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CORAM: Hon'ble Shri M.R.Kolhatkar, Member(ﬁ).

1. Rajendra Prasad

2. Ajit Hindurac Salunke

3. Ramu Baijnath Pardeshi

4, Srikant Sahebrao Budhuale
5. Ganesh Mahadu Ohal

6¢ Manik Bandu Gaikwad

7, Jayprakash Ram Asre Singh
8. Mathew John Anthoney

9. K.Vengalpao‘
10% Balkrisnna Kutty Raman Nair
1ﬂ.:8ubhash.Pande‘
12, Sriram Bhange

13. Sunit Baburao Hiremath

15. Onkar Jayuant Nule

16. Parmeswaram Ramcnandran Nalr
17. Eknath Bhalerao

C/o Dre¢Avinash Shivade -
Advocate High Cpurt,’ ’
112A/2, 'Snreeramgad’,

14th Lane, - Prabhat Road,
Pune-« 411 D04,

_ By Advocate_Dr.AVLQash Shivade': ... Applicants
v/S. n -

1. The Union of‘India ' .-
Throdgh :
-The Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
Bouth Bloeck, New Delhi,

2. General foicerACommand@ng
| I/C Southern Command,.
Pune - '4117001. ’

3. The Commandant
Armed Forces Medxcal”ﬁallege
Pune - 411 040.
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4. Dean '
Armed forces Medical College
Pune - 411 040, '

.5, Presidént,‘

Mess Committee

Armed Forces Médical College
Pune = 411 040,

By Advocate Shri Ravi Shetty ) ' -
for Shri R.K. Shetty, C.G.5.C. : ' ... Respondents,

XPers Shei M.R.Kolhatkar, Member (A)]
In all the 17 cases the facts are identical, All ‘the

employees are working in the Armed Forces Medieal'College and

-
as the contentions are idehtiCal, they are dieposed of by a |
common judgemenﬁ.
2a 'The contention ef the counsel for applicants is tnat the .

17 employees in questlon have been uorklng for varying periods
-from 31 years to 3 years., Shri P.R. Nair, Bashler,has been
uorking'sincel1966. Shri Onkar is’uorkiegvfrom 1-3-1994,

The prayer is tg regUlarise them in tne respective positionﬁ

‘and to allow them the-benefi% of "the principle of 'equel pay

For equal work?, | It nae been'polnted out that serﬁices of all°‘“~
~ the applicants are without a break. The counsel for the |
applicants relieflen the judgement of the'Hon”ble SUpreme Court

in State of Haryana & Ors. vs. Piara Slngh & Urs. 1992 (4;

SCC p., 118 and in partlcular Para 51 of the same. Accordlngrte
him, it is settled by the judgement that is a casual labourer is
continued for a fairly long spell, say tuo oi tﬁreevyeers, a
preeqmption.may ariee,that fhere is regulaf'need for his

seruiees. The effort must be to rugulari;e such empleyee as far -
as pqssible. He also relief on the juegement of the Bombay |
High Couft in Stéte of Maharashtra Ve;.Private Party (Qriti
Petition éz)in uhieh the petitioner who was udrkiqg as e

Muster Assistant in’Irfigation Dep artment of Govt.of maharashtra
’ ) 0303/':“



¢ 3
was directedvto be reqularised in tne;said or equivalent'post.
He\furtner relief on another Bombay.High Court judgement in Urlt
Petition'475 (Nandkumar K.3. vs. 3tate of Maharashtra) in which.the
.applicant who was working Continuously_fdr 12 years 1in the Df?iee.
of Dairy Manager, Solaput‘uas directed to be.confirmed in the post
held hy him. - The said directions were also given for remaining'

14 workers in the same office.

'3. 4 Counsel for the applicant also p01nts out that the faot that
Employees are regular employees lo ev1denced by the reply of the

.

vrespondents.,
4, Counsel for the respendents contenes tnat this 1SSue is no

| longer ros-lntegra as thls Trlbunal in 0, A.ND 153/94 and other 9 UAs.
(Mrs. Subamma Uenkat & Ors. vs, Union of Indla & Ors.) decided on:
7-10-1997 has dismissed the OAs.holding that the appllcants were
employees of the PreSLdent, Mess Conmxttee and not eF the Armed
Forces Medical College and they were not 01v1llans and they do not
hold any 01v1l post referred. o,ln_Para 5 of that Judgement.

5. .  That judgement also .relisf on the judgenent eF tne Central -
Administrative Tribunal, Allahabad Eench Madras Bencn and\ |
Ernakulam/Bencn (0A.NO. 213/88 R.D. Shukla vs, Unlon of Indla,
OAND.170/86 K.A. Joseph vs. bnion of Indla & Ors. and 0.A.NO. 308/90
K.M Xav1er Vs, Unlon of Indla & Ors.).

6. . _Counsel for the appliczant in rejoinder states that the

~ judgement in Subamma Venkat vs. Union of India & Ors, 0. A. NG, 153/94
vas dellvered ex parte the applicant -and that some of tne apollcants
thereln ‘have sought rsview of tne 3udgement and he has been
lnstruqted to file a revleu petition. He therefore prays that
jﬁegement in'fthet present C&SB may be dererr@d till the revfeu
_perlod lS over, Mofeover, tne maJOrlty of appllcants in -Subamma

: Venkat and- llnked batoh of apﬁllcatlons vere emplayees of Nurelng

Eadet Mess and not the Medlcal Cadets Mess and tnereFore the same'

0004/-
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8. All the same I note  the fact that some applleants

intend to filg reviey, petltlon and I tnerefore, dlSpose of

these 0OAs, by passing the following order. OAs. are dlsmreeeg
by following the ratio of Subamma Venkat and' other DAs. aee %ér
s
" the eeme reasons, If a reuieu peatition agalnet that Judgemen%
ééée to be fileqd. :and the Trib Vit Botitio

unal allows the Review betitidn,

L ¢

the applicants in these OAs: also are at"IiBerﬁy to seek v

‘review of the_present orders, . Wo order as t3 cost,
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, ( M.R.KOLHAT KAR
) MEMBER (A),

Pune

t Méss but otlll the.

»h

placed, prayers
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