CENTRAL . ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL -
PRINCIPAL BENCH iZ///
0.7, NDs115/96

. Hon'ble Shri A.V.Haridasan, Vice-~Chairman(3J)
Hon'ble Shri R,K.Ahooja, Member(A)

New Delii, this 19th day of January, 1996

Shri Braham Prakash
C/43, Jeet Nagar
P.S.Preet Vihar
DELRI,.

‘ oo Applicant
(By Shri T,S.Joseph, Advocate)
NMersus
1. The Chief Secretary
(01d Secretariat)
NeCoeTe of Delhi

5, Shyamnath Marg
DELHI,

2. The Commissioner of Police
DELRI,

3« The Deputy Commissicner of Police
Head Quartsrs(1)
NEW DELsiI, . .o Respondents
| 0 R D E R(Oral)
Hon'ble Shri A.V,Haridasan, Vice-Chairman(3J)

This : application has been filed by a Constable
of the Delhi Police for a direction to the respondents to cancel
#the order dated 27.11.1995 transfering the applicant from Traffic
Unit te PCR, not to transfer the applicant duringlthe pendency
of the medical treatment he is undergoing and also to release the
pay of the applicaﬁt; The issue of transfer has no connection with
the release of Pay and Allowances, However, the lsarned counsel
for the applicaﬁt elected to have the applicabtonﬁzgonsideration
in regard to trenfer only with liberty to file another application
in regard to the relief of release of pay and alicwances and also
to chalienge the disciplinary procsedings contemplated against.him,
seperately, Therefore, we are considering this application onl?

" in respect of the order dated 27.11.1995.
> ' Contdeses 2/-
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3. We have perused this application and heard the learned

)

counsel for the applicant. We have alseo seen the impugned order,

It is svident from the impugned order that the applicant has been

posted as &% Constable-~PCR canceliing the order dated 10.6,1994 by

which he was transferred teo Traffic, Learned counsel for the applicant

argued, ﬁnw‘fin the back«ground of the fact that disciplinary

proceedings ' was once initiated and dropped, and that the applicant
p/had (puw subjected to frequent transfers, it is a fit case whers

the Tribunal should interfere and str%own the impugned order
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which is punitive and yielaeted by malafides.
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4, : Wle do not find any specific aliegation in the application,
[~
We could not find that the Deputy Commissioner of Police who has issued

om
the impugned order is motivated by ziézfczther interest other than the

public interest. Transfer, canceliation of transfer, etc, are
routine administrative matters which the competent authority of the
o7}

22
department has -:; the discrition to exeergise, and interference

by Courts and TI:':zbunals in such matters become necessary only if

4 bared M Cenvcw KLY emn. peCians
such excercise éy maldfdedd - We are not eenfificed in this case
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that impugned order: is a result of malice and we therefore, find no
reason to entert®in this application. The application is
therefore, rejected under Section-19(3) of the Administrative

Tribumals Act, 1985.
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(R.K+AHOOJA) (A.V, HARIDASAN)
ME MBER( A). ‘ VICE — CHAIRMAN(J)
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