. rtt ,
h‘\‘ﬁb}

SSAN

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
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New Delhi this the 3rd day of Septembsr, 1997,
Hon ble Sh. s.p, Biswas, Member (A)
Shil Amrik Singh,
R/0 H.No.3849/1, .
Street NO.S. A, , -
Ranjeet Nagar,
New Delhi-8, . e Applicant
{through sh. K.p. Dohare, advocate)
versus
Union of India Lhirough
1. Secretary,
Ministry of Information % Broadoasting,

Shastri Bhavan,
New Delhi-1,

™)

. Director General,
Dovrdarshan, Muﬂdl House
New Delhi-1.

Director General,
All India Radio,
a.llamﬁnt utl»o
New Delhi-

(3]

4.  Chief Englneor
Delhi DOOFddr‘Hﬁh
Jam MNegar House,

New Dalhi-11. «+.+  Respondents

(through sh. Surendear Singh, departmentsl representative)

Tribunal ordered the respondents to file a short CEp

ORDER (ORAL )

“When  the case camne last on 20.08.97, this

indicating why  the transfer order should hot be Stayved

till the. disposal of the applicant < represantation.

)

This Tribunal gave time upto 3.9.97 to come up with

Q

proper res gonwu to thefapplicaht's claim for ralisf

cancellation of the order of transfer. Duiring fre
. g . . R RN L. 54 . P /
courss of today s hearing, the departmarntal
) +

Fepresentative produced before Us an order dated 1.9, 07

wherein the applicant has been given the relief in teims
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ftgkof staying his transfer order till 83.12.¢7. This was

taken on record. The applicant i3 not happy with it and

he seeks two vyears more to remaln in Delhi on ground of

his 111 health.

A% per the leérned counsel Tor the applicant,
the applicant has to go for one‘more operation and his
rantention in Delhil 'on heaith ground is extremely
@Ssantiél. He also added in support of his clailm, that
there are 19 officials senlor to him who should thave

overed up  in the matter of  transfers outside
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The scope of'judicial\review in the mattér of
transfer is very - limited. Courts/Tribunals can
interfere in such'mattérs only if such orders aré isouned
in violat}on of statutory provisiohB or when they 1ssue
on grounds éf mala fides or throﬁgh colourable sxercize
of powers. . The learned counsel for the applicant could

not cite any of the grounds on the basis of which Al

order dated - 3.6.97 or respondents’ latest order date

')

1.9.97 could be interfered with. In terms of the ordaers

Qf the Hon'ble Supreme” Court in the casc of State of

M.P. Vs, 3.5, Kaurav (ATC 1995(29) P. 853 ever in

(443

cases of personal difficulties, it is for the executiver

to consider thoese grievances, Under these
circumstances, I  find no grounds to exercise our
discretionary Jurisdiction under Article 226 of the
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constition of Tndia and provide any further relief. The
¢ Q\application fails on merits and is accordingly

dismissed.

This will, however, not debair the
4

to pursuade the matter with respondents, in

latter so desires to consider applicant’ s plea.

S

No costs.
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