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The grievance of the applicant is against 

his transfer back to Ehimavaram from Tanuku, The applicant 

joined the service as Telecom. Sffice Assistant (TOA) at 

Bhirnavaram in 1977. He was selected and posted as Cashier 

to Tanuku vide order dated 22.10.1986. The post of 

Cashier is for a period of 4 years only. Accordingly on 

completion of 4 years as Cashier at Tanuku he was absorbed 

as a T.O.A. w,e,f, 11.1.1991. However, to his surprise an 

order was issued transferring him back to.Bhimavaram on 

14.8.1991. He represented against the same, stating 

inter alia that he had been making repeated representations 

for posting ta Tadepailigudem and that he had admitted his 

childrep to the schools and his transfer would upset their 

studies. The respondents having cpnsidered his representation 

deferred his transfer and finally vide the impugned 

order dated 17.3.1992 directed him to report to Bhimavaram. 

The applicant's contention is that the said transfer order 

was issued with a view to accommodate respondent No.3 

at Tanuku and that it was neither in administrative 

interest nor in accordance with the existing instructions. 

2. 	 The respondents have not come forward with 

a counter affidavit inspite of the adequate opportunity 

given. We have however heard Sri N.R.Devraj, learned Mdl. 

Standing counsel for the respondents at length. Te 

contention of the respondents is that the applicant on 

coming to Tanuku as a Cashier could have held that post for 

only 4 years as per extant instructions. On completion 

of 4 years he was liable to be transferred back to Ehimavaram. 

The applicant was not absorbed as such as TOA at Tanuku 

but his stay there was extended by some time. His transfer 

back to Ehimavaram was because of the fact that the 
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completed his tenure of 4 years at Tanuku and it had nothing 

to do with the posting of respondent No.3 to Tanuku. 

Learned Counsel for the applicant attacked 

the transfer order on 3 important grounds. His first 

contention was that when the applicant was posted to 

Tanuku as a Cashier heqas not informed that he would be 

liable to be Sent back to Ehimavaram on completion of 

4 years stay at Tanuku. The second point raised was 

that there were some other T.O.As. at Tanuku with longer 

periods of sta and they should have been transferred 

prior to the transfer of the applicant, last but snot the 

least the learned counsel for the applicant has contedded that 

the impugned transfer order was issued for no other purpose 

than to accommodate Sri D.kcoteswara Rao (Respondent No.3). 

It is thus alleged that the transfer order was issued for 

extraneous considerations and not in the iinterest of the 

department. 

By means of a catena of judicial decisions, it 

is now clear that a transfer order coul4 be assailed essentia: 

either on the ground that it was issued malafide or on the 

ground that it violated any statutory provisions governing 

sucn transfer. In the instant case our attention has not 

been drawn to any such statutory provisions which could be 

said to have been violated. Itwever, it is apparent that the 

main contention raised on behalf of the applicant is that the 

transfer order was issued not in the interest of the depart-

ment but for other irrelevant considerations. 

We have heard the learned counsel for both 

the parties. We do not find any justification to conclude 

that:the respondents acted malafide in transferring the appli 

cant back to Bhimavaram. We have also noticed that the 

respondents have 09hown sufficient indulgence in deferring th 
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trnsfer 	 1. /oraaer on the request of the applicant and re-issu it ---------------- 

in March, 1992, $o that the !emi ) session of the - 

children of the applicant was not terminated prematurely. 

We may refer to a Judgement of the f-Ion'blc 

Supreme Court in the case of Hrs.Shilpi Bose versus 

State of Bihar AIR 1991 Supreme Court, page 532. Relevant 

extracts of the Judgement are reproduced below: 

"In our opinion, the courts should not 
interfere with a transfer aider which are 
made in public irterest and for administrative 
Ecasons unless the transfer orders are made 
in violation of any mandatory statutory rule 
or on the ground of malafide. A Government 
servant holding a transferable post has no 
vested right to remain posted at one place or 
the other, he is &iable to be transferred 
from one place to the other. Transfer orders 
issued by the competent authority do not 
violate any of his legal rights. Even if a 
transfer order is passed in violation of. 
executive instructions or orders, the 	irts 
ordinarily should not interfere with the order 
instead affected party should approach the 
hig er authorities in the Department. If the 
courts continue to interfere with day-to-day 
transfer orders issued by the Government and 
its subordinate authorit*es, there will be 
complete chaos in the Administration which would 
not be conductive to public interest. The 
High Court over looked these aspects in inter-
feting with the transfer orders." 

. 	 Admittedly the applicant had made.repeated. 

representations reiesting for transfer to TadepaLligudem. 

The said requests are obvious1y under consideration. 

However, these representations would indicate that the 

applicant is more keen to be positiat Tadeplligudem 	- 

than at Tanuku. Keeping in view the said request of the 

applicant and the fact that he completed 4 years of as 

Cashier at Tanuku, the respondents action to transfer 

tto Ehimavaram cannot be said to have been done with any 

malfide intention. 
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8. 	 In the light of the facts in law as C 

affore-stated1 we do not find any merit in the application. 

The Same is hereby dismissed. There shall be no o.rder 

as to costs. 

- 

GOI-t i) 
	

(T . 'JHANDRASEK-IARAREDDY) 
Member (Zdmn.) 	 Member (Judl.) 

Dated1 9thJune, 1992 
r r(J) 

(Dictated in the Open court) 

To 

1. The District Manager, Telecommunications, 
£luru-534 050. 

2 • The Sub-Divisional Officer, Telecommunications, 
Tanuku-534 211. 

One copy to Mr. K.L.Narasimha, Advocate, 
2-2-186/17/C/i, Bagh Amberpet, Hyderabad. 

One copy to Mr.N.R.1vraj, Add10CGSC.CAT.Hyd. 

One spare copy. 
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