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. Hon'ble Justice K. Nath, V.C. '
“Hon'ble KJ Raman, AM,

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

By
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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.



. Dated: Febr.nary' 2\ ,1990.

- "3 -

‘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 -

W

VICE-CHAIRMAN.

PG.
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In he Hon'ble Central Admiat strat veT r*bunal,
Add t'onal Bet_ach Allahabad,
) Cfréu-?j; t Bench at Lacknow,

M,
Baysaw q;pl!cat* ¢a No, 7/ of 1920,
P,P.Voma ‘ oo uﬁppl? cant,
‘TR ra |

| 0.A, No, 954 of 1989 (L)
PP, Varms - evolipplicant,

) . Varsus

N e B
Uaton of Tadta & others «oRegpondent, ‘

: @m plicat: on for Imterim Rel: ef ¢

_To

The Hon'bla Vice Chatrman
and é‘d’ier Members of the
aforesard T ¢ iupal.

_ Fer tihe fac tg Teawas and cf rcumstances
statad in the accer:pam ng rev 8w spp M cation ¢t
s_most raupectfuny prayed that tha Hon'ble

Iribunal may grae: ously be pleased to s tay the

transfer of the applicaat from Lackmow to Ras Barel:,

Lic kaow, da teds — "_/4_4/0
February e,i_,zg@o ( T,N.T!ware)
‘ Advecate .

counsel Hr the qnpl*cant.
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Ta the Hon'ble Central e?\dﬂltx;%_;strat*"v-'e Trihupa "
Addt ttonal Beach Allahdbad,

Ctrcutt Bench at Laeknow,

Ravt aw Applfcatton Neo. L7 / - ef 1990 L‘Y
PP Vérma , | oo «-Applicant,
Ta ro:
Oed, No, 254 ef 1989 (L)
P.F.Verma - eeeohpplicant,
Vorsis

R -

Uatorn of Tuda & othars oo Respondents,

o

1{ cation for Rewaow of Judoment

da ted . 39—1-19% passed ,bLK’a ﬁ}bie
¥r, Kamlegmar Nath J.V,C,, ant

| gor'hle Mr; K.J.Ramem AN,

To

The Hon"ble Vice Chatrman
and o ther Memers of the
aforesatd Tribuaal,

The applicant named abo ve betng aggrteved
of the subject order mst req;ec‘tfuily bags

as there is ar apparent errer oathe face

of racord,

i
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1. That ﬂ‘ie appl'c an»t as U.D C Was ok

deputats on ta N.R.L.C. dq;artmea t frem

where he was f1legally rever ted and transferred
te Rae Bareli, The revers!ou was affected
- reverston However the fapugned order
w thout anmy et fre/orde /( Auamre M)
was challenged tn the ! nstant er{g%nal

applicat on,

k& ~ That1n orig: nal application para 4 (Q*)

was petfs cally menttoned W th regards to
ﬂfma' tra.nisfér“as“ the @Pli‘??ntvbé:‘é“g ‘senfor
m st L.D,C, ta parent regton could nqt - T
transferred fa the light of the gutdlines
"cont'emplated 18 the po{l.#,cy '1ette'r roferrad
there'n (Amnexur @ A=8), | |

3, 'rbat 41; was @ec,\,ffcally argued that

the adhec promot! ea peading f;si_ nalt satren of
Recrur tmeat Rules could be valfd only wpte
the date of frnalisation, On fimalisatten
of Recru'tment Rules the same are stric tly

to b adhered to, If the resondent mo.4

was prom ted to thepest of UD,C, duriag
p-mg_m.?y"af _R‘:"ecrué_tﬂim't Rules frem the common
serior'ty and fhe same was cﬁoniidered.,Val{d
even on fimalfsatien of tie sa'd Rules, the
appl#can’t could not be descr*ltm natéd or

dapra ved of the same pl‘? v lgos 1n the :ught
of the letter dated 16-1-1978 (Amxura A-S?.'

PrVoome
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4; That 14 has been held by the Hou'dle
Tribunal that as the. transfer order of
repondent no,éd fm-mlﬁkaw khet (Dahradun) to"
Lucknov was not on personal lfa‘éuest; Thﬁaréfora,
h‘-;s re‘_tuij.-f;on ',*;n' Lucl;nox- Regon Was valkd

even after f1malf satt on of Recru! tmer t Rules,

kG 5 That the Hon'ila _Trgwmal u para 5 of
| Judgeﬁent spprecta tad aB.@. 1§tta‘ dated
16-1:1978 (Annexure 0-5) as.Gévemnm tpelicy
and efﬁ;e > erdiordof Heaiﬁn'grter‘noh t pplicadle
» ﬂ;a gppltcant, Ta ﬂiis _celmectien 'Zﬁbt s

'submt thed that f ﬂaev_pr.bmt%_ eﬁs were te be

f*aal@ sat! on. ef R‘ecru* mant Rulas aven: than

(\1 the app 1 cant ought to hava koou promtad

| %o the =a'd post of U,D.C, *a Dehradun on

the Wast s of commom sentor'iy as held,

€e ~ That the respondamt no.4 was servv;_zqg
as accountant and When neW accountant out
of raiien Was pested that was #he correct
/7 ! tme to object h\;{:m and the respondent ue,4
| only cou 14 be po“sﬁed as aceountant ., But |
be' i U.D.C, of the sams Tagtou uething was
dml_r.at zn,' ﬁxe 1tght of Acceumtant Racru* tment Rules
" (Re&, =2),

: ﬂj\;@\ /\/\L
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7. That 1% s further submt tted tat ¢t
was qoecﬁffcally argued that a juntor o the
q;plw;_cant was promted ta Dehradun and the
@plicant eught to have beén promtad ta
Iacknew af ter transfering the Togpondent ne,4

|
-
\ % h's parent epted raston Dahradun,

& 8, That1ttg further submt tted that the
H@n"bla‘v‘rlﬁibunal‘ could ;a»otvapprég::ia;te as to
' What was tha off ect of op ¥ on g* ven by the

ll regponient ne,4,

9 That the Hon'ble Tr%..bunal 'n para lo of
the Jewdgenmt has held. that affect of sty
order was thai: 'dna Tpatriattan of ina a;;pl*cant
from m.R.L.C. was. stayed and the. appl*cant
ctaght to hava Boon con¥nuad.on dq:nxtat* or 11
fur ther erder. I foct the N, R.L,C, was mot
made as aparty and there wag ne such prayer in
the mplicat: On md 1% 15 ot understwod as %
} how s.zch effect of tha stay order wag regard ng
' deputation to N,R,L,C,

TR e e e e e o —

10., V That the tramfer orda' has heen *ssaea
iR ﬂre middle sesston st the dq;artmmtal
N ;
\ standfng orders ang ’d:at s also mmr’mw the
i

\ | PP\G) M9
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gpecifre t‘ransfer_.pelﬂcy as ‘}"%he,p?lfc ant

was sen‘or mst L,D.C, 1 Lucknow Reg! on,

11. That ;t 15 éq‘;edw t in the *nterest of
\just*ce that the Hon'bla 1Nbunal s pleasad
\te review the erder dated 30-1-199‘0 tn the
{nterest of justice otherws e thve Pppltcant

shall suffer ¢rrgpardle Ioss ad rajury,

EEAYER

T 18, t.zaerefore, mst respectfully |
prayed that e Han'ble Tr* bunal may gracfeusly

be pleased ® rev#ea the order dated. 30-1-199@

Lucknew,datad- | W\@yk’\fy/
Feébruay , 1 ,1990. appl* cant,

Vars :E‘ca’m o4

I, F.P’.Verm, the abave nan od q:plfcant
do hereby ver*fy that the centantsof paras 1
to 10 are true o permnal kmwle@e and
the contents of para 11 are beliaved to be
true on 1q:al adV*ca and that 1 have nct
suppressei any .mataeri al Mlac t,
Laeknow,dated;

- - G
F »ruar 1990. - \/@M V\i-//
* Vol | Apmﬂant._
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