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advieing the applicant to collect the movement o:deﬁiiz le
to be yuashed and set aside becauée a Bencﬁ of this Irloursl
had, in CA No.1457/90 filed by the applicant wo queclicn o
crder zhout his voluntary retirement, direcled the rosionds
oy interim orders not 3 implement the voluntary reiliemoent ord
till further directions/final hearing on 2,4.1601
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. is 2 formal officisl letter addressed to the rpplic.nt
contains the reasons és to why the respondents had
' i1ssue it. The reason is that ﬁhe applicenc wés Lsiad
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5t on 31.1.1599L and he gave a letier to that

telief at para 8(a) of the spplication,while lmpugning

such & letter for quashing and setiing 2slde

il also seeks  guéshing and setting 3side of ornerl oated
29.1.1991’5trangely nithout impugning the gaus ant avern
without annexing 11s COpPYe
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we gave our anxious and close look 1o 1
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this .case is their discharge of 2 fcrmal dugy
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addressed to him., Thus viewed, it is clear that the
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relief of quashing and setting aside the ;etter of
31,1,1991 cannot be granted. The relief sought
though ingenious is altoéether untendble and wholly
unreasonable in'the fi&ld of official correspondence
and work and its modality.
a4, Coming to the second part of the relief,
name ly, quashing and setting aside wthe so culied

I movement order dated 25,1,199] bearing Ng.lo07/
698/E-1 as stated in the impugned order®, the effort
1s to persuade us to quash the said order dated

291,199, without giving the rélevantvgrounds in

support of the brayér6 The applicant hes not

alleged any mala fides or violation of transfer
policy. He has ¢lso not contended that he is
\ . holding e non-transferable post, This part of ths

telief is thus also liahle to be rejected as

untenable in these circumstances,
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Se 4ith our above views and dnderstanding
with regard to_ﬁhe dnly two reliefs sought in this
application, e ao nbt consider it necessary to
éddress ourselves to issues liké abuse‘of legal
process, legq; doctfinés of functus officio, of
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constructive res judicate and of promissory estoppel

ably argued before us by the learned counsel of boilb

parties backing their respective submissions wilh ,
precedents, FoT thelsame reasons, we do not adi.ess
ourselves to the bulk of pleadings in the applicition
and submissions-rtooted to challenge the order of
voluntary retirement arising in Ok 1457/90 but from
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there routed to challenge and impugn & formal officiszl

ter dated 31,1:1991 the intrinsic nature o
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XXKHXXXAXKKK  order of transfer dated 29.1.,199% no
placed befbre us, 1Issues pertaining to compulsoly
retirement 2rising in éhe separate GA fliled to guesiion
the same are not in the facts and circumstances discusced
sbove, germane to question the formal officicl letier

of 31.1.,1991 and an oxder dated 29,1.1991 sicted to be

of transfer of the.applicant whén, as seen from the
originel application, the applicant nurses the grisvarcs
that the'fespondents have committed contempt of <tk

interim orcders passed by a Bench of this Tyihunal in
O 1457/90,. If so, the applicant has to seci propen

remedy accordingly instead of merely saving thst the

conduct of the respondents, to guote fiom th oli

the applicant»,
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5 ' The original zpplication is, therefoze,
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Tiable to be cdismissed. e order accordingly.
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