IN THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH, BILASPUR (C.G.)
WRIT PETITION NO.[68¢/2005

PETITIONER : < Vinod Pandey, S/o late Shri C.L.
Pandey, aged about 49 years,

working as O.T. Operator, District
Hospital, Durg, R/o. Hospital
Colony, Durg, District Durg (C.G:)

VERSUS

RESPONDENTS : . 1. j) State of Chhattisgarh,

Through- the Secretary,
Department of Health & Family
Welfare, D.K.S. Bhawan, Raipur
(C.G.)

Inspector General of Police,
Anti  Corruption Bﬁreaﬁ, Raipur
(C.G.).
WRIT PETITION UNDER ARTICLES 226 OF THE
CONSTITUTION OF INDIAA FOR ISSUANCE OF WRIT/WRITS,
ORDER/ORDERS, OR/AND DIRECTION / DIRECTIONS IN
THE NATURE OF MANDAMUS/CERTIORARI, OR OF ANY
OTHER APPROPRIATE NATURE.
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7 order Annexure-P/1 dated 11]

transferred to Kanker.
- The case of the petitoner

as Operation Theatre Operator

saught red handed while taking

i

aid raid of the Anii Corruptio
Rs.100/- was aiso found in pos
there was no complaint agains

has been transferred on the ad
transfer is without any rhyme or
neiitioner, therefore, iransfer be s

| have heard learned coui|
petition. '

Learned counsel for the p

whereas, he was not invaived in
és.‘iﬂﬁ;‘- which was recovered fi
1o bring some items from the cani

Having heard learned cou

Shri M.P.S. Bhatia, ceunset! for the petitioner.
Shri Akhil Agrawal, P.L. foijthe State/respondents.

The petitioner has preferrgd this writ petition being aggrieved by the

h

Aprit 2005 whereby he has been

is that prior to this order he was working

n the District Hospital, Durg. On 10.2.

2005, on the compiaint of Amar| Singh Dhritlahre, Dr. Raj Kumar Damle

iilegéi gratification of Rs.300/- and in the
n Bureau Depariment currency note of
session of the petifoner herein whereas,
| the petitioner, that Rs.100/- note was

given to himr by Dr_.Damée’g& brifig some items from the canteen. Now, he

vise of the Anti Corruption Bureau. His
reason and the same is prejudicial to the
[ayed.

isel for the petitioner on admission of this

etitioner argued that on the advise of Anti

Corruption Bureau the petitiorier has been transferred unnecessarily

taking illega! gratification and the note of
pm the peatitionsr was given by Dr, Damle
een. .

nsei for the petitioner, | have perused the

petition. Perusal of impugned ¢

rder Annexure-P/1 shows that Dr. Damﬁ!g
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has been transferred to Kankef.

transferred and the copy of i

Simiitarly, the petitioner has aiso been

¢ order has begsen sent io the Inspecior

General of Anti Corruption Burgau. |t is settled law that the transfer is an

incident of service and uniess
ground or contrary o any rule
challenge the transfer order.

At this stage, Mr. Bhatia
ic make a detailed representati
o decide the same fo whic
objection. :

Having heard learned ¢

1o the facts and circumsiances
make a detailed representation
10 days from today and in
represeniation of the peiiticner
-of receipt of the representation
‘the petitioner in an cbjective ma

- With the direction afores
Consequently, M.OW )P,

siand disposed of.

Parties are entitled for c‘ebiﬁed copy of this order.

and until the transfer is made on maiafide

| in that case an empioyee is entitied to

submits that the petitioner may be allowed
pn to respondent No.1 and he be directed

n counsel for respondent No.1 has no

punsel for the petitoner and having regard

. of the case, the petitioner is allowed to
befére respondent No.1 within a period of
turn respondent Mo.1 will decide the -
within a period of one month from the date
after considering all the points raised by
ner in accordance with law.

id, the petition stands disposed of.
No.1318/2005 and LA. No.3263/2005 also

Sd/-
L.C. Bhadoo
Judge
Barve
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