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Shri J.G, Guagnani _ Petitioner

Advocate for the Petitioner(s)
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cmployess State Insurance Respondent

Advocate for the Respondent(s)
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The Hon’ble Mr. D,K, CHAK.AVOLTY, ADMINISTIAILVE MEMBEL

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? B

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement 9
Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal ?
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vof the Bench delivered by Hon'bkle Mo, ».K, Karth
Vice Chairman(J))
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[als petition has been filed by the original applicent
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in 04 1387/90, which was cisposed of by the Tribunalts Jusoment
dated 4,1,1991, The petitioner had prayed for ~uashins She

impugnsd orders of transfer from Delhi to wWankener, Disirict
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HeN. Kirtanis, 1989(3) SCC 455, the Tribunal found
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tion to interfere with the impugned order
cf trénsfer passed by the respondents., fccordingly,
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application wes dismissed at the admission stE e

itself.
2. after going through the grounos raised in the

present petition, we see no error dpparent on the fece
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of the judgment. The petitioner has also not brought
oui any new facts warranting 2 veview of our judgment.
e See no merit in the present petition and the .

N .
¥

same 18 dismis

14

sed,

(&

There will be no order s 4o COSTSe
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