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Applicant impugns respondents’ order datec

pu |

$.4.200 (Ann. A-1) transferring him and two other

N

Cameramen Grade IT1 along with their posts effective

from 15.3.2000 from DD {(News) CPC, New Delhi to DDK

2. This O.A. had come up aiong with a bunch

0O.As beftore a Full Bench of the Tribunal for

adjudication interalia on the question as to whether
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be transferred by the Corporation in terms of

provisions of the Prasar Bharati Act.

3. The Full Bench 1in its order dated
5.7.2001 in present G.A. No. 883/2000 Pritpal Singh
V&, union of India and connected cases after

directed that the O0.As be returned to the appropriate

Benches Tor disposal on merits and in accordance with
Taw.
4., Accordingly this O.A. came up before us

-t

for hearing. We heard app

\Tl

iicdant who argued his cas

""i

in person and Shri R.N. Singh for respondents,

5 The main ground advanced by applicant
P Lo o o pm ow aa e o i 1o - . e o e P PRI R | €~ s~
during nearing was that ne was bDeing transferred Tor
T [ - be oo o o = o 2 1. . 1 i g s
mQ|nloue reasons oedause he nqd mage cercvain
- 7 - - - e e o - e =71V -] i I e - =l -
compia iNTS r.garuqng al ieded maipractices g Lne
Camera Section of DD News, CPC, New Delhi
6. On  the other hand respondents’ counse]
Shri  3ingh denied the allegations of malafide, and
- - | PN e - T T - i S S - £ - - -l - o - - -
cited a numper of rulings, a 1ist of which s Laken
- 1w - oo o PP | e - - zan o -~ - d la o b g g e o o 2 - -~ - - -
o record, to emphasise that transTer was purely an
incidence of service and the impugned transfer
warranted no judicial interference, merely on the

9
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but we have not been informed of the findings in that

enauiry.

10. Under the circumstances without
considerina it necessary at this stage to record any
findina on appliicant’s contention that his transfer
has been actuated bv malafide on account of his
complaints reaarding a11eged malpractices in Camera
Section of DD News CPC, New Delhi, as respondents

themselves are seized of these allegations, we

dispose of this O.A. with a direction to respondents
to conclude the inauiry into applicant’s allegations
as expeditiously as possible and preferably within
two months from the date of receipt of a cooy of this
order, and in the light of their findings , themselves
examine 1in the first instance whether the imbugned

transfer order reauires any modification.

11. The O.A. is disposed of in terms of
Para 10 above. No costs.

(Dr. A. Vedavalli) (8.R. Adige i
Member (J) Vice Chairman (A)

karthik



