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C111RAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
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Original Application No. 125 of 1991. 
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R.LagabhusanRao 	... 	Applicant. 
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Union of India and others •., 

For the applicant 

For the respondents 

Responde nts. 

W's.P.K.Patnajk, 
G.B.Dash, 
D.K.Das, Advotes, 

Mr.R.C.Rath, 
Starding Counse l(Railways) 

C 0 R A M; 

THE HONOURABLE MR. K. P. ?HARYA, VCE-CHAIMAN 

. .. 

Whether reporters of local papers may be 

alled to see the Judgment ? Yes. 

To oe referred to the Reporters or not P 

Whether His Lordship wishes t see the 

fair copy of the judgrrent ?Mes. 
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J UD GM E NT 

K.P.ACHYA,V.C. 	In this appliatjonunder section 19 of the 

Administrative Trihuna1st4985, the applicant prays to 

declare the applicant as Junior Clerk since 1.1.1987 with 

all consequential benefits and the illegal and rnalafide 

order of transfer contained in Annexure-6 dated 13,2.1991 

transferring the applicant from Balasore to Kharagpur 

be quashed. 

Shortly stated, the case of the applicant is that 

he was selected by the Railway ReCruiiient Board and 

joined as a Khalasj on 30.4.1970 and he was promoted as 

Material Checker on 4.10.1982 and ultimately he was 

promoted tot he post of Junior Clerk after having turned 

out successful in the Departmental selection, The 

grievance of the applicant is that he has not been 

regularised since 1.1.1987. The second grievance of 

the applicant is that he has been transferred from Balasore 

to Iaragpur which would Cause hardship to him. Hence, 

this application hasbeen filed with the aforesaid prayer. 

In their c.'nte,the respondents maintained that 

the transfer is due to administrative exigencies and in 

public interest. It is further maintained that the 

applicant has been regularised, 

There was no appearance from the side of the 

applicant, I have heard Mr.R,C.Rath, learned Standing 

CounSel(Railways) for the respondents on the merits of 

the case and I have careu1ly gone through the pleadings 

of the parties and the relevant documents. This case 

\ suffers from incurable infirmity of claim of plurality of 
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cause of action namely,regularisatjoriof service as Junior 

Clerk since 1.1.1987 and to quash the order of transfer. 

Onthat count the case is liable to be dismissed, 

	

5, 	As regards the regulatisation of service with 

effect from 1.1.1987, it is also barred by limitation 

because this case hasbeenfjled on 5.4.1992. Therefore, the 

question of giving direction to the respondents for 

regularisation does not arise. A1ld aoove this, it is 

stated by the respondents that the applicant hasbeen 

regulari sed, 

	

6. 	As regards the transfer of the applicant frcn 

BAlasore to lQiaragpur, there is no a1leationof malafide 

or violation of statutory mandatory rules.ln the absence 

of any such allegation, interference by a Court is not 

warranted. So far as the hardship to be undergone by the 

applicant for such transfer is concerned, the Courts cannot 

interfere as has been laid dmTn in the case of Mrs. Shilpj 

Bose and others vrs. State of Bihar and others, reported 

in AIR 1991 Sc 532. The affected party may approach his 

higher authority. In view of the aforesaid facts and 

circumstances, I fitt io merit inthis application 

which stands dismissed leaving the 

'in costs. 
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