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words, whatever post or posts the employee was holding

in a particular ,location, it is the extent· or-Iength of the

stay of the employee in that particular location which

completed the minimum period of three years of stay in

promoted from Category 'c' to Category 'B' and the direct

betu"ingto the pu.rpose a.t;Idthe objectives of the Transfer

Policy, is untenable. Firstly, the employees who were

promoted from Category 'c' to Category 'B' totally stand

on different footing (rom the direct recruits who were

recruited to the posts in Category 'B'. There was no

question of the· direct recruits to Category rB' posts

having any tenure of service in any lesser cadre because

they were direct recruits to Category 'B' post only. They

become liable for transfer after completion of minimum

period of three years in the said post pertaining to

Cat~gory 'B'. So far as the other employees like the writ
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petitioners who are promoted from Category "ie' to

Category 'H' are concerned, they joined the Organisation

couple' of.ye~s in the present station and their total

a particular station except on administrative grounds
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:: an~ .objectivesof the transfers, which are extracted abo~e
! ;' I, 1 ~. • '. , . • " H'" • ; ': • _..,'; '. ; , I. '

,.wO;Uldbe defeated; When the transfers are proposed to

be effec~edfor achieving the avowed objectives of the. ' , ,-. . .

Transfer Policy, the writ petitioners, have'.no right to
,

"questionitp.e s~e on the ground that their tt:ansfers are
. ;':,'

arbitrary. In fact, the~e is no element of arbitrariness

eitHer in the Transfer Policyor in the relevant. clauses,

which are under challenge because the interest of the

employees is also duly taken care of by providing that a

,minimum period of three years at a location shall be

.;.m~tained as far as possible in order to avoid hardship

to the employees. When the transfer is sought to be

also to proviqe opportunities to work in, different

dis,ciPlin~sand' also due. to requirements of filing up of

posts, meeting staff requirements at tenure/hard,

f'~ ''C 1 ; : ..•..I ~ , • .,

matcpmg employee's skills with' job requirement, it
\' _~.:! .1, .~ " ~, .::;! " ,.'. . "'.1 • 'I ~ ',.,':. ', •• '~,I' " '. if' '. l:. .:.....' -

cannot' be .contended 'that 'the Transfer 'Policy is vitiated
\ . ;,1

by any arbitrariness or unreasonableness.. . .

C!"f; ':15. It is well settled.tJ:1at.tr~~f~~J?f ~::employee is

r::: an: incidence ·:of,service, afl poin~~q.Q~~~y -the learned

siJ;lgl.eJudge himself and it is not the case of the writ

.--
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petitioners that! they were arbitrarily picked out for

.; 'effee:tingtransfers.· It· is.,well: settled that when· the

~bjectives as stated in the policy'itself, ,the employees
. \ ~~. .~;"/ .

cannot question the same unless it is demonstrably .. . .

shown that there are mala fides or lack ofjurisdiction or

the· praenh·case and- it is not shown by the writ
': '.~ r1:.'O». .;.... ~ ..... ~:::'~tiz ••.••. · •.

petitioners that the proposed transfer in pursuance of the'"

guidelines contained in the Transfer Policy caused any
..•.j. • ,

. ! . ~t ~.-. :;. I.~ ." . I • ';l~"j :1;'

prejudice or hardship to anyone cf them, or that the
1": .' .,

.mala fides on the part of the Organ:sation. The tagging

··:6i· t~nure of service in Category'C' with the tenure of

\ '~s'ervicein Category;'B' cannot·therefore beAound fault

;; .~th,·it?-asmuch· as,' such clubbing;dsintended to serve

'th~ stated purpose and objectivesof the Transfer Policy.

The fact that the service of Category~B'employees is not

,.tagged on to any other service in the lesser ca.t,egorydoes
·'·:l~·:.•;t ..

"not simply arise because "CategoryJ.'B'·'employees are
., .• M •..•••

. ~'°'1,' : ..~~ " I' \" ,".. •.• _ . • ,

'.. directly re~ruited')to the posts in .the said category and
.. ·.1 '. .' .
..., therefore','"the question of·their serving iQ..'fIDY lesser

"~l' ,
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",,;cannof· therefore 'seek' to-compare themselves .with the

'16. However,the Transfer Policyis totally within the

domain.of the appellant Organisation and un,less and
; I • ·~r .f";,' ;'". r~' . '. . , , .

'i _.. . ;

until the said Policyis demonstrated as wholly arbitrary

or irrational, this Court will not, in normal course,

'mterfere' \vith the' said Policy. .Interference with such

arbitrary, would only amount to substituting its own

..;'1'
-~ .

,! ,

this Court cannot iilterferewith the Transfer Policy.

by' :the learned· single Judge, in our conside~ed view,

, , cannot, in fact,' be treated as arbitrary or irrational. As a: '

matter Iof;fact, ,if the:policy,of the appellants is4~viated, if. '

,',woUld'lead to far reaching consequences, .viz.,when the

. '". :. "'particular tenure' at ': a particular place, ,the direct

.',,:".;:iireeriiits';'who 'have:'been serving at a particular place,

!I('may:have to:'be transf~rred'only aft~rcompl~ti8n of the

tr!~'setvlce:reridered:by:the··othercategor~es"of:e~l?~?yees,to

d· whi6hthe writ :'petitionersbelong.
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cannot be transferred or for that matter, they may have

19. Having regard to the nature of duties ·and
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set aside and the ~ppeals are allowed.

50/-5. VARALAKSHMI "
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SECTION OFFICER
One Fair copy to the Honourable Sri Justice O.S.R.Varma

(for his Lordships Kind Perusal)
One Fair copy to the Honourable Sri Justice G.V.Seethapathy

(for "his lordships Kind Perusal)
To ,

1. Chairman & Managing Director, Sharat Sanchar Nigam Limited,

j Sharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Mathur lane, Janpath, New Delhi-
110001

~ The Deputy Director General (Restructuring), Sharat Sanchar
.-- / Shavan, Harishchandra Mathur lane, Janapath,New Delhi- .

/ 110001
/ 3. Chief General Manager, AP Telecom, Door Sanchar Shavan,

/ Opp: Annapurna Hotel, Abids, Hyderabad-I
. 4. P~incipal General Manager, Hyderabad Telecom District, Telecom

Shavan, Adarshnagar,Hyderabad .
5. The General Manager, Mobile Services, CooT.O. Compound

Secunderabad
6. The General Manager, Visakhapatnam Telecom District

Visakhapatnam
7. The General Manager, Telecom District. Ongole, Prakasam Osit
a. One CC to Sri Vidyasagar, Advocate(OPUC)
9. a.l.R.Copies
10.The Under Secretary, Union of Inida, Ministry of law, Justice and

Company Affairs, New Delhi
11.The Secretary, A.P Advcoates' Association Library, High Court

BUildings, Hyderabad
12.Two CO Copies
13.0ne CC to Sri B.Devanand, Advocate(OPUC)
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Allowing the Writ Appeals without costs.
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