0.A. No. 265/2005" ol
Date of order: 18.07.2006

Mr. Kamal Dave, counsel for the‘applicant.
Mr. Vinit Mathur, counsel for the respondents.

Heard learned counsel for'bo&r the parties.

2. The learned counsel for the respondents at the very
outset submits that the apphcant has aiready been retlred from
service omcompietnon of age. of superannuatlon on 30.06. 2006 i
and i:herefore i:he very 0. A, whlch excluswely relates to the
transfer has Besn™ rendered” mfructuous
submitted that the applicant has contmued and enjoyed his

j-
‘-He has* also'

stay, at the place from where he, was ordered ) be transferrad.

Leamed counsel for apphca nt does not dlspute thls posxtlon
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3. In the premises, the Orlgmal Apphcatlon does not

survwe and the same stands dlspbsed of as havmg /become

mfructuous However, in; the facts and circumstances of this

case, bhere shail be no order as to costs, Rule issued earlier

stands: dlscharged. : . O& .
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