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JUDGEMENT 

Mr. N. harndan, Judicial Member 

Applicant is aggrieved by AnrieXureI transfer order 

by which he has been transferred from KOYilthottam to 

Pandian Tivu. 

2. 	When the applicant was originally transferred from 

Kovilthottaa to Ramayapatjiam, he filed O.A. 380/91.4fter 

submitting representation against the transfer. He 	- 

contended that persons who have not served anywhere outside 

Kera].a are retained in Kerala  State whereas the applicant 

who ha4 worked in a nurnber iof stations outside Kerala £ row 

1967 onwards was again transferred to a place outside Kerala 

and the said transfer is against the policy guidelines of the 

Govt. After hearing learned Counsel for both parties, the 

Tribunal disposed of. the application with the following 

djrections* 

41, 	"Accordingly, I direct  the first respondent to 
consider Annexure-Il in the light of the above 



bsevions and pass appropriate orders within a 
period of three months.  In the meantime, thefirst 
respondent should consider the posting of the 
appl jcant in any other vacant post of Headlight 
keeper in Kerala nearer to 1(ovjlthottam, if- he cannot 
be accomrtodated in Kovilthottam for any reasons, 
stated in the reply. Till a decision is t€ken by 
the first respondent as directed above on Annexell 
the impugned order Annexure.-I may be ept in abeyance 
with the freedom to post him to a post in Kerala 
a&indicated above.." 

3. 	According tothe applicant, after the iudgmept, the 

Director General has not passed any order disposing of his 

representation, but the impugned order has been issued 

transferring the applicantf ron Kovilthottarn to Pandjan Tivu. 

40 	 At the time when the app1 ication was admitted On 

27.4.92, We have directed respondents to maintain status quo 

regarding applieant'scontinuance at Kovilthottam. 	 - 

5. 	Respondents, filed a reply and produced Annexure R1 

order of the Director which indicates that the transfer of 

the 'applicant from KOvjlthottarn has been cancelled. 

60 	 When the case came up for finaiheering, learned 

counsel for applicant suitted that thd  third respondent 

whoWds transferred from Kilakkaraj to Kovilthottam is to 

retire from service on 31.12.92 and consequently a vacancy 

arises in Keraja State so a to consider the claim Of the 

appl jcant in implementation of the obServationsc'contajned 

in AnnexureII judgment. The applicant also sub itted that 

phe will sujt a representatjon, raising his claim for posting 

at Koviltbottam, before the first respondent. 

70 	 Having heard learned counsel for both sides, I am 

of the view that this application can be disposed of 

djreting the applicant to file a representation  as indicated 
within two weeks from the: date of receipt of this judgment. 

above before the first respondenV. If such azpresentation 

is received by the first respondent, it Shall be disposed of 

as expeditiously as possible, at any ratbefOre retirement 

of the third respondent. 

80 	 The interim order dated 27.4.92 and extended from 

time to time is vacated. Respondents 1 & 2 are free to 

0. 
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irnpernent Annexure-I orc3erand the applicant Should be 

relieved only for acconnodating the thjd respondent when he 

reports for duty.: 

	

94: 	The application is accordingly disposed of. 

	

10. 	There will be no order as to cost8, 

(N. Iháradan) 
• 	 Judicial Nember 

16.9.9? 
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