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DATE OF DECISION ^an 9. 1989

Applicant (s)

Advocate for the Applicant (s)

. Respondent (s)

.Advocate for the Respondent (s)

The Hoii'ble Mr. P.C. 3AIN, MEPIBER (a)

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ? -
2. To be teferred to the Reporter or not ?
3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ? Wo,
4. To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ? ,

JUDGEMENT

In this application under •Section 1 9 of the

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the. appli cant who is a

Draftsman Gr, II in the Office of tho Chief Engineer (REPiO,

Safdarjang Airport, Wew Delhi, has pr^^ed for quashing (l )

order dated 28,4,86 by which Headquarter Chisf Engineer, WastBrn

Command, Chandimandir-, ordered his transfer from Delhi to Suratgarh

and (2) order dated 27,9,88 by which he was directed to he rslieued

from his present posting by 30.9,88, The main ground for chsllenaa

is that as per policy guidelines issuBd by the authorities the normal

ago limit for posting to tenure station is '60 years and subordinates

above 50 years of age may be posted for a lesser tenure but none will.

be retained at a tenure station beyond the age of 53 years. The !
if.

applicant's data of birth is 14,5,1936 and he had, therefore,

'when his transfer order was issued

and further that he was more than 52 years of age whan he was

directed to be relieved.

2, No reply has been filed by the raspondejnts inspite
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of number of opportunities giuen to them.

3, I have perused the roleyant material on the record of

the case and I have also heard Shri R.K. Kamal learned counsel for

the applicant and rOrs, R.^j Kurnari Chopra, learned counsel for the

respondents,

4, Learned counsel for the respondsnts produced a copy

•of Headquarter bJastern CommtlLnd, Engineering Branch, Chandimandir

letter dated 2,6.89 by which the name of the applicant was deleted

from the list of transfer orders.26.4.86, Chief Engineer (RCP)

Dffica also issued a local order dated 13,5.89 indicating that posting

in rBSpect of the applicant to Suratgarh as ordered earlier had nou) boen

cancelled uido Chief Engineer, Headquarters Western Command letter

dated 2.6.89, A petition dated 14.12.89 has also bsen submitted to

thB iribunal on bshalf of tho Chisf Enginsor (RCPj through Inarnsd

counsel for the respondents in which it is stated that the poscing

order of the applicant has been cancellcd and^ theref ortj, the case

may be treated as closed. These documents were; also shown to the

learnod counsel for the applicant. Learned counsel for the respondentK

thus argued that the application has become infructuous. Learned

counsel for the applicant also acceptsd this position,

In "isw of tha position stated aboue , the application

has become infructupua and is dismissed as such. The intBrirr, stay

granted initially on 24.10,88 and continued thereafter is hereby

UPCatBd, The parties will bear thoir own costs.

( P.C. 3A1N )
Rrir-IBLR (a)


