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~malice and in order %o harass the‘applicant and also

transferred but the applicant has been transferred

 without considering his hardship which is likely to

~ 2. 1 have none throuah the applicati on and also

In the Central Administrative Tribumal,

’/

Patna Bench, Patna.

Reg. No. D= 493/96

Chandra Dec Rawani vs. Union of India & Ors.

: PR | : ‘ v '
Heard Shri D, thcudhary, the learned counsel

appearing on bshalf of Shr1 Chandra Deo Rdwdnl,‘
Drllllnq Technlczan IT1 uorklnq under Progect Manaqer,

NGCL, Ranci who challenged the validity of the 1mpuoned

order of transfer dated 10.7.96 as at Annexure=1 on

the.ground that the transfer order was isaed with

on the ground %hat\soma embloyees who stayed therse in

the station for more than 20 years have not been

. \ v :
, v A _
ba_Fa;ed by the applicant due to this impuoned order of

transfer.

haard-submissions made by the iearned.cdunsel for the
applicant. It is nou uell settled that transfer is an
ordinarily
inddence of serv1ce and the Courts should not/interfere
with transfer order which was passed by the authorltles
in Public interest. In view of the various decisions of
the Hon'ble Apex Court -1 find that the judicial revieu
in raspact of the traﬁsz; by ths Tribunal or by Court

hag been rather circumocrlbed. The Court or the Trlbun:l

should not interfere with tha oyder of transfer passed
<. Contd...2/
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S - in public interest unless it is provéﬁ by the

applicant that the impuoned order of transfer was
S )

issued with some sxtransous consideration or with

mala fide or arbitraq@ﬂy. In view of the aforesaid

-

circumstances, I do not find any reasdgn to entertain

the application of the applicant on the arounds
. . o &
enumerated in the/ application. However, it cannot be

'qverlooked thét the rioht of representati on is aranted
by the Constitution and it is oblimation of the

authorities to decide the representation on merit by

_ -y , . L . .
applying their open mind to see whether the apolicant
~under transfer suffersfrom undua_hardghip or not.

It is found from record tha't the applicant made e

1

representation before the competent authority, uwhich

- ' - ’ . t » ° .
wds turned down verbally without ass;gnlno any reason,

I am of the Oplnan that the Govt. or Public authority

G‘W»t
should act ﬁ34¥l¥ d any ver#bal 3ssurances in

!

offlclal capacity cannot be given efFective for decision.
S0 1 thlnk that the matter can be dlsposed of by civing
dlrectlons upon the raspondantg No. 3& the Dy. Chlef
Drillimm hnnlneer, MECL, Ranchi to coL31der the
rapresantatlon of the dppllcant and to decide the
repregentation on merit andQ}easonq&hereof may be
communlcited to the applicant if any decision is made L

el (heer mrmdig e G

on the rapresent3t107 by the rsspondent No, 3, and the
A

petitioner is also directed to approach the raspondent

1 (
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"3 by a Frash rapresentahmn ulth copy of thls orderv

for qettlng apdroprlate rallef in ulau of the observatlons

N
b

made Herelndbovs. I flnd\that the 1mpuqned order oP e

trans?er had‘been 01ven af?ect to: u.e.f 20 7 96 but

no avermant has baen made 10 the petltlon as. to uhathar,;

the appllcant wa's relieved From the statlon on the B

J’ﬂ strenath of the 1mpugned order of trans?er. In v1eu of"-

thls no stay ordar 1n raspect oF the 1mpunned ordar

P ) . , -.‘ '
of trans?ar dated 10.7, 96 13 passed. '
. > ‘
3, . Thls appllcdtlﬂﬂ ig dlsoosad of accordlnaly. '
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