IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, HYDE?ABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD.,

0,A.No. 87/95.

Date of decision: April 11,1997.

Between:

1.S.Satyanarayana.

2.5.Ramanujaya.

3.K,Sreeramuly,

4 P . Appa Rao. .o . Petition
And

1. Government of India represented by
its Secretary, Ministry of Defence,
Govt., of India, New Delhi.

2., Chief of Naval Staff, Naval Head-
quarters, New Delhi,

3, Flag Officer, Commanding-in-Chief,
Headquafters-Eastern Naval Command,

I
I

ers.

Visakhapatnam,
4, General Manager, Naval Armaments Dept.,

NAD, Visakhapatnam =9. Respondents.
Counsel for the applicants: Sri B.B.Vijayakumar.

Counsel for the respondents; Sri N.R,Devraj

JUDGMENT .

(By Hon'ble Shri R. Rangarajan,Member (A)

-

Heard Sri F.B.,Vijaya Kumar for the applicants

and Sri W.Satyanarayana for Sri N,R.Pevraj fo

pondents.

There are four applicants in this 0.4,

the applicants were working in the Industrial
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r res-

While

i Section
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|
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as MT Drivers at NAD, Visaknapaiucw, .-, |

|

!
transferred to Non-industrial Section as per Moﬁement }
| |

| 'I

Crders dated 23--1--1995.
l

The applicants in this 0.A., question?é the
' | |
transfer &8s they had not completed 10 years of{Service
|

in the Industrial Section and thus it is agai

|

|

|

|

|

|

!

ngt the |
| |

terms of Transfer Policy. | ’
| |

|

#

This 0.4., 1s filed challenging the %mpugned
transfer Policy for MT Drivers of Eastern Nav#l Ccmma:é,}

visakhapatnam and for a concequemtial directﬂon to set -
1

aside this fransfer Policy by holding the same as |
1
|

arbitrary, illegal and discriminatory.
|

0.A., l
|

An intertm® order was passed in thi

Ay — 3

he 1
|
1

As per the Interim Order,

|

Movement Orcer dated 23.1.1995 issued to the applicants
|

l

transferring them from Industrial Section t% ¥ INS Cirfars

on 27--1--1995,

. =, i
was kept suspended until further orders. { |
| ]
|
|

No reply has been filed by the respondents in
this connection. However, the laarned coudsel for the

It is now stated that Applicant Nos., 1 and

" Respondents was present and putforward his |ple.s. }
I l

i

|

had alreagy retired from service in June and July, 1996

respectively. Hence this 0.2,, does not| survive ’
1
|
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any more in regard to Applicamt Nos., 1 and 2.

It is further stated that Applicant No.3 1s

retiring on 31-12--1997 and hence % his transfer Eo non-

industrjal section will affect his pension and

pensionary benefits, Hence, he requests that his cacse

may have to be considered sympathetically. It is further

stated that the Transfer Policy also has been reviewed recenﬁly
i

and in that context his request for reteﬁtion in the
Industrial Section may be cbnsidered. It is furtﬁLr

stated that Applicant No.3 has short service only over
: !
tWo Years on the date of issu@ of Movement Order dated 23-1-1995

i
and hence his case may have to be considered giving some

relaxation. I do not consider any nece$sity to give any

positive direction in this connection. The only direction

I
that can be given to the respondents is, to conzider the

representation of thd applicant No.3, if he submité cne, in

dccordance with law takimg note of the submission that he = th

23 xExitxE wixhix ExsxkEx 8 months' time to retire ahd also
) |

keeping in view, the loss that he may have to incur| bec_use of

his tranigg; to nonsindustrial section and dispose of his

representationx suitably. i
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in areardancs with l1aw An the haedie Af marite AF tha ~_eca
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|
Should submit their representations to the Auth%rities

l

¢

L1l
-
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|
It is stated that Applicant No.4 will be retiring

on 30«-7--1999 and he will submit a representa%ion in this
: |

connection for retention in the Industrial Secﬁﬁon. However,

it is left tO.ine Department to consider Ris rq resentaticn

|

The challenge to the Transfer iolicy has not been
) ' ‘ |
|

decided in this 0.&., but left &5’6pen as it is|stated tha

[

the new policy had already come into force, However, the

2pplicants are free to agitate befoie the Appropriate
Authority, if they feel necessary in regard to the Transfet

E
Policy issued recently. '

It is made clear, thatApplicant Nos., 3 and 4

Within ten d,ys from todsy amd that they shall not be

Cisturbed from the present Section till the dispossl of

their representations.

1 .
With the above observations, the O.A.,His Ais-

}

1]

Posed of. No costs, Crv“‘-j—‘——'ﬂ’ﬂéihizi/'

(R .RANGARAJAN)
Member {(A)

Date: 1lawdas1997,
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Dictated in open Court , -j%?’M?l
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Copy to: ‘ b |

1. Tha Secretary, Min. of Berence, Galt, of Indial
New Delhi, - R ;

.'— ] ‘l , )
25 Chisf of Naval Staff, Nawal Head ﬂuarters, New' Delhi,
|

3. The Flag OPficer, Cummanding in Chlief, Hsad Quarters,
Eastern Raval Command, nlsakhapatnam.

AG C:aaxal,..m%nara'a“ Ma.al Armamant DBDt.¢ NAD_Q

f
5. One copy to Mr. P.B.\tijaya Kumar, A hwucats CAT, ‘Hyderabad
6. One copy to Mr.N.R.De ray, SroCGSC,CAT Hyderabad-
7e Ons copy to D R(A), CAT Hyderabad4  ' {'
84 One duplicate copy. ;
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