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0A No. 1820/96

‘New Delhi, th]S the 23rd day of oeptember, 1996
Hon'ble Mr., A, V Haridasan, VTce Cha1rman (J)
Hon! b]e Mr. K. Raﬂamoorthy, Member (A\

Miss Unma Asthana*

D/o Late Shri s C. Aothana,
h/o H.Now 5100, Main Market

DeThi.

By Shri D C aharma Advocate : .o hpplicant

~Versu3*

)

‘;Un1on of Indna through P

4 1.‘Secretary,

Ministry of Urban X Rural Development,
Nirman-Bhawan,
New Delhi.

2. Director General,
Works Department,
Nirman Bhawan,
New Delhi.
3. qupcrwntendent Engwneef, .
Co-ordination Circle (Civily,
C.P.W.D. Indrapraotha Bhawan,
LT.0.,
New De]hi ’
4. Suoer1ntend1nq Engineer,
© Delhi Cantral Electrical Circle- 3,
CPWD, Indraprastha Bhawan, :
1.7, O., New Delhi. - . " «....Respondents
{Shri K.R. oac%deva Advocate) o '

0RDER (Orzﬂ)’:

By Hon'ble Mr.- AVrHaridasan, Vice- Cha1rman(J) -~

The grievance of ~the applicant is that ‘the

respondents do not allow her to'joﬁn duty in the ‘office

of 4th respondent on her return from leave. Therefore,.

© she has fjied this application under Section 19 of

Administrative TFibunal Act,1985 for g direction to
resp ndents to allow her to continue .in service in  the

office of 4th respondent.. It s alleged i the
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application (thatishe was being ﬁ]W—treg%éd by the senior
staff and gﬁe féctﬁon oh the part of the respondents ~ﬁn 
not aj]ow{ng her to  join duty'ﬁs aTso'a part df such
harassment. ‘

2. The respondents in théir reply stated that by.
ofder dated 2.8.1996, the applicant was re]ieged féom her
post in the office.of 4th respondeht with a‘directﬁon to
report to Superﬁntendﬁné Enéineer (Co-0rdination) for a
posfing and that by order déted‘13.9.}92? Annexure R-X1,

she has bheen transferred to fhe oFf%ce of ACD-II at

Conhaught Place,New Delhi.
. -

3. ‘ We have heard Shri D.C.Sharma,counsel for the

“applicant and Shri  K.R. Sachdeva,  counsel for the

respondents, The app1icant\herse1f iz also present before
us, The applicant statés that the relieving order dated
2.8.1996 was not really communicated to her, that her

transfer from the office of 4th respondents was not

Justified because shebbeing neither junior-most nor the

,senior¥most - has been picked up for transfer arbitrarily.

She further states that if she ﬁs.trah;ferred to the
office of ACD-1I, Connaught Place, her claim for medical
re-imbursement pending with the office of 4th respondent

15 1ikely to be delayed.

4, After hearing the learned counsel on either
side, we are of the considered view that the controversy
involved in this case has been considerably narrowed down
nowW. Theirefusa1 on'_ghe part of the 4th respgndent to

DA
allow her to join dutyLFhat office was solely for the
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reason that she has been relieved from. the strength Cof

, , .
that office. It is not as if the applicant is without a

posting hecause by an order dated 13.9.1996, she has now
been pogted in the office of~ACD—iI, Connaught Place,New
Delhi, Tﬁe case of the applicant is that she could not
report before any .offﬁce as she was not told. of the
pasting and, therefore, the"¥ntervenﬁng‘period has to be
treatéd as spent on duty. We are of the conéidered view
that this matter should first get the attention of the
competent authority before an adjudication on this aspect
is attempted to. Regarding the caée of 'the applicant
that her c]é{m for medice] re-imbursement s 1%ke1y to be
delayed on account of ﬁer transfer, we are convinced that

this can be taken care of by giving direction to the

respondents to see that this matter i3 expeditiously.
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Tooked into by the concerned person. 1\ o The applicant

being not junior-most of the senior-most was being picked
up for transfer. we are of the considered view that a

transfer being an incidence of ‘service, in exigencies of

service, the competent authority can decide which

employee can be deployed to which office.

5. In the light of what is stated above, we are of

the considered view that the application can now ‘be

_disposed of at the admission stage itself directing = the

applicant to report for duty in the office of ACD-11,
Connhaught Place, New Delhi, as agreed by her, on

24.,9.1996 and with a direction to the respondents to

© accept her in that office and allow her to Jjoin duty.

. . 'int rvening .
The regularisation of thezper?od sha?1 he. considered by

the competent  authority taking into  account the
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background nf the case and yiewing it '§ympathetﬁca11y.
Thg'respondents are directed t§ consider and pass
appropriate orders as expeditiousWy as possible in regard
to any:pending claim of the applicant fbr medﬁcaWi
re-imbursement or péymgnt of arrears of sa1éry on the.
basis of her representation to he made within two weeks
frﬁm today” within a period of one month from the date of
receipt of tHe representat%on. 0.A. is disposed of

accordingly. No costs.

(K.Ramamoorthy) - , (A.V.Haridasan)
Member (A) - Vice-Chairman




