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ay this the-23rd day of UctobeqL 1997. .
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CORAME Hon'ble Shri M.R.Kolhatkar, Member(A).

1. Rajendra Prasad
2. Ajit Hindurac Salunke
3. Ramu Baijnatnh Pardeshi
4, Srikant Sahebrao Budhwale
5. Ganesh Mahadu Ohal
6. Manik Bandu Gaikuad
7. Jayprakash Ram Asre Singh
é. Matheu‘]ohn Anthoney
g, K.Vengalrao _
10, Balkrisnna Kutty Raman Nalrw
11. Subhash Pande
12, Sriram Bhange |
1%. Sunit Baburao Hiremath
14, pandurang Raksnhasmare
15, Onkar Jaywant fule
16..Parmesuqram Ramohandran Nalr
47. Eknath Bhalerao

C/o Dr.Avinash_ Shivade

Advocate High Court,

1128/2, 'Snreeramgad'

14th Lane, Prabhat Road,
. Pune -~ 411 004,

. /

By Advocate bb;ﬂvinash Shivade = : 4 ... Applicants
V/s. . . ,

1. The Union of India .
- Through
The Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
* South Block, New Delhi,

"~ 2. General Officer Commanding -
' ~1/C Southern Command,
Pune - 411 001,

3, The Commandant
. Armed Forces Medical Collegev
_Pune ~ 411 040.

-

S | : --..é/-_



“‘!"
e 2 3 :
4, Dean .
Armed Forces Medical College
- Pune. ~ 411 040,
5. Presldent,.
Mess. Committee : :
Armed forces Medical College
Pune - 411 040,
By Advocate Shri Ravi Shetty . . i
- for Shri R.K, Snetty, C.6.5.C. " «.. Respondents.,

QRDER
B o IPeré Shri M'R.Kolhatkar, Member(A)I
In all the 17 cases the fdcts are identical, Al} the,
employeas  are working in the Armed FereeSaNedical’College and -«

as the contentlons are ldentlcal they are disposed of by a

comman Judgement.

2§ The cowtentlon of tee counsel for applicants is tnat the
17 employees in question have been uorklng For varylng perlods
A‘from 31 years to 3 years. Shri P.R. ‘Nair, Cashier has been
'uorking~since 1966, Shri Unkar is’ worklng from 1-3-1994,
-The prayer is to reoularlse them in the respectlve p081tlon
and to allou theém the benefit of tne prlnClplB af 'equal pay
for equal uo"k' It nas been pOlnted out that serulces of all 'ii |
the applicants are ulthout a break. The counsel for the
applicants rellef on the judgement of tne Hon'ble Supreme Court
in State of Haryana ‘& Ors. vs, Plara Singh & Ors. 1992 (4)
S€C-p. 118 and in particular Papa ‘51 of the same.} Accordlng toi
hlm, it is ssitled by the Judgement that is a casuae labourer'ls
continued:for a Falrly dong spell say tuo or tnpee years, a
presumptlon may arise that thers is regdlar need ForNhis
se;vices. The effort must .be to regularise such employee ‘as far
88 possible, He also rellef ocn the. Judgement of the Bombay
High Court in State  oF.Naharasntra Vs. Private Party (writ
Petltlon 92)1n uhlcn the petitioner who " aas uorklng as a

Muster A551stant in Irrlgatlon Depertment of - Gout of Naharaehtre
’ ' v 0003/""
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was direoted to be regularised in tne said or eqoivalent post.

He Furtner relief on another Bombay High .Court Judgemeot in Writ
.VpetlthH 475 (Nandkumar K.3. vs. State of Maharashtra)’ in uhlcn the
applloant uho was working contlnuously for 12 years "in the Office
of Deiry Manager, Solapur was directed to be'confirmed-ih'the post
held by him. The-said directions were also gieeo'Fob remeloiog

14 workers in the same office.

3 ~ Counsel for the apallcant also polnts out that tne Fact that

. employees ars rsgular employees is ev1denced by the reply of the
respondents. .. | |

4, Counsel, for tne respondeots contends that tnls lSSuB is no
longer res-integra as this Tribunal in 0.A.NO,. 153/94 and other g UAsﬂ
(Mrs. Subamma Veoket & Ors. vs, Unlon of Indla & Ors.) decided on
7-10-1997 has dismissed the OAs holdlng that tne appllcants were
employees of the PreSLdent, Mess Comnlttee and not of the Armed
Forces Medlcal College and they uere not lelllans end they do not
nold any civil post referred to in- Pare 5 of that Judgement.

5.' ' That Judgement also relief on the Judgement of tne Central
Admlnlstratlve Trlbunel AllahaHad Bench, . Madras Bencn and

Ernakulam Bench (UA.NO 213/88 R.D. bhukla vs. Union of Ind1a~

OA.NDO, 170/86 KoA .. Joseph vs. Union of Indla & Drs. and 0.A.NO. 308/90‘
Kl Xavier vs., Unlon of India & Drs ).

6. Counsel for the applicant in rejoinder states that the
Judgemeot in Subamma Venkat Vs, Unlon af Indla & Drs. 0.A.ND; 155/94
was delivered ex parte the applloent and that some of the appllcants
therein have sought review of tne Judgement and he has been
instructed to Flle a revieu petltlon, He therefore prays that
judgement  in the. present case .may be dererred till the rev1eu
period is over, Moreover, the majority oF appllcants in Subamma

: Uenkat and linked batch of applloatlons were employees of Nursing

Cadet Ness and not tne Medical Cadets Mess and tnerefore the same
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( M.R.KOLHATKAR )
- MEMBER (A) .

‘e Tribunal alloys the Reviey Petltlon,_



