. Applicant

o brris

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE
TRIBUNAL ADDITIONAL BENCH,
BANGALORE

ORDER SHEET

Application No [ > [SQ s

Advocate for Applicant

J<- 5 Mwmu%;

198 6 ((=
) Respondent

O-C. Ha. 7 55+ o () =

/gﬁtﬂ}/ \["“" X ( o~ V
Advocate for Respondent

Date 'I

Office Notes

Orders of Tribunal

5?3‘ (¢ 46

7 Vbt by & closttia,

7//‘;‘/‘ l/vé‘(u—-ua “al ‘/ \(*77 6

i L W C‘Z\’\Lv@ A Roapty.
e, Probony. s o -5 )6 8
RS ~G.¢6 @7 sn W olloraLov
Tlo gt é?  /&V%{.C@hm"ﬂ<f6)
j‘JM4 Rl )ﬁ L g5, 45,
7 e onoen s el
LR

448 Ci?ﬂuxiﬁe/ JZ‘ v 4ﬁxﬁhﬁjzm
5 i R 7 Sy Y R
9 {ﬂefr~ 49L¢A{g¢f.fxﬁﬁﬁkn<, be Bevoy

O
Ap— to-.5¢;.
& it R Rpqne S

”Z(f' lo ¢4,

)? 1o %C

T Refoe - ‘
Fie %»Ccm ke M foenieae
K-S, Pustegtmuys V-G
oo SQ,Q [SYEVIEE m(’&(j{“)

S~ K-S memwﬂu{fwﬂ
HpplRatecu v wopeted

LTCQL;A/ (JLNCS§<EbL€kJ

KSP(VC)/LHAR 29.10.86

ORDER

In thie applicatien made under
sectien 19 of the Administrative
Tribunale Act, 1985 (the Act), the
applicant has challenged erders
dated 10th September and 25th
September 1986 (Annexures A and B)
made by the autherities specified
therein.

2., The applicant wae werking
as a Stenegrapher Crade 1 in the
effice ef Respondent Neo.2 frem 1971
enwards. On 1l0th September 1986,
respondent No.2 had transferred the
applicant in public interest te the
office ef the Aircraft System Train-
ing Establishment situated near
Hindustan Aircraft Ltd. On receipt
of the transfer erder, the applicant
made representation te respendent
No.3 threugh respondent No.l for its
cancellatien which has been rejected
by respondent No.l.

3. The applicant has urged that
the transfer made by respondent No.2
and the refusal ef respondent No.3 teo
remedy the injustice are unjustified
and illegal. She has urged that
respondent Ne.2 had transferred her
te accemmodate ene Smt. Shantha
Sethumadhavan, a Stenegrapher,whese
husband was alse working in that
very office.

4, Shri K.S.Ramamurthy, learned
ceunsel for the applicant, centends
that the transfer erder had been
made by the autherity in centraven—
tien of the cuidelines regulating
transfers and was illegal,
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S. In the erder ef transfer,
the autherity had stated that the
transfer was made in the public
interest, A transfer is enly inci-
dent of service and is net even a
cenditien of service. When an
autherity finds that the services
of the applicant had te be trans-
ferred te aneother office that tce
when the same is within ér near the
city eof Bangalere, this Tribunal
cannet examine that erder as if it
is appeal and ceme te a different
coenclusien. On this shert greund,
the challence of the applicant is
likely te be rejected.

6. On an examinatien of the
representation made by the applicant
te Respondent Ne.l whe is the hichest
autherity ams/hicher autherity te the
one that had made the transfer had
rejected the same. The fact that the
applicant had addressed the representatien
te the Chief of the Air Start, did not take
away the pewer of the Wing Cemmander te
censider the same and reject the same,
We find ne merit in this cententien ef
the applicant.,

7. Shri Ramamurthy lastly centends
that the transfer was vitiated by mala
fides.

8. We have carefully examined the
pleadings and the decuments preduced by
the applicant in suppert ef this cen-
tentien., We are of the view that the
allegatiensof mala fide made by the appli=-
cant are vague and general and do net sven
call fer a detailed examinatien se as te
Justify the admisesien ef this applicatien.

9. As all the cententions urged by the
applicant fail this applicatien ie liable
te be rejected. We therefere reject this
applicatien witheut netice te the respo?Fents.
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