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.1 

The pp-licdnt has filed this Original Application under Section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 being aggrieved by the order of transfer 

from Port Blair to Bengaluru. ln -this pe.titiOn she has asked for quashing of the 

same onher 	na problems idica.td  in the representation given after she 

was relieved aspu order dated 9.8.217; on 11.8.2017. 

2. 	Heard Mr:P.C.as, id. Counsél, along with Ms..T.Maity, id. Counsel 

appearing for the applicant and Mr;S.Paul, ld. Counsel appearing for the 

respondents. 

3 	Mr Paul pointed out that the applicant has already been relieved and this 

petition is not maintainable. ioreoyr it is not in contravention of any 

statutory provisions or the polic' of transfer. 

4 	From the perusal of the rcords jt reveals that the applicant has already 

been relieved by order dated 8 2017 much earlier before presenting this 

Original Application There is jithing:4ri rectd that. whCf the Fepre5CfltatiOfl 

was received by the authoriti 	
or whether the representation has been 

acknowledged by the responderts. hi. iiew of the above as the applicant has 

already been relieved much ealir thi filing the present Original Application 

on 5.9.2017,  therefore we are o1i the view that this petition is not maintainabk 

an is liable to be dismissed at thadmissiofl stage. 
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/ Hon'ble Supreme Court las catgoricallY stated that an employee is not 

1

1 

justified in defyirg the transfer Ord&r or level allegations against the superb 

nd remaining in unauthorised absence from duty. The Supreme Court furthe 
I t  

held that in the interest of discipli 	ny institution or organisation such ar 

approach and attitude of an employee cannot be countenanced (C shar 

Bhatt —vs- State of Gujarat & Ors 1  '2OO9 (11) SCC 6781). 

6 	Moreover there is no allio 	
at her transfer was made against th g 	t  

transfer policy or any statutbp' r1uils or has not been passed by an 

thcorflpetent authority TherefO no interference is warranted in the transf i, 

snissedat th admission stago  corder and the 	
e  

7 	Accordingly the OA is disruissel No costs 
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(JAYA DAS GUA) 	
• 	(JUSTICE V.C.GUPTA) 
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