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R ng CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, -
© 0 JAIPURBENCH - -

- Jmpu., Lms the 14th day of Dctober, 2010

QR.&GINAL APP%ECA“S’IGM O, 384/2010
" CORAM | o
"HON BLE MR M. L CHAUH N, JJD*CIA‘ MEMBER
Anil .<u~nar Jain son of S.m Duii Chand Jam aged ‘about 43 years
working' as Junior Engmeer (CIViI) under Executlve Engineer JCP-I,
CPWD, Jaipur.. Resident of B-57, Tr_l_venl Nagar, Gopalpura, By Pass,

- "_-Jaspur

I Apphcant X

(By Advocate Mr Nand Klshore)
VERSUS
1. Umon of India /through Supermtendmg Engineer Coordmat:on
Circle (Civil), N.R. East Block-1, Level VI, R.K. Puram, New Delhi..
2. Superintending Engineeér, Jalpu. Central Circle, \..PWD Nrrman
Bhawan, Sector No. 10, Vdhyadhar Nagar, Jaipur. '
3. Executrve -Engineer, Jaapur Central Division I, CPWD Kendrlya
Sadan Parlsar BIockA Sector 10 Vldhyadhar Nagar Jaipur.
Respondents

_ | (By Advocate Mr. Mukesh Agarwal)
Y SN - ORDER (ORAL]
| | | | The apphcant has fned thrs OA thereby praying for quashmg of
: the .mpugned order dated 18. 06 2010 (Annexure A/1) S0 far as the
apphcant is concerned whereby he was transferred from Jamur to
| Jodhpur. The apphcant has atso ﬁled a representatron agamst:the
.transfer order However t“ae same was rejected by the- respondents
: .‘The gr:evance of the appllcant in thls case is that the transfer has been
- made in mrd academrc session; as such the order of transfer is bad
.- s further pieaded ‘that there are severalvacan,t .postsof Junior-

Engmeer (C.va!) under respondent no. 3 whare the ‘pphcant couid be .
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Capplicant, whidh is -about 7 vaars, tha compatent authoidity ha
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accommodated. While issuing the notices, this Tribunal  had not

“granted any stay.
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2. The respondents have filed reply. It is statad that

had completed 6 years of tenure at Jaipur as he was working sincs

26.05.2003. It is further stated that in view of the stay of the
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ur to Jodhpur. The respondents

' have aiso stated that on the oral request of the applicant, he was not

- religved till his reliever joined the duty. According to the respondents,

-

Ms. Ka.yi'ta Yadav, the reliever had submitted her . joining om

19.08.2010 (Annexure R/2), as such the applicant ',wa's relieved vide

order dated 19.08.2010. .+ - o

- 3. Learned counsel -for.thé resporidehts su_bmits that even -tHe

applicant had joined at the new placed of -poé;ting and this fact has not
been disputed by the learned counsel for the applicant.
4. Thus in view of what has been stated a'bo‘ve and the fact that the.

impugned order of transfer has beein implemented, more particularly,

. the ~ap‘pii¢ant had joinedat the new place of posting, it is not proper

for this Tribunal to inteffere with the order of transfer. Accordingly, |
the OA is disposed of with no order as to costs. |
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o (M.L. CHAUHAN)
S " MEMBER (J)



