CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI

0.A.No.56/2000
Friday, this the 2nd day of March, 2001
HON’ELE SHRI M.P. SINGH, MEMBER (A)
Dr. Hari Prasad
warking as Senlor geientific Officer,

central Insecticlde Laboratory
(CILY NH-IV, Faridabad.

R/0 House No.l849%, Sactor 285,
Faridabad
Haryania.
LLtpplicant
(By Advocate I shri P.I. Commen)

-

VERSUSZ

Union of India through

1. The Secratary, agriculture
Ministry of agriculture
Krishl Bhawan,
Mew Delhi.

»_ plant Protection pclvisar
ta Govt. of India
Directorate of Plant Protection
(Quarantine and Storage)
MoH.4 Faridabad (Haryana) .

3. Dr. R.S. 3Sharma
Senior Scisntific Of ficar,
(Chemistry) c/o Director,
Cetral Insecticide Laboratory
NoHLd, Haryana.

. WRespondents.

o

MLl &
Shri G.0. Bhandari for Raspondent No.

(Ey Advocate: shri 0.5. Mahendru Tor Respondents
>

The applicant has filed this 04 under Section

19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 198% secking

direction to quash and set aside the arder  ddated

5 1.72000 transferring him from Faridabad to Kanpur.

Meard both the counsel at length and  perusaed

the records.




K Learned ocounsel for the respondents draws  my
attention to the order dated 5.1.2000 (Annexure =10
s af  the amended O0a. #fccording to  this order,  the
carlier order MNo.190 of 1299  dated 1G.12 . 1970,

=

transferring Or. LS. Sharma, Sr. :

1

lentific

I
{

Officer (Chem.) from CIL, Faridabad to RPLT, Ranpu.

and the applicant from RPTL, Kanpur to CIL, Faridabad,

has been  cancelled. after passzing this ordar  the

H

applicant has been sent back to his sarlier office at
Kanpur. The learnad oounsal fof the respondents also
submits  that the applicant has already gone back to
his =earlier office and, therefors, the relief sought

Ly the applicant in this 04 does not survive. In view

e abowve  the D& has bacome infructous and 14

o f 1

liable to be dismizsed.

4. Learned counzal for the applicant subkmits that

as per the order of this Tribunal in the case of Maloi

f.A.  fohraim ¥Ys,. National Cadet Corps,. MNew Delhi arns

7 others (1989 9 ATJI 763%) in which it was hald that

L)

- Ao
H)

. : cancaellation order should be a speaking and  reasones

Crdder . On  persual, T find that the ilopugned order

cannot be interfered on this grounds.

n

5. In wiew of the aforesaid reasbns, ths 0a i
devoid of merit and iz  accordingly dismiszed.
Mowever, the applicant iz at likerty to re-agitage the
matter by_ filing a fresh 0&, If so advissd 1In  Lthoe

Futhres. No order aszs to costs.

(M.P. INGH)
Member (A)
Jravi/




