|thetransfer -of the applicant.
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‘Thé”méffef'feiates to
‘Counsel of appllcant submits
that as a matter of fact Resperdent-3.is not at all
Lnterested in postlng at hherfhalal where she has been

posted by the impugned order, but she is lnterested in the
posting ‘either in Ernakulam or-Trichur Districts as mentioned

‘The matter ié'part heafd;

in the rejoinder. It is also submitted that the transfer

jof Respondent-Z to Sherthalal has ‘been made without considering

the earlier request of the appllcant at Annexure—III for

|such a transfer on request.,

2 HaV1ng heard the parties we are of the view that
the respondentqéhould now be permitted to consider these

_’matters and if they e=s Flnd-#éééggkzj; thEy could consider

transfering Respondent=3 to either” Ernakulam ‘or Trlchur

_|if vacancies arlse there and to con81der the transfer of
“|the applicant to Shorthalal.
period of 3 messsms. lc f

This may be done within a

13 List the case for further hearlng on 3.,10.91 on

whlch date lf thlS does not materialise, respondents are
directed to submit a statement as to how Respondent -3, ,who

| rewe been transferred to Pathanamthltta only 6 months garlier
has been transferred to Sherthalai on own r equest though

an.. earller request of the appllcant was panding.

14 Copy of the order be given to the parties b 0gifnd
10, 9 91
NUK & AVH

Mr MR Rajendran Nair for applicant
Mr KA Cherian, ACGSC for respondents 12

In this case we had passed an interim order an
10.9.91 giving permission to. the respondents to consider
thé transfers of the applicant and respondent-2, so that

on whatever decision they take, on that basis the appli-

cation can be disposed if possible.
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When the case came up Por hearing today,

¥ to our attention the statement Flled by hlm and<the
" order dated 26.9. 91 isgued by the PMG, :Cochin
effecting certain transfers. The learned counsel
for the appllcant on uhom the copy of thlS state-
.ment has been served SmeltS that in the llght
of the order dated 26.9.91, no grisvance exists
at present for adjudication'ahd accoraingly the

- i . . - s

- application may be qlnsad.'

ue have perused the statement and the order
datmd 26 Se. 91=and we are oP tha view that the
- CR A . .
appllcatlpn has nou become,mnfructuous. ~Accor-.
dlngly the app'lcatlun lS dlsmlssed
3 /7’
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‘ ‘thevlearned counsel for the respbndeﬁts'T&Zlbchgnﬁ'




