
central ,43MII^5rRATIVE TRIBUNAL
minaPAl BENCH

NE7/DELHI.

Q. A.No,725 of 1989
O.a^-No, 1563/39
0. A. No. 1597/89

P.T .Thcmas
S/0 Late 3hri P.T^ThonaS •
r/o Quarter No«2054,
Lcdh'i Pi.03d Cc^nplexj,
New Delhi.' - 110003
employed, aS
Deputy Field Offi cer( G/0)
Research and Analysis 'A'ing,
Cabinet Seeretariat^
Goverraient of India5
Riaon No.S-'B, South Block,
Nsv\/ Delhi"" 11000lie •» »• s». Applicant#

0 None appeared - though represented through a.
c counsel 0

vs.

1. Union of India
through Cabinet Secretary^

New Delhi®

2» 3iri A.K.Verm3s
Se cr e tar y, R es ear ch S. Ana 1 ys is 7/i ng ,
Cabinet Secretariat,
Room No,8-D, South Block,
Ne'w D eIhi-110011 R es pond en ts .

( through Mr M»K. Gupta s .-^vocate)

•0 r d e r ( or al)

JUSTICE S.K.DHAai. CHAlRf/iAM

This case has been called in the

revised list^ No one has appeared on behalf of

the applicant,

2.' , A'hale in service (RAyl), the applicant

presented this 0, a« and prayed therein the following

reliefss

"i)Direct the .res pond ents to circulate a
detailed charter of duties of' Junior
Executive Cadre,

ii)OirGct the respondents to post the
applicant only^ at the right place for
which the applicant was appointed j
trained and oriented as o^r the chari-er
of duties above,

iii)Uuash the adverse AO-Is for, the period tho

.1)1- : /g-o 7- 19 ^



I

applicant was misused for jobs such as
Assistant/Storekeeper other than the
job/task for which the applicant v/as
s e1e ct ed/appoi nt ed/tr ai n '̂ 7i th out
providing. him v/ith a copy of charter
of duty.

iv) Declare the assignment of the duties
allott&d to the applicant so far ivhich are
not in confirrnity with the charter of
duties at relief Mod as arbitrary and all
actions/proceedings following fron Mich
illegal/arbitrary assigrment'as void,"

3. The 0, A. v;as presented on 5»'4.i989.

Sari iMsK.Guptay learned counsel for the

respondents states that during pendency of this

0„A, j the applicant was disoiissed frc® service.'

For that purpose, the ccnipetent authority

invoked the provisions of secofri proviso to

Article 311(2) of the Constitution.' The

applicant challenged the ord,:er of dismissal by means

of a. petition under Article 32 of the Constitution

in the Supreme Court, which was dismissed on

29oS.i990o

4. In view of the staterient of the

learned counsel for the res pond ents , this O.A. has

becQ^oe infructuous^^ Accord ingly, it is dismissed '

but without any .order as to costs,

( B.N.DhOundiyal ) ( S,\^haOn )
Member(A) • ohairnian.^


