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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL; PRINCIPAL BENCH

Qri3iQai_AP,PiiQation„NOj^940„of _1922

New Delhi this The 4th <jay of' May,.1999

HON'BLE 3HRI N_3AHU,MEMBER(A)

O T — C.-

^  <-N L, ;-N -1 -f- r u .? ̂  u,
o/ u o fi « c/an Uu n. i i v> .n j D

r/o House No. 789 A/7
Sovindpu ri „ Ke 1 kej i ,,
New Delhi -.Applicant

{By Advocate, ~3-Rani Chhabra)

V e r s u 3

U Pi 1 O i'i O f I n d 1 a «

throuQh its SecretarvK
Ministry of Finance„
DepartiTien t o'f Revenue«

Central Boat

De 1 i'i i -

Excise aind Custorri'S,

COiTii'Tl 1 S31 Oil ei"' 1

Customs aiid Central Excise (Noi"thern UuP.)
Comm i ss1on e rate «

Man9«l Pandey Nagar,,
Oppos i te Uii i ve rs i ty. Mee i~u t.»

The Additional Commissioner (PaV),,
Customs and Central Excise,,

i-'fL.M L.n u .. r* .. oufJirn J. S:::> .L un c; I au*:::-

Mat"gal Paiidey Nagai"!,
Op/p'Osi te Un i vei"Si ty - Meeru t»

CollectOi""

Customs and Central Excise,
N o r t h U - P - C o m iTi 1 s s 1 o in e 1"^ a t e ,

Mangal Pandey Nagar,

Oppos i te Un i ve rs 1 ty»Mee i~u t „

he Insp'ectoi'" K

Cus,toms aind Ceintral Excise,

North U»P. Commiss1onerate

iMangal Pafidey iNagai"",
O (,/Us i t e U n 1 v e r s i t y, M e e r u t, .. Responden ts

(By Advocate; Noine)

QJ5.„a„£JiLQBALJL

e;id„BoalbIe„ME^N,«.Sabu^Membec..CAl

TI'le prayer iin this 0»A„ is intei"■•■alla to

guash the oral order of i'~eti''einchmeint/tei'"miinatioin w»e,f „

,1,».1,X-94 wich a direction, to re'engage the applicant in

pi~efei~eince to jUinioi~s aind outsiders and also to direct

the respondents to confer temporary .status under the

3c h^fTi6 «



\

are that the applicant was

engaged in September,1993 and had been working till

December, 199.i. At.para it has been stated that in

the year 1997;98 the Department had engaged fresh casual

j-abourers, junior to the applicant, ignoring his claim.

M  I ei.yresentatiori has been filed dated 23.6.98 stating his

■^laim that he worked for 206 days during 1993-94 and.
therefore, he is entitled to be , considered on a
preferential basis for re-engagement. Obviously, ground
no.l is barred by limitation. With regard to the other
grounds, the best that can be said in this case, is that
in view of the time gap, the respondents to consider the
I  Tspresentation ■ received by them on 23.6.98 and
communicate to the applicant the results of the disposal
of such representation, in a speaking order.
Representation ,to be disposed of within a period of six
weeks from the date of receipt of a copy of this order.

The oi,aiius uisposed of as above.

Liberty is gi'ven to the applicant to re-agitate tbe
'Jj matter after the representation is disposed of.

( N. SAHU )
MEMBER(A)
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