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IN THE cgNTRAL ADMINIS~RATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH~ 

JAIPUR 

Date of oraer: ~O • Dtl "0 2-
OA No.439/2001 

-R.A.Gupta s/o Shrj Rameshwar Dayal resiaent ,of C/o 

Divisional Cashier,; Cash ana Pay Section, Jaipur, - at 

pre~ent employea on the post of .Ins~ector of Cashier 
-

(holaing charge of DC/Jajpur) in Cash ana Pay Office, 

Jaipur, Western Railway. 

• .Applicant 

·versus 

l. Union of Inaia through the General Manager, 

Western Railway; Churchgate, Mumbai. -

2. Dy. Chfef ,1Account s Officer (Cash & Pay) 

(erstwhile Chief Cashier, W~stern Railway, 

Churchgate, Mumb~i. 

Resp~naents 

Mr. C.B.Sharma counsel 1 for the appJicant. 

Mr. U.D~Shsrma - counsel for the responaents 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr. S.K.Agarwal, Member (Juaicial) 

Hon'ble Mr .. H.O.Gupta, Member (Aaministrative) 

ORDER 

Per Hon'ble Mr. H.O.Gupta, Membe~ (Aaministrative) 

In this OA, the applicant has prayea for 

. /· \, 

appropriate airections to the responaents to aajust him at 

J_aip~r ana allow him promotion· to the post of Div-isional 

- Cashier at Jaipur as per the policy of floating of posts 

by rooaifying the oraer aatea 23.7 • .2001 (Ann.Al) on the 

following grounas;- I,, 

1.1 He js left to serve only for a perioa of 11 

roonths. His case 'is coverea unaer the circular issuea by· 
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the Headquarters ,for floating. thE? posts t.o the, extent cf 

20% of the cadre for adjusting the employ~es who are left 

to serve ·for a i:Jericd of - two. years, from the date cf 
t 

pr9rnotion order •. His case_ is being neglected without any 
J 

cogent reason~ H~ is entitled fer grant of due benefits·as 

~er .rules. Acc6rdingly,~the orde~ dated 23.7.2001, whereby 

he is proposed tc transfer at Mumbai, deserves to be 
J • 

modified and applicant a~justed at Jaipur by floating th~ 

post cf DC .-(Pay /Insp. ), at. Jaipur • 
. , 

1. 2 The. applicant is being discriminated vis-a-vis 

sirnilarry ·situatea· persons who have been adjusted by 
I 

fl9ating the posts on their p7crnoti.cn during ·t.hejr last 2 

years of service. 

1.3 The applicant has made nuwber cf 

representatjons in the matter, but there has been no 

resp6nse fn spite of clear posts. available. He could ha~e 

been adjusted even, with out resort. i·ng to -f1oat_in9 .... cf post 

rule. 

2 .. 'I'h.e ..:..respondents have contested this 

applicatioQ. ft has.been submitted b~ the respondents ~hat 

vide order dated 1.4.98 (Ann.R8L ·lt .was decided to keep 

the posts of DC (Pay/Insp.) and DC (Cash) out c•f the 

purview of the . inst rtict ions of f 1 oat i ng of posts as these 
-

posts are identified as jtrportBpt post based on "Worth of 

Charge". It is further submit_ted by the responoents that 

irn. vacancy is avaiJabie to adjust the a·pplicant locally on 

the prcmcted post. 

..., 
.:; . Heard the learneo counsel for the parties and 

perused thelreocrd. 

3.1 Duri~g the course of arguroents, the learned 
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counsel for the resp,ondent;-s strongly relied on the order 

dated ·1.4.98. (_Ann.RB) and submi_tted that· after issue of 
' ·' 

this order for ·the ·posts of DC (Pay/tnsp.) and DC (Cash),· 

no person· has been_ appoi n.ted on · th_is .post. based on the 

poli_cy of 'tioating: of posts·'·as these two posts were taken 

'out of 'purview being 'important _posts. ~e· further submitted 
, ' < " • - • 

that no orie has' been. pi;-orrot.ed 'under the "floating.' of ·posts 

policy ~fte~ issue of this order. The learned counsel for 

the applis-ant 'd,id . nc.t contest th~s -subrr.issio~ of .the 

l~a'rried counsel for. the .respondents·. We also find. that the 

·order · dated 1.4.98 (Ann_.R8) · is not.· under challe_nge. 

Further. there· is no vacancy avai1abl~. now to adjust the 

-
applicant_ at Jaipur on the pr6roqted post._ 

.............. .. . . 

4. In the circumstances, we do not find _any -me_rit 

in- this appl.icati'on- and _the reli~f sought· by the applicant 

cann9~ be considered. for t~e rea.son that .the post ·of DC 

(Pay' or· Insp.) has bet:.•n -taken _out of· .the. purview - by the 
1, 

~ ~ 

respondents and fur'ther that there· is-. no va·cf.lncy. at _Jaipur· 

to adjust the applicant •. Accordingly, this OA js 

dismis,sed. No order as t9 costs .• · 

Member (Administ~ati~e~ Member (.:fudicial) 
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