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1, whether reporters of local papers may be allowed to See
the judgment?Yes.

2. To be referred tothe reporters or not? AY

3. Whether Their JHis Lordships wish to see the fair
copy of the judgment?Yes.
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A JUDGMENT

K.P.ACHARYA,V.C. In this applieation under secticn 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act,1985, the FPetitioner prays
te quash the order passed contained in Annexure 4

cancelling his posting at Rourkela,

2, Shortly stated the case of the Petitioner is that

he is a Tax Assistant in the Income Tax Department .While. he
[:eaf‘ving at Sambalpur,vide order dated 18th June,1992
contained in Annexure 2 the petiticner was transferred
from Sambalpur to Rourkela, In compliance with this

order, the Petiticner joined at Rourkela withim a fortni-
ght i.e. en 3rd July,1992.Vide Annexure 4, the petitioner®
posting at Rourkela was cancelled, Hence this application

has been filed with the §foresaid prayer.

3. Mr. Amala Roy, learned Standing Counsel for the
Income Tax prayed for some time to file counter.I refused
to grant am adjournment because scme adjourment has been
granted in past and in view of t he fact that the matter
is simple in nature and all facts are practically
admitted, I find ne justifiable re:som to grant am

ad journment which s toed re jected.

4. I have heard Mr. Deepak Misra learned Counsel for
the Petitioner and Mr. Amala Roy learned Standing Counsel
for the Income Tax Department. Vide Annexure 2 dated 18th
June, 1992, the petitioner was transferred to Rourkelas
Mr. Roy learned Standing Counsel forthe Income Tax on a
perusal of the parawise comments sent to him submitted
that there was some allegation§ against the petiticner
for having misbehaved with a girl and therefore, for the

“};twn safety of the Petitioner, he had been trans erred
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te -Rourkela.

4. Regarding the allegatims, I would not e xpress any
opinicn because there must have been subject matter of an
investigation whether the allegations are true. or not.It
is yet to be determined bu t, the fact remains that the
petitiemer had been transferred te Rourkela for his own
safety. I cannot comprehend the reasons as towhy he was
again sent back to Sambalpur .That apart an officer who
had joeined at Rourkela should net be transferred within
such a short time because inumersble perscnal and family
difficulties would seurreund # him. In these circumstan-
ces, cancellation of the posting of the petitioner at

|
1
Rourkela stands quashed and it i s directed that the ‘
petitimer shall continue at Rourkela,Thus, his re-pesting i

at Sambalpur is quashed,

Se Thus, the application is accordingly di:cposed of
leaving the p arties to bear their owmn costs,
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