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This contempt •etition has been file for 

disobdience • the directions conta ned 
Tribunal's order dated12.3.1993 by hic h 

. 462 of 1993 as disposed of, 

2. 

challenging 

transfetred 

had cic4med 

23(iv) Of C 

A3t impugned 

mentioned O.A. was fil 

by which the applicant was 

Babina. The applicant 

an appeal under Sec. 

1965 against she 

and the same w s 

from Gorakhpur to 
to have p ,eferred 

.C.S.(CC&A) Rules, 

order of ' ansfer 

The above 

the order 



st ted to be pent 
 at the time when t 

i 

ap•lication came p for hearing. The sam- was 

dis osed of by t order dated 
12.3.1993 with 

the following obs rvations/directions; 

*I feel that no appeal is provided under 
rule 23(iv) 	

COS(CC&A) Rules, 196 against 
the transfer 'rder. The respondents however, 

may treat itend directed to dispose of 
the siad rep sentation  
within a 	

( Annexure—A 1) 
per d of 30 days from the date 

of communicate on of this order. In t e 
meantime the•plicant may not be re ieved 
from duty on transfer.* 

It a pears that th reaf ter a review petition 

was filed by the r= ipondents and the revieq 
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with he following bservat ions by the ord r 
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3. 	The applicant, has alleged that the o 

of the Tribunal were duly communicated to 
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irections of the Tribu 
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er Works Engineers. A opy 
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copy 

dm in 

According to the ap 

message does not c 

of hits representati 
a_ 

been signed by,,,sub 

secondly because no 
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•Posting Off 
For Posting 

Year Nintyt 

Rejected by 

cers AAA REF Your App ication 
hoice Stations FilS Se ond 

ee Considered And 

Competent Authority. 

licant, this telegrap is 

nstitute a proper d posal 

n, hrstiy, because i has 
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easons have been indi ated 
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competent authori 

ing the same. However 

Nodoubt, this ord 

reas•ns for reje 	 since 

the ify 

The direction of the Tribunal con 

J-2.3.1993 is only for 

resentation within t 

t did not direct that 

1 be passed or that t e same 

of at any particular i evel. 
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which rejected his ap • lication. 

does not contained an 
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of t e Tribunalts 	der. Nhether or not he 

mann r in which th representation has be =n 
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Anne ure- A 4 does constitute a disposal of 

the r presentation 	d the submission that this 
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In the above view of the matter, we find 

no case has been made out as regar. s 

1 or del.berate violation of Tr'bunalis 

ord r dated 12.3 1993. The contempt pet'tion 
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discharged, it) 
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