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Meerut Cantt. District Meerut

~ By Hon'ble Mrs ldeera Chhibber, Member {_J] |

' it is submitted by the apphcam that being aggrieved he gafve his representation *‘:

'69» S OPEN COURT

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
’ ALLAHABAD BENCH
ALLAHABAD

- ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 868 OF 2¢05.

ALLAHABAD, THIS THE4‘§ DAY OFAUGUS’T 2005.

HON'BLE MRS. MEERA CHHIBBER, MEMBER {4y ‘
: !

P. L. 8ingh aged about 32 years ﬁ (
Sfo Shri Ram Chandra Singh i

R/o 90 Gagan Enciave, Rohta Road,

- Versus

b

Union of mma through Secretary, -
: Department of Human Resources Deveicspment
Ministry .of Central Secretariat,

New Delhi.
]

Rl

2. ‘Joint Commissioner,
Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan,
18, Institutional Area, Saheed Jit Singh Marg,
New Deihi.

| A
3. Education Officer, Kendriya Vidyalaya Sangathan, : f
- 18, Institutional Area, _ ;F
- Saheed Jit Singh Marg, | |
. New Delhi.

4. Principal Kendriya Vidyalaya
Noida 2" Shift, District Gautam Budh Nagar

ORDER |
|

14.06.2005 {pg.23) but the same has been rejected vide hﬁemo dated 24.06.208

oy
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without a speaking order with .a direction to ##e report for duty at place of transfgg’

it caa

immediately. Applicant’s name figured at Serial No. 16 (pg.24). ‘ 1

2 It is submitted by the applicant that his wife is also teaching at Daha Dastr

Bhagpat and it was aﬁiy on 09.08.2004 'mat he was transferred to Noida fro

Meerut where he was declared surpius, Even one year has not been passed. H§ |

l
|
!
agam transferred from Noida to ﬁ,.adhya Pradesh when a person junior to hin f
namely Shri Avdesh Kumar of K.V. Ghaziabad has beeb accommodated afig ‘
modifying his transfer from K.V. Joshimath to KV Babugath. Therefore, he gav I‘

another representation on 14.07. 2005 (Pg.25) but no reply ‘haa been given to hinl 1 ‘

till date. Thus, he had no other option but to file the present original application.

3. | have heard counsel for the abpiicant and perused igthe pleadings as-w»aé}

The scope of interference in transfer matters is very limited &as it has bee;

|

flw .
repeatediy heid by the Hon’ble Supreme Ccurt}that it is prerogative of the Govl. , :

department to decide where an employee should be posted and how best work ca ’ ‘

be taken out from the empioyee, but e at the same time iti‘was also been held by
Hor’ble Supreme Court that whenever a representation is given by an empioyee | ]
shouid be decided by reasoned and speaking order. In the instant case, it is see] |

that when applicant gave his representation the same was rejected in a stereo typs I

T
|
manner and representatxon of as many as 22 persons were re;ected by a singig)

&’ i

s‘irm(e of pen, which ensid not be said to be a speaking ordgr at ali. Applicant ha
thereafter, gavenanother representation dated 14.07.2005 | but no reply has yel
been gi\fen to him on the said repreéeﬁtation. 'Thérefcre, {lam of the considered}
|
vsew that this O.A. can be disposed off dt the admission s’tage itseif by giving
direction to the respondent No.2 to consider the represéntation given by thel

appilicant and to see if he can be accommodated in any nearby place since his v;;*;’
, !

is also teaching @ at Daha District Bhagpat and he was pasted at dea ohly on

e e W

09.09.2004. Therefore, s musi explained the (BaseAs why he has beax

I‘
tranisferred within one year from Noida to Madhya Pradesh. The def‘tsmn shouid b

;-
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i communicated to the applicant within a period of § weeks from the date of receipt of §f
| ' a copy of this order under intimation to the applicant. $ b W’% -~ il
b ! AN - () redoth - |
&MM,O%HAMVXWMM‘YWBAMM”“: . &
: : : [
4. With the above directions this Original Application stahds disposed off. ?-“
< order as to costs.
| Rl i :
Member (J) 1
, Shukia/-
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