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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABA) BENCH,
ALLAHABAD. |

Dated: Allahabad, the 24th day of January, 2001 -

Coram: Hon'ble Mr, & Dayal, Al.
Hon'ble My. Rafiq Uddin, JM

CRIGINAL APPLICATIQN No. 86 OF 2001

N. R, Nimal,

s/o late 5pi Mool Chandra,

presently posted as.LEputy Comm iss iener,
- Income Tax Circle-1 Aligarh,

r/ o 2 Janta Apartment Opposite

Railway station, Aligarh. :

e al.Applicant

( By Advocate Spi A.K. Gupta)

Ve rsus

1. Union of India, through Secretary,
Ministry of Finénce, Uepartment of Revenue,
New uvelhi.

2. Chief CGoammissioner of Income Tax,
Kanpur,

3. Commissioner of Income Tax, ~gra.

Aot Respondents

ORDER ( OPEN COURT )

{ By Hon'ble Mr. S, Deyal, A1)
The applicant has filed this application
for setting aside the impugned order dated 10.l1.2001,
as it curtails the power of the applicant to perfom
the work, relating to assessment and to pass

assessment orders.

A5 = lﬂe have heard learned counsel. The learned

counsel mentioned that the applicant is retiring

on 31lst January, 2001. The applicaht héa,filed
/L:ff 1414/2000, praying for cancellation of his
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o CA 86/01

transfer order dated 14.7.2000, by which he was
transferred from Bulandshehr to Agra as Deputy
Director, Income Tax (Prosecution), Agra. The
respondents in the OA were directed to hear the
applicant within two weeks from the cammunication
of the order and decide the same and ill then, the
transfer orﬁer of the epplicant shall remain in
abeyance. The order dated 20.12.2000 has been filed

by the applicant as Anneéxure No.47 to the O.A.

3. _ ‘The learned counsel for the applicant
contends that by an order dated 5.1.2001 the applicant
was heard on 3.1.2001 and owing to the fact that the
applicant was retiring on 31.1.2001, it was conSidered
in public interest and adninistratively expedient to
continue him in dligarﬁ. The leamed counsel for the
applicant contends that no other order was necessary
after this order was passed. However, the respondents
passed order dated 10.1.200L, by which the applicant
was restrained from performing any work relating to
assessment and pass any assesSsment order, except those
getting barred by limitetion before 31.1.2001l. The

' respondents have mentioned that such arrangements
were for ensuring smooth handing over and takiﬁg over
the seizedxnatérials by the new incunbent. The leared
counsel for the applicant contends that the order is

stighatic and the applicant has virtually no work,

4, As there is no illegality in the oxder :

dated 10.1.2001, by which the work assignment has been
A
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done giving little work to the applicant lookingxthe

time available before his superannuatlon the applicatio

o lowaive: A
is rejected iXkuynpad and dlSpOSed of without cost51%>ax?
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