
IN THE CENTRAL ADIUNISTRATIVE TRI3UNAL 
CUTT?CK BENCH :CUTrACK 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO:5720F 1993 

DATE OF DECISION:NOVE2"BER 23,1993 

K.V. 3. SATYANARAYANA 	... 	 Applicant 

ye rsus 

Uni ri of India & Others 	... 	 Respondents 

(FOR INSTRUCTIJNS) 

whe the r it be re fe r red to the rep orte rs or not? k 

Whether it be circulated to all, the Benches of 
the Central Mministrative Tribunals or not? 

(K. P. ACHARYA) 
VICE CHAIRtAN 



CENTRAL ADNINICTRArIvI TRIBUNj 
CtJrTCK BENCH :CUTTACI< 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO:572 OF 1993 

Date of decjslor:23rd Novernber,1993 

K.V.B .Satyanarayan Appi leant 

Respondents 

N/s .G.A.R.L)ora.V.Narasjflgh, 
AoVocates 

Mr.L.N.Mishra,3tafld kg 
CoLinsel( Railways ) 

UNION (P INDIA & CYrHERS 

For the Applicant 

For the Respondents 

C OR A M:- 

THE HONOURA.iLE MR. K.P.ACHARYA,VE CHAIR? 

J 3 U G N E N T 

K.P.ACHyA,V.0 	 Petitioner Who is now working as Senior 

Section Officer(Accounts) in the office of the Senior 

Project Vanager doubling(construct ion) South Eastern 

Railway,Vjsakhapatanam has been transferred to the 

Office of the Deputy C.E.E.(c)/3.E Rly/VSi<p With 

immediate effect contained in Annexure9 dated 31st 

August,1993 which is sought to be :Iuashed. 

2, 	Grievance of the petitioner is that h. has 

been transferred from one station to the other on 

several ocCassions and that is 8 or 9 times during a 

span of 3 to 4 years.Hence this application has been 

t filed with the aforesaid prayer, 
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In their counter,the Opposite Parties 

maintain that the petitioner being a competent officer ha 

been posted to another office in the same station 

wo can give better out-put in his 'work.Therefore,in 

the interest of administration,the petitioner has 

been transferred which should not be quashed - rather 

it should be sustained. 

e have heard Mr.G.A.R.Dora learned counsel 

appearing for the petitioner and Mr.L.N.Mishre learned 

0tanding Counsel(Railways). 

At the olt set,I expressed my reluctance 

to quash the order of transfer but I wanted to know the 

reasons as to why this transfer order is sought to be 

quashed.Mr.Dora learned counsel appearing for the 

petitioner emphatically submitted before me that due 

to the frequent transfer of the petitioner from one 

station to other,thetitioner has a reasonable 

apprehension in his mind that his colleagues,h thinking 
¼ 

ill of him and would be carrying a wrong impression 

that the 'etitioner te a most inefficient and in- 
t4 

competent officer for Which he is being consistently 

transferred.In my opinion not only this apprehension is 

ilifouricled büt.it  has no legs to stand upon especially 

when c.he Opposite Parties have stated intheir counter 

that the petitioner is a competent off icer.Once the 

authorities have expressed an opinion that the petitioner 

is a competertoffiCer,it is not at all material as to 

what is being thought of him by his colleagueS.Ther€fore, 

this contention of the tetitioner put through karned 

V : 
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counsel does not appear to the to be a reasonable one 

for acceptance.,In view of the fact that the petitioner 

has been transferred from one office to nothernthe same 

station,I do not like to interfere With the imugned 

order of transfer which is hereby maintained, 

6. 	Finally Mr.Dora su1jtted that- at least an 

observation should be made by this Bench directing the 

authorities that the petitioner should not be transferred 

Within a short term. I am sure,the authorities would 

seriously take into consideration this Submission of 

r.Dora anc avoid as far as possible,subject to 

administrative exigency of such frequent transfer of 

the petitioner from one qtfation to other, 

7, 	I'hus,the application is accordingly disposed of. 

NO CostS, 

'lice-Chairman 

Central Administrative T ribui al, 
Cuttack Bench ,CUttack/}( .Mohanty 
November 23,1993• 


