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IN THE CENTRA~ ADMINISTRATIVE TRIEUNAL~ JAIPUR EENCHa JAIPUR. 

O.A.No.211/97 Date of order: ! -:(- l- L/l-__ 

Mahipal Singh~ S/o Shr:i Eahadur Sjnghll R/o 20-A. Purani 

Cheong~ ke Peecheu Modi Nagara Almer Road~ Jajpur • 

• • • Applicant. 

Vs. 

1. Union of India through . Secretary 11 Deptt. of 

Telecommunication~~ Sanchar Ehawan11 New Delhi. 

2. Chief General Manager 11 Telecom 1 Rajasthan Circle~~ M.I. 

Road 11 J a i pur. 

3. General Manager 11 Telecorr District, Jaipur. 

4. Shri S.G.Sarangel~~ Dy.General Managera dffice of the 

General Manager 1 Jaipur Telecow DiEtt 11 Jaipur • 

:Mr.U.D~Sharma- Couns~l for applicant 

Mr.S.S.Hasan - Counsel for respondents. 

CORAM: 

••• RespondentE. 

Hon 1 ble Mr.S.K.Agarwal~~ Judicial Mem9er 

Hon 1 ble Mr~N.P.Nawani 11 Administrative Merrber. 

·PER HON 1 ELE MR.S.K.AGAR~AL 11 JUDICIAL MFMEER. 

In this Ori.ginal Application the applicant rrakes prayer: 

(a) tc quash and set as:ioe the Meroo datec 13.5.9'1 fer which 

the appl:i_cant was transferred from Jaipur to Daue·a and to 

direct the respondents to-repcst the applicant at Jaipur. 

(b) to pay th~ salary to the applicant froro 30.7.92 to 28.2.97 

(c) to pay overtiroe allowance fer excess work (61.30 Hrs.) 

done by the applicant. 

(d) to direct the respondents to post the· applicant at fixed 

place. 

2. In brief the case of the applicant as statec in this o.A 

.,· is that the applicant has bee-n s-ubjected to freauen't transfers 

which resulted deterioration of hie heC!lth and. cause wental 

agony and tension to the applicant. It :is stated that he was 

transferred froro Jaipur to Dausa with a view to harass him and 

he was not paid salary from 30.7.92 to 28.2.97 and Cvertiroe 

Allowance for 61.30 hours excess work done by h:iro. In view of 

the subwissions rrade :in the O.A 11 the applicant praye6 fer the 

relief as.wentioned above • 

.5. Reply was filed. In the reply 11 it is stated that the 

applicant was absent frow duty since August 92 as the applicant 

~as not subrr:itted any leave application in tiroe as per rules 

for the period he remained absent. It is alec stated that the 

applicant reroa1ned absent continuously from duty without prior 

sanction/inforroation and this O.A is devoid of any roer:it anc 
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liable to be Cli snd ssed and the applicant is not entitled to any 

relief sought for. 

4. Rejoinder was a.lso filed- by the applicant which is on 

record •• 

5. Heard the learned. counsel for the parties and also pe~used 

the whole record. 

6. The learned c_ounsel for the applicant has argued that the 

applicant has been subjected to frequent transfers and lastly 

he was transferred from Jaipur to Dausa. Therefore~ the 

impugned transfer order dated 13.5.97 is liable to be quashed. 

On the· other hand the -learned. counsel for the· respondents 

submitted that the applicant has not been subject to frequent 

transfers and. by the impugned. order dated 13.5~97y the 

applicant was transferred to Dausa in public interest. 

7. It is settled law that applitant has no right to be posted 

at a particular place. But on the other hand transfer is· not a 

unfattered· power. All public authority charged with public 

duties and responsibility are beholden to act and adhere to 

professed norms as aforementioned. 

8. In ~..:I2!~9!!~ ~~2 -~!:.:. .§!~!~ 2.!..!~!!1~!~~~.! AIR 1986 SC 1955. 
it was held that one cannot but aepricate tha' f~equent~ 

-~-

.unscheduled and unreasonable transfers can uproot a fawily 

cause irreparable harm to a government servant ana aeri ve him 

to desperation. It disrupts the education of his children and 

leads to numerous other complications ana problems and results 

in. hardship ana demoralisation. 

8. In ~~!l!:!~j ~..:~~.!!! I!.:. .§!~!~ 2:! ~~!!~!~!!!!!~.! ( 1993) 3 sec 
634~ it was held by the Apex Court of the country that frequent 

transfers without sufficient reasons to justify such transfer 

cannot but be held as malafiae. 

9. On .the basis of the averroents made by the applicant • we 

are of the considered opinion tha~ the applicant has not been 

subjected: to- frequent tra.r1sfers •. His transfer from Jaipur to 

Dausa appears to have been made in public interest and not 

actuated with any kind of malafide. The transfer of . the 

applicant appears not have been made against any statutory 

rulee or in violation qf the professed norms. The impugned 
. . 

order of transfer ~an be interfered by this Tribunal only if it 

~a . is made on the ground of malafides and in violation of 

~statutory rules as has been hyeld in leading case ~!! EE~l.Pi 
Bose & Ors vs. State of Bihar "& Ors AIR 1991 seQ 532 and N.K. 

_e_:!l.9.b J.!.:. uor. (1.994) 28 ATC 246. Therefore~· on be baEis of 

foregoing~ we do not find any ground to interfere in the 
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impu~ntd ordeq of transfer. 

9. As regards the cl ai rr. of the applicant regarding pay a no 

allowances and overtime allowances are concerned~ it cannot be 

allowed in this O.A in view of the provisions of Rule lQ of the 

Central Administrative Tribunal (Procedure) Rules 1 1987 as the 

applicant claimed multiple reliefs in this case. Rule 10 reads 

as under: 

'lO. Plural remedies:- An application shall be based upon 

a single cause of action and may seek one or mnre reliefs 

provided that they are consequential to one another.' 

10. We are, . therefore. of the opinion that other reliefs 

claimed by 

provisions of 

th~ applicant 

Rule 10 of 

are 

the aforesaid rules. 

under 

Howeverg 

the 

we 

~rovide that .if.the applicant files a representation within one 

month from· :the ·date of this order to the competent authority. 

the competent authority shall dispose of that representation 

within.·a period of six weeks from the date of receipt of such 

representation by reasoned and speaking orders. 

11. With the above directions, this O.A is disposed of with no 

order as to costs. 

~U .:.....:---
(N.P.Nawani) " (S~K.Agarwal) 

Member (A) 
.. 

Merrber ( J) • 


