
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,^ PRINCIPAL BENCH
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N e w D e 1 ['1 i „ t h i s t It e d a y o f J a n u a r y 2003

HON'BLE MR.KULDIP SINGH,MEMBER(JUDL)

S y e d M o li a m m e c! A1 i M i a n M a u 3
Dy. Di rector,, Externa 1. Services Di vision ,,
All India Radio„
New Delhi

R/o 963, B„K..S. Marg,
N e w D e 1 h i 1,10 001 „ APPLICANT

(By Advocate: Shri S„Y.

Union of India through

Khan)

Versus

4.

ft

Secretary,

Ministry of Information and Broadcasting,
G o V e r n rn e n t o f I n d i a,

Shastri Bhawan,
N e w D e 1 h i -110 001.

C In i €> f E X e c u t i v e 0 f f i c e r

Prasar Bharti

(Broadcasting Corporation of India)
PTI Building, Parliament Street,
New Del hi-110 001.

D i r e c t o r G e n e r a 1

All India Radio,
Prasar Bharti,
Directorate General,
A k a s h V a n i Bh a w a n ,, P a r 1 i a rn e n t S t r e e t,
N e w D e1h i-110 001.

Motea Ahmed,
D i r e c t o r o f E x t e r n a1 3e rv i ces D i v i s i on,.
B r o a d c a s t i n g H o use,
P a r 1 i a rn e n t S t r e e t,

New Del hi-110 001. -RESPONDENTS

(i3y Advocate; s h t- i SM - Ai f )

ORDER

The a p p1i cant has assailed an o rde r o f

t n a n s f e r A n n e x u r e , A-1 dated 11.2.2002 v i de w h i c h t he

applicant has been relieved of his duties in Delhi Office

w.e„f » 11.2.2002 (A f te r-Noon) an d w as d irec 10d t o r eport

a t AIR „ Ku r u ks Ine t r a.. T he order- has been i rnp 1 ernen t ed an d

the applicant has also reported at his place of transfer.



He:- carne to t he T r i buna 1 af te r join :i nci at Ku ru ks het ra -

2. In the grounds- to challenge the same the;

applicant has alleged that the applicant was working with

Prasar Eiharti and he has not. opted for absorptiori in

Prasar Bharti and continued to be an employee of Director

Q e n e r a 1 A11 In d i a R a d i o u n d e r the M i n i s t r y o f

Information and Broadcasting. Thus the applicant■alleges

that the order of transfer having been passed by Prasai"

E:5harti„ Is not a .proper order and has been passed by an

incompetent authority. The applicant referred to certain

3 udg 17)en ts suc h as J. C. Bha11 a Vs U .0.1. & 01 hers an d

a  j u dgrnen t of the f-lon " b 1 e H i gh Cou rt of Pu n j ab an c!

Haryana in the case of U.O.I Vs. Mrs. Tripati Devi,.

L D C D o o r d a r s In a n K e n d r a .1 a 11 a n d h a r a n d C A-T ^ C h a. n d i g a r h

and submitted that Prasar Bharti has no competence to

pass this order.

3. The respondents in their reply submitted that

since different High Courts have taken a different visjw

about the competence of Prasar Bharti to transfer an

e rn p 1 o y e e. s o t o h a r iri o n i o u s 1 y i n t e r p ret the j u d g rn e n t si

g i v e n b y the d i f -f e r e n t H i g h C 6 u r t s a n d the T r i b u n a 1, a

Full Bench was constituted where a specific question was

'1" r a iTi e d (i ) w h e t h e r G over n m e n t s e r v a n t s wi h o w ere sent t o

Prasar ESharti Corporation on deputation or otherwise

could be transferred by that corporation in terms of the

provisions of the -Act;: or (ii) the Government employees

even if working with the Prasar Bharrti continued to be

Government employees governed under the relevant rules



and instructions issued by the Government of India., The

Fuj 11 B e n c h in its o r d e r d a ted 5»'7 „ .200,1 a n s w ere d the

r e f e r e n c e a s f o lie w s:

(i) Government servant who were sent to Prasar

Bharti Corporation on deputation or otherwiise can be

transferred by the corporation in terms of the provisions

of the Act.,

Thus the Full Bench has already held that the

employees of the Prasar ESharti whether on deputation or

otherwise can be transferred under the Prasar Bharti Act„

Thus the main ground taken by the applicant collapses„

[hough the applicant has taken various other pleas about

f a I n i 1 y d i f f i c u 11 i e s „ b u t I f i n d t h a t t■ h o s e h a v e no f o r c e ,.

The applicant has a tran,sfer liability and hence; can be

transferred any where.

In view of the above discussion,, the OA has no

merit and the same is dismissed. No costs.

( KULDIP SINGH )

MEMBERCJUDL)

/Rakesh


