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This claim pe tition is directed agsinst a transfer
crder dated 11,7.19E8, which has taken effect on 29,7,19E¢L,
The applicant has been transferred from one charge to ancther
charge 2t the same place of posting i.@. Daya Basti,

As usual, the transfer order is alleged to have baen
passed in the colourable exercise. of power, Houever, on
perusal of the representation dated 13.7.1988, uhich was the
first representstion in point of time; did not mention ény
such alleogation, It has been urged on behalf of the ocpposite
parties that the ground melafide exerciss of power is im >
after thought. It was &lso urged on behalf of the applicent
that the transfer order:is not a simpliciter transfer\order
but as a measure of penalty, 'Houwever, no cogent grounds exist
on record to substentiate the ssid plea, The record, on the
other hand, bears out that the charge-sheet to inguire into
the éonduct of the applicant has beean separately issued, Thﬁs,
it appesrs théﬁ no finding of misconduct has been'recorded on

the, back of the epplicant, " It is pertinent to mention that

the opposite parties havs specificaelly plsaded in their reply
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that the transfer order was made in the administrative
expediency., It has alsoc been urced that the transfer order
has been passed in violation of the transfer policy, It
is well settled that the transfer policy is nottmandatcry
in character.‘ |

It is well settled princinls of law that a transfer
order hes not to be interfered with eifher by a High Court
or the Tribunal except on the ground of.illegal;ty, arbitrari-
ness or 5;ka&&aasocxéabuah&d;uitg/malice.\ The‘Suprene Court
has initiated the principle in the uell-knopn case of

H,N. Kartznia. I am of the opinion that there is no

illegality or arbitrearinsss or.malafide exercise of power-
in the impugned order of transfer, In fact, the impugned
order of transfer is an innocuous order, which has changed
the seat/section of the applicant, He was posted as Supdt,
in £lectrical Branch, Northern Eailway, Headquarters office,
New Belhi, He has been now put in the Electrical Repair
Werkshop, Northern Réiluay,.Dayabaéti, Delhi,; fﬁus, there
is ﬁere change of the éeat/section. The staticn of postihg

remeins the same, The opposite parties have also alleged

‘in their reply that the new place of posting is nearer to

his reesidence in comparison to his earlier posting,

In'fhese circumstances, no inconvenience has been
caused to the applicant, ‘Taking into the account ;egal
and fectual espect, I de not find any reason to interfere
with the order of transfer, Conseguently, the &pplication
is lieble fo be rejected,

In the result, the Application is dismissed with
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nc order as to costs,
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