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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAL BENCH

AT HYDERABAD ‘ ’
2—5"?"‘ ?1,4
C.A.No,685/92 Cate of Crder: 25 1992

BETWE&ZN

G.Siddiramaiah .. Applicant.

ANTE

1., THe Chief Gereral Manager,

Telecommunications,
Nampally Rcad, Hyderabad.

2., The Telecam Listrict Manager,
Telecommunications,
Tirupati Division,
Teérupati.

3. Sri M.Koteswara Rao,
Telephone Cperator,
Tepehone Ekchange,

Chittoor. .. Respondents.
Counsel for the Applicant .. Mr.T.Lakshminarayana
Counsel for the Respondents .. Mr.vV.Rajeswara Rao
for

Mr.W,V.Ramana

HCN ' BLE SHRI T.CHANDCRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER (JUDL.) |

{(Crder of the Single Member Bench delivered by

Hen'ble $hri T.Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member(Judl.) ).
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This is an applicetion filed by the applicant h
rative Tribunals Act to

under Section 19 of the Administ
direct the respondents to set aside the transfer order
2 with regard to the

of the Second respondent dated 9.6.9
the applicasnt from Tirupath

applicant, transferring

to Chittoor.
The facts giving raise to this OA in brief are

as followss
The applicant is working as Telephcne Qperator at
icant is transferred from

The appl
per his

Tirupathi since 1989.
Tirupathi to Chittoor by the Second respondent as
orders dated 9.6.92 to accormodate the 3rd respondent on

ds that the 3rd respondent w
It is‘the case of

as elected as

immunity groun
District Treasurer of a Trade Union.
even 4 years at

the applicant th t he has not completed
children are studyinq in Tirupathi

Tirupathifand as his
d mother who is suffering from heart

and he has got an age
leave

complaint that is very inconvenient for hlm to
is filed for the relief as

Tirupati and hence, this QA

already indicated above.
Today we have heard Mr T, Lakshminarayena, Advocate

for the applicant and Mr V. Rajeswara Rao for Mr NV Ramana

Standlng Counsel for the respondents.
‘Mr V. Rajeswara Rao filed today Before this Tribunal
a copy of the instructions received from the Department.

A copy of the same is served on the counsel for the applic:
The 1impugned order dated 9.6.92 is atteﬂﬁed mainly

on the following groundss;
The seccnd respondent cught to have Exer seen

1. .
theré are juniors in the Tirupsti station in the list of

staff working at Tirupati stetion and'ougbt to have trans
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either long standing or the junior most at Tirupati station

to accommodate the 3rd respondent coming on immunity grounds.

2. The pick and choose method followed by the second

respondent is arbitrary apnd cannot stand the judicial

scrutiny.

3. The reépondent cught to have seen that juniocr
most Sri Venkat Raoc ought to have been considered to

accommodate the third respondent.
4. The second respondent ought to have followed the
first come first go principle in the absence of guidelines

+to extend the benefit of immunity.

In view of the contentions raised in OA, it would
e £it and proper to refer to a decision repo#ted in
AIR 1991 SC 532 Shilpi Bose Vs State of Bihar and others

respordents.. It will be pertinant to extract para 4 of the

Jﬁdgement of the Hon'ble Supreme Court whichiis as follows:

"In our opinicn, the courtis should not interfere
with a transfer order which are made in public
“interest and for administrative reascns unless
the transfer crders are wade of viclation 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 liable

to ke transferred from cne place to . the other.
Transfer orders issued by the competent authority
do pot violate any of his legal rights., Even
if a transfer crder is passed 1 violation of
executive instructions or orcers, the courts
ordinarily shou:d not interfere with. the order
instead affected party should ‘approach the
higher suthorities in the Department. If the
courts continue tc interfere with day-to-day
transfer crders issued by the Government and

and its sub-ordinate authorities, there will be
complete chaos in the Administration which would .
not be COECUClVE o pL%l¢c Jnterest. i
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So, in view cf the observaetion of the.Supreme Court none of
the groqﬁds that are mentioned in the CA éttacking the trans

have any importance.



'l1, The Chief General Mapager,Telecommunications,
Nampally Road, Hyderpbad.

2. The Telecom District| Manager, Telecommunications,
TirupathiDivision, TRirupathi.

‘3. One copy to Mr.T.Lakghminarayana, Advocate,
2=-2-185/54/1/D, BaghjAmberpet, Hyderabad.

4, One copy to Mr.N,v,Rgmana, Addl.CGSC.CAfl.Hyd,
S, One spare copy.

' pVm.

e



|
|
o

The relevant para in the instructions sent to the

counsel for the respondents reads as followss

"Chittcor is located just 70 km from ilrupatl

and it is situated in National High Way having
good transport facilities. Hence, the applicant
was transferred to Chittoor, which, K is 'the District
Feadquarterc and not transferred to remote areas
in *this District. - It is further informed that

the transfer orders issued under the instructicns
Trom the JCMRC are for a period of oné year only

and ne will be brought back after the |completion

of one year. Moreover, he is eligible for transfer
grant and transit pericd on both occasions on
transfer to and from Chittoor." (emphabis susplied)

So, in view of the eﬁ&@.categorical statement of khe respondents
in the above pare and in view of the judgement of|the Supreme
Court, we are of the opinicn that this is not.a fﬁt matter

to interfere with the transfer of the applicant.T As seen, -

£xrm the transf#r order is effected in the Administrative

exigenciles. : ‘ i

During the course of hearing of this o&,

Mr V.Rajeswaraz Rao maintained that the station séniority has
been strictly malntalneo in transferring the oppi¢cant from
Tlrupathi to Chnttoor. No doubt cne Venkat Rao %s the
junior most person at Tirupati Station. But, h9|has come from
Eluru Division under Rule 38 of the P&T Manual ahd he has
foregone his séniority- for promotion. The nexd junicr most
perscn as per qhe stationwise seniority is the ﬁpplicant .
Sof the applicant had not been picked up and chésen for the said
transfer, Thefe is very justification on the pgrt of the
respondents in,effecting the said transferquwgq f @@LW@w~f
There are no merits in this OA and hénce, the OA is

dismissed ieéving the parties to bear their own,
!
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(T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY)
Member (Judl.)

costs,.

Dateds25th September, 1992

(Dictated in the Open Court)
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