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WP(C) 285(AP)2010

BEFORE
THE HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE P K MUSAHARY

11.01.2011

Heard Mr. C. Modi, learned counsel for the petitioner.

Also heard Mr. N. Lowang, learned addl. Senior
Government Advocate, for State respondents, and Mr. P.
Taffo, learned counsel appearing for private respondent No.
4.

Both the petitioner and private respondent No. 4,
once approached the Government for mutual transfer. On
the basis of such request, order dated 16.06.2010 was
issued by the State Project Director, SSA Rajya Mission,
Itanagar, for mutual transfer between the petitioner and
private respondent No. 4.

After issuance of the said transfer order, the private
respondent No. 4 filed representation dated 23.06.2010
praying for cancellation of the aforesaid transfer order, for
the reason that she had to look after her aged grandmother
and there is none other than her, to look after the aged
grandmother. On the basis of such request, the respondent
No. 1 issued the impugned order dated 08.07.2010 thereby
cancelling the transfer order dated 16.06.2010.

The private respondent No. 4 has filed counter
affidavit, stating, inter alia, that she did not agree to the
mutual transfer and it was the petitioner who went to
Itanagar and relentlessly pursued the authorities concerned
for transfer.

To the said counter affidavit, the petitioner did not
file any rejoinder. For want of such rejoinder, it can be
accepted that averments made by private respondent No. 4
in her counter affidavit, has not been denied or controverted
by the petitioner.

There is no denial to the fact that there was a mutual
transfer order between the petitioner and private respondent
No. 4 but the said transfer order was not given effect to as
both the petitioner and private respondent No. 4 are still

serving at their respective places of posting.
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Under the attending facts and circumstances of the
case at hand, I am of the considered view that no writ could
lie and no direction could be issued setting aside or
quashing the impugned order dated 08.07.2010.

This writ petition is bereft of any merit and the same,

~accordingly, stands dismissed. However, there shall be no

order as to costs.

Bikash



