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-ieard ir .C.3.Upadhya a and :ir.J.D.njnera learnef 

vc--bcs for the aeplicent and the respondent. Learned 

advocate for The petition:r states that in this case 

easlier in u/161/87ve the etition in that case was 

held to be,  failed 	bsarvations wese made the L there was 

some çrrounf for treating the petitioner' s case compassione 

tclp in due course and on hi making neces ear reerc sent-

tion. This reresantation has according to the petitioner, 

cen made. 	th meait:Lmi rha. cti ion r has beau rail :v 

:ha 	etitioncr' s rrscnt ca.c is r1ercl7 for,iotayi.ng The 

crens:i:cr ant toe a titioner nea urges L-er in onotner 
%t 

e.se 37
1*1 
the trcocfer of the petitioner ws stayed. 

2. 	i4e find that the: cause in this case has aireafic: bees 

in 	 which has been decided upon aJ in 

that case the decision was the cetition was held to 

foi 	

] 

cnnot rase nyled 	the

osis of observations a 	.cpresentaticr can be made by 
t L? 

the etitioner 	there was some ground for dealin with 

his rerresente-:ian coias:'sjcnatclv. rp0 actitioner' S 

representation having bran made.the reseondent authorities 

in firnes ca b 	se to dspe of-  t 	 n  thi  

terse months but there is no ground for interfering with 

tea transfer other. The respondent authorities may deal 

with the matter aparopriately having regard to the fact 

that the re:resentation is pen:ing for disposal. 

fcL asthe istcrjm relief is 	concerned tb cruastion 

oi lranting inc.erim rlicf in this ase does not arise 

/ 
because merits of th ase hea1read decided in the 

case of th//87. This case tx therefore has no mcrits 

so far as admission or interim relif are concerned and is 

rejected. sith this ocservation, the case is disuosed of. 

- 

Vice 	-- I- 



4 

Ml/42 6/88 
in 

c/226/88 

Coram : Hon'ble Mr, P. H. Trjvedj : Vice Chairman 

Heard learned advocates Mr. C. S. Upadhyay for the 

applicant and Mr. J. D. Ajmeraa for the respondents. The 

petitioner seeks a review of the order dated 8/4/1988 in which 
there 

it was held that L was no ground for interfering with the 

. 	 petitioner's proposed transfer from Bhuj to Kalimpong on the 

ground that the petitioner had stated in his application in 

QA/226/88 that his presence at Bhuj is required due to various 

litigations in which he was a party and he has urged that 

guide-lines dated 23/11/1987 annexed at Annexure 'A/3' were 

not taken into account. These guide lines in tenns only refer 

to the pre-mature transfers in futurehe petitioner admittedly 

has been in Bhuj for a considerable period and he is not being 

transferred pre-maturely and these guide lines, therefore, 

doeE' not help to him. Besides, the guide lines do not supereede 

the departments power to make transfers in administrative 

exigencies and do not provide by themselves any adequate ground 

for interference unless any case is made out on the basis of 

mala fide, arbitrarinesso or action under colourabl exercise 

of authoritjes-, This cause has not been raised in the review 

petition. There is also no other circumstanceo urged for 

justifying the review. However4  oiff a p representation having 

been already made by the petitioner, the respondent authorities 

are not ax in any way constrained by our orders from deal '  

with the representation on its merits and the petitioner may 
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accordingly seekj redress from the respondents as the matter 

is now within the executive domain 	With this observation, 

the petition is not found to have merit and reject it. 

(P.rLdi) 
Vice Chairman 

Shah,'-. 


