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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD
CIRCUIT BENCH AT LUCKNOW

’ -Reviev‘v Application No. 71 of 1990 (L)

On behalf of

P.P. Verma L e .Appli'cant.

IN

Reglstratlon (0.A.) No. 254 of 1989 (L)

P.P. Verma  , o we Appllcant.
| Versus. |
Union of India"&\ others S coos : . Resbondents.

SR (Dellvered by Hon. K.J Raman, A. M)

_'This_ is>an application filed under Section 22(3)(f) -

v

of the Administrative Tribunals Act,1v985, for review of this Tribunal's

judgment dated 30,1,1990 passed in O.A. No. 254 of 1989 (L). This

application has been filed on 1.2.1990 and, th_er'efore, within time.

There was - als_o another applica’tion -dated ‘1.2".1990’ seeking- a stay

of the tr‘ans.fer of the ap'plieant from L_ucknow to Rae- Barel'i, on

the basis of. the review application," No stay order, however, has

+

been granted.. - SR |
2. o In thls application, the apphcant has made a number‘
of CI‘lthlsmS agamst the judgment. It is stated that 1n para 4(q)

»of ‘the original. application it was spec1flcally mentioned, with, regard

to the transfer of the applicant who was the senior-most LDC, that

the semor—most person could not be transferred in the hght of some

guidelines Aprescrlbed in four -letters, mentloned in that para and

also as contemplated in Annexure '8' to the orlgmal apphcatlon.

It may be mentioned here 1tself that the rellef claimed in the
p(’;\u\,m .

original %@& was to promote the apphcant as UDC from the

date his  junior (respondent no.4) had been promoted and for quashing
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'what was called the reversion and transfer order be1ng the order

dated 9 8 1989 enclosed ‘as Annexure 'A 4" to the apphcatlon. There.

was no prayer for "any other rellef 1nclud1ng any prayer for “being

posted at. Lucknow itself as the semor most LDC, instead of bemg'

posted at Rae Bareli. The reference to Annexure 'A-8' in the review

appllcatlon, as.a document laying down the pollcy, seems to be mrs-
1877

‘concelved because, this is merely a letter dated 28 6. % from»

the Deputy Dxrector (Admmlstratlon), Directorate of Freld Publicity,

New Delhi on the sub]ect of appomtment of .one Srl Ishrat Ullah.

oo €l e

as LDC at Agra’\ Inmdentally, ‘the letter mentlons that one Sri Gaur
N ,

N

’bemg the senior- most LDC in the UP. Region . should be retamed

at Lucknow .and not transferred and the Junlor-most LDC workmg :

in the Lucknow Unit should be transferred to Agra. This is a purely

i

administrative letter. and . lays _down no ’ guidelines.. Even otherwise,

if ‘the 'grie_‘vance of the applicant was regarding ‘the transfer only,

he should “have claimed relief in that respect, -after exhauSting the

departmental remedles 1n such cases, since transfer 1s ordmarlly

an admlnlstratlve matter. and is not’ to be " interfered with by thlS

Tribuna_l ‘unless there is shown to be any mala fide or violation of

any rules. . .

3. - The averments in paras -3 and 4 of the review applica-
quite

- tlon are( ncomprehensxble., There 1s no . allegatlon of any error in

the ]udgment in these paragraphs. In para 5 of the review appllcatlon,

it is argued that the appllcant ought to have been promoted as UDC

in Dehradun, if promotlons were to be made- always from common

.senorlty even after finalisation of the recruitment rules. The srgmfl-

’

cance of ’such an averment is beyond comprehensxon, smce the

]udgment nowhere st&tﬁﬁ that the common semorlty should be followed

'even after the. promulgatlon of the recrultment rules. There is some

further vague averments in paras 6 and 7 of the review appllcatlon.

In para 8 of the review application it is ,stated that thlS Tribunal

could not. appreCiate the effect of opt_iongiyen by respondent- no.4.
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‘In ‘para 9 of the rev1ew apphcatlon, a reference is made to para'

10 - of the ]udgment Wthh deals with the stay order lssued in this

case. In that para in the ]udgment the avermentgz\of the respondents

that the apphcant got hlmself reheved from’ the NRLC on 12.9.1989,

after obtammg the stay order dated 11. 9.1989 from th1s Trx_bunal

was noted and commented upon. It was stated that if - the apphcant‘

-had contmued to remain ‘on deputatlon Wthh ‘was aliowed, the
‘ questlon of his reversmn to - the post of LDC would not have arisen
at least in the- lmmedrate future. In the present review apphcatxon,_

it is stated ‘that the NRLC was not made a party in that’ case,

If that was so, it is not understood why the apphcant prayed for

an interim. order .to be 1ssued before th1s Trlbunalv and got it on

1 1.9. 19890

T

4.' : The entlre revnew apphcatlon’ is vague and merely

‘ argumentatlve. No error has been pomted “out  in the ]udgment 1n.

question, even though it has been crltlclsed as brlefly indicated

above. There is no ]ustlflcatlon at all for allowmg the appllcatlon

P

for rev1ew. It is rejected accordmgly. L -
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VICE-CHAIRMAN.
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