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Q R D E R(Oral)

Hen'ble Shri P.T. Thiruvengadam, Member (A)

1. The applicant is a junior engineer(Electrical}
in CPWD. Vide order.6.4.93 he was transferred from
Uglhi to Jaipur. This eorder contains a list of 79
Junior Engineers who have been transferred from the
Headquarters to new places. On 23.4.93 in partial

modification to ordegﬁS.a.QE further instructi.ns wers
A
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issuad to the effect'tﬁat the 7 Junior Engineers
menticoned therein including the applicant wagcallowad
te continue in their respective erstuwhile Headquarters
till 31.3.94.
2, On 18.3.9€/65 Junior Engineers(Electrical)
were issued transfer orders and it is the case of the
applicant that this is 523304 transfer order which is
G w - .

issuedh In"this order it has been mentioned that

the order of 18.3.94 is being issued inMsupersesgion
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of previous orders" of 1993, Separately vido ordér of
29-3-94 the applicant and another person namely

Shri Krishna Swarup Gupta were issuad orders to rgport
at Jaipur/Madhavpur after 31-3-94, (Both these J£§
(Blectrical) figures in the partial modificetion order
of 28-4-93 conferring the banefit of continuing to
stay in the erstwhile H,drs till 31-3-94), This order
of 29-3-94 addressed to the respective controlling
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of ficers has direscted them to relisve the applicant
. e NI

@Eﬁg}}?}—Krishna Swarup Gupta as early as possibla..

3. This U.A, has been filed praying for o relisef
that the order of 29-3-94 supra may be set aside
along with all actions pursuant thersto.

4, Shri G.K.Aggarwal the learned counsel for

the applicant argued that the order of 18-3=-94

which specifically mentions that this order is in
suparsession of 1993 orders should imply thet sven
the transfer order of the applicant’ dated 6-4-93
along with the partial modification issued on
28-4-93 stand superseded., Hs concedes that in

the order of 18-3-94 the name of the applicant

does not figure along with the 65 junior engineers .
who have been now issued transfer order, In this
context, it is his case phat the ordersof 286=3-84
which reiterate/restore the earlier orders of
6-4-83/28-4-93 should be quashed. The applicant

is prepared to receive any new order which may bs
issusd in futurs by the Department after taking into
account the relsvant factors pertaining to transfors,
S, The learnsd counsel for the respondents arqusd
that the order of 18-3-94 should bs treated as an
ordar superseding the previcus orders of 1993 only
with reference to the candidates (65 numbars) mentisned

therein, It has not bsen stated anywhers in order of
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18-3-94 thét"all the" previcus orders havs baen <Lw/
set.aside, The other argument is that the order o
of 28-4-93 was issusd only at the request of the
applicant and the banafit of continuing in the
erstwhile H.Qrs was granted as a special caseo.
Partial modification was only to the extent of
delaying the physic&l movement of the applicant
upto 31-3-94 and the order of 6-4-93 still stands,
On further discussion the learned counsel for the
respondent also submits that there was no particular
need for issuing the latest order of 29-3=-94
pertaining to the applicant since the partial
modification letter of 28-4~-93 had allowsd stay
only upto 31-3-94 and the controlling officar
could have acted on this itself to relisva the

applicant to Jaipur, The subsequent order aof

.29-3-94 has been issued as a measure of precauticn

to ensure that there is no difficulty in passing

the transfer dues etc,

6. Having heard the counsels on both sides

I agres with ths stand taken by the respondants,
The order of 18~3-94 no doubt indicates thet e
"superssssion of 1993 ordars" of the concernad of fica,
But any supersession order could have relsvance cniy
to the particular individuals who hays besn listed
out in the revised superseding order. Tha backgrodndb
of superssssion was explained by the respondents
nimely that certain candidiates who had asked for
changes could perhaps be accommodated and taking
this position into account supersession ordor of
28-3-94 uwgs issued, I am also of the view that
there was no particular need to issus a speci?ic
ordor namely the order dated 29-3-94 and it could
have besn proper for the controlling officar to havs

relieved the applicant on 31-3-94 when the grace
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period permitted by the partial modification order
of 29-3-94 had expired. Be that as it may, the
order. of 29-3=94 cannot be faulted in the circumstanaes‘

and the O,A, is dismissed accordingly.

7o While the G,A, was being heard finally,
certain intervenors wanted to be impleaded vide
their M.A,1256/94., Housver, the learned counsel
prayed for withdrawal of this M.,A, Therefars the

M.A, is dismissed as withdrawn,

8. There will be ncarder. as tc costs.
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(P.T.THIRUUENGADAN)
1 LCP _ ' Member (A )



