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O.A. Stamp N0e.3/90 e

Coram : Hon'ble Mr. M.M. Singh : Administrative pdMember

4/1/1990

‘ Mr.I.Me.Pandya, learned advocate for the applicant
in OA stamp No.3/90 mentions that he has to make an urgent
mention praying for ad-interim relief against the implement-
ation of the order of transfer in respect of the applicant
Mr.D.M.Parmar. 1In file j£ reveals that the order of

' transfer has already been implemented by relieving the
applicant on 15.12.89. Hence so far as the guestion

of relief on transfer is concerned, there is no scope

’ for ad interim relief. The matter may be dealt with in
a normal manner,
k\ A Jv"f(.f‘

Administrative Member

a.a.bhatt
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D.M. Parmar «e Applicant
/ Versus
Union of India & Ors. s« Respondents

CORAM : Hon'ble lr. G.S. Nair .. Vice Chairman

Hon'ble Mr. M.M. Singh .. Administrative
Member

Counsel for the applicant

o
[

Mr . I.M. Pa ndya
Counsel for respondent No.l & 2 : Mr., J.D. Ajmers

Counsel for respondent No. 3 Mishra
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ORAL-ORDER

Date : 20,.,3.1990

Per : Hon'ble Mr. G.S. Nair .. Vice Chairman

Heard Mr. I.M. Pandya, Mr. J.D. Ajmem and
Mro R.K. Mishra, learned counsel on either side.
The relief claimed is to hold that the order%
dated 15.12.1989 under which the applicant has
been transferred from Barej to Dhandhuka is
illegal and for a direction to the second respondent
to cancel the same. It is further prayed that the
second respondent be directed to transfer the third
respondent as he is the junior most Telephone

Cperator at Bareja.

2. The admission of the application is oprosed
both by the third respondent as well as by the

respondents No. 1 and 2.

. Having heard the counsel on either side
we @re not satisfied that there is & cese for
admission.

4. The respondents No. 1 and 2 have clearly
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(3)

stated in the reply that the transfer has been
ordered in the exigency of service. The solitary
ground on which the counsel of the applicant
attempted to challenge the order is, since the
transfer is on the ground of the staff having
becore surplus, the junior most should have been
transferred. This plea has been made on the ground
that the third respondent who is junior to the
applicant has been retained. It was stated by the
counsel for the respondents No. 1 and 2 that it
is in consonance with the norms and heving regard
to the fact that six Telephone Cperators have
become surplus among whom the applicznt is the
third in point of juniority,that the transfer has
been ordered. Though it is admitted that the third
respondent is junior, the respondents No. 1 and 2
have pointed out the circumstances under which the
third respondent has not been transferred. It is
stated that the third respondent on his request
was transferred to this station only aw year ago
and the said transfer was mcede on humanitsrian
grounds. Admittedly, the applicant has been working
in the station for the last seven years and the

normal té&nure is only three years.
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In the circumstances, we reject the péiigign.
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( MM Singh ) (¢s wmaiy )12 °

Administrative lember Vice Chairman

*Mogera



