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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD
BENCH : AT HYDERABAD

0A_762/89 Date of Order: 6 -F-19% ,

3.Murali

. .Applica nt
Vs,

1« The Director General,
Uoordarshan,
Doordarshan Bhavan,
Copernicus Marg,

NEW DELHI.

2, The Director,
Doordarshan Kendra,
Hyderabad.

J. P.H.Damodaran,
Film Editor,
Doordarshan Kendra,
Calcutta,

4. B.Singarvelu,
Film Yditor, .
Doordar shan Kendra,
Madrag, v

5. N.Jagannadha Ra ju,
Rilm Editar,
Ovordarshan Kendra,
MADRAS. _

.+ .Respondents

— ey

Counsel for the Applicant : M/a C.Nageswar Rao
C.S8rinivasa Raop

Counsel for the Respondents : Shri Naram Bhaskar Rao,
Addl.CGSC

CORAM
HON'BLE SHRI J.N.MURTHY : MEMBER (JUDIEIAL)“
HON'SBLE SHRI R.BALASUBRAMANAIAN : MEMBER (A) ,

(Judgment of the Bench dictated by Hon'ble -
Shri J.N.Murthy, Member (2J) ).
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This is a petiten filed for a relief to effect
the transfer of thejpetituner to Doorﬁarshan Kendra,
Madras from Doordarshan Kendra, Hydersbad by declar-
ing the actionof the Raséondant No.1 in not consider-
ing the traﬁsfer of the applicant as arbitrary and

illegal inviclation of Article 14, 16 and 21 of the

Constitution of India.

The contents of the application is briefly as

follouws =

1, The applicant was initially posted at Ra jkota

Kendra after compl2tion of his training at Pune. He

made a representation to the authorities that his

LY

vehgalm tadvo,
brother has undergone to Open Heart Surgeory at5§§§§€§§§§

and he has kee aged parents to look after and ¢: re-
gquested to transfer him from Rajkote Kendra to Madras
Kendra., But the respondents instead of posiing him
to Madras,‘@rahsferr&d to Hyderabad Doordharshan Kendra.

The applicant again represented on 14-10-87, 15-7-88,
Wy e

17{13(g8) and 25-5-89 reminding the suthoritiss to
consider his csse Por transfer to Madras Uoordharshan
Kendra. Inspite of the ssveral representation no
actiaAhag been taken to transfer the appliﬁant y Dut
on 14-9=-89 the iﬁpugned order transfering tuwo persons

from @alcutta and Delhi, the third and fourth respon-

dents herein to Madras Dopordarshan Kendra was issued,
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1t is further contended that when there were vacancies
.at Madras, the respondents could have considered the

applicant's case for transfer and the applicant

ought to have posted at Madras alteast on sympgthetic
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consideration, ﬂiﬁ%f&é;pﬁ@ihﬁifﬁbf1 é -2, tad the~u
RS-l - D A :.(;,--\.-J“

tgﬁ‘ra int~s-gede-and.hg stated that he would be consi-

dered at an appropriate time in future. Applicant

further states that the Respondent No.3 had not joined

the duties in the Madras Doordharshan Kendba and

there is still one more post of Film Editor is availa-

e this Tribunal
ble,? For these Tegsons 8ppllCdnt wants/to pass an

e-‘-ﬂ.,

order with a direction to the reg ondent No.1 to post

him at Madras Doordharshan Kendra,

24 A counter has baen filed on behalf of the
rESpondents stating that the applicant was initially
offered appointment at Bombay with liability to be
transferred to any Doorparshan Kendra on 10-5-84 and
it was clearly sta pd the "if tpe offer is acceptable
on the fterms and conditioné mentioned, he shpuld repart
for duty to the Director, Doordar shan Kendra; Bombay
before 19-5-84 after which the offer will be treated
as withdraunﬁF The applicant- accordingly reported

on 19-5-84 Fpr_dutp as ?iim tditor at Bombay. After
completion of‘his training, he was posted at Doordar-

contd..@§



shan Kendra, Rajkot as per programme requirements of the
Kendra in the Public Interest. It is Purther submitted

that the applicant's request dt.28-1-85 for transfer to

Madras was considersd in Directorate but due to non-availar.

bility of vacancy of FilmEditor at Madras, it could not
be agreed to. Houwsver, on his gsubsaquent request
received in August, 1986 he was transferred to Hyderabad.
Un joining at Hyderabad,-fhe applicant made his request
for transfer to Madras which h;ue also been considered
from time to time and alse along with respondents No.3
and 4 but it uas no't found possible to agree to the same
due.tc administrative reasons. It is further stated that
once applicant has beenposted at a specific station ot his
choice on his own rsguest he cannot go on representing
for furthér changsg. and he cannot claim as of right
posting at any particular station. For these r easons,
respondents pray thet the appiication may be dismissed

with costs,.

3. We have heard the learned counsel for the
applicant Shri C.Nageswar Rao and Shri N.Bhaskar “aa,
learned standing counsel for the Central Government,
The short point Faf consideration is whether the appli-

cant can get the transfar a;}ﬁ'right as claimed by him,

when the applicant was working at Rajkot, ha‘&l%@ﬁ&PY%“”ﬁ‘““

Ctd, 5,
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?gel that it is not safe to post him at Madras an
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to transfer him to Madras and ha also given optiaon Por
|

[
Hyderabad and Triuandumg;:;jafter considering his cade

|

he was posted to

|
After joining at Hyderabad,

|
he began to send tﬁg,respresentatinnﬁtn the authoritises

whan there are no vacancies at f{ladras,

Hyderabad an his own choice.

|
reqguesting to transfer nim to Madras. The respondents

|
W o™ ‘ |
3o he canRot—be- posted at fladras,
A"

- ¢ PRI |
though he made representations to that effect. 'ﬁgﬁgs ﬂ

administrativs grounds.

{the“rE8ighdénts to look into the administration, so théy
" %M&_‘H\ L &Jﬁﬂ"r \
cannot oblige each and every person whoever wants trans%ars

n
to the places where they likeg. One cannot interfere |

ept-Uc b {
»3f an exceptional
i

with the adwministration of the respondents

"':l‘

cases, they may consider to post the employees on reguest

|
te the places suited to them. But herein this case ther?

l

are no motives for the respordentsto past him at Madras |

l
|

because at his regquest only applicant was posted at

|
Hyderabad. It is not easy for the respondents to post |
|
. [

him again at Madras, He may be considered in course of

: |
time, untill then the applicant ¢had no rlght_to ask for |

. |
tranafer at a particular place without showing proper

reasons. In the circumstances, we wfeel that there are
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no merits to eatertain the application, In the resuit,

the application is dismissed., There will be no order

as to costs.,
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(3.NARASIMHA MURTHY) (R .BALASUBRAMANIAN)
Member (Judicial) Member (Administrative) [
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%f“ DEPUTY REG R(3)
avl/

T0:

1. The Director General, Doordarshan, Doordarshan Bhayan,
Copernicus Marg, New Delhi,

2. The Dirsctor, Doardarshan Kendra, Hyderabad.

3. One copy to Mr.C.Nageshuar Ran, Advocate, 3~-4=674/1,
Narayanaguda, Hyderabad.?29,

4. Ona copy to Mr.Naram Bhaskara Ran,Addl.CGSC,CAT,Hyderabad:

S. One copy to Hon'ble Mr.Jl,Narasimha Murthy:Member:(Judl) -

.. CAT, ,Hyderabad, .

6. One copy to Hen'ble Mr.R.Balasubramanian:Membar :{Admn.)
CAT,Hydergbad.

7. Ane spara copy.





