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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL LUCKNOW BENCH ,LUCI<Ĵ OW

Original Aoplicatign N«. 327 ef 1992

Ajai Bihari Srivastava,.................................. .Applicant

Versus
\

1. Uni«n *f India; through the Secretary, "
Ministry ®f Steel St MineS/ Civil Secretariat, 
Shastri Bhawan, New Delhi,

2. Directer General#
Ge«l©gical survey ®f India,
27,Jaw%har Lai Nehru R®a«l,
Calcutta-16.

3. Deputy Direct®r General,
Northern- Regi®n,
Ge©l®gical Survey ©f India,
2nsi fl®®r, A Slack, Sector E,
Aliganj, Luckn»w - 226020,

4. Direct©r-incharge(Operatien)
Uttar Pradesh,
Ge@l®gical Survey ©f Iniia,
Northern Regi®n,
6th fl©©r, B 3l€ick, Sect@r S,
Aliganj, Lucknow-226020

Respondents

Han'tole Mr. S,N. Prasad, Meml»er ._(J)_

The applicant has appr®ached this triltunal 

under section 19 ef the Administrative Triliunals Act, 

1985 with the prayer t« quash the impugne<i. transfer 

order 4ate^ 8 .6 .1992 (annexure -3), as far as applicant 

is c®ncerned,where]»y the applicant has l»een transferrei 

fr®m Lucknaw t® Shil©ng.

2, Briefly, stated the facts ®f this case,

inter-alia, are that the impugned transfer ©rder has 

]»een passed arbitrarily, illegally anA mala-fide 

intentien. It has further :»eeH stated that the appli­

cant wh® sheuld have been pr©m®ted t© the p©st ®f 

Ge»l®gist(Senior) w .e .f . 30th March,1985, is still 

working as Assistant Ge©l©gist i .e . tw® ranks }»el®w 

while persons juni®r t© him have already been pr®m®te 

ab®ut 15 years ag® ami applicant has ©een ^eprive^
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•f  his genain^ , It has fiarther Iteen stated that the 

applicant has presented an application, which is 

numT.ered a-s O.A. 387 #f 1982 and w h e r e i n  10.8.1992 

^ has )K5en fixed f»r hearing, and it has further heen

stated that the impugned transfer •rder has '»een 

passed with a view t* harm and harass the applicant 

in as much as the applicant shall not l»e al»le to do 

parvi in his aforesaid case.

3 , The learned counsel for the applicant whik 

drawing my attention to the contenti of the applica­

tion and to the papers annexed thereto^has urged that 

representation of the applicant d a t e d  11.7.1992 

(annexure-4) has still not been decided by the respo-

,-ndent no. 2 and the same is still lying undecided 

with him; and has further urged that if the ^4^1^

>: representation(annexure-4) is decided early l*y the

respondent no.2 hy reasoned and speaking order in 

accordance with extant rules, the grievance of the 

applicant may lie sultstantially redressed. The 

learned counsel for the respondents also feels that 

the above representation of the applicant lie decided 

early.

4, Having considered all the view points and

all the aspects of the matter, I find it expedient

that the ends of justice would lie met if the

respondent no. 2 is directed to decide the above

representation of the applicant dated 11.7,1992

(annexure-4), by reas«ned and speaking order in

accordance with extant rules, regulations and
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guiie-lines regarding traiasfer «f smch emyUyees^ 

within a jieri«A #f tw« ra«iaths fr#m tbe iate «f tbe 

receipt «f the c*py »f this *rder mr as early as 

p*s^^b^and the •perati'»ra »f the impmgrnea •ri.er Aatei

8 , 6,92 (anriexure-3)^ as far as the applicant is c«ncer- 

. ned, shall remain stayed f*r a peri*A *f tw® m«nths 

•r  till the decisi»n #f the al»*ve representati«m by 

the resp*iadeiat3r'ia«. 2̂  which ever is earlier,and I 

•rder accordingly. . ^

5 , The «f the applicaEt is disp»se^

•f  as aii#ve without any #rder as t® c®sts.

Memlier(J) ”3 /* 7"' O-

y

Luckn#w Dated 31st July, 1992, 

(RKA)


