RIorRe Rifdel |ar 31t Jifdresvor, SRIgR

JTUIeT F&IT —1491 /2025
far <41
—arqremeft
CRILG

RIS 150 SIRY U e |ied, fafhear gd wWrey
AT, 2RI AfedTerd, TSR, SRYR Td 31

—gghToT
A P TP © 25.02.2025
SufRkerfa —
JqTeneft @ 3R ¥ ;& GeIR I1ed, 3ffHTTh

gl faumT &1 3R 9 - o) Goiig Rigd, Ioidig TfaTyd

guel — faoprd WIaRMS 9Tol, 37eue
I WK, 9aw (<1ii)

SR

A BT AaeYDH Ui Bl <@d g ISR Hfdel |ar (Far Al
P o ordid erfSraxon) offSf oM, 1976 @I ORT 4V & SUG= H
RIS UG &R &1 UIeHT WHR BR AU IR GAdrg DI T3 |

YTt @ Sffdaadr & T & T i gda § YU=gH & Ug WR
A9 Hex, 990 fIER, Wael, e FPErl ¥ SRika T | fdry Ifasl
fal  15.01.2025 (3o d—1) & ERT IfUeNdl &1 YawIud /

IR ITDhId [T FRifhcarad, AUgRT IoHe H fdhar 1 g |
Iad MY DI YT § e &I e fad 21.01.2025 & §RT
FHRYFd far a1 2| srdiemeft & Afdaadt & §= w9 W dD © (B
ardteneft & ufq It War # gEr e § & uenfia g1 =
WHR B AIfd & FFAR Ulr—ucil Sl D RSIbII Fqdl § B W

IT JATENT T M WR AT Mhedd USRAIud @l ST =112y |
Ry 39 A & fawg ST gy dTereil &1 eIm=iaRer & Tr 7, S
Sfod T8 21 SF@ @ © 6 erdieneft @1 R oA fad
UMD ATaeIHhdl & fhar T g1 Adenedl & IRy |
rdreneft &1 wIRAIR® Td A IiTd Sfiad & aRE 9 SRT—aRd &
SO | U H el &1 WImARe 3T fhd S erdietredl &t
A~ TRl T AT HRAT T |




et RET ¢ 1491 /2025 T S

B Jdreedl & fPaadr g1 ¥ M Tl W R b |

UAqell @ IdAldhd W Udhe Al © &b Ul A R
gefe SIf Sravdar &I e w@d gy fhar T 7| el 9@
el @ AfdaTa FERR BT ey § dl 89 39 SMER W
Tl & WRITIARUT 3MQY H I3 TWEY BT Ifqd Aal Ul 3 |
g8 gl & fade wR iR aRar 2 o a8 yemaHe 9 rsafed |
U fhE HIfS o Haw fbd I IR U & | A grr ford
T 0T 39 SIHROT P BWEY BT BT AHR TRl 8, 9d qAP
B! Sad oy gHiaaTgel a1 Fem—fawg e 9 aiiRd Tl fhar T
B | Jdteeft & arfdaadr &1 I8 W d® <& © & ufa—uh IH @
AARTT T B I R ISR @1 ST 912y 8, df &9 uId 8
fo WReR & o1 feen—fder &, S99 I8 urauE @1 141 § 6 S
de dva 8 gfd-doil & e & el # @ Mdedd el |
WFART  fhar Sq | ordiameil &1 wAmRer ysmEe ifd
3ILIHAT & MR R AT AT 2| UF H WIFARRY Bl bddl d1H
SfeTy 1Y BT FEl AFT W7 Aahdl & a8 ey rgwu g

%I A Seadd Il ﬁf YhNUT Union of India and others VS. S.L.

Abbas, AIR 1993 SC 2444 ¥ I8 T 8 f6 WReR & feon—den &
MR W BT O HEar) Y EETé Enforceable Right S~ SRS %\'
59 & 6 IERe gufadgde 9 fear T 8| A Seadd

<ITITTH 1 YT State of UP and Others Vs. Gobardhan Lal, AIR 2004 (SC) 2165 H
TE AMT & [ RAFRR R H 9 MUR R e fHar S
Ifd 8 7 & a8 bl Nfa & fawg uika fbar T g | 99
R 32 ITd DI FUSYIS | YHROT Sl =T UTeT g9
IO M Ud 3 Sl Rafdel wWerer el v 1221 /1997
(1998 (2) RLW (Raj.) 1280) ¥ TUfd—Ucil dI TTT—3MelT WM W
WIFAIIRG fhd O & Qe Bl el & 701 off, s 79 R
A AT Faqd fhar a7 g

"No doubt the guidelines require the two spouses to be posted
at one place as far as practicable but that does not able any spouse to
claim such a posting as to right if the departmental authorities do not
consider it feesible. The only ng required is that the departmental
authorities should consider this aspect alongwith the exigencies of
administration d enable the two spouses to live together at one station
if it is possible without any detriment to the administrative eds and
claim of other employees.
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(18). Thus, it is clear that the transfer policy does not create any legal
right in favour of the appellant. It is settled law at writ petition under
Article 226 of the Constitution is maintainable for enforcing the
statutory or legal right or when ere is a complaint by the petitioner
that there is a breach of the statutory duty on the part of the
respondent. Therefore, are must be judicially enforceable right for the
enforcement of which the writ jurisdiction can be resorted to. The
court can enforce the performance of a statutory duty by public bodies
through its writ jurisdiction at the behest of a person, provided such
person satisfies the court that he has a legal right to insist on such
performance. The existence of the said right is the condition precedent
to invoke the writ jurisdiction. [State of Kerla vs K.G. Madhavan
Pillai (22); State of Kerla vs. Smt. A. Laxmi Kutty (23); Mani Subrat
Jain & Ors. vs. State of Haryana (24); and Calcutta Gas Company
(Propriety Ltd.) vs. State of West Bengal & Ors. (25).

(19). In Shilpi Boses case (supra), the Apex Court has held that order
of transfer/posting "issued by the competent authority did not violate
any of her legal right. The employee holding a transferable post
cannot claim any vested right for his posting at a particular place

(20). In support of his contention, Mr. Jain referred to and relied upon
the judgment of this court in John Virendra Kumar vs. State of Raj. &
Anr.(26), wherein this court has held that the competent authority is
bound to decide the representa- tion of an employee against transfer
order considering that "living of the husband and wife together if both
of them are employed as far as possible is an essential ingredient of
dignified life as enshrined under Art 21 of the Constitution of India
Right to life means livable life by husband and wife even if they are in
service of State or its instrumentality and they cannot be deprived of
their livable life at the whim and fancy of transferring authority
without following a fair procedure.

(21). We had given serious consideration to this proposition of law
and we are of the opinion that the aforesaid observations made by the
leamed Single Judge in the aforesaid observations made by the
leamed Single Judge in the aforesaid case are per incuriam as the
judgments of the Honible Supreme Court referred to above were not
brought to the notice of the leamed Judge. The concept of doctrine of
per incuriam has been explained by the Supreme Court in Punjab
Land Development and Reclamation Corporation Ltd., Chandigarh vs.
Presiding Officer, Labour Court (27), wherein the Apex Court has
observed as under:

"The Latin expression per incuriam means through
inadvertence. A decision can be said generally to be given per
incuriam when this Court has acted in ignorance of a previous
decision of its own or when a High Court has acted in ignorance of a
decision of this court. It cannot be doubted that Article 141 embodies,
as a rule of law, the doctrine of precedents on which our judicial
system is based.

(22). Similarly in the case of State of Uttar Pradesh vs. Synthetics and
Chemicals Ltd. & Anr. (28), the Apex Court has observed as under:
"Incuria literally means carelessness. In practice per incuriam
appears to mean per ignoratium. English courts have developed this
principle in relaxation of the rule of stare decisis. The quotable in law
is avoided and ignored if it is rendered, in ignoratium of a statute or
other binding authority. (Young vs. Bristol Aeroplane Co. Ltd.). Same
has been accepted, approved and adopted by this court while
interpreting Article 141 of the Constitution which embodies the
doctrine of precedents as a matter of law.... Any dedaration or
conclusion ari- ved without application of mind or preceded without
any reason cannot be deemed to be declaration of law or authority of a
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general nature binding as a precedent. Restraint in dissenting or
overruling is for sake of stability and uniformity but rigidity beyond
reasonable limits is inimical to the growth of law.

(23). Therefore, no reliance can be placed on the judgment in John
Virendra Kumar (supra) and the submission is devoid of any
substance

(24). The next submission made by Mr. Jain is that appellants transfer
from Sri Ganganagar to Jodhpur at a distance of about 500 kms.
would cause great hardship to her and she would be forced to have a
second establishment at a far distant place. This aspect was also
considered by the Apex Court in State of M.P. vs. S.S. Kaurav (29),
wherein it has been held that it is not permissible for the court to go
into the relative hardship. It is for the administration to consider the
facts of a given case and mitigate the real hardship in the interest of
good and efficient administration. Thus, we are not indined to
consider this submission at all.

(25). It is further submitted by Mr. Jain that transfer in mid academic
session would adversely affect the education of her children. In
Director of School Education, Madras vs. O. Karuppa Thevan (30),
the issue of mid-academic transfer was considered by the Supreme
Court and observed that the competent authority is to give due weight
to the fact and to consider as to whether mid-academic transfer can be
avoided, if it was going to affect the education of the children of an
employee. However, the consideration of this aspect would also be
subject to administrative exigency.

(26). In Union of India vs. D. Mohan (31), the Honble Supreme Court
has held that where service of an employee is transferable even
though within a limited area, in special circumstances, he can be
transferred outside that area. This view has been approved and
followed in Punjab National Bank & Ors. vs. All India New Bank of
India Employees Federation & Ors.(32). It is also settled law that an
employee must ensure compliance of the transfer order and if there is
no justification for non-compliance, the employee runs the risk of
exposing himself to disciplinary pro- ceedings. [Vide Gujarat
Electricity Board (supra)].

(27). Thus, transfer may be made considering suitability of the
employee, administrative exigencies and manpower requirement. If
transfer order is challenged on the ground of discrimination,
arbitrariness or to accommodate a particular person, employee making
such allegations has to prove by furnishing sufficient details as to
when and under what circumstances, the other employee was
transferred. Faimess in action is an established test to judge the
validity of actions of the State or State instrumentalities.

(28). Thus, in view of the above, we find no ground which may
warrant the interference by this court in this appeal. Hence dismissed.
If the appellant is aggrie ved by impugned transfer order, she may
prefer a representation before the competent authority ventilating all
her grievances. However, it is clarified that if such a representation is
made, the authority will consider it expeditiously and will not brush
aside the grievances of the appellant being personal in nature."

A STadd ORI o Uhxol 2|l Rredl 9 ud 3=y 991
fS8R T (1991 supp (2) scc 659) H 7 YR | A9 uad fbar T 8

"4. In our opinion, the Courts should not interfere
with a transfer Order which are made in public interest
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and for administrative reasons unless the transfer Orders
are made in violation of any mandatory statutory Rule or
on the ground of malafide. A Government servant holding
a transferable post has no vested right to remain posted at
one place or the other, he is liable to be transferred from
one place to the other. Transfer Orders issued by the
competent authority do not violate any of his legal rights.
Even if a transfer Order is passed in violation of executive
instructions or Orders, the Courts ordinarily should not
interfere with the Order instead affected party should
approach the higher authorities in the Department. If the
Courts continue to interfere with day-to-day transfer
Orders issued by the Government and its subordinate
authorities, there will be complete chaos in the
Administration which would not be conducive to public
interest. The High court over looked these aspects in
interfering with the transfer orders."

AFAR I |ITe F Ul IS Ud 3 g9 EReEE Tt Ud
3T (2004)11 5CC 402, H e YR @ ey uiRd fhar g —

"7. It is too late in the day for any Government
Servant to contend that once appointed or posted in a
particular place or position, he should continue in such
place or position as long as he desires. Transfer of an
employee is not only an incident inherent in the terms of
appointment but also implicit as an essential condition of
service in the absence of any specific indication to the
contra in the law governing or conditions of service.
Unless the order of transfer is shown to be an outcome of
a mala fide exercise of power or violative of any statutory
provision (an Act or Rule) or passed by an authority not
competent to do so, an order of transfer cannot lightly be
interfered with as a matter of course or routine for any or
every type of grievance sought to be made. Even
administrative guidelines for regulating transfers or
containing transfer policies at best may afford an
opportunity to the officer or servant concerned to
approach their higher authorities for redress but cannot
have the consequence of depriving or denying the
competent authority to transfer a particular officer/servant
to any place in public interest and as is found necessitated
by exigencies of service as long as the official status is not
affected adversely and there is no infraction of any career
prospects such as seniority, scale of pay and secured
emoluments. This Court has often reiterated that the order
of transfer made even in transgression of administrative
guidelines cannot also be interfered with, as they do not
confer any legally enforceable rights, unless, as noticed
supra, shown to be vitiated by mala fides or is made in
violation of any statutory provision."



7.
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dea1g [Iemerd WIS 9 qMIe} YATe Yroed Ud 3199 (2004) 12 SCC

209 # AT STadq AT o 4 TR ¥ d9 Iad fhar g—

"4. Transfer which is an incidence of service is not
to be interfered with by the Courts unless it is shown to be
clearly arbitrary or visited by malafide or infraction of any
prescribed norms of principles governing the transfer (see
Ambani  Kanta  Ray  v. State  of  Orissa
MANU/SC/1997/1995, 1995(6)SCALE41). Unless the
order of transfer is visited by malafide or is made in
violation of operative guidelines, the Court cannot
interfere with it."

SWRIFT =AIH Al DI YD Adeldhd B H Ig Udhe gall o
b WRPR g1 O Py T fAen—F<e arenus Uhfd & T8 8 3R
IO Ul b ueT H ﬁs‘ Enforceable Right 30—~ SIS
RS gie 9 B TR WIFIARY &1 dHad 59 MMER W ITed 8l
TE AMT ST whar § b g8 fRw—fFdy ar Afd & Twg B
gfa—acil &1 IR 3l I WR 8 ¥ I 8 drell
qRaRe Il & Hdg § BiiHe gl fT9mT & =T riTde
URKd PR FHdl 2 | WIS gfte | Ry T WIFOR # 59 IR
R EREY A1 ST T2l 2 fh g8 fewn—Fde & Owg g1 aodm
g H Tl ®I SHB! ufd & ygRfiud el | ey et #
UewfUd fhar Tar B, Sl yudee gfte 9 fhar war g IR By
gqigaT BT Udbe el g3 B I TG gfte § fHI M
IR B TRBR & QUM< & MER W ITeld BT qal AT
SIT \FehdT |

SRIFT [qdadT & MR R gA AUt & WIFRU AT H
AT HRAT Sfd T8l Ui B 39 MU BT fARARUT $9 oy B
Ay fear Sirar € fd ordienedl gRr uewell foMmT @& wwer sue
UERITY / RATFICRYT & Hae H 3grde Ud fhar Siran & a yeedi

T 9 W AEHfigad [TaR & U9 IRATHE AR RITAeH
U B DI ol | 1fdhdd 30 faad &1 @i d uiRd & |

CEESIRIE) (AP AaRESI 4ot
NESRRQIIDED) 3reTe]



