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central aeministratiyc tribunal principal^

V.S 0 . a.No.1 98 6 of 1 99B

Neu Delhi: this the day o r April, 1999.

HON 'BLE MRo-S, RoAMGE, VICE CH Al fTl AN ( a) o

liON »BLE nRS. LaKSHMI SUATIIN ATHaN,!*! EJ*1BER(3)

l*lr»Om Prakash Ary^»

5/0 , Shrl Babu Ram,
Vo 2/7, Sector-I,
Pushp. yihar,
N eu Del hi "I? •••••^pli canto>

(By Advocate: Shri Wijay Zav/arl),

\/i3¥3US '

1, Lhion 0 f India,
through the Secretary,
Govto of India,

ninistiy of Health & Family Ltelfare,
Niiman Bhavan,
N eu Del hi., 11

2o The Director G^eral of Health
SarvAces,
ninistry of Health 4 Fanily yelfare,
Niiman Bhauan,

Neu Delhi»11,

3, The Deputy Director General (TB),

Directorate General of Health Serv/ices,,

Ministry of Health & Family Ltelfare,

V  N inn an Bhauan,
Neu Delhi ...1i »••••• Respondents^-

(By Advocate: Shri USR Krishna )

" f^rvFR

HDW «BLE MR..S. R. ADIGE. VICE CHaI ffl AN ( fli .

Applicant impugns respondents* order dated

1 60 4. 98 ( Apnexure-p-l) an d seeks a direction that

he is aititled to continue as a regular enployee®

2» Applicant ctoea not deny in rejoinder^

respondents* assertions in p ara 4 ( 1 & 2) of

their reply that he uas hired purely on oontractural

basis fo r a period of six months u. e. f, 4»8.94

out Of SIOA assistance for pilot project Phase I,
i  ■ !
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and thereafter his services continued to be

engaged on contract basiso

3. Respond^ts' counsel has invited our

attention to the Tribunal's dated 7,12,58 in

OA No,1044/98 Ms, _»iita K, Bhambhani & AP r. Us,

UOI & o rs» in uhich the claim of those applicants

who were identically placed as the present applicant

as Secretarial Assistants (OGHS's order dated 19,12.-97

at page 44 o f the Da refers) for being entitled

to continue on their resp ecti ve po sts aa regular

enployees uas dismissed,

4, ue as a CO -ordinate Bench are bound by

the aforesaid order dated 7o12«'98,

5 0 counsel has relied upon the

Hon'ble. Sup rema Oourt's ruling in 3 ,M,puthi4jarambil &

Ors, Us, Kerala L^ter Authority & Ors, Al R 1993 SCC

2228j. but applicant _^adii it tedly being a purely

contractual 0nployeep the aforesaid ruling is not

relevant to the facts and circumstances of the

present case«

6, The OA is dismissed# No costa^'

Cx-Cj^
( MRS, lakshmi suaminathaN ) ( s,R.aoigeO

MEMBER(3) UICE CHaIPMaN(a).
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