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N ew Delhi: this the =%  day of gpril, 199,

- Mr,0m Prakash ATY 8,

3. The ADeputy Ol rector General '(TB),

'he is entitled to continue as a regular enployes,

CEN TRAL AODMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN AL PRINCIPaL\B
0, A.No 1986 of 1998

’h

HON 'BLE MR..S. Re.ADIGE, VICE CHAI R1AN (A)o
$ON 'BLE MRAS,. LAKSHNI SWAMIN A THAN,M gMBER(D)

/o . shri Babu Ram,

o 2/7, Sector-I,
Pushp. ihary 4
NBU Delhi:"“? B o . ... . eeees Mplicaﬂto-

(By adwcates shri WMiay zavari).
Ve'fsus

1, Union of indi.a,
through the Secretary,
Govte of India, :

Ministry of Health & Family Ukl fare,
Niman Bhavan,
New Delhi.,11

2, The Director General of Health
Services,
Ministry of Hegalth & Family uelfars,

Niman Bhauwan,
New Delhi=11,

Of rectorate General of Health Services,
Ministry of Health & Fanuly welfare,

Nimean Bhauan, ‘
New Dalhi 000_11 _ 0o0ecso RGQDQndmtSQ?

(By adwcate: shri \ISR'Krishna)
.D.BD.ER_
HJN’BLENR.,S.R«;ADIG \IIC CHQIR’IQ&(E“

- mplicanp ;mpugns respondents? ordsr dated

1604, 98 (mnexure=P=1) and seeks a direction that -

2. é)plicant do.ea not deny in rejoinder.)

respondents' assertions in para 4 (1 & 2) of

their reply that he was hired purely on contractural

basis for a period of six months w.e.f. 4.8.54

out of SI[Z’#A~ Assistance for pilot project Phase I,

—7.




. o 1

- 2 -
and thereafter hig services continued to be

engaged on contract basi se

3. Respondgwta“’. counsel has invited our
attention to the Tribmal—is _dated 7.12.58 in

Op No.1044/98 Ms, mita KoBhambhani & mre Vse
UWI & orse in which the claim of those applicants

who were identically placed as the p resent applicant |
as Secret.a,rial Assistaqts .(D'G'HS"S order dated 1912,97
at page 44 of the 0 refers) for being entitled

to continue on their respective posts as regular

gnployses was dismi ssed.

4, ue as a o _-o;diha’c‘e Bench ‘are bound by

the aforesaid order dated 79.12.";98.

5 o A:plicant"s counsal has relied upon the

Hon 'ble Supreme [burt}'s ruling in J.N;Puthmarambil &
Ors. Vs. Kerala \Bter Autho rity & Ors. AIR 19% sCC
2228, but appli ca)tmadnit.-tedly being a pursely
contractual enployee, the aforesalid ruling is not
relevant to the facts and circumstances of the

present cases

6o The 0a is disnissed. No costss

( MRS, LAKSHMI SwaMmINATHAN ) ( S.R.pADIGE)
meMBER(J) VICE CHAIRTaN (a).
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