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IN THE CENTRAL AOMINISTR VAT IVE TRIBUNAL f
PRINCIPAL BENCH \
NEW DELHI,

RA 103/98

R& 88/98 : :

MA 1158/98 S
- BA 1912/96 | .

'New Delhi this the 15th day of September, 1998

Hon?ble Smt.lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (J)
Hon'ble Shri K.Muthukumar, Member (A)

Union of India through the , i
Chaiman, 3taff electlon Commission, -

Block N0.12 CGO Complex, New Delhi=3
A so e Applicants

(By Advocate Shri V.S.R. Krishna )
Us.
Shri talit Kumar and 14 Others

(None for the Respondents ) «+- Respondents
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_ BA.ﬂﬁLlEQ&

Union of India through Secretary to
the Govt.of India, Ministry of Finance,
Oepartment of Revenue and Ors,,New Delhi

2 . «ss Applicants ‘
vs. ‘
Shri Lalit #iumar and Others . :
, +s. Respondents

(None for the Respondents)
OR D ER (ORAL)

(Hon'ble Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (J)

Notices had been ordered to be issued in‘RH 88/1998 and
RA 103/98 to the original appllcants in DA 1%12/96 by the
Trlbunal's orders dated 13.5.98 and 406,98, respectively.

2. In RA B8/1558,  we note that some of the nctices sent

‘to the applicants have sincs been returned by the postal autho-

have also been returned with the remarks as mentioned above

e

rities with the remarks ¥ left u1th0ut address " ,

3. In RA 103/98, we note that notices to two applicants

by'the postal authorifies, We also note that acknowledgement

N\ - .
receipts of notices have been received from some of the other

applicantSo‘
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4, . In the above 01rcumstances 1t is presumed t otices

-

~ o

h%ﬁﬁ{been duly Served on the appllC@nLS thcuch none- has appeared

on fhelr behalf even *hCUnh the RAs haye. been called cut tULCeo

5. - e have heard bhrl U.J.R.Krlshna,leafned cobnsel for the

88/98 In the' 01rcqut=nces,qu-the reasons given in the respéctive

and O Ko 'b
mu the delay .fo% Flllnn RA 103/98 and RA 88/98 are condoned,

6. Gne of the main groundsurged by Shri Krlghna lBarnEd

()

counsel and Shri R. o Bhartl lcarned Counsel fgr the reviey \

arpllcantu is that they are Fac1ng Cértain dlfflculties in implemen-

ting the impugned ,udrment/order of the Tribunal dated 14,8,97,
‘They have Fepeatedly stated that they haye prob 8ms for absorblng
154 candidqtes ~Which have been referred to in the ordur, Whe re as
it is ssen that the DA had ouen Flled on’y by 15 applicants before
the Trlgunal in which 1mpulned order dated 14.8.97 uyas passed, In

Para 5 OF the impucned o- der 1f has also peen Stated that " the
appllCdntS shall be absorbed against the vacancies avajlaple for
the year 1995 ooth in Mahorasthxa 9% well as in Gujrat Zones "

7. The aboye extract from the 1mquned order clearly ShOUS

'that reference has heegn made only to the applicants beFors the

\

Tribupal and does not appear to couer the entire lot of C?ndldates

i.e. 154 Candicates who wers declared successFul in the EXxamination

- of Inspector of Central LXClSe/InCOme Tax 1993.“We have alsg

censidered other Grounds taken by the Reviey applicants in the Rils

and we do notl fing that theue grounds f3]) within the provisicns
of Order 47 Hule 1 CFC under which alone the RAs are permlcsible

8. In the abavye f~CLs and alrcmmstance" of the case Ra 103/Q8

and_RA 88/98 are regccced me‘%g %D‘e«m W%MW%M%%

. ///,
(Kom thukumar) . (bmt Lakshmi Suamlnatnan) ’
Hember( ) ‘ Member (3




