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149 In this application, eight ap lic ants, who 

have joined.together for a common cause of action, 

pray for quashing their transfer from Su vey & Construction 

(CC)'roject, Visakhapatnan, to Bhubanewar as per 

nnexure-1./1. Immediately thereafter, orl presentation 

of this application on 18.9.1995, operation of 

Annexure-z/1 was stayed for a period of four weeks 

and the said interim order of stay cotinued thereafter. 

Annexurej4/1 is a direction by the Chi f Electrical 

ngineer (Construction), Bhubaneswar (Rspondent No.2) 
(espondent No.3) 

to the S.P.O.(c), S.E.Railway, Vis&chapanan,to 

transfer the applicants and post them towork at 

Bhubaneswar. 

It is not necessary to go mt the entire 

)aCkgroUnd of the case or to examine eaclh and every point, 

3uffice it to, say that Respondents themlves have 

realised as per paragraph 9 of their counter that the 

Lntended transfer will be violative of the norms prescribed 

)y this Tribunal in OA No.628/93 (disposd of on 17.8.1994) 

that unless the Open Line lien-holders ar repatriated 

:0 their respective parent Departments ortransferred to 

:he other Construction Units, the aPPlictnts. who are 

)emanent eonstruction Reserved Staff sh11 not be disturbed. 

n bringing this order of the Tribunal to the notice 

f the Chief Electrical Engineer (Respondnt 2)o  no follow-up 

ction has been taken following the impgned letter 

nnexure-4J1), Shri D.N.Misra, learned c unsel for the 

espondents, su,its that Annexure-J1 i an internal 

orrespondence and it has not fructified Into a proper 
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order Commanding the applicants to be kelieved. 

from their jobs at Visakhapatn. This may be true 
as far as it goes to show, but the fact remains that 

the Chief of the Jnit, i.e. the Chief Eølctrjc1 

engineer (Respondent 2) has directed the trnfer 

of -h 	- 
 stay passed by 

-- 	 .LL)L LLle orner of 

this Tribunal the transfer might have mterjaljsed. 

Thu5 the applicants' case virtually stood redressed 

by the Chief Electrical Engineer hijnsel after realising 

that the intended transfer cannot materj1jse. s the 

aplicants' grievance already stands redressed by the 

counter-affidavit filed by the Respondens, there is 

no need to go into other merits. In viewof the above, 

the application is disposed of and as theapplicantss 

claim has been allowed by theRespondents technically 

this application stands allowed. 
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