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CAT/7/12

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
">

N E W D E L H I

Ra 4i/9i in
O A. No. 1387/90 199
T.A. No.

DATE OF DECISION ^ ^ - I*?? / •

Shri J«G. Guqnani ^ Petitioner

Advocate for the Petitioner(s)

Versus

Employees State Insurance Respondent
Corporation Others

Advocate for the Respondent(s)

CORAM

•The Hon'ble Mr. P.K. K^RTHA, VICE GHAiru^-;HN( J)

The Hon'ble Mr. d.K. cmiC.AVOKTY, ADMINISTfV\IlVn jyEfABSFw

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?

4. Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?

. JUOGivIbNT

(of the Bench delivered by Kon'ble Mr, I-.K, Kartha,
Vice Ghairm5n( J))

•

f ihis petinon has been fiJ.ed by the original 3pplicc-?nt

in Q-\l 1337/90, which vvas cisposed of by the Tribunal's judr/rr.ent

dated 4»l,199is The petitioner had prayed for ouashinc th='

impugnea orders of transfei from Delhi to Wanicanar, District

Rajkot, .Gujarat F.egion. After going through che records ,of the

case and hearing jfcteg» both sides.and keeping in view thu recent

decisions of .the Supreme Court in 'Gujarat Electricity Board

and .another Vs. .Atma Ram, 1989(3) JT 20 and Union of India Vs. "
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H.N» Kirtania, 1989(3) 3CC 455, the Tribunal found

justification to interfere vvith the impugned order

of transfer passed b-y the respondents» Accoidingly,

the doplicstion disrnissed at the sdmission sc£'''e

itself»

2. rvfter going through the grounas raised in-the

piesent petitions we see no eirror apparent on the face

of 'whe judgiiienCa ihe petitioner has also not bxoucht

out any nevi/ facts warranting a reviev/ of our iudgrnent«

,7e see no merit in the present petition and the.

same is dismissed.

There will be no order as to costs^

(D.K. CrnKTv-^
. (P.K. bw;t:+oluAiBari (-0 vica Cmify.V.N(j)


