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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

_ 0.A.No.1072/2000
Thursday, this the 21st day of December, 2000

HON’BLE SHRI S.A.T. RIZVI, MEMBER (A)

Chander Ram
S/0 Late Satya Naravan,

R/0 1002, Lodhi Complex,
New Delhi. ... Applicant.

(By Advocate: Sh. S.K.Das)

YERSUS

1. Union of India
through Secretary,
Cabinet Secretariat,
Annexie-T7, Bikaner House,
Shanjahan Road, New Delhi,

Under Secretary (Pers.)
Govt. of India,

Cabinet Secretariat,
New Delhi.

[AW]

(By Advocate: Sh. Madhav Panikar)

O RDER (ORAL)

The applicant in this OA is aggrieved by *he

order of transfer dated 27.1.2000 by which he has been

Ll

transferred from New Delhi to Shilong set up. The sain
order has not been implemented so far and the applicant

continues to remain at Delhi in accordance with an

ad-interim order passed by this Tribunal on 2.6.2000,
2. The Tlearned counsel appearing for the applican*

contends that the representation made by the appiican=
has been rejected by the respondents by their Memorancum

= e LT

dated &.4.2000 1in which no specific reason has been

that the applicant is not averse to transter and
had 1in his representation requested for his transfer

alternatively to J & K, The aforesaid rejectinnr
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Memcrandum does not maxe any mention about the request

the applicant for his shifting to J & K The Jearne
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Tirst and the others later on. However in the
owever, Lhe

: bl
applicant’s case, the same policy has not been Tollowed

nasmuch - as there are quite a few pers

o

Nns who have been
stayi a ithi f i
staying at Deihi for much tonger periods without havirg

been shifted out o1 Delhi so far. The applicant

Deihi and for this reason
this Juncture would cause serious family problems iha
appiicant has done hardshir postings in the past and s

prepared to go to ; sh i i he 3
go to another nardship posting. The jearned
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transters were made in similar conditions but were
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subpseguentiy cancel

considering the claim of the applicant, though he s

simiiariy s situated, amounts to discriminati
3. ne learned counsel for the respondents has

ot

piaced before me rerra1n Taz s wh1rh wou:d show tha
consideration s 3 7 -+

-ONsideration such as s now r7a1m9d by ThP applic arflhaq
been extended and shown to him in the past on three to

Tour occasions and so it will not De correct to say that
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while others are treated sympathe
been shown to him in matters of transfer. According to
Lhe Jearned counsel, the applicant was posted to Calcutta
in July, 1984 as SFA from where he was broughnt to " Delh;

within a short period of Lime
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. applicant to settle down in support of his superannuated
A‘.;fz-l'c.her and to be able to OCCcupy the same Govt., quarter,

Like-wise, the appiicant was transferred to Shiiong in

1885 but the orders of = transfer were cancelled in
response  to nis representation. The same thing happened
again in 1997 andg thereafter yet again in 1999, This
would go to show, according to him, that the appiicant &

received fair and Just

)

onsideration at the hands of the
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ished or else orders are Founc
[
Lo suffer Trom ihe vice of arp: ‘trariness. Such Graers can

ails0 be impugried on tLhe ground of fiscrimination. Beyond

ot
>
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'S, it wouid not be proper vor the Triounal o g0 inta

the merits or

"7

ie— its of a transfer order, in tha
circumstances piaced before me Ly the
either side, 1 fing that it is not po s'bﬁe Lo  conteng
T that the transfer Orders nave bean made for maiatiae
reasons  or are arbitrarily passed or eise  that the

appiicant hnas been discriminatea against in Lhe manter,

The Jlearned counsel Tor the respondents has mads s Tair

in  March, 2«01)f0 stay on in Deihi tii1i 21.5.2001 on tne
condition that thereatter he will pe iiable to ne shiTtrec
Lo Aany place in the déacretion of the responcents. Tne
fearned counse] Tor the appiicant agreas to the same anc

wants  Lhat a frasn Lranster order shouia ce passan AT LEer

31.5.2001  canceliling the present. order dated 27.1.2000,
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The learned counsel Tor the respondents does no

propiem in thi
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he OA 1is disposed of in the aforestat
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(S.A.T. Rizvi)
Member (A)
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