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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
JODHPUR BENCH JODHPUR.

Original Application. No. 217/2007

|
Date of order: 33, February, 2008
\J .

Hon’ble Mr. Tarsem Lal, Administrative Member.

Mohd. Ikbal Sindhi,|S/o late Mohd Ibrahim Sindhi, aged 52 years,
C/o M.S. Sindhi, [Foot* Ball Coach, r/o Inside Sivanchi Gate,
Sindhiyon Ka Bas, Kabu Khan Ka chowk, Jodhpur. [Presently
posted as KV Pokaran (BSF)].

' : applicant.
Rep. By Mr. Vivek shah Proxy counsel
For Mr. K.K.Shah, . | : Counsel for the applicant.
| ‘l
VERSUS
1. Kendriya Vidhyalaya Sangathan, fhrough its Commissioner,
18 Institutional Area, Shaheed Jeet Smgh Marg, New Delhi
110 016.
2. The  Assist nt’ Commissioner, Kendriya  Vidyalaya
Sangathan, (Regional Office), 92 Gandh| Nagar Marg, Bajaj
Nagar, Jaipur 302 015.
: Respondents.
Rep. By Mr. R.S. Shekhawat proxy counsel
For Mr. P.S. Bhati :| Counsel for the respondents.

»  ORDER

Per Mr. Tarsem Lal‘ Administrative Mémber.

The applicant| has filed this O.A under Sec. 19 of the
inistrative Tribu‘als% Act, 1985, praying‘that the reépqndents
driyé Vidyalaya Sangathan (KVS fdr s'\hort) may please be
’fr‘rqq.}a a@ Alirected to consider the transfer of the apphcant to Jodhpur as perv

the priority in termj of transfer gwdelmes and the order dated.

04.04.2007 (annex. A/1) may kindly be quashed and set aside.
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- as well. |
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2. o The facts in brief as applicable ;in the case are that the

.\" apphcant Jomed as lerarran on 29. 09.1986 at KVS Vadodra (
o »Makarpura) Air For .A Thereafter he was transferred to KV Barmer- :.-1
. and KV Nasnrabad In the “month of March 2004 he was:»»‘_'

- transferred to KV Jachar Panchgram (HPC) and stayed there upto :

- April 2007 Acclrdmg to the transfer pohcy effectlve from."

}

| 14 03 2006 the prphcant preferred an appllcatlon for request - |
- 'transfer under P GR category “for the year 2007-2008 on
;21 12 2006 (Ann x A/2) under para 16..2 ~of the : transfer :

'_gwdellnes

3. After recelpt of all the apphcatlons for request transfers fromké'_l‘-

(

the employees in the same category/posts the respondents lssued :

a Ilst of request transfers (annex A/3) in WhICh the appllcant was o

placed at priority (No.1 for Jodhpur and other four places of chmce»::

4..' E As req'uire under clause 14‘ of the. transfer guidelines, the -

have lssued the said transfer guldelanes on 14 03 2006 (annex

!
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5 As the appiica t stood at the top priority for transfer to

: Jodhpur, ‘he was w itmg for his transfer to Jodhpur  But the

transfer order dated 04.04.2007 (annex A/l) was issued underf-},‘; e

o WhiCh he was Lransf rred from KV Cachar Panchgram (HPC) to KV-'_‘.,"..‘:; S

~ abroad. . The emy

- Pokaran (BSF) on 17 .05.2007. The applicant has pleaded that he -

‘Pokaran (BSF).  'The applicant was reiieved" vide order dated,'}-"-

" 26.04. 2007 (an'ne'x | A/6) and the a'ppiicant “joined ddty. at ;_KV?

was transferred to KV Pokaran from KV Cachar Panchgram (HPC) o

which is in North Eastern Region (Hard Station) and therefore he_'f.:r E

 is entitled to 30 marks as per clause 13 of the transfer gmdeiines y

b

whereas he has been transferred to KV Pokaran (BSF) WhICh was |

his 5t choice of sJation instead of Jodhpur which was his first

4

hiS transfer order could not be issued before 20th May as provrded o

under Ciause 14 - of the transfer gwdeiines Aggrieved by the )

b

above, the appiicant has filed this OA and prayed for the relief asv

given in para 1 above. *?

%\3\_6». - The respondents are contesting the O.A, inter ‘alia pleading "

‘that KVS caters to the educational needs of . the children of |

m:"

/Pnsferabie Cent al Government empioyees including defence j“

gersonnei for proyiding common programme of education At

l

. present ‘th‘ere are 1979 KVs S|tuated aii over India mciudlng three .

loyees appointed to, KVS are liable to transfer'_ |

3 choice of place of posting.‘ The applicant has.a’lso pointed out that ) L

anywhere'in India lunder the transfer policy issued by the KVS vide



inter regional transfer

-' priority list based"on

" "old schedule.

~‘and secondly to the
’displaceﬁndent of emplo‘
- p-leaded th;at vacancy f
: of his chonce of place G

o appllcant was ‘transferr

its policy dated 14.03.2006 (supra):

of the Transfer Guidelr

that as per the revise
transfer as'per para

Transfer orders based

7. The respondents

The respondents have

as a whole Wthh ult

-‘—»L,./ , | o S -

The aipplica"nt has applied for .

uinder PCGR category as'per para 14 and 15

nes of KVS The respondents have pleaded

9 i

1" Schedule of calendar of act|v1ty, the ﬂrstf.(

appllcatlons received . for annual request.‘-

' representation regarding the priority Ilst could be made The";:j‘

on the final first prlorzlty llst would be issued

;‘category will be acComrhodated ﬂrstly on the avallable vacancnes"-‘

| upto SthlApri'I and in the instant case the applicant has quoted the_; :

extent of vacanCIes are not ava|lable by'-

c1es

yees as per para 15 ‘The respondents have

'o'r the post of Iibrarian was available at one -

ed to Pokaran agalnst the avallable vacancy.

f postlngs i.e. at Pokaran and therefore the

aff;/teachers may feel aggrleved by the same,. =

is a contlnuous process by which

14.1 is 20% February and upto March 10th .

have stated that persons belongmg to. PCGR )

D further pleaded that whlle |mplement|ng»-v:_:‘“
a ground for quashlng the pOlle as »such;. i

""' rganlzat.on tries to keep pace with the progress of the institution

mately results in prov1d|ng contmuous and L

".i'umnterrupted teachlng to the students ’The respondents have

‘ ‘stated that a D|V|sron Bench of the Hon’ ble: Hrgh court of Delhi had -

-E

M
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’ﬂ@ {R‘t“f 1tent|on that thL applicant should be posted to Jodhpur only and:

R been_passed on 04/04.2007 (Annex. A/i) i.e. before the stipulatedl';-{v

' judgement of the

_.;\\ S
‘\:todhpur in D.B. Civil Wnt Petition no. 4335/2007, [DeV| smgh B

SF

Yy
7 e
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b

- held in.Vidyut Board’s case that policy décisiOn may be'changed '
from time to time, a]nd no mandamus can be ISSUEd regardmg.'

.'adoptlon of pohcy deosron They haver further stated that the

| pffectlng the transfe as per the prov15|on of para 14 of the KVS'

Transfer Guidelines effectlve from 14.03.20067 In view of the."

- and the same may be dismissed with costs.

- 8., Learned coun el for the parties haye been heard: -'They‘haye

_Pokaran on request against the vacancy avaulable at the t|me of T

s

' apphcant has been transferred from KV Cachar Panchgram to KV'-; -

~above the respondents have stated that the O.A is bereft of merits .

general'ly 'repeated; the averments made in their *'respectiye“;. o

- .pleadmgs Theflearned counsel f‘or the applicant has stated th‘at"'

",date; He has also Ieaded that the prio':rity list for transfer was,npt

policy "The learned eounsel for the applicant relied on the"

|

[

not to_P'oka_rvan. T e relevant portion-reads as under‘

f

on'ble H|gh Court of Judlcature for Rajasthan at .

...... We find as the transfer pohcy has been de5|gned met|culously,_

particularly in rgspect of on request transfers on priority category - -
~with spefflc object to Be achieve the benefit of incumbent ' to secure -

speedy

" time of distress and lastly to see;that an mcumbent at the close of .

nd required medical aid to provide emotional security ‘in -

'accordmg to the exrstlng policy, the apphcant could not have been .

,I -transferred before 20.05.2007, whereas the lmpugned 0rder has k

published’ in the website of KV as required under,the transfe'rf‘__ -

A ‘\B ati vs. KVS and ors.- decnded on 07 08. 2007] in support of his - o



, - ) his period of service settles at his desired place with least hastles
o L leaving little scope for discretion in the matter with the authorities . .
- . concerned the implementation of pohcy and they are required to .-
O follow strictly|the norms....... :

:
g ? o=
:

Para ;2 .2 makes it clear that 'rlrst clalm of request transfer
. will be against available vacancies an‘d to the extent vacancies are
- .not available, by displacement of employees -as per Para 15 the
requests are to be operated. This cléarly reflects that the *
displacement of?employees is not to be-resorted to as far as...
possible, so long as vacancies are available on one other place. of * -
~ options. We are unable to accept the contention of the learned
* . counsel for the petitioner that even if the vacancies are -available on
one or other|five options given by him still in order to accommodate: i
him at the first priority as per his. option he is entitled to:bé
~accommodated even by displacing other employee....... :

L e But it js also clear that policy does not require as pre condition -
“that incumbent must in all circumstances give five options even if in
o the scheme of things and the object with which the policy has been
b - . framed. ?uch an. alternative may not be possible” in -all -
it C crrcumstances What is required that an incumbent may give ‘upto’
I TR . : 5 alternatlve options in order of his ptreference, but expression ‘upto’ .
e N - - cannot be read as must. What is conveyed by expression ‘upto’ is
K clearly not more than 5. ' ' '

i

i A C if .the|incumbent does not have such option or he does not - -
i} oo want to moye extept to one or two from place, he must give names
R of 5 statigns and then to deny ,an incumbent benefit of his
'.conSIderatljn on the ground that he has been given one of his.
choiced place notwithstanding, it be destructive of the object of the -
policy itself,[ as has been amply demonstrated in the present case,

0o

HoweYer if the vacancies are not available then para 15.1 is
‘ very mstruftl\re about it that in such event the PCGR category of .~
" .request wil] be given effect to as far as possible by dlsplacmg the "
" persons aIrtaady posted at the place of his choice. A

p et e TN T SRS

‘ B . ‘ 1t. cleirly gives out that in such event in the ﬂrst place the
BEEE I o . person to oe dislocated for posting a person falling in PCGR category *

oo .. shall be searched at the place of his first priority to be posted on
W - -+ transfer. It is only if nobody is available to be dislocated on the ..
\l R basis of criteria stated in para 15.1 that a person having more than - -

o . -'-  three years tenure is available at station of first chojce of a PCGR," "
e then the same exercise will be carrled out in respect of station of his -
o  second choice. Fallmg ‘which "this search may be carried
successwely for. third ‘and lower' choices. -But this 'is a clear
indication (that the place of choice in order of priority has to be
considered for giving effective posting in terms of request for -
transfer |n priority category and is not merely at the discretion of
the authofities to find oné or other Jplace of the five choices requnred.-
to be madL by the employee ...... : )

...... The fact remains that the policy is very metlculous to ensure S
that as far as possible ‘on request transfer applicants’ in priority
, »categorteé get their .utmost! priority. choice of. posting
- commensuratmg with object with which the transfer on request has "
: been con |dered to be .on priority basns :

- We |are conscious of the tfact that .resp'on‘dents had not .
compulsion to frame such policy but having framed such policy
o o which is not contrary to law. They can be held bound by it.

i L . @ : ! . |

L - \
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| dlsplayed on KVS
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9 The learned counsel for the respondents have pleaded that

a -copy of the revised Transfer Policy which was taken on record. . : "

9

against propose'd transfer in the first priQrity list are received upto~’v: '

. the appllcant has qi oted the calendarlof transfer as per‘old; '-:
‘ transfer pollcy dated j14. 03 2006 He pleaded that certaln paras of |
O the same transfer policy have since been revused and the rewsed‘, o

- guldellnes are also o; the same date. j.e. '14.03.2006. He:produced

Un'der —the revised Lransfer guidellnes "applica'tlon's' for transfer_
a ;‘ o could be recelved in the headquarters upto 10th January The flrst e
. 'prlonty list shall be prepared by listing of appllcatlons recelved for-l‘ T

lnter regional trans%ers against available vacancies and shall be L

website by 20 February A Represlentatlons?f-l'.

. 10™ March and the final transfer order would be issued by 5% April. .

'The'refore the impugned order Annex.,A/l lssued in this case is in L

order. He also conflrmed that the pnorlty list was displayed in the '

KVS webSIte before transfer orders were issued and the appllcant

has not submitted any. representation* against‘the'same. The,‘

applicant was transferred to Pokaranas‘a clear vacancy was -

and ors. [(2006) 9 scc. 5831 and Kendriya _Vid ala a‘jf-;

Sangathan VS, Damodar Prasad Pa d ey and ors. [(2004) 12'}*‘

SCC-2.99], The learned ‘counsel further pleaded that the Hon’bleri.:v'

r
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- time of effecting his.transfer.

g

Apex Court has time and agaln held that the Courts should not

' mterfere in the pohcy matters. The learned counsel further prayed

that as the transfer g ldelmes is a pollcy matter of the KVS and the" .
1 S
transfer of the applidant has been made in accordance with the  ,

policy guidelines, thiJ Court should not interfere with the transfer |

" order issued in the instant case.

‘11,. I have considered this carefully and perused.the documents L
] - . o

placed oin'-record. Tlne abplieant had joined KVS as Librarian on

' 29.09.86 at KVS Vadodra and thereafterfhe was transferred to KV - B

Barmer and KV'VNas rabad. In March 2004 he was transferred to

KV Cachar Panchgr m (HPC) wherein he stayed upto Aprx! 2007.

While asking for j quest transfer under PCGR category lnter“

regibnal transfer, he had given option for the following places:

1. Jodhpt{r

2. Beawa
3. Jalipa
4. Ajmer

5. Pokaran
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12. As regards ’»chjs case of_Devi Singh Bhati vs. KVS and |

dthers’,v cited by the learned counsel for the applicant, the facts of

"both the case are disli"nguishable on man‘;y grounds. * Firstly the -

i

" a'pplicant (‘Devi singh Bhati ) was due for refti-remgnt and wanted to e

' éettle at Jaipur whereasshe was posted to J}alipa' Utta"rlai. ' Se'cohdlyf"‘, :

'

- he had given the choice of Jaipur whereas §he wasA transferred at _-a‘.‘

t

" place other than of hisﬁ choice station. Thirdly, a vacancy was likely

to take place at Jaipur whereas he was transferred Jalip'a Uttarlai
without adjusting against the likely vacanc:y. Fourthly, he had not -

been relfeved from the place of previous pbsting and not joined at' o

the tratherred placJ of posting. ,Whereas»in. the Case under‘r_‘

cohsideration, the-applican‘t is not immediétely due for retirement .

¥

“as the same has not been pleaded by him. Pokaran was one of his : i

choice stations and vacancy was not availéble at any other station :

{

at the time of effecting transfér as pleaded by the respondents.:r‘w

._'_Moreove'r, the applicant was relieved on 26.04.2007 and has since L

joined at Pokaran on 14.05.2007. In the case of Devi Singﬁ

- Bhati'vs. KVS and others , the Ho’h’bléﬁHigh court of Judicatur’é; -

for Rajasthan at_Jodh ur has made the following 'observati'ons:- o

page 5: ’

N, There is no dispute that the petitioner’s case fall in the -
before he retires when he made»the application. ......... " ,
baée 10: | | |

Y Petitioner has pointed out that his first static')n of choice
.the same post/subject as the petitioner is; but instead of making -

- room for the petitioner at Jaipur (sic Jalipa) he has been posted at
Jalipa _Uttarlai,rwhich makes him further away from the place of his -

~ settlement after retirement. Hence the action-of the respondent is S

A\

"arbitrary and against the policy, defeating its very purpose.......

f
!
i
;

‘category of ‘LTR’ as his remaining service is less than three years L

was Jaipur, wqere he is to settle on reti:‘rement.v There are persons on:" .
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e .
Y ... TThe essence of the transfer policy is for making a room
for request transfer, as far as possible no person should be dislocated.

If dislocation |has to be made then the cycl|c order provided under .
Rule 15.1 is tg be followed......... "

. page 12: , . .

r _ ... Petitioner’s first choice on request under LTR priority for his

SR - .transfer from Podhpur station to his last term. before retirement was
-at Jaipur and there has been a request;from a person posted at Jaipur.

f- : " . for his transfer from Jaipur to elsewhere He pointed out from Annex.
5 that petitiohers case was included in the priority list issued on. ..
website at item No. 3 disclosing his desired transfer from KV No. 2 '~
Jodhpur (Army) whereas there has been on request for application for
-transfer from Bhagwan Sahaya posted :at KVRO Jaipur from Jaipur to
other stations.|....” S ‘ '

- o C .‘ ¥
8 \b ' . page 14:

Y e para 12.2 makes it clear that first claim of request transfer -
will be againstjavailable vacancies and to the extent vacancies are not

-are to be operated. This clearly reflects that the displacement of ..
‘employees is not to be resorted to as far as possible, so long as:
'vacancies are javailable on one or other place’ of options. We are °
unable to ‘accept the contention of learned counsel for the petitioner "
that even if the vacancies are available on one or other five options
given by him still'in order to accommodate him at the first priority as
per his option jhe is entitled to be accommodated even by displacing
other employee. ... :

page 18:

Y. As per Annex. A-5 there was a person posted at Jaipur who
has desired his trahsfer out of Jaipur. It is not the case before us that
at Jaipur any person falling in priority category above petitioner was’

. ) there. In such|event merely on the basis of said applications the post -
. ' ' at Jaipur ought to have been considered vacant. But that has not
R , - been done. In such even there was no justification for not
‘transferring the petitioner to Jaipur but to another place farther away -
S % from Jaipur merely on the ground that some body from Uttarlai Jallipa:

2 ,\‘ o * has sought his transfer to Jodhpur and his post at Uttarlai was .
/f‘““ff;?\":\:. , ‘considered vacant. If the request of an incumbent at Uttarlai Jallipa is '
”"ﬂ, T to be considered as making a vacancy available at Uttarlai Jallipa,

: }\3\ then by parity |of reason a request of transfer desired from Jaipur by.

YW any incumbent must be.considered that a vacancy at Jaipur is also
available. If on the submissions of learned counsel for the respondent
vacancy is available both at Jaipur and Uttarlai Jallipa because of ' -

. pending request of the transfer'from that place the petitioner had first
~ claim to be posted at Jaipur against the available vacancy.......”

ki

13 | It is well settled law that Courts/tribl;mals should not interfere '
with the transfer orders issued by the exei,cutive'authorit‘ies'unlessln-' e
‘the same are vitiated by ‘malafides or issued in violation of

- statutory rules or the transfer orders are |ssued by an authorlty "

! |
41, ‘ . i . [
P : : , o
X . . ‘ ; 1

* available, by displacement of employees as per para 15 the requests = .
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been a“l‘leged by tHe applicént in his transfer from KV Cachar,

Panchgram to KV Pokaran.

-14.

‘e

2

' who is not';combetent to issue such orders. No such grounds have L

‘The Hon'ble| Supreme Court in the case of Staté of U.P. v

¥

G<’~>bé""d!‘lan Lal, (2004) 11 SCC 402, at page 406: have held as;:;;:

-under: '

15.

“coricerned. This is for the reason that Courts or Tribunals cannot

. except for strong
" be made with altx order of transfer.

'y

A\Y

A challenge to an order of transfer should normally be eschewed:ﬁ:i'ﬁ. -

and should not {be countenanced by the Courts or Trlbunals as thoughv

niceties of the ladministrative needs and reqwrements of the situation

‘they are AppeIITte Authorities ‘over such orders, which could assess the-:-‘ff

substitute theirown decisions in the ‘matter of trarisfer for-that ‘Of";_:f B
Competent Authorities of the State and even allegations of mala fides -
when made must be such as to inspire confidence in the Court or. are ‘::

"pased on concrete materials and ought not to be entertained on the mere .. °

making of it or’on consideration borne out of conjecture or surmises and: S

and convincing reasons no interference could ordlnarlly -

The Apex Court in the case of E.P. Royappa s. State of"'rf_,i_ o

-+ Tamil Nadu,[AIR 1974 SC 555] has also held as under:

R Secohdfy, we must not also overlook that'the burden of establishing
© malafides is very heavy on the person who alleges it. The allegations -

@

seriousness; of such allegations demands proof of a high order of =
Here the petitioner, who was himself once the Chief- "
Secretary, Ipas flung a serious of charges of oblique conduct agalnstf

‘the Chief g’hnlster That is-in itself a rather-extra-ordinary and .-

of mala fides are often more easily made than proved, and the very
_cradibility. T

unusual oc

shake the confidence of the people in the political custodians of power

|

‘in the State, ‘and, therefore, the anxiety of the Court should be all the

urrencé and if these charges are true, they are bound to |

greater to insist on a high degree of proof. In this context it may be '

noted that|top administrators are often required - to do acts which -

affect others adversely but which are necessary in the execution of -
their duties. These acts may lend themselves to misconstruction and. -
suspicion as to the bona fides of. their author when the full facts and -
surrounding circumstances are not known. -The- Court would, <

" therefore, be slow to draw dubious' inferences from. mcomplete facts -
placed before it by a party, partlcularly when the imputations are .

o grave and they are made against the holder of an-office which has a .

~high responsibility in the'administration‘. Such .is the judicial’
/ perspective in evaluatmg charges of unworthy conduct against

‘ministers and other high authontnes not because of any special status .

which they| are supposed to enjoy, nor because they are highly placed - -
‘in social life or administrative set up - these considerations are wholly -

g

|




) .'..- . l:‘rl ‘ ‘-" B T : ) N 2 ' ' . l ) n ' »' ‘
S TR . 1j]1/
A “irrelevant in judlcial,approach - but because otherwlse, functlonlng-
O ‘ ' ~effectively would “pecome difficult in:a democracy. It is from this
b _stand point.that we must assess the merit of the allegations of ..
K ‘malafides made by the petitioner against the second respondent.” :
g , o 16. The Apex Court in the case of - Shzlpz Bose (Mrs) v. State of

¢
|

Beh
'Z
n
!

Bthar, [ 1991 Supp (2) SCC 659] has obseryed under:

“ fe s “4 In ouf opinion, the courts should not interfere with a transfer.” .
_-order which js made in public interest and for administrative reasons: -

statutory rule or on the ground of mala fide. A government servant

" . one place orithe other, he is liable to pe transferted from one place to
the other. Transfer orders issued by ithe competent authority do not ~ .
violate any of his legal rights. Evenif a transfer order is passed in -
violation of {execttive instructions or orders, the courts ordinarily
should not interfere with the order instead "affected party should
approach the higher authorities in the'department. - ' oo

“f " 17. ‘Further in Union of India v. S.L. Abbas, (1993) 4 SCC 357, ..

*‘at page 359, the Apex Court has held that

authority to decide. Unless the order of transfer is vitiated by mala fides "
or is made in jviolation of any statutory provisions, the Court cannot

‘ T interfere with it. While ordering the transfer, -there is no doubt, the "

i Sl _authority must keep in'mind the guidelines issued by the Government on’. -

; - - 7w . the subject. Similarly if a person makes any -representationh with respect * .
L *~ - to his transfer, lthe appropriate authorlty must conS|der the same havmg R
' .s L - .~ regard to the exlgencles of administration. : : .

~18. Similar yiew has been taken by the Supreme Court in’

4o . Mational Hydroelectric Power Comn. Ltd V Shri Bha wan,'.__"f”’.v_{:l":"-l

. (2001) 8 SCC 574, at page 577:

* No Government servant or employee of a publlc undertakmg'f,'»’ ‘
has any llegal right to be posted forever.at any one particular place ;-3
since transfer of a particular employee appointed to class or-
category of trénsferaple posts from one place to another is not
. only an jncident, but a condition of service, necessary too in public
interest {and efficiency in the publlc administration.” Unless an - .
order of| transfer. is shown to be an outcome’ 6f mala fide exercrse o
of power or stated ‘to be ‘in v10lat|on of statutory provisions " c
. prohibiting any such transfer, the Court or the Tribunals cannot
interfere with such orders as a matter of routine, as though they
are the Appellate Authorltles substituting thelr own deClSlOl'l for

. : ) i . ) '
. i
. . ; . . . - h .

l

unless- the transfer orders are made in violation of any ‘'mandatory .

‘holding a transferable post has no vested right to remain posted at : o

“"7.Who should be transferred where, is a matter for the appropriate I
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" that of the Management as agalnst such orders passed in the\:

s interest of administrative exigencies of the service concerned. -

19. In State of Madhya Pradesh v. S.S. Kourav, [1995 ScC
i Service Law Judgment 35051'995(2) SLJ 109 (SC) the Apex Court |

RE observed that

o4 . The Courts or Tribunals are not-appellate forums to decide on
b X transfers of officers on administrative grounds; the wheels of
: © administration should be allowed to run smoothly and the Courts or
" Tribunals are nat expected to interdict the working of the administrative

system by transferring the officers 'to proper places; it is for the
C " administration tq]J take appropriate decision and such decisions shall stand
' unless -they ale vitiated either by mala fides or by extraneous'

~ consideration without gny fact_ual background foundation.”
s '

v '
In this case the appllcant has been posted at one of hIS chonce -

stations,' though IcTwest in his priority, where the vacancy was -
avallable at the tlTe of his transfer. ‘The applicant has already -

joined at the next station of posting.

20. In view of the above discussiOn,Q’Wf?settled case laws and.-

s the transfer has been effected according to the transfer
\ __— ' .
grt would not like to inter_fere with the orders

ssbondents. Hence the O.A is disallowed. ~ No.
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