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0.4. 1264/93. 	 Ot.f Decision 	27-10-94. 

ORDER 

As per Hon'ble Shri A.%I.Haridasan, Member (Judi.) 

The grievance of the applicant Scientist'p', 

Li1, tIat 
at OLIRIE, DRDO,, Chandrayanagutta Lines, Hyderabad,ñt 

request for transfer back to P1TRDC9 ORDO, Bangalore was 

rejected arbitrarwhile vacancies in which applicant 

can be accommodated tare existing. 

2. 	The Pacts are as follows; By order dt. 23.9.1 

thesecond respondent tra 5ferred the applicant from Bangalore 

to DROL, D?0O;CHyderabad,iihis order of order was assailed 

by the applicant in GA. No. 922/929 alleging that the order 

was malaf'ids and vitiated. The Tribunal on • consideration 

of the rival contention of the parties Pound that 	~weri e  

this order and ijinsequently disrnisidtI5e 

application. However an observation was made that it was 

still open for the applicant to make a representation for 

retransPer to Bangalore. The applicant madea repr,sentation 

requesting for retransPer to Bangalore7thtatingt-L-there was 
¼H'X 	(expe-r.ience 

vacancy at Bangalore for a person like him who Tha-sJ gotin 

Microwave Tuba Res. & 0ev. Centre and that ifl the interest 
:rd1r 

of Service and 	his own carrier advancement a transfer 

back to Bangalore was essential. This representation of 

the applicant was considered by the competent authority 

and the same was re.jected an the ground that his transfer 

back to Bangalore was not feasible in the interest of 

functional requirement and this order is under challenge 

in this application. The applicant prays that this order 

may be Setaside and the respondents may be directed to 
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1 
transfer him W bEck to Bangalore so that he can do his 

vary best and advance his carrier as well as render better 

-service to the institution in which he is working. 

The respondents contend that the applicant 

having raised the very  same issues in this application 

which were raised by him in OR.No. 922/92, is not entitled 

to put forth the 5ame contention in this case, that on a 

consideration of the representation submitted by the 

applicant and of the functional requirement and interest 

of service it was held by the competent authority that 

the retransfer of the applicant to Bangalore was not 

feasible and therefore the applicant has no legitimate 

grievance. It is further contended that the representation 

was considered impartially and the decision is not arbitrary. 

It is well settled that a transppr being añ 
4. 

incidence of service a Government employee who is appointed 

to a transferable post, has no right to claim For retention 

in a particular post .or1transfer to a particular P1 c°. 

The Courts or Tribunals would not generally interfere in the 

routine administrative matters like transfer, unless the 

order is 	flc&\-C4 b-j 	malafides. The allegations of 

malafides in  this case dates back to the year 1991 which 

was considered by the Tribunal in the earlier application 

in DA. 922/929  wherein it was held that the transfer of the 

applicant from Bangalore to Ryderabad was not vitiated by 

any circumstances. There?ore the allegation in the 

application that the representation of the applicant was 

rejected on account of malafides of the 4th respondent 

against the applicant cannot be considered; Especially, 
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when the decision was taken by the ORDO Headquarters. 

I<jst find any rea50fl to suspect the stand of the 

respondents that thee case of the applicant was considered 

with an un—biased mind and that the decision taken to 
_.tr-aflpfer 

reject the e eiTrLtjssJtaken  on purely administrative 

and functional grounds. 

5. 	In the result, I do not find any merit in this 

application and therefore I dismiss the application,leavinQ 

the parties to bear their own costs. 

oc  
(A.v. HARIOASAN) 
MEMBER (JUDL.) 

The 27th October 1994. 
(Dictated in Open Court) 

DEPUTY  

spr 

The Secretary, fvlinistry of oefeite, 
c Union of India, New Delhi - 110 011. 

The Scientific Adviser to Raksha flantri & Director General, 
Research & Development Organisation, Ministry of Defence, 
Defence Head Quarters, P.O., New DeihiT 110 011. 
The Director, DLRLc)DRDO, Mm. of Defence, 
ChandrayanagUtta Lines, Hyderabadv 500 005. 
The Director, [qIRDC,ORDO, Mm. of Defence, 
DEL Complex,Jalahulli P0 9  Dangalore - 560 013. 
One copy to Mr.P.V.Ravifldra Kumar, 
One copy to Mr.V.Bhimaflna,Addl.CG5C,CAT,HY3th 
One copy to Library,CAT,Hyderabad. 

B. One spare copy. 
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THE HON 3(1 1R.A.'J,H 
I .,  

THE.  

Dated:  

0RI3tR7JIJQGIIENI. 

11 . .1pr0• 

I 

O.A.NC.  

I- 

Mdmibe 	and Intiz'jir .Jrc tj.c'.* 
issued. 

P. 1L ow rd 

flismigncj L..—' 
	 '*1• 

as .ibhdrawn. 

for Default;. 

HajectcdX,rd,nd. 

No orc;r 	to costs.— 	- 
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