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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
- ERNAKULAM BENCH

. Order Shee‘v N QOA- NO. 102/89

Date

Office Notes -

Orders of Tribunal

21.2.89

28.2.89

Al

Shri Girijavallabhan-

coungel for applicanpt.

Shri Ramanadﬁan;

counsel f or respondgnts.

M. Glrljavallabhan for
applicant

CS Ramanathan for
SCGSC

Hesrd learned counsel for the
applicant, The learned counsel has
drawn my attention to para 6 of the:
impugned order at Exbt.A,1 ‘which lays
‘down 33ég£§i2£2 of 20th February,

1989 for tne willingness of the appli- .
cants to thereversion order. This
date has been accordiny to the learned

counsl extended to 23.2.1989., Théye

» G e e,
Wae threr element of urgency and even
W o o~ e

though thls case relates to a Division
Bench matter, in view of the urgency

I direct that status quo as of today
be maintained till 28th February, 1989.
I also direct that this case may be
listed before the Division Bench on
thatfdéte for admiséion and neceSSary.
direétions.i A copy ©of this order may
e served on.t he respondents by special
messénger'toéay ané another copy deli-
vered to the learned counsel for the

The learned counsél for .the

applic@ntv"by hand.

SPM_& GSN'

respondents I)a\}e filedA reply tp the
application.and has produced at Annéxure
R-1 copy. of letter dated 21st February, : ‘89
indiéating that the applicants who were -
proposed to be reverted being.éurplus :
have siﬂce been transferred to "INS |

Dronacharya ﬁ;e.f. 1.3.1989 in equivalent
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‘ Ordefé of Tribunal

ooy, communiaa &l

on 3.3 §9.

1227

-2 - o ¢
grade. ‘A copy of this order has beer’

handed over to the léarned counsel for

“the applicant.That order- further

e o o
clarifies: parajd to.6 of the impugned

order dated 9.2.89. In view of the

above, we find that the applicants have
el o

él_ready been given the redress which they

‘were claiming in the Original Application

befor us. . Accordingly, we reject the

*Orig_inal Application as becdr:jinfructuous.
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