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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
- MUMBAI BENCH, MUMBAT

ORIGINAL APELICATION ﬂg.1334[9
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Hon bie Shri_8.N. BahadurJ Member gAl

Hon'ble Shri $.L. Jain, Member (4)'

Hardas Sakar Chauhan.
. residing at Sara Nagar

.'Ghoghla;

Diu ' o ; .Q;Aﬁp]ibant.

Wé

The Union of india through

The Administrator, .

Union Territory of Daman . & Diu
Secretariat, Fort Area,

Moti Daman, Daman.

' The Development Comissioner and

the Chief Secretary, the.
Administration of Union Terr1tory
of Daman & Diu, Secretar1at~

Moti Daman, Daman .

The CoTTector

‘Collector of Diu, Diu.

The Assistant Secretary {(Deveilopment)
Administration of Daman & Diu .
Dept. of Personnel & Administrative
Reforms, Secretariat Daman. :

- Shri Bash1r Ibrahim,

Sattor, Office oT the
Marine Secretary, Diu,

- Shri Baria Champak1a} Bhaya,
- Sailor (Daily Wages)
Office of the Marine

Secretary, Diu.:

Shri Sanjay Bhaya,

- Bailor (Daily wWages)

Office of the Marine R L
Secretary, biu. . . ~ ...Respondents.

By Advocate Shri R.K. Shatty.
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ORDER (ORAL) -
{Per B.N. Bahadur, Member (A)}

We have heafd Shr; S.R. Atre,.counsel for the"applicant,
and Shri R.K. Shefty counsel for the Kespondents. C

Z. The applicant is before the Tribunal with a pPrayer that

respondents . be directed'to_appoint the applicant to the post of
Sailor in the office of the Marine Secretary at Diu.  He also.
- seeks a declaration thét appointmeh; of Respondent No., 3 aﬁd i)
to the post of Sailﬁr is ﬁaq_in law.

T3, When the.matfef is taken vp, the learned counsel for the

.

Aapplicant stateé that on the last occasion the respondents were
askéd to‘prdvide information to tﬁé Tribqnal'as to whether any
other persons have \beén ‘appoihted in the-post ot Sailor since
1994, | | |
ﬁ. We have perused the- fécdrd .ot ‘Roznama etc. While
admitting  the ,oA on 10.2.1995 the Tribunal had ‘recorded
. inter-alia as follows: |

: "We have heard the Learned counsel on the question
of adhoc appointment and the Learned counsel for the
Respondenis - has not been above to satisfy us when we put
questions to him regarding whether otfer of adhoc
appointment has been made to the applicant, in terms of
the judgement of the Tribunal dated 11.9.1989,

'We, theretore, direct the Respondent Ndgs 1 to 4,
should an adhoc appointment be made hereafter, that pest
shall be oifered tec the applicant in terms of Tribunal's -
order and only thereatter should an adhoc appointment be
granted to somepne else, As far as appointments . which
have already heen made, we do not think those
appointments should be: disturbed -at this stage. With
regard to Respondent ©No.7, Shri Shetty states that
Respondent No.7 has not been so tar appointed.

Reply already filed by ‘Respondent Nos i to 4.
The case be listed before the Registrar for

completion of ' pleadings on . Z25.4.1%95 and thén be placed
in Sine-die list, Copy of the order to be furnished fto

i}azg; the applicant and Respondent Nos 1 to’4."
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5. It is_:also- an admitted tact - that after this the
respondents have condpcted‘a DPC, the papers of which have_been,
producéd'today by the learned coﬁnsel for ther Réspondeﬁts Shri-
.Shetty. Shri Shétty states tha} no‘one'has been appointed to the
:ﬁﬁst of Sailor'since 1§94. The reésén for this is.that_a bridgé
has‘caﬁe up now in the afea and tﬁe poét of Sailor is no longer
required h . | ‘ |
6. ' Despite the remarks made in roznama dated 10.2.1995 we
ha?e examlned the .clalm_ agalnst Respondent No.5 and 6 namely
'Bashi; Ibrabim apd Champakial BhayaJ As regards Shri’ Champaklal
Bhava, it is admitted that he has not- been gppointed.'The
argument taken by the appliéant'agaihst the formér namely Bashir
Ibrahiﬁ is that he was appointed on éompassionate groundf Howévef
it is seen that'he has been'appointed on conéidefation by the DPC
as is evident from Exnlblt RI whlch are minutes of DPL held an

7.1994, In .view ot this- argument clalm against . Ibrahlm also
fails. |
?7 . Thq QA is-ﬁharefore'clearly_éevoid of merit.and dismiésed

with no order as to costs.
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