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The grievance of the applicant is'against '
his transfer back to Bhimavaram from Tanukuy The applicant.
joined the service as Telecom., 8ffice Assistant (TOA) at
Bhimavaram in 1977, He was selected and posted as Cashier
to Tanuku vide orxder datéd.22.10.1986. The post of
Cashier is for a period of.4 years only. Aécordingly on
completion of 4 years as Cashier at Tanuku he was abéorbed
as a T.0,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 saﬁe, stating
inter alia that he had been making repeeted representations
for pOStihg to Tadepalligudem and that he had admitted his
children to the schools and his transfer would upset their
studies, The respondents having considered his representation
deferred his transfer and finally vide the impugned
order dated 17,3,1692 directed him to fePort to Bhimavaram,
The applicant's contention is that the said tranéfer 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,

24 - The respondents have not come forward with

a counter affidavit inspite of the adequate opportunity

given, We have however heard Sri N.R,Devraj, leamed Addl,
Standing counsel for the respondents at length, Taie
contention of the respondents is that the applicant on

coming to Tanuku as a Cashier could have helc that post for
only 4 years as‘per extant instructions. On completion

of 4 years he was liable to be transferred back to Bhimavaram,
The applicent was not absorbed as such as TOA at Tanuku’

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

back to Bhimavaram was because of the fact that fhe
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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,

3. iearmed Counsel for the applicant attacked
the trgnsfer orxder on 3 important grounds, His first
contention was that when the applicant was posted to
Tanuku as a Cashier h%was not informed that ne would be
lieble to be sent back to Bhimavaram on completion of

4 years stay at Tanuku., The second point raised was

that there were some other T.0.,A8, at Tanuku with longer
periods of stay; and they should have been transferred

prior tc the transfer of the applicant, ILast but gnot the
least the learned counsel for the applicant has contefided that
the impugned transfer order was issued for no other purpose
than to eccommodate Sri D.Koteswara kao (Respondent No.3),
It is thus alleged that the transfer order was issued for
extraneous considerations and not in the interest of the

department,

4. By means of & catena of judicial decisions, it

is now clear that a transfer order could 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 instent case our attention has not
been drawn to any such statutory provisions which could be
said to have been violated. However, it 1is 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 considerstions,

5 We heve heard the learned counsel for both
the parties. We do not find any justification to concluée
that-the respondents acted malafide in transferring the appli

cant back to Bhimevaram., We have &lso noticed that the

respondents havegcgﬁown suf ficient indulgence in deferring the
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51882585 the request of the zpplicent and re-issug it L
— ) [— B b “—“-'_-:-_,:)"_i:{ -~
in March, 1992) Bo,, that the“%cademig;&} session of the &

children of tae epplicant was not termineted premeturely.,

6. We may refer to a Judgement of the Hon'ble
Supreme Zourt in the caése of Mrs,Shilpi Bose versus
State of Bihar AIR 1991 Supreme Court, page 532, Relevant

extracts of the Judgement are irep:oduced belows:

"In our opinion, the courts should not
interfere with & transfer oider which are

made in public interest and for administrative
Feasons unless the transfer orders are made

in violation of any mandatory statutory rule
or on the ground of melefide, A Government
servent holding & transferable post has no
vested right to remein posted at one place or
the other, he is diable to be transferred

from one place to the other, Transfer orders
issued by the competent authority do not
viclate any of his legal rights., Even if a
transfer order is passed in violation of,
executive instructions or ordexrs, the ‘Courts
ordinarily should not interfere with the order
instead affected party should avproach the

hig :er authorities in the Department., If the
courts continue to interfere with day-to-day
transfer orders d#ssued by the Govermment and
its subordinate authoritges, 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-
fering with the transfer orders,"

‘7. . Admittedly the applicant had méde.repeated
representations requesting for transfer to Tadepailigudem,

: FAM . ¢
The said reguests are obviously, under consicderation.
However, these representations would indicate that the
applicant is more keen to be pOSitiS%?at Tadepplligudem <
than at Tanuku. Keeping in view the said request of the
applicant and the fact that he completed 4 years mX as
Casnier at Tanuku, the respondents action &@o transfer

étgﬁ‘to Bhimavaram cannot be szid to have been done with any

malafide intention.
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Oonnd
8. In the light of the facts 4n law as &

affore-stated)we do not find any merit in the application,
The same is hereby dismissed, There shall be no osder

as to costs,.

fﬁ(1§ --;-» . (‘/Lrtx,cgnq‘ﬁi\‘\ﬁ-l ’
' — (A.B.GORZHI) (7, CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY ) ;

Member (Admn, ) Member (Judl,)

Dated : 9th June, 1992

(Dictated in the Open Court)

1, The District Manager, Telecommunications,
Eluru-=534 050,

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

3. One copy to Mr, X,L.Narasimha, Advocate,
2-2-186/17/C/1, Bagh Amberpet, Hyderabad.

4, One copy to Mr.N.R.Devraj, Addl.CGSC,CAT,Hyd,
5, One spare copy.
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