 11.05.2017 (Annexure P/2) and to provide
the benefit of two increments to the petitioner.

10.2. Any other relief(s), which may deems fit,
looking to the facts & circumstances of the case
may be given to the petitioner.”

2. Learned counsel for the petitioner would submit as under:-

A.

The petitioner is presently working on the post of
Headmaster and is posted at Government Middle School,
Joor, Block Bhaiyathan, District Surajpur (C.G.). She would
further submit that the petitioner was initially appointed
as Assistant Teacher vide order dated 13-02-1984 in the
Tribal Welfare Department and, after successful
completion of the probation period, his services were
duly confirmed on the said post. She would further submit
that petitioner was subsequently promoted to the post of
Upper Division Teacher (U.D.T.) and thereafter again
promoted to the post of Headmaster vide order dated 06-
11-2009. She would also submit that on 29-09-2018, in
compliance of order dated 30-06-2018, the respondent
No.3 merged the posts of the Tribal Welfare Department
into the School Education Department and consequently
the post of the petitioner also stood merged in the School
Education Department.

She would contend that the petitioner, after obtaining
permission from the competent authority, took admission

in the year 2017 in the D.ELEd. (Diploma in Elementary
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Institute of Open Schooling, regulated by the Government
of India and authorized by the State Government, on his
own expenses. She would further contend that duration of
the said course was for two years and the petitioner
successfully completed the same in the year 2019. After
completion of the said training, the petitioner submitted
all relevant documents before the department and
claimed two advance increments as per applicable policy.

C. She would argue that similarly situated employees have
been granted benefit of two advance increments on
acquiring the said qualification, however, the same benefit
has not been extended to the petitioner till date, which is
arbitrary and discriminatory.

D. She would further argue that being aggrieved by the
inaction of the respondents, the petitioner earlier
approached this Court and vide order dated 20-02-2020
direction was issued to the authorities to consider the
representation of the petitioner. In compliance thereof,
the petitioner made a detailed representation before the
competent authority; however, the same has been
rejected by the respondent authority vide order dated 25-
05-2021 by placing reliance upon circular dated 11-05-
2017. The order dated 25.05.2021 has been passed
without application of mind, therefore, same may be
quashed.

E. She would lastly submit that the respondent authority has
issued orders impugned without interpreting the order
dated 01.12.2016, properly.

3. On the other hand, learned State counsel would oppose the
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to the circular dated 11.05.2017, wherein it is stated that teachers who
completed B.ED./D.ED/B.T.L training during the course of employment
and received all benefits attached to the post, including salary and
allowances, would not be entitled to two advance increments. He
would further submit that after notification dated 17.06.1993, the
relevant rules were amended and the said qualification became a
requirement for the post of teacher; therefore, the petitioner is not

entitled to two advance increments.

. Heard.

. Admittedly, the petitioner was appointed as a teacher in the year 1984
and, after obtaining permission from the department, he completed the
D.Ed. Course, thereafter, he made a representation for grant of two
advance increments, which was rejected by respondent No. 3 vide

order dated 25.05.2021.

. The circular dated 11.05.2017 makes it clear that teachers who

completed B.ED./D.ED/B.TI. etc. on their own expenses, while
discharging their duties and receiving salary and allowances, would not
be entitled to two advance increments. The relevant paragraph of the

circular is reproduced as under:-

"SIRIh ST & uRutem & de H Jg urm m b
01.12.2016 P AT GRT SR < H &1 1T I gfegar i
THPHIT haeT Ia! el & ol & ST Harepal & R i
AR UTH IR T & T R §1.0S./S1.US./d1.E1.31s. ufreor
e {50 & d 5T e BT 3 et & ufdrer & foig oI
aifererell & arfdrmdl i Taeal Jem SifdaRt aRT
gfdteror & foly Iafipd 89 R AT §RT 90T I W e
a1 Ja=1 gfgal afed quiarfeis ufdremr o o 81 s
11.01.2016 & AT I TATAT GRT IR 3T H TH
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D3 o (F.TS./3 TS /M E3E. I 89 WR a7 31 I
gfg) = & fay wuw My 98 far wr 7 oftg fofa om &
oI TR BT | T T a7 8, SRk TFRd dei &l
SR I Y AT o9 RIS [IAIgR & e 7w
11.01.2016 T URUTST PR Y FERARITRIT 5T M TIERT
efad gHaed QIIII'CICbICbIdl(’:ﬁEm&HaIIqCZ"I STHIY DOl % 5S182
g I8 ft Tuw 5 San § 6 $-9a ud -Hert & Sfaqrtd
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PRRT / QaTgd TEd frgamr S Jareted & SR
R §RT YUT da9 Wd Wi Pl UH A g
o /S us /A A eE. &1 ufienr Fafa 9§ uE axd g0
Il T 81 S8 &1 313 I gfg o™ &Y ur=ra F&f erfti”

7. With regard to the submission made by Ms. Shastri that the circular
dated 01.12.2016 was not properly interpreted while passing the
impugned orders, it is noted that the petitioner has not challenged the
circular dated 11.05.2017, which constitutes an additional ground for
dismissal of the present petition.

8. Taking into consideration the above discussed fact and the circular
dated 11.05.2017, in my opinion, the petitioner is not entitled to two
advance increments. The respondent authorities have rightly rejected
the claim of the petitioner. Accordingly, the petition is hereby

dismissed.
Sd/-

Rakesh Mohan Pandey
JUDGE

Nadim



