IM THE CEHTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIEUHA%, JAIPUR BENCﬁ, JAIPUR.
CeBd No.271/2000 ' . " TLate qf order : /%%q/mnj
N Emt.Madhuri Jozhi, W/c Shyam Sunder Joshi, R/c Al0,
Main Rocad, Jawahar Hagar, Fcota, working as Sub
‘Postmaster Kota City, Kotal- | o
«s.Applicant.

Vs. |
Union of India through Secretary t= the Govt of India,
Deptt. of Postsf Mini. bf.Communication, bak Bhawan,
New Delhi. |

2. Fost Master General, Rajasthan Scuthern Region, Ajmer.

C" 2. . Directcr Fcstal CZfervices, .Rajasthan Southern Region,
" Ajmer. o \
4. | Er.Supdt.vof'PoSt Tifices, Ecta Fostal Divisicn, Fota.
5. ~ Heeraj Fumar, Sr.Zupdt Ef Feat Offices, Eota Divn, Fota
6; Caja land, Postmaster; IN.5.Mandi, Ecta.

. « «Reaspondents.
Mr.K.L.Thawani - Counsel for the applicant. '
Mr,Hemant Gupta Proxy of Mr.M.Rafij - Cemansel for respondents.

% CORAM: -

AT

Hon'kble Mr.S.K.Agarwai( Judicial Member:
FER HDU'ELE Mé.S.H.AGARWAL, JUDICIAL MEMBER.

In this COriginal Applicaticn filed under Zes.19 of tha
Administfative Trikunals Act, 1925, the applicant malkes a
prayer to quash and set agide the impugnad order at Annx.Al
and tc direct the respondénts to continue the applicant.aSFSub
Fost  Master, 'Koﬁa City which is a ncrm baéed HEG II
Supervisory ;@st or peost the applicant as FPost Master, N.G
Mandi, Kota, which iz ancther norm kased HSG I1 superviacry

- post where the present Fostmaster Sh.Gajénand, Resp.llc.5 has
i \wke\ ~completed his tenure.
,//// 2. . The grievance of the'applicant in this 0.A mainly is

that the applicant should have been posted in norm based HSG



2
II supervisory post as she'is senior in HSG cadre. But heré
present posting on the post of APM(SB) is not proper as the

same is not a norm based HSG II supervisory posting. It is

stated that there are 3 posts of norm based HSG II supervisory

post in Kota. The tenure of Shri Gajanand, Resp.No.5 has
alfeady éxpired and he should have Lkeen tranSfefred and posted

vice the applicant and the applicant should have been posted

-as Post Master N.G.Mandi, Kota but respéndent No.4d - has acted

-

malafidely to harass and humiliate the applicant. Therefore,
the applicant filed the 0.A for the relief as above.

3', Reply was filed..ln the reply it is stated thaﬁ there
are 7 officials senior to'the applicant and out of tﬁem 5 are
working in LSG norm based post and so lobg as these 35 persons

are posted against HSG norm based post the applicant cannot be
straightaway posted as:HSG norm based post. It is also stated
that earlier the -applicant wasierfoneously pastéd on.HSG norm
based post, Eince the posting on HSS II norm based post is
based on entirely on the basis of seniority in BCR grade fof-
which the applicant was not eligible as per‘her seniority in
gradation 1list, therefore, the claim of the applicant is
baseless on the ground that he was promoted and posted as H3G
norm based post earlier. Therefore, she is not entitled to be
poéted_cn HSG superViscry norm based post. It is denied that
the applicant is senior to Sh,Gajanandvin HSG II cadre. It is |
also denied that the applicant was posted as.APM(Sﬁ) N.G.Mandi
malafidely and with a viewv to harass and‘ humiliate the

applicant. Therefore, it is stated that the applicant has no

case for interference- by this Tribunal.

4. Heard the learned counsel for the parties and also

perused the whole record.

5. The prayer of the applicant is to quash the order at

Annx.Al, so far as the applicant is concerned and to direct



L}

the respondenté to czntinue the applicant on the post of Sub
Fost Master, EKcta City Fost Gffice which is a norm based HSG
éupervisory post or in the alternative to post the applicant’
as Post Master'iﬁ N.G Mandi, Kota, which is another norm kased

H3G supervisory pcst. EBEut as per the reply filed by the

- respondents, it has heen made very clear that the applicant is

not entitled for the same as posting on HEG II norm hased post

is based entirely con the hazis of éeniority in BCR grade and

"the applicant cannot have any claim on the basis of seniority.

The applicant failéd té establish the fact of any malafide or
arbitrarinesé cn the part «f the respondents and it is not at
all establiéhed ﬁhat the applicant was transferred/posted vide
the impugnéﬁ ~order af Annx.Al with a view to harass or
humiliate the applicant. If a post on which the applicant was

transferred carries the same scale ¢f pay as the frcmer post,

‘the mere fact that the post on which the applicant ' was

transferred dces hct have extra pbwer/prévilages; doces not
make any difference. If'both thé posts‘are in the same qédre,
in the sameAsEale of bay, then there can ke no grievance'to
thé applicant if she has bLeen transferred and pcsted by the
impugﬁed order at Annx.Al.

6. In view of above, I am of the cocnsidered opinion that
the applicant has no case for interference by this Tribunal
and this O.A devcid of any merit is liable to be dismissed.

7. I, therefore, dismiss the ¢0.A having no merit with no

order as to costs.

(S.K.Agarwal)

Member (J).v




