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1. B.1lc.96 ‘Heard the learned Counsel '3/7‘"%6
for the applicant arﬁ Shri ashok Mohanty,7
learned Senior Standing Jounsel (Central)
for the Respondents. The impugned order /%7/ /L/L»k ‘
of tramsfer has been passed by Respondenf '}loq(j' 3-10 ‘V’
No,2 i,e. Superintending Engireer,

Telecom Civil Circle, Unit-IX, Bhubaneswdr

in his Office Order No, 21(1)/SETC (B3SR)
643 dated 15-7-1996, The applicant alsgqg &_‘
challenges the relief order passed by « FOY an'
the Executive Engineer, postal Civil A / 75)

Division, Cuttack in his - Order No.21(2)/

PODC/96/1216 dated 23-9-199, By Bﬂ/
Annexure-3, the applicant has been
f/ , transferred from postal Civil Divisicn,
\;\/ Cuttack a/c Section and posted to

lelecom Civil Division, Cuttack (Corr,)

Cuttack, By Anexure-4, bhe was relieved

~ from his duties consequent on the order
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Order Order
at Annexure-3_/dmxed 23-9-96, There are two grounds raised

that Shri Dibakar Sethy was transferred from postal Civil
Divicion, Cuttack tQ Telecom Civil Division, Cuttack by an

; Z ! , ".}ucw’ . .
dew___|order dated 29,3,9 and till he has not been relieved,

tu l/.b. <

=
‘ by the learned Counsel for the applicant, The first ground is
|
{
|
|
|
|
‘ ‘There is absolutely no justification aceeseing to,rthe applicant

with such urgency by an order dated 23,9,9, The secord ground

I
1 of the learned counsel for the applicant is that by Annexure-6

\ the C.E.M G,, Orissa Ciicle by a communicaticn dated 9th april,
| 1996 directed the subordintte officers not to rzlieveany

official without substitute with respect to Civil and
Electrical wings in view of certain difficulties brought to

his notice, According to the ccunsel , he should not have been

’t
|
1 reiieved without waiting for a substitute, The learned

‘senior Standing Counsel, Mr. Mohanty opposed the claims,
| ¢
" I have carefully gonsidered the submissicn, I

am of the view that there is apsolutely no cause or grievance

\ "in this petition. The applicant has been t ransferred within
l

\

1

i

lthe same city from one office to another anrd in the same
( |

i

iétatus. The re can conceivably, the reforet, no difficulty for him

in accepting the order of transfer which is an incident of

;gé:e rvice,The employer has a right to transfer a person from one

ﬁost to another in-the interest of administraticn, Law 1s

t;fzj:ell cettled that courts can interfere with such an order of

r\/ l!}‘;ransfec only if the order is actuated by mala fide or the order
| E,s an infracticn of some rule off principle. None of these

|
I .
situations is shown to exist 1n thic case. As to why one

Shri Dibakar Sethy was not reliewed by Lhe Executive Engineer

-

i
|
f
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‘
‘ amnevurc~5, who has been transferred on 22,3.9 has not come C
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Office note as to

action (if any)
taken on order

record., MHe micht hawe becn retained for

several administrative recasone in the

intercst of administration, The R-—Sp-.,frx}en'hjé
are competent Lo so adjust thelr staff
as would suhserv;: the interests of
administration, It is not necessary for
me while dealing with the impugned order ‘

of transfer to discuss as towhy another

person has not been relieved, virtually

v

o4

this petition boils dovn to the relief ordl
The claim of the applicant is that he ;
~hould not have been relieved, This in my |
opinion is incomprehensible, Once a '
transfer order is passed, the order of

i,

rciief is autcmatic # in execution of the|

¢

order of transfer, I do not see any

merit in this petition, The came is dismisped

|
at the state of admission. ]

sdf N S

Mzmbe L (Admn,)




