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THE HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH
Writ Petition No.15020/2019
Manpal Rawat Vs. State of M.P. and others

Gwalior, Dated : 29.08.2019

Shri M.P.S. Raghuvanshi, Counsel for the petitioner.

Shri Purshottam Rai, Panel Lawyer for the State.

Shri A.K. Nirankari, Counsel for respondent no.3.

Heard finally.

This petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India has
been filed challenging the order No. 46/2019 dated 22-7-2019 passed
by Inspector General of Registration, thereby transferring the
petitioner from Dabra to the office of Deputy Registrar, Porsa Distt.
Morena.

2. The sole ground of challenge is that the impugned transfer
order has been passed out of malafides on the complaint of the
respondent no.3.

3. It 1s submitted by the Counsel for the petitioner, that the
petitioner is posted in the office of Dy. Registrar, Dabra, Distt.
Gwalior from 05/2017. It is submitted that the respondent no. 3 is a
service provider, to whom license has been granted by the
Department for drafting documents and also for multipurpose works
in providing service. The respondent no.3 had got a sale deed
registered in respect of a land on which mine is being operated and
crusher is also in operation. However, the said land was shown to be

an agricultural land. The said fraud was detected and thereafter the
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matter has been forwarded for recovery of deficit Stamp Duty. In
another matter, the respondent no. 3 got a sale deed executed in
respect of a land on which a building is situated but the property was
shown to be a vacant plot. An enquiry was done and the matter was
forwarded for lodging F.I.LR. against the respondent no.3, however,
more than one year has passed, no F.I.R. has been lodged. Thus, the
respondent no.3 was annoyed with the petitioner. Therefore, he
started making complaints to the higher authorities. The complaint
dated 10-7-2019 and complaint dated 20-6-2019 have been annexed
as Annexure P/5. It is submitted that under the pressure of the
respondent no. 3, who claims himself to the Regional General
Secretary of M.P. Congress Committee Jhuggi Jhopadi Prakoshtha,
Bhopal, the respondent no.2 has issued the impugned order dated 22-
7-2019.

4. The respondents no. 1 and 2 filed their return and denied the
allegations of malafides. 1t is submitted that on 11-7-2019, one of the
service provider lodged a F.IR. against the petitioner, and
consequently, on 12-11-2017, all the service providers working in the
Tahsil Dabra, Distt. Gwalior, made a complaint against the petitioner,
alleging misconduct. Protests were also made in the office of Sub-
Registrar, Department of Stamp and Registration. Therefore,

considering the law and order situation as well as in administrative
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exigency, the petitioner, has been transferred from Dabra to Porsa,
Distt. Morena after taking approval of the Minister-In-Charge of the
Department. A copy of the note sheet dated 15-7-2015, written by
Inspector General of Registration, has also been annexed along with
the return.

5. The respondent no.3 has also filed his return separately. It is
mentioned that various complaints were made against the petitioner,
alleging corruption and misbehaviour of the petitioner. The Courts
have limited jurisdiction to interfere in the order of the Transfer.
Court can interfere in case of violation mandatory statutory rule or
action is capricious, malicious, cavalier and fanciful. The petitioner
used to demand illegal gratification for registration of documents,
therefore, the entire service providers had carried out peaceful protest
in front of the office of Sub-Registrar and during the said protest, the
petitioner had used abusive language and therefore, the police has
registered Crime No. 406/2019 for offence under Section
294,506B/34 of L.P.C. at Police Station Dabra. In para 5.6 of the
return, the respondent no. 3 has admitted the complaint dated 10-7-
2019 was made against the petitioner. Further, the respondent no.3
has also filed copies of some more complaints made against the Sub-
Registrar and the petitioner.

6. The petitioner has filed rejoinder to the return filed by the
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respondents no.1 and 2/State. Along with the rejoinder, the petitioner
has filed a copy of the enquiry report dated 3-8-2019 given by Senior
District Registrar, Distt. Gwalior, by which the petitioner has been
exonerated of all the charges/allegations made in complaint dated 10-
7-2019.

7. It is submitted by the Counsel for the petitioner, that in
complaint dated 10-7-2019, no allegation of corruption was leveled
against the petitioner. It is only mentioned that certain advisories
have been issued to the Service Providers, which are causing
inconvenience to them and the behavior of the petitioner is not good.
As per the enquiry report dated 3-8-2019, it has been held that there
1s no proof to show that any advisory was issued by Sub-Registrar.
Further, none of the allegations made in the complaint dated 10-7-
2019 have been found to be proved, only the contrary, the so called
advisories allegedly issued by the Sub-Registrar were found to be in
accordance with law. It is submitted that in fact, the service providers
are not working in accordance with law and are causing financial loss
to the State Govt, therefore, they started protesting and under the
instructions of the Minister, the petitioner has been transferred, and
thus, it is a glaring case of malafide.

8. Per contra, it is submitted by the Counsel for the respondents

no.l and 2 that it is a case of Dharamyudha where the misdeeds of
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the petitioner were exposed by the service providers and therefore,
the State has rightly transferred the petitioner. Thereafter, it was
further submitted that the petitioner has not been transferred on the
complaints of the service providers, but since, he was wrongly posted
in Gwalior as Gwalior 1s his Home Town, therefore, he has been
transferred out of his home town. Thus, self contradictory
submissions were made by the Counsel for the State.

9. The Counsel for the State was informed that he is arguing
contrary to the return filed by the State and he should not use the
words like Dharamyudha. However, the Counsel for the
respondents no.1 and 2 persisted with his arguments, that in fact the
petitoner was not transferred because of any complaint but he was
transferred, because he was wrongly posted in Distt. Gwalior. It is
further submitted by the Counsel for the State that although the note
sheet dated 15-7 -2019 written by the respondent no. 2 has a
reference to the recommendation made by Minister, Women and
Child Welfare Department, Madhya Pradesh, for transfer of the
petitioner with immediate effect, but the real cause of transfer was
that he was wrongly posted in District Gwalior. When the Counsel
for the respondents no.l1 and 2 was directed to point out from the
return of the respondents no. 1 and 2 that the petitioner was not

transferred because of complaints, then he fairly conceded that the
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only stand which the State has taken in the return is that the petitoner
was transferred for maintenance of law and order which had arisen
because of complaints.

10. It is submitted by the Counsel for the respondent no.3 that
since, there were serious complaints of corruption against the
petitioner, therefore, there was an agitation against him, and a F.I.R.
was also lodged against the petitioner for offence under Section
294,506B/34 of I.P.C., therefore, he has been rightly transferred. It is
further submitted that the respondent no. 3 had also filed a writ
petition no. 16742/2019 for taking action against the petitioner.

11. Heard the learned Counsel for the parties.

12.  Although the respondent no.3 has made allegations of
corruption against the petitioner, but the Counsel for the petitioner,
could not point out any single allegation of corruption in any
complaint made by him. In complaint dated 9-7-2019 (Annexure R-
3/1), similar allegations which were made in complaint dated 10-7-
2019 (Annexure P/5) have been made. Similarly in other complaints,
it is mentioned that pressure is being applied for payment of illegal
gratification, however, no specific incident of accepting illegal
gratification has been pointed out. No complaint to the vigilance
department like S.P.E. (Lokayukt) or E.O.W. with regard to

acceptance of illegal gratification or demand of illegal gratification
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was ever made. No trap was ever laid against the petitioner. Thus,
the allegation of corruption is held to be an after thought and baseless
and made to malign the image of the petitioner.

13.  The petitioner has filed copies of two complaints as Annexure
P/5. The complaint dated 20-6-2019 made by the respondent no.3 is
against the Sub-Registrar, Dabra, and there is not a single whisper
against the petitioner. However, the complaint dated 10-7-2019 is
jointly against the Sub-Registrar and the petitioner, which reads as

under :

ISSURCIEEEE GRS
v — I USiue SaRT gRT 96T UF USRI 9 &R & Hae H |
AT,

SWIF Ay § fdes g & Iu usiige 40 e 918, vd RS il
fofte i AruTer Rig M9d §RT 89 |AW 9aT yeramell o FERE fear
& b oy fr=fofad axarasii & 9ol =g ¥l RE T8l oX —

1. g8 &, 59 SR 4 HAifPaRReRr o< 9 vd 919 9Hura R
<1aq) & Frol w@ret @ gif 7 8 W @ weife o T o |

2. 98 &, 5 o 4 vd qEvs 4 ta ¥ s devriier & o @18 f U6

FEATIER 49T R Fe9fieR & |edfd & oo B &1 A%y = Hured

TE B Wl IR VA YfH, Wic Td wa- & Tl TREd T & |

3. g o, 991 9earT wd dcia dig W Y A, wa= vd q@ve &1 [Aeg oo

T wilc IR 7 & |

4. g8 f&, Evs 19 waq & Ay 95 ¥ HFYcAGd GO YA 8 &

grasle |l dedllar | YA Y—3IdR Td o7 gRA®eT & a1 &g 0

fIea u3 &1 wWife aRfad 7 & |

5. g8 fob, TR urforer # Reyd % vd wael &1 Fufcqax @1 g Yd AR

AV U B @ ddoe IA HLUASH B TASNHL & 9 By W wle

3R = AN |

6. I8 b, Ud v & fAbd U3 & 9<% I f[ddld @Uve &1 o4 dd

AR B G TAT HRYSR W H ol 7 B G- TAT IHBT dib o

B 9 99 9% AR @S & [9$g U9 &7 wWilc IREd 7 & |

7. U8 b, TR Ul Sa=T AMT 9 98} UM U9 U9 U AEEl @

qql Ud el & Aoy v Bg wWile aRfEd T Ry o, Sefe Sed M

gargd Afad d axud w1 gATfianRor 8 |




8
THE HIGH COURT OF MADHYA PRADESH
Writ Petition No.15020/2019
Manpal Rawat Vs. State of M.P. and others

8. I8 b, U USTU® HRITe § AT YIameil & A1 J9g FagR fear SIrar
=l
9. I8 P, IFT T BRI A BF HaT YT D GET 7 3R AR BRI
gAIfIT 81 &1 2, AT ATAT Bl ToRd BT JHAH &l I8 & a1 9 SRl 4
wife JRfT &g 791 fHar ST @7 8, 98 T SR FRER 2|

I Faed & & 5 faw & Irex o Iavd AU BT FATET BrId
=g g9 I AT Sdad A BT uTed e § orHed X2 den B
Tl PR URAT| 89 BRI 9 B &l RAMT #H 9999 B ST ok BT B9 81AT
D! TR SEMEERT 30 Goilid ST UG S &f 811 |
AP

greffRTor
. HERTST R rSiiRan(3rege)
. B HAR T
. ol g ISR

1
2

3

4. Y FAR S
5. Ay gd
6
7
8

BENE-SvE]

G I

. Higd HAR 7o

9. 3ffehe Srraret

10. 3ifdba e
AIEERGEACIN
(PARSRIN IS

13. IR T

14, BTN ST

15. Gbe HAR JaITe

16. IHH oI
17. fad® waq

18. 3Tord URER

19. 1ol faggemHl
20. 3T GaITel

21. Tl A

22, =T et

23. fdora uRRR
24. HIARTH HRMAT8
25. goTHIg- Add

fcferfa—

1. AR ST $ARAT <1 A, 91t fdar #301, HIdTel
2. AR U@ Afed HeIgd, RISd Ud aTforsier |idTel
3. S HeI-Rierd Usiiad gd reflefor gl |IdTel

4. ST I FRIFRIETS Yo U4 Sfefleror Jaid aTferiR
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14. The respondents have not denied that the above mentioned
complaint was not made by the service providers led by the
respondent no.3, thus it is clear that the allegations made in the
complaint dated 10-7-2019 were the cause of agitation by service
providers including the respondent no.3.

15. The Counsel for the respondents no.1 and 2 was directed to go
through the complaint dated 10-7-2019 and to point out any
allegation, which may amount to misconduct or corruption. After
taking much time, the Counsel for the respondents no. 1 and 2 could
not point out even a single allegation(s) made in complaint dated 10-
7-2019, which may amount to misconduct or corruption.

16.  Similarly, the Counsel for the respondent no.3 was directed to
point out any allegation in the complaint dated 10-7-2019, which
may amount to misconduct or corruption. After going through the
complaint dated 10-7-2019, the Counsel for the respondent no.3 also
could not point out any allegation which may amount to misconduct
or corruption.

17.  Further, the petitioner, along with his rejoinder has filed the
copy of the enquiry report dated 3-8-2019 given by Senior Registrar,
Distt. Gwalior in which clean chit has been given to the petitioner.
On the contrary, the alleged advisories issued by the Sub-Registrar as

contained in complaint dated 10-7-2019 have been found to be in
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accordance with law. The Senior Registrar, Gwalior has also given a
finding that no evidence has been filed to show that any such
advisory alleged by the complainant (s) was ever issued.  The
enquiry report dated 3-8-2019 reads as under :

Sifg yfades fesite 03 3 2019
faua — SY Uoflae sav1 gRT fasaus gofiE 1 &9
& dder A

Rrema S 7er Rig ISRAT TG =T 20—[aT USTARTOT
ST & SWER 8| Sad Mdeq9s 9= & gRT IfENEweR &l
WFATIRT @1 T8 2| A1 8 Rrormaared & gr1 ufaferd 1.
AR A gARdIed] A, dde #41, At 9 faers
T Aegvcel W WOt 2. AFEE UHE |9 #eled,
MO TG qiftTisads . AaTel 3. FeIfNied Ui U4 orefierd
qaTh Heguael WIUTel 4. SU HeI-Reld ol Yard Tarerk ud
FHolde] HEIGT TaTferdR BT <1 T8 § |

Rreradiel @ gR1 &l Rera uwga &1 T8 8 9>
HIg H ST gRT VAT BIg Sl /AT Ud el fhar g &
S g8 yaifta 981 81ar § f Saa ddg # Su uoie s
gerd |1g. Ud ysia fofte i Jeure g Jad gR1 @iy Hew
& & | Har uerRll 1 BRI SIS & o d wWie §db dd
AAT | g 9 f6 SO HT UOR—T BRI BT GO
JVPRY Td HaT Yl Bl fAuET Ud T & doldex g
FHI—FHI IR Sl e 1 ARl SR @ SR § S 3
B BT &l iR N Remma § I W™ gl w dae
qeATHS Ufardad MR & —
fa=g ®H1H 01:—

95 HA® 01 H IRY MR AT § b T USigs 30
gerid Wig, vd fafte s Ao Rig @ grr w@nigfa 9 & W™
TATe JIREIT 7 B | Sad oNT AT RIT & e § HeuyesT
Wy | 1942 W FEEE 3B 01.11.12014 BT ARRIET
AT U&TdT & B Bl ST AT B | STATIR §— Uoiiad fdere
gq WIic g S aT YAl g8 ¥ BT & 7 f$ IU olgs &
g€ ¥ I fag oAi® 1 &1 IRy Rig s a8 ura

T |
fag dHT® 02 —

o5 FHid 2 ¥ IRY T T & 6 ¥ WRER B
HUfed &1 {91 Fald & TS & USigT b1 wilc gb 9 B |
FRATIER §— Uoiae faee 8q Wiic §% & R ¥al Ul 88
A Bl & A b U USigd & oS 9 BIAT © | WAyerr 9 ud
AT BT oAl & dgd Wal YT bl M Ud dARiE B
BT YT AT AR 2 | i fawg dHid 2 & IRIY g
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BT TS 9T T |
favg ®41® 03 —

fog ®¥® 3 # IRY AT AT fH 9 geart, wd
CIHA & Y YA 9/ qEe BT T g§b 9 B | FIAgaR s
goiiad fderg 2q wfic 9% &1 SR |aT Yarar g€ ¥ 8l © o
% U Uoie & g 9 Juid fag &He 3 &1 IRY g
BT TS U 4T |
favg @41 04:—

ol frm —19() & gER, BfY g | e
IFTREIHRUT SR 1908 B URI— 17 & IU aRT (1) & TS
@) ¥ () @ Sygdl & AdH RS & oy spuferd dig
GG, Yod 9T @& gRT 39 Heg # Uiidgd fhdl <o
AEBN gRT YAIOIT Uieenal WERT &1 gfa |fdd ugd fhar
ST LIS & | SR T GRAST Td YA ST
AT AEIS 2| I fag e 4 @1 IRIY Rig BT
Tl AT |
fag @HT® 05:—

TSl # it wufed @ a1 T8 ¥ 39 &g Aol &
TH0 30 o Td dre Riefd b1 At 9 =g MRRE b
T 7| fag SHT® 5 &1 ARIY Rig 891 181 uram |
fa=g dHT® 06:—

fTpa o o1 @ wuld ( &9%a ) & GH-E IR D
IGaW | AT YA TRT IO Afeld § gol BRI B
R fhar = 2| wife g8 &1 S AdT ySTar 28 ¥ BT '
7 5 Iu oie & TS W i farg S 6 &1 IRIU Rig
BT TS U 4T |
fag 4TS 07—

SIS | aftid Hufd e A1 81§ 59 8 Ao B
TH0 3flo o Ud U™ AfYG Bl AT g9 Bg MR fhar
2| Aufed oraRur SifAfaH @1 w1 —55 H fagar wd Har @
SR & gk &1 75 2 e orgaR fagy |ufd &1 qoied
¥ BHEE DY UHATH B 9D ford Sal & Ifdar faar mar &
3 favg BHT® 7 T ARIY Rig B9 21 URIT TRAT|
fag @HT® 08:—

FHH—8 W FWE FIER HI AR AT AT &
Heg § JU USe b gRT darRl AT fb War gerdRlil |
afgarEas Wl # oM, Ud geig| gfbar § orgfed egaur |
ST, Sl § Hafed & Fgal ydd del— Hal fdavor 3ifdhd
B DI AU, Wufed BT Wl fAeor g a1 yerdr | &
d8d Yo DI APl oTg S & Qe P 98 M Fd8R
AFG €1 gk SReIRAl & gRT MFdl @1 urem 'g R
HRAT G FIER DI SO0 H TRl onar 7| favg oHTES 8 Bl
ARIY fig g41 T80 uram 134r |
fa=g dHT® 09 —

RIS & BT RT3 © | HrIerd U Uoiigd Savl H
¥ 2017—18 @ 3Me 9§ 2018—2019 # M IfE T B Ay
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$HTH 9 & ARIY Rig A1 21 U T |
gaAE H S UeIa 61E. SU Ui /S AUt Rig mad
goie fofdes &1 drafera e doie § orda ax foram am
2| o aFure Rig aa o fofie &1 meaReT Je1faiers
GOiIIE, HeuvesT WUt & 3Mey BHIG 46 / FRqT0%dr /2019 fa=iTdh
22.7.2019 W SR ¥ URAT R JA7 fban o, s [9wg
At AU g Yad goiE fofis & gRT Ay S ey
geuis miferk ¥ WP NO.15020-2019 uxa &1 5 2 foraH
AEEY Sod ORI & gRI SRy fadTd  29.7.2019 gNRT
JReIfd Waw & 3Ny o T 2|
3aeud H Sifdd fawg FHe 01 G 09 Rig BFT T8l
IR Y | Rrerd T)idg & o Sfd ©
af¥ss forer uoiiae
forer Tarferar (Hovo)”

18. The respondents no.l and 2 have filed a copy of the F.I.R.
dated 11-7-2019 lodged by one Rahul Jain, one of the Service
Provider, according to which, on 9-7-2019, the service providers
were protesting in front of the office of Sub-Registrar, Dabra, then
the petitioner and the Sub-Registrar had used abusive language and
had also threatened.

19. If the protest which was being done by the service providers on
9-7-2019 1s considered in the light of the allegations made in
complaint dated 9-7-2019 and 10-7-2019, then it is clear that the
service providers were not ready to accept the so called alleged
advisories. Even otherwise, the Senior Registrar, Gwalior had found
that the alleged advisories are also not contrary to law and were not
issued by Sub-Registrar. Further, when the Counsel for the

respondent no.3 was asked as to why, no allegation of threat extended
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by the petitioner on 9-7-2019 has been mentioned in the complaint
dated 10-7-2019, then he could not give any explanation. However,
the Counsel for the respondents no.1 and 2 submitted that the service
providers might have forgotten to mention the incident of 9-7-2019,
in their complaint dated 10-7-2019. The submission made by the
Counsel for the respondents no. 1 and 2 cannot be accepted. Thus, it
1s clear that the petitioner has been transferred due to the pressure
mounted by the Service Providers including the respondent no.3.
Since, the Senior Registrar, Distt. Gwalior, has given its report dated
3-8-2019, which has not been denied by the respondents, therefore, it
is clear that the pressure mounted by the service providers was for
illegal demands. Further, it is clear from the note sheet dated 15-7-
2019, written by respondent no.2, that the Minister, Women and
Child Welfare Department, Bhopal, had directed the respondent no.2
to issue the transfer order immediately on the same day.
20.  The Supreme Court in the case of Arvind Dattatraya Dhande
v. State of Maharashtra, reported in (1997) 6 SCC 169 has held as
under :

“S. On 28-12-1994, the appellant conducted a

raid on Mr Rathod at Dharayan Tal, Erandol

Amalner Tal, Amalner. Sample was taken from

the toddy for analysis on the even date;

consequently, offences were registered on 29-12-

1994, on the basis of the Analysis Report
received on 25-8-1995. It revealed that that toddy
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was adulterated. Therein, it was clearly stated
that it contained chloral hydrate, a very harmful
and poisonous substance which could endanger
the lives of the consumers. The appellant asked
for permission of the competent authorities to
prosecute the licensee and also for cancellation of
the licence. By his proceedings of even date, i.e.,
25-8-1995, permission was granted. As a counter-
blast to sincere and legal action taken by the
appellant against Mr Narayana Goud, the toddy
contractor, the latter lodged his complaint against
the appellant on 30-8-1995 and the Minister for
District (designated as Guaradia Minister)
repeated the complaint to the Minister for State
Excise on the basis of the contractor’s complaint
on 28-9-1995. This is the lynching point where
the officer was alleged to be wanting in duty. It
would be obvious that based upon this complaint
given by the Guaradia Minister to the Minister
for State Excise, triggered another complaint by
one Shewala, President of the Country Liquor
Association on 7-10-1995. Pursuant to the
permission for cancellation of the licence, the
licence came to be cancelled on 24-9-1996. On
the basis of these complaints, the action appears
to have been initiated as per the proceedings
dated 18-11-1995. Action was taken against the
appellant and ultimately he came to be
transferred. It is seen that the officer supposed to
review the performance of the duties of the
officers on 7-7-1995, i.e., Deputy Commissioner,
Excise had reviewed and stated that from 25-3-
1995 to 25-5-1995 he collected articles worth Rs
34,996.00, Rs 1,91,853.00 and Rs 1,80,143.00 in
three months. In his commendation he has stated
that “after considering the abovesaid particulars,
except Mr A.D. Dhande, Inspector Flying Squad,
Jalgaon” not a single officer had fulfilled the
required quota. “Please congratulate Mr Dhande
on my behalf for his excellent work and for
having fulfilled his target.” It was signed by S.A.
Patil, Deputy Commissioner, Excise.
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6. In view of the unimpeachable and eloguent
testimony of the performance of the duties, it will
be obvious that the transfer is not in public
interest but is a case of victimisation of an honest
officer at the behest of the aggrieved
complainants carrying on the business in liquor
and toddy. Under these circumstances, as stated
earlier, the transfer of the appellant is nothing but
mala fide exercise of the power to demoralise
honest officers who would efficiently discharge
the duties of public office.

7. The appeal is, accordingly, allowed. The
transfer order of the appellant stands quashed.
Order may be communicated to the Chief
Secretary to take appropriate action against the
persons responsible for it and the action taken
may be informed to this Registry.

(Underline applied)”

21. Thus, from the facts of the case, it is clear that the State has
punished an officer, against whom the allegations were made by the
respondent no.3 and other service providers, that certain advisories
which are inconvenient to them have been issued, and the Senior
Registrar, Distt. Gwalior, has found that although there is no
evidence to the effect that any advisory/instructions were ever issued,
but even otherwise, the said alleged advisories are in accordance with
law and the allegations are baseless.

22.  Further, the respondent no.3 had also filed another writ petition
before this Court, which was registered as W.P. No. 16742 of 2019,
which has been dismissed by this Court by passing the following

order :
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“28-8-2019

This petition under Article 226 of the
Constitution of India has been filed seeking the
following reliefs :-

7.1) The respondents may kindly be directed to
take appropriate and suitable action on the
application of the petitioner Annexure P1 in order
to ensure the personal life and liberty of the
petitioners.

2)  The respondents may also kindly be
directed to ensure that no one can restrain the
petitioners from discharging their duties as
Service Provider in the Office of Sub-Registrar
Dabra District Gwalior MP

3)  Any other relief which this Hon'ble Court
deems fit in the facts and circustances of the case
may also kindly be granted.

The petition which has been filed, is completely
vague. Vague and bald allegations have been
made.

It 1s fairly conceded by the Counsel for the
petitioner that no instance has been pointed out to
show that the petitioners were restrained from
working as Service Provider in the premises of
the Office of Sub-Registrar, Dabra, Distt.
Gwalior. It is further submitted by the Counsel
for the petitioners that although the respondent
no.4 was transferred but this Court has stayed the
effect and operation of the transfer order and
therefore, the respondent no.4 is still working in
the Office of Sub-Registrar, Dabra, Distt.
Gwalior.

Thus, it appears taht because of some personal
grievances, an attempt is being made to make
vague allegations. The extraordinary jurisdiction
of this Court under Article 226 of the
Constitution of India cannot be exercised for the
settlement of personal grudge. Accordingly, this
Court is of the considered opinion that in view of
vague allegations, no case is made out warranting
interference.

Petition fails and is hereby Dismissed.”
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23. Thus, considering the totality of the facts and circumstances of
the case, this Court is of the considered opinion, that the impugned
order of transfer dated 22-7-2019 is nothing but malafide exercise of
powers because of illegal pressure mounted by the respondent no.3
and other service providers, and the respondent no.2 has also issued
the impugned order, without verifying the correct facts.

24.  Thus, the impugned order dated 22-7-2019 (Annexure P/1)
issued by Inspector General of Registration, State of M.P., Bhopal is
quashed. In the light of the interim order dated 29-7-2019, the
petitioner is still working on his original post at Dabra, Distt.
Gwalior. He shall continue to work on the said post.

25. Order be communicated to the Chief Secretary to take

appropriate action against the persons responsible for it within a

period of 2 months and the action taken be informed to the Registry

of this Court.

26. Petition succeeds and is hereby Allowed with cost of
Rs.20,000/- to be paid to the petitioner within a period of 1 month
from today. The cost shall be paid by the respondent no.3. The
respondent is directed to file the receipt of payment of cost within a
period of one month from today.

(G.S. Ahluwalia)
Judge

lb% ARUN KUMAR MISHRA
2019.09.04 10:45:55 +05'30'
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