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Coram : Hon'ble Mr, P. He Trivedi s Vice Chairman

Heard learned advocates Mr, C. 8. Upadhyay for the
applicant and Mr. J, D, Ajmeraz for the respondents. The
petitioner seeks a review of the order dated 8/4/1988 in which
it was held thattzérSas no ground for interfering with the
petitioner's proposed transfer from Bhuj to Kaldmpong on the
ground that the petitioner had stated in his application in
0A/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 temms only refer
to the pre-maturé¢ transfers in futuref{he petitioner admittedly
has been in Bhuj for a considerable period and he is not being
transferred pre-maturely and these guide lines, therefore,
doeé not help to him. Besides, the guide lines do not supergede
the department's 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, arbitrarinessm or action under colourablg exercise
of authorltﬂqsz This cause has not been raised in the review
petition, Tiere is also no other circumstance$ urged for
justifying the review. However, ofi a R representation having
been already made by the petitioner, the respondent authorities

are not am in any way constrained by our orders from deal$§E§X/

with the representation on its merits and the petitioner may
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accordingly seeké redress from the respondents as the matter
is now within the executive domaingi With this observation,

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