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Cen tral Administrative Tribunal
Jodhpur Bench, Jodhpur

294 o0

Date of order : 14.2.2001
QeiseNO. 27/2001

MJhQureshi S/o0 Shri Iate Zahoor Ahmed aged about 45
years, R/o Basni louse, &pra Bagar, Jodhpur-2, at
present employed on the post of PGT (Histary) in the
office of Xendriya Vidyalaya, OIGC, Mehasana-2.
| «esshApplicant.
ver sus

l. The Commissioner, ¥erndriya Vidyalaya Sangathan,
18, Institutional Area, Shaheed Jeet Sing,arg,
New Delhi 16.

The Principal, xﬁenﬂr:.ya Vidayala MNo.1 (Air Vorce),
Jodhpur.

Snt «HeB 4 Kumar, PGT (H‘l.story) Kerdriya Vidyalaya
Ko.¥ (army) ,Jodhpur.
o s Respondents.
CORAM s
HON'BLE MR JAK.HMISRA,JUD ICIAL HEMBER
HOH'BLE MR A eP o JAGRA xT H, ADMIKISTRAT IVE MEMBER
Mr. JeK.Kaushik, Counsel for the applicant.

Per ir.A.K.Misra s

Heard the learned counsel for the applicant.

2 By this OA the applicant has challenged the
transfer order Anre x.“/l dated 22.12.2000 by which he
has been transferrea from Central School (Air Force) -I
Jodhpur to Central Séhool, ORGC, Mehasana.,The contention

of the applicant is that in order to accommodate a
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cand ldate the applicant has been transferred invio-
lat ion of the policy laid-down by the department in

respect of transfer matterse.

3e It is the allegation of the appliéant that res-
pondent No. 3 Smte HeBokKumar, PGT (History), has the
longest stay at the stzation and if some-body Wags ..
to be adjusted as per his request under Clause 10.A
of the transfer policy then she should have been trans-

ferred instead of the applicant.

4.4 ' Be have considered the submissions of the

learned counsel for the applicant and have gone through

‘the O.a.

Se During the cowse of arguments, the learned

counsel for the applicant was fair enough to inform
us that the applicant has continued to be posted in
tle present school.since 1987 but Sut . HeBoHKumar, is also

said to be stayzﬁsg at the same station since 13887,

6. In our opinion, the matters relating to transfer

has been settled beyornd any dispute. Transfer order

br—\seuﬂ chﬁﬁf iz
o e gueeakk @& mala fide or in colourable exsrcise
s -

' of power, can only be gquashed. But, the transfer

orders made indepartwe from. departmental guidelines
cannot be said to be mala fide transfers. In this
case, no sgtatutory rules or guidelines have been shown
to have been vi¢#lated. Consequently, the applicant
cannot question his transfer because he has been
staying at the present station since 13 yéars and

transferring a Governvent employee after 13 years of
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posting éan be treated as having been covered under
the administrative exigencies. It is not for the
enployee to judge where he should be transferred or
not or 1f transferred at which place. ‘Cansaquently,

the applicamt in this case has no legs to challenge the

present transfer order.

Te . The transfer order is said to ’bé a mid-term
e transfer. But, mid-term transfers can affect the
children and their studies only when they are wade to
shift along with the Government servant-. and not other-
wigse. In this case, the children of the applicant
are studying in private schools. The Governrent
servant trying to impart education in private schools
like the one in hand, has to face the difficulty af tw
m shifting his ward along with ¢him at the transferred

place.

8. In view of the above discussions, the O.A. has
got no merit amd deserves to be rejected and is hereby
rejected in lduwine.
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