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BEFORE THE CENT-AL ADMINISTRATIVE TR1BUNAL

BOMBAY BENCH,

---—-n——-——---—

Original Application 648 /37
-~ and

Original Application 769/83

Chandrakant Ganpat Shinde
at & Post Paragaon
Bhatodi, Tal, & Dist, Ahmednager,

2, Sarjerao Ashru Dhékane ,
3. Sadashiv Chandrabhan Punékar
4, Gangacdhar Balu<Bhand

5. Gokul Rangnath Chipade -

6. Navruti Keru Kardile

T Shak1l Jenneddin Shalkh
8. Uttam Gagadu Dangade

9, Ashok Maluji Pagarg
lO.Bhimrao,Dipaji Gaikwad,
11,Shok Pandurang Gade,

_ V/s.

1, Union of India through Scientific
Advis2r to the Min. of Defence
Director General Reasearch and
Davelopment Orgsniscation,

Ministry of Defence
. Sena Bhavar,, DHZ PO
New Delhi 11 ool -

2, Director General

- Resesrach & Developme nt Orgenisation
‘Ministry of Dsfence,
Sena Bhavan, DHQ PO
New Delhi-ll O0ll

3., The Director
V.R.D,E.
Ahmednagar,

1. Prastao C, Bhujbal, 1354 Juna Dane
Dabra, Ahmednagar

2, Rsjendra M. +agh
at PO Chitali Talgq,
Shrirampur, Dist.
Ahmednagar,

V/s. _
l, Union of India through

Secretary , Ministry of Defence
Sens Bhavan; Dn4 PO, New Delhi,
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2. The Scientific Adviser to the
Ministry of Defence
Director General Resezrch &
Development Orgenisation;
Ministry of Defence
Seneg Bhavan, DHQ PO
New Delhi- 110011

3. The Director
V.R,D.E. ‘ _ ,
Ahmednagar. oo ReSQﬁwents in
' OA T@/88

CORAM : Hon'ble Shri Justlce LJC.arlvostava, V1cs<3halrma".

Hon'ble Shri P.S, Chaudhuri, Membsr (A)}.

Appeeareance,

Mr. S .R,Atre,~ﬁdvocate
for the applicants.,

Mr. M.I. Sethna, Counsel
for the respondents,

OBAL_JUDGEMENT :_ . Dated: 3,8.199
{ Per Shri U.C. Srivastava, Vice Chairman. {

1, \ In these two cases identical pleas have
"been teken and the issues’ arefsame and hence thesz two
aodlicaiiOns are disposed.of to;;ther.

2, : ~The applicents were appointed durisg 1987 as
‘casual Chowkidars in the office of Director Gen%@l,
‘Vehicle Reseafch Design Establishment, Ahmednagéf;
They continued to work for 434 days in one case end
438 days 1in "the other case. They were then toldthat
they will not be allowed to serve any more. The

appllcants faellnq aggrieved approachzd the Trlwmal

statlng that their names were duly saorsorpd threugh
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the Employment Exchange for the post of Chowkider, ‘ ] e

they were éppointed cfter interview end police
veri ficction, they have completed & particuler period’

of service and so have attsined certolin status and

-

their services cannot be termineted in such & mamer.

,rminetion.
They haove prayed for ~ueshing the order of teTrmi

”~
P s e oe

. VT HIO DIV V Tlry sl 4y ave e e e
- 2 5
L LN 4 s ®C



, Bx

L}

¢ 3 ¢
and for permitting them to join their duties as Chowkidar,.

3. : The‘respondents have opposed the application and

have stated that later on the departwe rt decid=d to have

Chowkidars through contractors and thet is why

contractor's Chowkidars were appointed, .

4, Shri S.R, Atré, leanned counsel for the spplicents,

contendzd thét in P.C, Bhujbal's case, O~ No. 769/88,
direct apcointnent$ have been madei;fter the "application
was filed. Obviously the interview letters were issued
to the applicent slso but another person wére sélecfed.
Agéinst this the applicant cannot raise.any grievence
leegrned counsel made'referénce to'thelintérim ordérs
passed by the- Tribunal stating that apnointments made .

to t he post by Respondent No. 3 would be subject to the

outcome of this applicatioﬁ.. Gbviously the devartment

~haes interviewed certein outsiders &nd sopointed them.

.. The applicants cannot have .a right over & narticular nost

éndrthe applicant cannot insist thsat no outsider in
preference to them be appointed, although it would
certsinly have béen deéiréble to consider the applicant,
Howéver, merely becquse it was desirable the eppnlicent

cannot claim to set eside the anpointment of any outsider)

5, . Shri S.R.Atre then confended that some
interview letters wers issued end some persons were
appointed. It may be so. The respondents mighf have
decided to aopoint other persons and.the aprliceants
have nothing to do with thet &s the applicants were

onlf Easual.Chowkidars end the departmant laterc.n
changed its policy and decided to have Chowkideérs
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through a conﬁractOI. The épplicants have no claim or
right té such acpointment, But in a way tﬁe Depsrtment
is gracdually ?noqu?? appointments to the post of

- Chowkider dlrectly[th:re appears to be no resson why the
claim of the a&»oplicants who have already served the

department for a particular.périod will not be considered

.

if there is nothing against their working end functioning,

6. The coses of applicants in hoth the
: LC cens/d
applicatlonslfor app01ntment first in preference to
L _

others -as:iand wheh any such vscancies arise, With
this observetion the applications stand disposed of

with no order as to costs,
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