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- 	In the Central Administrative Tribunal, 

Patna Bench, Patna. 

OI-544/96 

1.1 8.11.96. 	Shri fshutosh Jha, the counsel for the ap plicant. 	7' 

Heard learned counsel for the aM.licant on the 

question of admission of the application. The applicant 

has challenged the impunsd order of transfer (nnetre-6) 

by which he has been transferred from one Unit-to anothe-r 

S . 	 Unit by respondent No. 3, The Deputy.Comrnandent , Central 

Industrial Security Force, Units Super Thermal Power 

Project Khaloâonin the District of Bhac.alpur. It is 

al'so stated in the 4pplication that he was posted in 

Bhilai in the month of July, 	which falls in the 

Western Zone and the applicant was transferred to 1adras, 

which falls in the Southern Zone by letter dated 

19.6.95. The applicant filed an app1jcatJn to the 

Department ancerned, al1srinq that he served in the Force 

for more than 22 years with sincerety and honesty and 

the father of the applicant is very old he is in need 

of service. Therefore,  the applicant maybe transferred 

to his home Zone and that representatioi was considered 

by the authorities ard the applicant was accordinqly 

transferred to the Eastern Zone by letter dated 28.7.9 

and accordinqly he was posted in Super Power Thermal 

Project , Kahaloaon. When the applicant was transfer red 
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by the irnpUpned order, he made representation to the 

respondent No.. 2 on 26.10.96 which remains undisposed of. 

In the mean time apprehendirn the orde' of beirip relieved, 

he has come before this Tribunal with this 'applicaU.on 

challeninq the viras of the impunned order of transfer 

(nnaxure') on the qround that the impunned order ol 

- transfer was isaad in violation of the sub—rule IV of 

Rule 66 'of th.e Csntr4l Industrial Secu'ity Force Rules, 

1969. Our inq the, course of artuments, the learned counsel 

a ppaa ri no on behalf of the applicant also submitted that 

the respondent No. 3 has no authority fo transfer 

,the applicant from the present place of postino to, the-

ssamZojein view of the provisims o' Sub Rule—IV of 

Rule 66 of the said rules. 

2. 	I have considered the submissior,s madeby the 

learnad coinsel for the applicant ard 1 have alsonone 

throunh the records. I am not satisfi.ed w1thhs nroundg 

that the impunned order of transfer was issued in violation 

of Sub—Rule IV of Rule 66 of Rule 1969. In the represeta—

,-t-ion of the applicant, the questim of jurisdictioi was 

was not raised as sibmitted before me but I am satisfied 

- that the applicant made representati on which contains 

some compassionate rrounds which can only be considered by 

the authorities and not by the Court ./If there is 

hardship on the part of the applicant due to impunned 

order of transfer. So I7find that it is a f'it case to 
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