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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:IHYDERABAD BEhbH

0.A.No.1196/95

Y.Venkata Ramanz Redqly

and

1. Executive Engineer{Electrical)
Hyderabad CentraljElectrical Dvn-1X
Nirman Bhavar, Sultan Bazar,Hyderabad

2. Thé Asst. Engineef(Electricald
Central Electrical Sub~Division~V
Kendriya Sadan,Kofi,Hyderabad

3. B. Gangaram, Asst.Pperator,

Central Electrica|l Sub~Division-VI |
Survey of India, Wppal, Hyderabad .. Respondents

Counsel for theApplifant
Counsel for the resppndents

CORAM 3

HON'BLE SHRI A.B. GORTHI, MEMBER(2DMN)

AT HYDERABAD

Dt.of order:10.10.1995

.« Applicant

Mr CMR Velu for

L LI

" Mr V. Jagapathi

*e

Mr N.R.Devraj,SrjCGsc

LR -2




0.A.NO,1196/95

-De

ORDER

Dt.of order:10,10x1995

e Shri A.B, Gorthi, Member(Admn

pectyn

As per Hon'bl

Heard Shri CMR

applicant and Shri N,R. Devraj,ﬁStanding Counsel for

the respondents,

2, The applicant *as-appointed as an Assistant
Operator on a temporaky post in the Work Charged

Establishment vide 1st respondent's memo dated 27.3,1
The applicant joined his duties.{on 30.3.1995, and sipce

then, ‘working under the 2nd respondent at Central

Electrical Sub-Divisipn~V (CESD for short) at Kendiry

Sadan, Kcti, Hyderaba
25.9,1995, the applic
CESD~V, Koti to CESD

OA is for setting asi

3. Mr CMR Velu, 1
has elaborately conte
appointed in March, 19
even before he could

of tHe 2nd respondent
respondents misread a
General of Works,CPWD
5.4.95 (Annexure II t
according to the appl
that, ordinarily empl
unless they complete

applicapt's counsel u
cause undue hardship

himself at or near th

b

4

Velu, learned counsel for. the

. Vide impugned order dated

hnt is being transferred from

e the said transfer order.

25, is being sought to be trans

., His main contention is that
nd wrongly undérstood the Direc
letter No.27/2/94-EC.X dated

5 the 0A). 'The said letter,

icant's counsel is to the effec

ten years of service, Further,

rged that the transfer crder w

e new place of posting.

/I at Uppal. His prayer in this

rarned counsel for the applicant

complete six months in the offiée

oyees should not bem transferred

995.

’a

P
ht

nded that the applicarit having been

fFerred

the

tor

L,

‘the

éuld

to the applicant as he has to elgtablish
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4, Shri N.R.Devrjaj, learned Standing Counsel foL

the respondents has

(Koti, & Upbal)are located within the limits of

Hyderabag,

shifting of the éppl
another in the same
inconvenience or har

warant the interfere

5. A~ pcareful

of Works,

that, firstly it re-
of'the concerned €ir
-rotate the work chax
Circle/Division, if
or aesiréble to do g
that ietter is, that
work-charged staff

work place/areas for

clear that it does r

rostallon

reterrtion or transfd

to the completion of

6. The{ieakhed 4
that the transfer op
with a view pergaps,
:eépondent no.3 at ¥
on record to show th

the transfer crder.

7. For the aford

in this OA and the'Tame is lisble to be dismissed.

and as sy

fa)

stated that both the CESDs

ch, it cannot be said that the

icant from one sub-division to .

city, would cause any such j

dship to the applicant as wouldy

nce by this Tribunsal.

examination of the Director General
er dated 5.4.95,_wouldrindicat%
itterates fhé fact that the SE/EE
cle/Divisicn has the powers toF

geé steff in bis respective

it is adﬁinistratively neceséaqy

o. The second aspect raised iﬁl

» ordinarily, no member of the

hould be aliowed to remain at one

mor7Ehan ten years. Thus, it is

ot lay down any embargc on the

r of a work charged staff prioﬁ

the period of ten years. |
ounsel for the applicant alleged
der was motivated by malice and

e st ]

ifE” ¥T}one Sri B.Ganga Ram

lendriya Sadan. There is nothing
I

at such could be the motive beqind

|
|

-stated reasons, I find no merit

I

|
|




8. Finally,

stated that Shri Gahgaram, the third respendent
himself is not willling to be shifted from Uppal
to Kendriya Sadan af Koti, and thet the said

Sri Gangsram has given his written willingness to
continue in his prejsent post. This, however, is
a matter to be examined by respondent No.l, with
a view to see whether it wculd be administratively?
feasible/desirable

respondent No,3 to

of work.

9. ‘Subject to fhe Hbove observation, this OA

is Gismissed at the admissicn stage itself. No cos

mvl

Cepy teo:~

1, Executive Engineer(Electrical) Hyderabad Central
Electrical Dvn-II Nirman Bhavan, Sultan Bazar,|

eer(Electrical) Central Electrical Sub

2. The Asst. Engin
Divisien-v, Ke&iriya Saddn, Keti, Hyd.

the

to let both the applicant and

continue in their present place

Member (Admn)

T™he 10th Octcber,19S5

bd in the cpen court

%?ka;

learned counsel for the applicdnt

Deputy RegistrJ}

ts.

3. One cepy te Sril. V.Jagapathi, advecate, CaT, Hyd.

4, One copy t. Sri, N.R.Devaraj. Sr. CGSC, CAT. H|Y‘o
S5« One cepy te Lihrary, CAT, Hyd. -
6. One spare cepy.

Rem/-
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CO[’IPA’?I‘D BY APTROVET: RY
IW THE CEMNTRAL MMINISTRANTIVE Ti’..‘f‘f‘:’u.r}?‘?"‘-L.
CHYDERABAD BEVCH AT HYDTRARAD,

HON!ZLE MR. A.B. GORTHI, ADMINISTRA~
TIVE MEMBER.

JUDTECIAL MEMDER.

ORPER/JUDGEMENT:
DATED : /Yﬁ/f@/ 1995,

1

AET/RUAL/CUALND,
AN ' co

0.A.NO. //Cf‘é/h : -7 =
";__;g;gﬁjmaah-f-”~*‘“”* (W.P.NO.. )

ADMITTED AND INTERIM DIRECTIONS ISOiTT.

ALLOXED. |
DISPOFED OF WITH DIRECTIONS.
DISMICSED.

DISMISCSED AS. WITHDRAWN.

DISMISSED FOR DEFAULT. .
h s
’ ki".'w’-
, ORDERED/REJECTED w
¢
' NO ORBER AS TO COSTS

Rsm/~-

e -~

Comtral Administr:tive Tripsnal |
DESPATCH ?
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