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SEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEW BOMBAY BENCH. o

Original Application No.217/87

Mr.K.Sivaramakrishnan,

191 Buena Vista,

General Jagannath Bhonsle Marg, - .
Bombay 400 021 ev . Applicant

V/s
1; The State of Maharashtra.

2, The Chief Minister,
Government of Maharashtra,
Mantralaya,

Bombay - 32.

3, The Chief Secretary to the
Government of Maharashtra
Mantralaya, ‘
Bombay=32.

4. Thelnion of India through

the Secretary, Department of

Personnel and Administrative Reforms,

Neu Delhi"110 0010 oo RespondentSa
Coram: Hon'ble Vice=chairman Shri B.C.Gadgil.

Hon'ble Member(A) Shri J.G.Rajadhyaksha.

‘Appearances

1., The applicant in person,

2, Mr.5.M.Shah for the Resp. 1 to 3.

3. mr.J.Q.DeSBi (fﬂr MI‘ON.I.SBthna)
for Resp.b.

ORAL JUDGEMENT | Dated: 18.6.1987.
(Per Vice=chairman Shri B.C.Gadgil)

0f the number of prayers mads ih this appli-
cation, the most maferial'one is about the transfer of
the applicant from the post of Special Secretary to the
post of Divisional Commissioner.

It was contended that the post of Divisicnal

Commissioner is a post louwer to that of Special Sscretary,

and that the contemplated action of the Respondents to

create an ex-cadre post of Divisional Commissioner equivaled
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p€ to the post of Special Secretary would be bad,

When this matter was called out today before
us, Mr.Shah for the Resp.Nos 1 to 3 produced a xsrox
copy of the communicatédn dated 15.6.87 from the Chie?
Secretary3to the applicant stating thersin that the

impugned order of transfer of the applicant has been

cancelled and that the‘applicant vould continue to work

as Special Secretary. In our opinion, in visw of the

cancellation of the impugned order, the cause of action
for filing an application would not survive. Of course,
we must make a mention that the applicant made it clear
before us that his prayer about the illegal creation of
ex.cadre post of Commissioner equivalent to the post of

Special Secrstary may be considered. In our opinion,

‘that aspect need not be considered in view of ths fact

that such transfer order of the applicant has been cancellsd.

The next question would be about the order about

the costs. In our opinion, the parties should be directed

to bear their oun costs.
CRODER
1) The application is disposed of, as the
cause of action does not survive.

2) The parties to bear their oun costs,
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(J.G.RAIADHYAKSHA)
Member(A)
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