IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
JAIPUR BENCH

Jaipur, this the 9t day of June, 2010

. OA No0.282/2010
CORAM:

HON’BLE MR. M.L.CHAUHAN, MEMBER (JUDL.)

N.R.Koli,

s/o Shri Mangi Lal,

- 1/0 Q.No.2, Type-lV, Telecom Colony,

Bundi and presently working as

Senior Accounis Officer,

O/o 1.D.M., Bundi. ’
| - o o .. Applicant

(By Advocate: Shri C.B.Sharma) ‘

. Versus

1. Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited through its Chairman
and Managing Director, Corporate Office, Bharart
Sanchar Bhawan, Harish Chandra Mathur Lane, Jan

Path, New Delhi.. '

2. Chief General Manager, Telecom, Rajasthan Circle,
‘Sardar Patel Road, Jaipur

3. Assistant Generdl"quager (SEA), Corporate Office,
7th Floor, S.E.A. Section, Bharat Sanchar Bhawan,
Harish Chandra Mathur Lane, Jan Path New Delhi.

.. Respondents

’ (By Advocate: ...}



o R D.E R (ORAL)

In this case grievance of ihe_~appliconf is regarding
’rransfe"rorder dated 28.5.2010 whereby the applicant has
been'f‘ransferred from Rajasthan Telecom Ciréle to Punjcb»
Telecom Circle. The transfer has been challenged by the
applicant on the ground fh(}f'he has not complefed 18
years of service in Rajasthan Telecom C—irclé and in ’rérms
of th.e policy decision Ann.A/2 the service tenure of 18
yedars h'qs' been prescribed fof employees to be eligible
for transfer as per para 11, Section-B, ‘and as per Para
13(iii) generally, transfer of employee who are more than
55 yedrs of age as on 31st Maréh of that particular
financial year would be avoided for posting to tenure

station and employees of 56 years or more'(cs on 31s

~March of particular financial year) should normally be

exempted form fran;fér involving change of Station.

2. According to the applicant he is going to complete
56 years of age and also that circle tenure of the
applicant is less than 18 vyears, as such, it was not

permissible for the réspondenfs to transfer the applicant.

‘The applicant has also made representation dated



- 2.6.2010 to respondent No.1, which has not been decided

so far. The learned counsel for the applicant further
argued that the Assistant General Manager who has

issued the impugned zorder is not competent to transfer the

‘applicant from one circle to another circle.

3. | have heard the learned counsel for the applicant at
admission stage. ln-viéw of the fact that i’hé applicant has
made a r_epresenfoﬁbn to respondent No.1 (Ann.A/3)
'i'.her’eby highlighting  his . ‘gr.ievoznces and personal

difficulties, which-hqs nof b_een:‘dec_:ided, I c:r;q of the view‘

that ends of justice will be met if direction is given io

respondent No.1 to decide representation of the applicant
(Ahh.A/S) by passing a-reasoned and speaking order
thereby dealing all the contfentions so raised by the

dpplicant in the representation including the ground of

competency fo issue the impugned transfer order as

'crg_u.,ed."Accordingly, fesponden‘r No.1 is directed to -

decide representation of the applicant by passing a .
reasoned and speaking order within a period of two

weeks from the date of receipt of a copy of this order.

W,



R/

4.  In terms of the observations made hereinabove, the
respondents are directed to maintain sfa’rUs quo qua the
applicént. It is héWever, clarified that in case the
respondents dre willing to retain the applicant at ihe
pfesen’r placé of p-os‘ﬁhg till disposal of the representation,

the aforesaid order will not come in the way of the

[

"
S

respondents.

5.  With these observations, the _OA stands disposed of

at admission stage.

L/
 (M.L.CHAUHAN)

Judl. Member




