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CEN i RAL ADM INISTR ATTYE^R I BUN AL ; PR INCI PAL BEMCI j

0 A.No.1301 of 2000

New De i h i, t hi s 10th day of Ap r i1 2001

HON'BLE 3NRI M.P.3IMGN,MEMBER(A)

A.. K.Garg
3/o Shri Kailash Chand
R./o New Sainik Colony
31'1 r a d d h a p u r i , K a n k a r k h s r a
Meerut Cantt„

'-'P Applicant

(B y A d V o c a t s: 3 h r i N. 3. V e r rn a)

versus

1. Union of India, through
Post Master General

(De hradu n Reg ion)
Dehradun

2,. The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices

Meerut Division

Meerut Cantt„

3. Shri 3.S„Tyagi
Sub Post Master

Gandhi Ashram Post Office

Meerut

4.. Shri Raj Kumar Tornar

Postal Assistant

V':[ctoria Park Post Office

Meerut

.-„ Respondents

(E y A d V o c ate: 3 h r i R a j i n d e r iN i s c h a 1)

ORDER(oral)

By filing this OA, the applicant has

sought direction to quash and set aside the

impugned order dated 11_6.1999 (Annexure A.3) and

also sought direction to restrain respondents 1&2

from making any change in the original transfer

o 1- d e r date d 14.5 _ 1999.

2.. The brief facts of the case are that the

applicant has been working as Postal Assistant.



(Pa, for short) in tho Postal Department in

Meerut Division, Meerut. lie was transferred vide

rn e rn o d a. t e d .14.5.1999 f r o m Beg h u m Bag h 3 0 t o

Victoria Park 30. l-le joined his duties in

Victorial Park SO, Meerut on 20.5.1999.

1 f"i e r e a f t e r t h e P. M. G. , D e h r a d u n i r e. s p o n d e n t n o. 1)

had intervened in the matter and issued a letter

d a ted 10. o. 19 'y V to t li e S e n i ci r S u p e r* i n t. e n d e n t o f

P o s t 0 f f i c e. s (S S P, f o r~ s h o r t) , M e e r u t. „ I ri

pursuance of that letter, the SSP Meerut issued

o rde rs v i de memo dat.ed 11.6.1999 mod i f y i n g t he

e a r i i e r t r a n s f e r o r d e r b y transferring t h e

applicant from Victoria Park, Meerut to Meerut

riO-I. It is alleged by the applicant that

modification in the transfer order was not made

in the public interest or in the administrative

e 1 g e r c y, b u t b y w a y o f p u n i s h rn e n t a n d n o

opportun ity of being heard has beer, afforded to

hi m „ Agg r~ i eved by t h i s, he has f i 1 ed this 0A.

t h a t

ex 1 ge

1 n s t r

t. a n £.

t r a n s

The respondents in their reply have

:d that the applicant was transferred under

pressure of the unions. They have stated

L n e t r a n s f e r w a s r n a d e i n u b 1 i c inter e s t a n d

n c y o f w o r- k. T h e P. M. G. , D e h r a d u n i s s u e d

uc;tions on the ba'sis of iwhich the oi^ders of

■f e r* o f t h e a p p 1 i c a n t w e r e m o d i f i e d The

fer of the eipplleant has been made twithin a.

ilometer of the sarme city. In view of this.



icant is not entitled to any relief an(:he appii

the OA is liable to be dismissed.

4,. [-leard both the learned counsel for rival

contesting parties and perused the record-

rr,, _ During the course of argurnenta^, tna-.

learned counsel for the applicant cited a. catena

f  ;]udgements in support of his c 1 airn ̂  ou t ■ jf

which, 1975(1) SLR Kulwant Kaur Vs District

Qiducation Officer (Pb. &liry) O'O?; 1975i.,,<ujoL_n.

haloorn Lawrence Vs U0I(S.C.)255; 1979(1)SLR

N.K.Prasad Vs State of Bihar(Patna)651 are not at

all relevant as the issues involved in these

cases are different from the present case. As

regards 1985(2)SLR Achyutananda Behera Vs State

of 0rissa(0rissa)17 and 1991(1)SLR, 220 Tripua

Maihotra Vs State of Punoab(Pb-&Hry.), these

,') ij d g e rn e n t s a r e a 1 s o n o t a p p 1 i c a b 1 s- l. u t h w w i « o > 11

f r o rn t h e r 'B cord t h a t t h e6,. It IS seen r

a p p 1 i c a n t has b e e n t r a n s f e r r- e d from o n e o f f 1 e. i.. ■. j
another office riivL the same station although he

has the All India Transfer Liability- I l, j.s

settled law by the }ion''ble Supreme Court that

courts cannot interfere in the matter of
1".ransfer, except on the ground that the sarmr. is

malafide or violative of the statutory

iiuidslines. In this case, there is no violation



•ft,

of the statutory guidelines^ ihe applicant has

also failed to establish malafide against the

respondents in his transfer„ In view of the

afioresaid facts, there is no ground to interfere

with the impugned transfer orders^

t.hs tS.'f o ^sB.i ci rgson s ̂ thg 0a J. s

'J iB V O i O C' V nl ii-j P !I' L a P ■• j

a. c c o T d i n Q i y - I ̂  'w' U I I "i-I W 'wi' lib i_. C

i„M. p. Singh)
i'lS'.nibG r (A)


