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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR:BUN.l\.L, JAIP0R BE~~H 

JAIPUR. 

0 .A. No. 540/9 3 
[ 

Dt. of order: 30.9.'93 

Applicant 

Vs. 

Union of India & Ors. : Respondents 

: Counsel for applica~t 

Mr. K. N .Shrimal Counsel for respondents 

CORAM: 

Hon' ble .Hr. Go pal Krishna, Member (Judl.) 

Hon 1 ble Hr .o . .? .Sharma, fl.ember (Adm.). 

PER HON' BLE MR. O •. E .• , SAAR~., ~1EMBER (AOJJ:o.l 

Applicant Chandra Swaroop Bhatnagar 1 has filed 

this application under Sec.19 of the A.Ts Act, 1985, 

praying that the order dated 18.8.93 '(Annx.A-1) by 

which he has been transferred from the post of Sub . 

Postmaster 1 Sub-Post Office, M3.nsarovlar 1 Jaipur t:o 

the post of Postal Assistant in the Sub-Post Office 

Shyamnagar ,. may be quashed. 

2. The aJplicant has stated that he was recruited 

as a Postal Clerk in 1963 and has since put in 30 years 

service. He ,..,as promoted to I..SG grade and thereafter 

to HSG grade in August 1992. From November 1992, he 

had been working as Sub-Postmaster, parivahan t-1arg 

Sub-post Office, Jaipur. Thereafter, he was transfe-

rred 9-.s Sub-Post Master, Sub-Post Office, ~1ansarovar, 

Jaipur, where he had been working till the impugned 

order was passed. The basic objection to the order of 

transfer is that in his earlier capacity as Sub-Postmaster 

he was vJorking in a supervisory capacity supervising the 

work of some other empl;yees of the .?ostal Department. 

Now he has been appointed as a Postal Assistant and has 

to do original work himself. rhis amounts to derogati:0n 

~from his status as a supervisory duthority. He 

has also assailed the transfer order as being arbitrQry 
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and not in the public interest because no reasons have 

been given why this order has been passed. 

3. The respondents nave resisted the application 

s.tating that in a Sub-Post Office all work i.S.:.: 

h S ame person and therefore it cannot disposed of by t e 

be said that there was any lowering of the status of 

the applicant when he was posted as a P?stal Assistant. 

t a .... is a They have denied that the post of Sub-Pos m s~er 

supervisory post, because the Sub-Postmaster has to do 

work single handedly. During the arguments the learned 

counsel for the applicant has stated that there was 

another Clerk in the Post Office at Mansarovar to assist 
di.scharge 

him ·in the , l. _ ~of his duties. He has also filed a 

copy of the order passed by this Bench in O.A.No.587/92 

Damodar Prasad Gupta Vs. UOI, dated 1.2.93, wherein a 

similar question i·Jas involved. ·By this order, the 

Tribunal had directed that since the applicant had 
been 

earlierjworking as Sub-Post l-1aster and officials j uniarr 

to him were also working as Sub-Post .t-13-ster, the appli­

cant should be posted as Sub~P6stmaster in the same 

Division as early as possible. 

4. The learned counsel, for the respondents has stated 

that the facts of the case in which the order dated 

1.2.93 (supra) has been passed by the Tribunal are 

different from those of the present case. He has stated 

that there 't.Jere four Clerks vJOrking in the Sub-Post 

Office with the applicant in O.A.No.58.7/92, therefore, 

the said post might .have been considered as supervisory 

in nature. The learned counsel for the respor.dents has 

also drawn our attention to Annx.R-1 to the reply 

' 
whereby the applicant had made representation to the 

h-igher authority pointing out the difficulties in the 

working of the Sub-Post O:'fice due to lack .of staff 
t~ du~ies 

:i}b(~~~*"t:H~m!!R to attendimultifariou.s .,-_J.~~·-~ ~Jhich 
- - '· ' 

he was finding difficult to perform satisfactorily. 
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5. We have heard the learned counsel for the parties 

and have perused the records. Admittedly the scale of 

pay of the post of Sub-Postmaster and that of the Postal 

Assistant is the same. 

was any derogation in the status of the applicant on 

his being transferred from the post of Sub-Postmaster, 

Sub-Post Off·iCe ZV'.Ansarovar to Sub-Post Office Shyamnagar 

as Postal Assistant in Jaipur itself. Even according to 

Annexure:R-1, the applicant was himself prepared to. 

perform various duties \vhich ax.:-e required to l:e performed 

by a Clerk, who has to do the original work. i'le do not 

find that the applicant was substantially discharging 

the duties of a supervisory authority lvhile vwrkinc; as 

Sub-Postmaster in Sub-Post Office, Minsarovar. In the 

O.A.No.587/92, in the decision given by this Bench of 

the Tribunal, it has been stated that since the appli-

cant had been ~·orking as Sub-Post 11aster and officials 

junior to him are also working as Sub-Postmaster, the 

applicant shall be posted as Sub-Postmaster as early 

as possible. This decision was rendered on the facts 

of that particular case and cannot have a general 

ap,'.Jlicability. It ~s not required that in every order 

of transfer reasons for transfer must be given. 1--~e 
11avJ.,ng 

do not find anything wrong · l ~been done by the resp-

ondents in transferring the applicant from the post of 

Sub-Postmaster in one Sub-Post Office to the post of 

Postal Assistant in another Sub-Post Office. Since 

there is no merit in the· O.A .• ,it is dismissed with 

no order as to costs. 

(O.P.SGJ) 
11ember (A) 

Q~ 
(Gopal Krishna) 

Member(.J). 


