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IN THE dENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD. 

P 
s 	 o.A.No.282/91. 	 Date of Judgment  

B.T.Ranganna 	 .. Applicant 

Vs. 

Supetintending Engineer, 
Krishna Kaveri circle, 
5-9-210/B, Bl, 
Chirag Mi Lane, 
Hyderabad- 500001. 

Executive Engineer, 
Lower Krishna Division, 
Central Water Commission, 
Abid Manzil, A.C.Guards, 
Hydezabad. 

Asst Executive Engineer, 
Lower Tungabhadra Sub_Division, 
Centtal Water Commission, 
Kurn6ol-2, Andhra Pradesh.. Respondents 

Counsel for the Applicant 	Shri P.v.Venkata Rangam 

Counsel for the Respondents Shri N,Bhaskara Rao, Addl.CGSC 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Shri J.Narasimha Murthy Member(Judl) 

Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian : Mernber(Admn) 

I Judgment as per Hon'ble Shri R'.Balasubramanian, 
Mernber(Admn) ! 

I 

'rhis application has been filed by Shri B.T.Ranganna 

under section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 

against the Superintending Engineer, Krishna Kaveri Circle, 

5-9-210/3, 81, Chirag Lane, Hyderabad-500001 and 2 others. 

2. 	The applicant is now working as a Khalasi in the 

Kurnool Division and by orders dated 30.4.90 the 2nd respon. 

dent transferred him from Kurnool to Malkhed in Karnataka 
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in the same Division. The applicant alleges that this 

transfer was a result of malafide intention on the part of 

Respondent No.3 whom he had displeased by refusal to 

perform certain menial work at his house. The applicant 

points out that there are 6 others who have got longer 

stay in Icurnool Division. He also points out that his 

transfer to karnataka at this stage would adversely affect 

the education of his children and the treatment of his 

sickly old mother. The applicant filed 0.A.No.418/90 

and in its order dated 16.5.90 this Bendh of the Tribunal 

directed that he may first prefer an appeal against the 

order of transfer to the next higher authority and that 

till the disposal of the appeal the transfer of the 

applicant shall not be implemented. It is the case of the 

applicant that his appeal not having .been disposed of 

tt. btv4tMt 	I
4.0  

his- tt*nfer dcr wee oronosed to be iñrnleriieiiLed after 

31.3.91 as indicated to him in letter N6.LKD/WC/A/20014/ 

18/90/7070 dated 21.12.90 (Al), The applicant prays that 

his transfer order be cancelled. 

3.. The application is opposed by the respondents. It is 

4 
pointed out by them that his very first recruitment was 'a 

- work-charged Khalasi at Deosugur in Icarnataka Wireless 

Station and that later he was shifted to Kurnool Division. 

They point out that the incumbents of A.E.E. and E.E. 

have changed and that the allegations he had levelled 

against superior officers have no basis. It is pointed out 

by them that he is levelling these baseless charges only tc 

remain at Kurnciol. It is also pointed out by them that 
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from a verification of family declaration it is found 

that the applicant does not have any children. The 

applicant hadLiflf rmed that he proposeA to adopt a son 

but that no intimati 	 nrecetved by them. They or  

also questioned the statement of the applicant that his 

sickly old mother is getting treatment; through him. It is 

pointed out by them that his mother is not living with him 

as is evident from the leave availed O'f by him from time 

to time to visit his mother at his home town Icoduinuru. 

The respondents required the applicant to produce 

evidence of his mother's treatment and the applicant 

has not so far produced any evidence. As for the charge 

that people with longer stay are stilt being retained, 

it is stated that there is only one person who is being 

retained in the same station on compassionate grounds. 

it is stated that there is surplus staff in Kurnool 

Division and in the interest of service the applicant 

had to be transferred. As for the allegation that 

his appeal preferred on 21.5.90 has not been disposed of 

it is stated that his appeal which was preferred in the 

light of the decision of this Bench was considered and 

that it was in consideration of this appeal thatØthe 

traxsfer order was ordered to be held in abeyance till 

31.3.91. 

4. 	The applicant had filed a rejoinder 	ti that 

his refusal to perform certain menial work for Responder 

No.3 has resulted in the transfer. He also points out 

that he is adopting a daughter by nape 'Jayalakshmi' 

and her education would be affected. He asserts that .....4 
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his aged parents are living with him and his mother is 

suffering from ulcer of the stomach and general dis-

ability. He points out that besides Shri Hyder Sab 

there are others with longer stay than him continuing 

in Kurnool. 

we have examined the case and heard the learned 

counsel for the applicant and the respondents. We find 

from the transfer order dated 30.4.90 that out of 16, 

12 transfers are on mutual basis or at their own cost. 

Only 4 transfers are in public interest of which the 

applicant's is one. 'We find that the applicant is not 

the only one that has been transferred out of Icurnool 

but there are others who have been transferred to places 

even farther off than the applicant. 

We find from the judgment dated 16. 5.90 of this Bench 

of the Tribunal in 0.A.No.418/90 that the applicant was 

directed to prefer an appeal against the order of transfer 

to the next higher authority and the respondents were 

directed that till the disposal of his appeal the transfer 

shall not be implemented. The order dated21.12.90 

by which the order of transfer was deferred till 31.3.91 

is a decision of the Superintending Engineer, Krishna 

Kaveri Circle to whom the applicant hadpreferred an 

appeal dated 21.5.90 in the light of the decision 

of this Bench. Of course, it is not dêaLp Stated 

in the order that it is pursuant to the decision 

of this Bench but in the counter the respondents have 
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To 

1 • The Superintending Engineer, 
Krishna Kaveri Circle, 
5-9-210/B, El, Chirag All Lane, 
Hyderabad-1. 

The Executive Engineer, 
Lzer Krishna 1vision, 	

• 

Central Water Corrmission, 
Abid Manzil, A.C..Guards, HyderabacI. 

Asst. Executive Engineer, 
Lc%er Tungabhadra Sub-Division, 

Central Water Commission 
ICurnoolr2, A.P. 

4 One copy to Mr.P.V.venkata Rangarn, Advocate, CAT.Hyd. 
One copy to Mr. N.Bhaskara Rao Addl.CGSC.CAT.BXD, 

64. One copy to Hon'ble Mr.J.Narasirtha Murty, Mener(J)CAT.Myd. 
One sapre copy. 
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stated that this decision was arrSved at in pursuance 

of the decision of this Bench. We are satisfied that the 

direction of this Bench has been fully followed by the 

respordents and we therefore reject the claim of the 

applicant that his appeal is still to be disposed of. 

The applicant's claim of education of school-going 

children and the treatment of sickly old mother being 

adversely affected are not worth going into in view of the 

doubtful nature of the claims of the applicant. The 

applicant has also pointed out that there are persons 

with longer stay still being retained at Kurnool and 

this has been countered 	only one person in his unit 

with a. longer stay who has been retained on compassionate 

grounds. We are satisfied that these are all administra-

tive requirements. 

7. 	The  Hon'ble Supreme Court in the judgment reported in 

AIR 1989 SC 1433 had held that transfer from one place 

to another is generally a condition of service and the 

emploype has no choice in the matter and that no Govt. 

servant or employee of public undertaking has legal right 

for being posted at any particular place. We are satisfie 

that there is no malafide intention in this transfer order 

and we therefore dismiss the application with no order 

as to costs. 

I 	 ( J.Narasirnha Murthy 
J 	. 	 Metnber(Judl). 

Dated 
	Jt--i' 

1L 
R.Balasubrarnanian ) 

Member(Admn). 

YC(J) 
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TYPED BY 	 COMPARED BY • 
.J) 

J}flfl BY 	 APPROVED 

IN THE CEICTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRISUNAL 
HYD2AaAaD 2ENcHHyDERA13AD 

THE HON'3L Ms.3.1\7.JAYA5INHA: V.C. 
Awl) 

THE HON'BLE 11P.D.J31JRYA PAO: M(J) 
'MID 

THE HON '2L4 MR. JJ?iLARkSL*IA MIJRTHY:M (i) 
AND 	 .c lw.t  

THE FION'ELE MR. R.BALASUBRANANIANM(h) 

DATED; -\¼01991. 

9L/_JtJDGHE NT. 

H 

in 
T.ANo. 	 W.P.No. 

O.A. No. 

Admittd and Interim directions 
issued]. 

A110w45. 	/ 

Dispoed,of with direction. 

Dismibsed. 

Dismisped as withdrawn. 

Dismi4sed for default. 

MA OtderecI/Pejected. 
No orbier as to costs. 
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