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4.l1.$1. 	In thi& app1icati6 under sction 19 of the Mrninistratjve 

Tribunals Act, 1985, the app1ient prays to quash the order st 

passed by the competent authority transferring the applicant 

frcfn !hubaneswar to Cuttack. The applicant is a Group 'D' 

employee serving in Kausalyaganga. 1/ide Annexure-3 dated 

26.10.1991 he has been transferred to Cuttack. 

2. 	The law relating to transfer of/employees from one place t 

the other has been recently laid d7n by Their Lordships bf 

the Supreme Court in the case Mrs. Shilpi Bose and others 

versus State of Bihar and others reported in AIR 1991 SC 532. 

In view of the dictum laid dcwn by Their Lordships in the 

case of Mrs. Shilpi Bose, I do not teem it just and expedient 

in the interest of justice to admit this case even though it 

was submitted by learned counsel for the applicant,Mrs. Das 

that there has been violation of administrative instructions 

issued by the competent authority restraining the concerned 

authority fn transferring Group'D' employees except on the 

question of administrative exigencies and public intere St. 

Hcever the Supreme Court has also observed that if there is 

violation of any administrative instructions then the affected 

party should approach the higher authorite5haVe no 
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cbjectio* if the authorit*f"is approached and the authorities 

take a lenient view over the applicant. 

3. 	It was also submitted by Mrs. Das, learned counsel for 

the applicant that the applicant has school going children 

and ailing parents at iiubaneswar and it would be1consid.erable 

hardship for the applicant to be transferred during the mid-

academic session, Theee are all matters to be considered by 

the concerned authority and I have no objection if the 

concerned authority defers the transfer till the end of 

academic session, 

4, 	Subject to the aforesaid ob6ervationx, the case is not 

found fit for admission and hence it is dismissed. But I would 

xsdm again make it clear that by virtue of 	dismissal 

of this original application the concerned authority is not 

debarred frci exercising his discretion in favour of the 

applicant, if he so desires, sT? 

Vice-chairman 


