CENTR AL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
FRINCL PAL BENCH
NEV D¥ELHI,

Os AeNO, 725 of 1989,
O, AeNo. 1553 /89 4
O.ALN0, 1597/89 -

D 15-0'- (994
P.T.Thonas V-0 /4
5/0 Late Shri P.T.Thonas
r/o Luarter No.2054,

Lodht Road Cemplex,

New Delhis = 1100C3.,
employed as

Deputy Field Officer(G/D)

Research and Analysis Wing,

Cabinet Secretariat, -

Goverrment of Indig,

Roon No.8«B, South Block,

New Delhi=1100011, ee oo sse soa Applicant.

>0 None appeared - though represented through a
c counsel

VS,

Union of India

throagh Cabinet Secretary,
sovermmenk. of Indi
ﬁagﬁtréga{L ghavan?’

New Delhi.

2. 3’11‘1 'A.oKu.\/er‘"ﬂag
Sscretary, Research & Analysis Wing,
Cabinet Secretariat,
Room No.8=D, South Block,
New Delhi=110011 e cas sas es. oo Respondents,

[
L]

('ibrOugh Mr M.K.Gupta, Advocate)

Qrde r{orsl)

JUSTICE S.K.DHADN, CHATRM AN

This c¢case has been called in the
revised list, No one has appeared on behalf of
the applicant.

2o dhile in service (RaU), the applicant

presented this O.A. and prayed therein the following

reliefs:

$ A3 ) :

“;;Dm;ept the respondents to cireculate a
detaliled charter of duties of Junior
Executive Cadre,

ii)Direct the respondents to post the
applicant only at the right place for
which the applicant was appointed,
trained and oriented as per the charter
of duties abova. i

111)Uuash the adverse ATs fop the pericd the

Y



e
i
N

applicant was misused for johs such as
Assistant/Storekeeper othal than the
job/task Tor which the applicant was
selccted/ap701nbed/* ainad without
providing. him with a copy of charter
of ducv.' )

iv) Declare the assigmment of the duties
allotted to the applicant so far which are
not in confirmity with the charter of
duties al relief No.l as arbitrary and all
actLons/PrCceedlqgo following from whch

illegal/arbitrary assigmment as void,®

3. The O, A was presented on 5.4, 1989
Shri M.K.Gupta, learned counsal for the
respondents states that during pendency of this
C.A,., thc applicant was dismissed from AService.‘f
For that purpose, the competent authority
invoked the provisions of secord proviso to
Article 311(2) of the Constitution. Th.e
applicant challenged the order of dismissal by means
cf a petition under A:ti cle 32 of the Constitution
in the Supreme Court, which was dismissed on
29.8.1990.
4. ~ In view of the statement of the
learned counéel for the respondents, this GC.A. has
becane i'hfpuctuouss‘ Accord ingly, it is dismissed
but without any order ss to costs,
ﬁ AdAh L %\L\;
( B.N.Dhoundiyal ) ( 3.KAhaon )
Member(A) : " Ghairmand



