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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE
l DATED THIS THE 17TH DAY OF APRIL, 1989
Hon'ble Shri Justice K.8. Puttasuwamy, Vice-Chairman
Present: and
Hon'ble Shri L.H.A. Rego, Member (A)
APPLICATION NO. 369/1989
i ) . .
, Shri 5.N. Hadagali,
S/o Neelappa,
Telegraphist,
D.T.0. Gaday., svee Applicanf;.
(Shri M. Raghavendrachar, Advocate)
Ve
1+ Superintendent,
Telegraph (Traffic),
Hubli Division,
Hublie.
2. Assistant Superintendent, )
Telegraph (Traffic),
In-charye D.T.0.
Gadage. cese Respondents.
(shri M. Vasudeva Rao, CsGeARsSeCo)
This application having come up for hearing to-day,
Vice-Chairman made the follouiné:
QRDER
== =§x\\ Applicant by Shri M. Raghavendrachar. Respondents
WSTRA > ,

WNZ SN
//,- - *\\C.‘by Shri M, Vasudeva Rao. Reply of the respondents filed.

working as a Teleygraphist in the departmenial Telasgyraph
Office, Gadag. In his order no.E/4-5/3/1 dated 31st

March, 1989, the Superintendent, Telegyraph Traffic Diviéion.
Hubli, (Superintendent) had transferred the applicant

from Gadag to Bellary, the validity of which is challenged
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by him before us on diverse grounds. 1In their reply, the

respondenté have supported to impugned order.

3. Shri Mm.,R. Achar, learned counsel for the applicant
contends that the impugned order of t:ansFer was discrimif
natory and violative of Articles 14 & 20(2) of the Consti~

tution.

4, Shri Rao, sought to support the order of the

Superintendent.
\

5. The fact that the.applicant had been inflicted
with a penalty in a depaftméntal procaéding under the
Central Civil Services (Classification, Control and Appeal)
Rules 1955 did not take away the pousr of the Superintendent
to transfer'From one'placa to another. The penalty imposed ‘
under the CCA Rules_is not a punishment uithinlthe meaning
of théztarm 'punishment' occuring in Article 20(2) of the
Constitution. (Venkataraman V. Union of India, AIR 1954
Supreme Court 375). On the principles anunciéted in

Venkataraman's case, this contention which is bereft of

merit is liable to be rejacfed.

6+ The fact that certain others proceeded under the
CCA Rules had not been transferred from Gadag does not
make the order of transfer discriminatory. uJe see no.

merit in this contention also.

" 7+ An examination of the impugned order shows that
the Superintendent had transferred the applicant from

Gadag to Bellary on administrative grounds which he-uaé
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entitled to do. The fact that he had mentioned a few
more words in tha order of transfer which was wholly

| unnééessary does not make the order an illsgal order.

8. When the competent autﬁority on an exémination
of ali the facts and circumstances had transferred the
applicant od,administrative grounds, this Tribunal
cannot examine that order as if it is a ccurt of appeal

and come to a different conclusion.

‘9. On any view of the matter, the challenge.of the
applicant to the impugnéd order of trahsfer is liable to
be rejected. ue, therafdre, reject this application.
But in the circumstances of the case, ws diraqt'the

arties to bear their own casts.
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