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1. Superintendent of Post-Offices, 
4arasaraopet Division, Narasarsopat; 
Ut .Guntur 

.Respondent 
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Counsel for the Rospondentt 

CUR AM: 

THE HON'BLE SHRI C.J.RUY 

Shri S.Ramakrishna Rao 

Shri N.R.Devraj.Aa4tltSc 

MEMBER (JJOICIAL) 

(ardor of the Bench delivored by Hon'ble 
Shri C.3.Roy, Member (j) 

This petition is filed attacking the transfer order 

No. 31-5/10 dt.1-5-91 issued by the auperintendent  of Post 

Offices, Narasaraopet, District Guntur, transfering the appli-

cant from Sattenapaili to Siripuram. 

The applicant, who was working as LSG/Postal 

Assistant,1ás joined at Sattenapalli on transfer on 27-5-88. 
Ij 

In para-4.4of his application it is al1lsged that his service 

record is unblnished and in this post he has not completed 

the tenure of four years. 

The applicant further aLleges that he was granted 

House Building Loans on 24-12-90 and also on 26-12-91/ 1two 

instalments of Rs.41,000/- each for the coriät.ruction of house 

at Sattenapal].y, which were drawn by him and that he was 

abruptly transferred on 1-5-91 to Siripuram to work as 5ub- 
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Post Master. It is further alcleged that the incumbent at 

Siripuram S.D. had also not completed his tenure. 

The applicant has filed,Annexure A-I, transfer 9, 

Annexure A-Il, sanction order of Ist loan, Annexure A-Ill 

sanction order of second instalment of loan, Annexure A-lU, 

representation against the transfer and Annexures A-U and 

AVIj!$'olicy of guidelines for transfer and prayed for an 

interim order to stay the transfer. Miscellaneous Applica... 

tion No.650/91 was dismissed by this Bench on 20-6-91 having 
A 

the main 0.A tiled on 21-5-91. 

The Respondents filed counter 1tdting that the 

applicant was )transferred to Siripuram in a Class-Ill 

combined office working on Morse circuit. It is further 

stated that the applicant is qualified in telegraphy called 

and 
'Signailer' or a 'combined hand'/is required at Siripuram. 

The applicant being the suitable person available in the 

near by to Siripuram, he was posted to Siripuram. It is 

further mentioned in theC counter that the distance between 

these two stationsis only 19 kms. The Respondents also allege 

that the applicant was on leave from 30-1-94 to 16-2-91. on the 

plea of constructing his house. Besides the above allegations, 

in para-2 of the counter the Respondents attribute certain 

	

on the applicant 	je-R.t #  which reads as 

follows :- 

(iYk:rj L&mount of Rs.628-21 Ps was recovered 

from the applicant on 27-9-73 for contri-

butory negligence in connection with frauds 

committed by BPN Sirigiripadu. 	
7 
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(ii)One increment of the applicant 

was withheld for a period of one year 

by the respondent on 5-4-82 for booking 

of 4 Registered articles without prepayment 

of postal ct'iarges. 

(iii)The applicant was suspended for 

some period daring 1983 and as a result 

of disciplinary proceedings initiated 

on him one increment of the applicant 

was withheld for a period of one year 

by the respondent on 29-1-86." 

It isftzrther stated in the counter that some of the officials 

have represented to the Postmaster General, Vijayauada on the 

transfer ordarsissued to them by the Respondent dt.1.-5-91 9  among 

which the representation of the applicant is also there. Con—

sidering all the representations, certain modifications were 

ordered taking into consideration of the exceptional hardships 

and accordingly the Respondent issued another memo dt.31-5-91 

modfifli?9 the transfers of certain officials which were earlier ?c 
ordered on 1-5-91. It is also stated that when a transfer is 

made on public interest, the question of notifying the vacan—

cies does not arise. It is further stated that there is no 

necessity for taking permission from the P.M.G., Vijayawada 

from SitTtenapally 
before transferring the applicant/to Siripuram and the distance 

between these two station is 19 kms only anq the applicant has 

approached the Tribunal even before a decision was taken on 

his ±epreãentation. 

I hnip heard Shri 5.RamakrsihM)Rao, learned counsel 

for the applicant and Shri N.R.Oevraj, learned counsel for the 

Respondentsçani perused the records carefully. 

Shri S.Ramakrishna Rao, learned counsel for the appli-. 

. . . .4. 
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cant has not produced any rule or Rule of Law wherein 

transfer cannot be made when House Building Advance was 

sanctioned. The Learned counsel for the applicant admits 

that the construction of the house was coip1sted and the 

applicant has joined at Siripuram, the place where he has 

been transferred. 

Though it is argued that the transfer is against 

the policy1  without giving any reasons, causing expenditure 

to the exchs er and not inder the administrative grounds 

r 
or on public interest but there is no malafidies have been 

attributed to any person nor actually alleged in the 	plica- 

tion. But the learned counsel for the applicant chooses to 

cullout malafidies from para-3 of the counter s  Since the Res-. 

pondents simply replied as they are bound to when the applicant 

claims in para-4 of his application that he has got an un-

blnished service record, it is not open for the emu applicant 

to cullout the maladies from that e  

c1Bpl-rin; thep•rtnc&pLe L4i&dwi ln\  Union of India 

Vs. H.N.Kirtania (iT 1989(3)SC 131),wherein it was held that 

transfer of a publicservant made on administrative grounds 

or in public interast should not be interfered with unless 

there are strong and pressing grounds rendering the tranêter 

order illegal 	 is an incident of service, I 

reject the contention of the applicant because he has not 

made out any case for interference. That apart the applicant 

has also completed the construction of the house and he has 

Ai 	rA 3 VaLJ ¶-?l-hC7i4  ji-tqwots.s.,S/ ja4w5 -L 

already joined in Siripuram also. Hence inview of the obser- 	/ 
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ustions made and applying the principles cited supra origi-

nal Application is dismissed with no order as to costs. 

( 	 (c.3.RoY 
Member (3) 

Dated: 	41 December. 199,. flpUty RegistIa (J) 

evi/ 

To 

The Superintendent of post-Offices, 
Narasaraopet Division, Narasaraopet, Dt.Guntur, 

2. One copy to Mr.S.Ramakrishna Rao, Advocate, CAT.Hyd.Bench. 

One copy to Mv.N.R.LeVtaj, Add].. CGSC. CAT.Hyd. 

One spare copy. 

pvm 




