
c/17o/87 
with 
634/88 

& 

O/87/8 6 
with 
/l67/s6 
in 

ii-/6 32/88 

Corain 	Hon'bie Mr. P.H. Trivedi 

Hon'blt A.L. P.M. Josh! 

/JL 988  

heard learned avocates fur>t 

ana ir.0 .iJ.mera tor the applicant an the respondents. 

The impugned order in pursuant to t e order detec1 26.3.87 

ave been over taken by subsequent order dated 27.5. 1988 

t Annexure 'F' . There is 	'substact 	in the 
MW 

COntention that he policy governing t.e orders dated 

27.5.88 should ap1y to the impugned orders of transfer 

and accordicigi' such impugned orders paseed in oursuant 

to the order dated 26.3.1987 Po quashed and set aside. 

The rspondents are at liberty to pass fresh oroers if 

found necessar in accordance with the orders dated 

t 27. 88 at Annexure 'F' and tiie petitioners will be 

at liberty to file fresh petitions if they have any 

ease relating thereof. With this direction and observat-

ion, the case is disposed of. 

in view of the orders passed in 0t/170/87, e/167/86, 

Rnd M/634/88 and MA/632/88 stand disposed of. 

(P.H.Tr1ve1) 
Vice Chairman 

(p • M . ofr) 
Judicial Memr 

. a.bhatt 



Trivecli 

HOn'bie :lr. P.1. Jc:shi 

\/ice CJ 

judicial :embcr 

Ianed advoc: te •x. J.D. Ajmer for the res;ori 

dents reests for aajournment to which ::r. Radhakrish 

nan for 1r. UJ ihta for the xm applicant has no 

objection. The case be posted on 13th April, 198E for 

final hearing. 

P H Trivedi 
Vice Chairman 

PI".,  oshi) 
Judicial Hernber 

*4gera 



i/534/87 
IN  

in 

CFd' 	: IJ tBLT lIR. P.-L ?RIVD 	: VICE C:IADIMAN 

Heard learned advocabes Mr. Radhakrishnan for Mr.N.J.Meha 

learned counsel for the apglicant and Mr. J.D. Ajmera learned 

counsel for the resoondent. So far as he senioity lisb is concerned 

respondent will produce the same with a cosy to the apolicant as 

u(5ted bill 1-44987 and if available, so far as the other douurrnnts 

are cancarned :here is no specific fact urged in suoort of which 

they are recuired to be oroduced and if they are being relied upon 

male fide1  submissions may be made for which bhe respondents will 
APO- 

be he rd 	 his reply and these documents are not con- 

sidered. With this order miscellaneous apslication 534 of 1987 

is disposed of. Pesoondents to iroduce she documents wibhin 15 days 

from the date of jis order. 

( P.H. TRIVTDI ) 
VICE  



R.A./14/89 

in 

C. \./170/87 

COIJM : Honble Ir, P.H. Trivedi •. Vice Chairman 

Hon 1ble Ir. P.M. Joshi 	.. Judicial 1'ember 

16.10.1989 

Heard learned advocate ir. J.S. Yadav for Mr. 

J.D. Ajmera, tam for the applicant. We are unable to 

agree that there is any ambiguity in the order dated 

7.12.1988 which is sought to be the subject of the 

petition for clarification. Learned advocate has 

referred us to para 3 of the petition and made out 
C -Q\ 

that subsequent to 7.12.1988, fresh polic 	are 

issued on 25.11.1988 and that without taking into 

account our order dt. 7.12.1988 as it was not 

communicted to him, the orders had been issued for 

transfer in para 3 of the petition. We do not discover 

any lack of clafity or 	 in the order dt. 

7.12.1988 and how the competent authority is prevented 

for passing fresh orders in the light either of the 

orders dt. 27.5.1988 or any subsequent orders which 

are legal and valid governingquestion of transfer. 

We also notice •tht the application has been filed 

on 27.7.1989 when the order sought to be clarified 

is dt. 7.12.1988 considerably after the periodallowed 

under sen 17 of the ?dmjnistrative Tribunals A-çt 

1985. The petition is both, time barred and on merits 

not deserve 4 the relief sought /Aiongwith the above 
observation. ccording1y, the application is rejected. 

P H Trjvedj 
Vice Chairman 

P Josh! ) 
Judicial ember 

* 
Lger  


