IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
ERNAKULAM
0.A. No. 421/90 . A90-
. RRX A, _ |
N , DATE OF DECIsion 1 7=1=1991
~KK JaCOb . ) . ) ' : o AppllCdnt/
Mr_Ashok M Cherian ' v. Ad‘vocate for the Applicant (5’/
Versus
The Chief Englneer, SouiZern R%pmwem(ﬂ
H
Service, Pune and others.
fﬂr. NN Sug ur)a‘palan i SC.GSC ——Advocate for the Requndént (s)
CORAM : _ ' , : .

\

The Hon'ble Mr. NV _Krishnan, Administrative Member

The Hon'ble Mr. N Dharmédan, Judicial Mgmber

Whether. Reporters ot local 'papers may be allowed to see the Judgement? .

1.
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not? ¥
3. ‘Whether their Lordshlps wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? >
4. To be circulated to all ‘Benches of the Tribunal ?¢
v ) .
' " JUDGEMENT °

- Mr_ NV Krishnan, A.M

The appllcant has prayed that hls~transfer by the
Annexure A1 order dated 26, 4 90 pursuant to Annexure A4 order
of‘geheral transfefs dated IS.Z{QG be duashed in so far as his
transfer is concerned.
.2 . The applicant submitted #hat there wvas no,need.to
effect his traﬁsfe: if the only,reasongfthereforgiAuas to
accommodate %ha‘persqn mentioned at S1.No.2 of Annexur; R4
who has béen bosted back to Céchin after serving a tenure at
Athe hard station, Port‘Blair./ The applicant éllega@lthat his
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~ transfer to Goa was entlrely unnecessary and he could retaineol

at Cochin itself since three other persons whe were also being
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transferred from Cochin by the Annexure A4 order in
whose places substitutes have not baén posted.

3 The respondents contended that the three persnans
at Sl.No.7,8.&‘9 mentioned in Annexure A4bwere being
transferred to Port Blair only because there were
surp;us.to the required.strength at Cochin on ths
basis of certain yardstick( of representation betueen.
ciﬁil and military personnel.

4 vThe léarned counsel fdr-the applicant éubmitted

that if at all héfhs to be transferred from Cochin, he

would prefer to be transferred straight awvay to any

,hard,stationk and that therefore, his present transfer
from Cochin to Goa may be cancelled. In our vieQ, this
Qa %—*Wqé— '

is # reasonable e®Rer to the respondents and we, there=-
fore, directd the respondents to consider this matter.

5 The:leérned counsel For‘the'raspondents submitted:
atithe.Bar that the respondents undertake to transfer
the applicant to a hard station)instead of insisting
w K Lo : '

on a transfer to Goa, '

6  In this view of the matter, we find that it is not
‘hecessary for us to adjudicate whether the order of
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transfer is reascnable or malafide @ etc.

7 We close this application with the direction to the

respohdents'to¢@ffect the tranéfer of the applicant from

GE Cochin to any hard statiog instead of transfering the

applicant from GE, Cochin to CWE(P), Goa as mentioned in

Annexure A4 at Sl.No. 17. é?
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(N Dharmadan) p),('Q’ (NV Krishpan)
Judicial Member Administrative Member

17-1=1991



