CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: PRINC|PAL BENCH .

Oriqginal Application No.516 of 1998
Mew Delhi, this the’L»;l day of January, 2000
HON'BLE MR.KULDIP SINGH,MEMBER(JUDL)
Praveen Kumar Vermsa
a/0 Shri Shyam Lal "Verma
D/ﬁ 1784, Knnhha lLatty Saha
—APPL ICANT -

(By Advocate: Mrs.Rani Chhabra)
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1 Unien of India
through its Secretary,

Ministry of Etnanﬁn

Central Boar4 nf I:w‘tse and Cusioms

Delhi
2 . Commissioner

Central Excise & Customs

Commissionerate, Meerut
3. Deputy Commissioner{(P&Y)

Central Excise MNorth U.P.

Mesrul S
4 _Administrative Dfficer(Hdars)

Central Excise A

Cémmissionerate Meerut ' & ~RESPONDENTS
{By Advopcate: Shri Y.S.R.Krishna)

QRDER
By Hon’hle Mr.Kuldip Singh.Member(Jud!)
The plicant has filed this Q.A. under

s . . .
for not confearring temporary statuys wupen him in accordance
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the respond
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vide an oral order without notice just to deny him the
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eapondents However, i1

t was engaged by the

to do work of seasonal

from time to fime It is stated

8 dave in the year 1828

aged, it is denied that

the app!icant had ever been paid in the name of Amrish
Kumar Verma since he had not been engagsed after November,
12908 I is further stated that the applicant has not
worksd for 240 days and, therefore, he is not entitled

siatus,

4, ' have heard the lsarned counsel for the

pnarties and gone through the records

5 Y is an admitted fact that during the vear

1226, the applicant was engaged for 138 days. Howavear,

thers is a dispute regarding the further engagement of
~ o = : : = oo ~

applicant has alleged that he had been paid in the npame
of Amrish Kumar Verma whereas the reszpondenis have stated
tn their reply that the applicant had never been paid any
amount  in  the name of Amrish Kumar Verma and nor any
person  of this name had been engaged by them. Sa there
18 a dISpUte reQard'ng the Secghd pePle QF wnpp of 13
day s Mo  record has been produced nor has heen oallad
for by the applicant to prove that he had ever worked
beyond the first spell of 138 davs. No reason has been
given by the applicant az to why he had accepted the
payment in  the name of Amrish Kumar Verma. Thers is



3 in the circumstances, it is quite clear that
the apnticant has failed to prove that he had worked for
240 days and/or 205 davs, in case the office was of five
davs week, In any case, the app!icant had merely worked
for 138 davys and he does not aqualify for conferment of
temporary status It is also not proved as to what was
the nature of work which was being performed by the
‘1 applicant, whethar it was a seasconal work or it was a
work of persnnial nature
7 In view of the above discussion, | am of the
considered opinion that the applicant has failed to make
his case for grant of temporary status The application
has no merit and it is accordingly dismissed No costs
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