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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
BENCH AT AURANGABAD

902 WRIT PETITION NO.11433 OF 2019

ARJUN PITAMBAR BADGUJAR
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION DHULE THROUGH
MUNCIPAL COMMISSIONER AND ANOTHER

AND
903 WRIT PETITION NO.13562 OF 2019

SHAIKH HYDER SHAIKH IBRAHIM
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, DHULE THROUGH
MUNICIPAL COMMISSIONER AND ANOTHER

AND
904 WRIT PETITION NO.14508 OF 2019

MADHUKAR VISHWANATH BHAT
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, DHULE THROUGH
MUNICIPAL COMMISSIONER AND ANOTHER

AND
906 WRIT PETITION NO.2895 OF 2020

SHIVAJI SOPAN CHOUGULE
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION DHULE AND
ANOTHER

AND
907 WRIT PETITION NO.5317 OF 2020

GAYABAI ANANDA GHADGE
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION & ANR.

AND
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908 WRIT PETITION NO.1515 OF 2021

ASHALATA VIJAY PINGLE
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION AND ANOTHER

AND
WRIT PETITION NO.1518 OF 2021

MAGAN PUNA PAWAR
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION AND ANOTHER

AND
WRIT PETITION NO.1504 OF 2021

RAJANI HARISHCHANDRA HIRE
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION AND ANOTHER

AND
WRIT PETITION NO.1517 OF 2021

VAMAN GARBAD PATIL
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION AND ANOTHER

AND
WRIT PETITION NO.1520 OF 2021

SUNANDA RAGHUNATH LAHANE
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION AND ANOTHER

AND
910 WRIT PETITION NO.7731 OF 2021

BANO BEE MUNNA SHAIKH
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION THR ITS
COMMISSIONER AND ANOTHER
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AND
WRIT PETITION NO.1680 OF 2023

SMT. INDUBAI SUKLAL CHAVAN
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, THR ITS
COMMISSIONER AND ANOTHER

AND
WRIT PETITION NO.8789 OF 2019

SMT. RAJANI VIJAY KAKADE
VERSUS
DHULE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION, THR ITS
COMMISSIONER AND ANOTHER

Mr Ajay S. Deshpande, Advocate for petitioners;

Mr S. K. Tambe, Mr S. G. Karlekar, Mr S. G. Sangle, A.G.Ps. for
respondents/State in respective petitions

Mr Amol S. Sawant, Advocate for respondent No.1 in WP
Nos.11433/19 AND 13562/19

Mr N. N. Desale, Advocate for respondent No.1 in WP
Nos.14508/19, 7731/21 & 8789/19, 8789/19

Mr A. V. Hon, Advocate for respondent No.1 in WP N0.5317/20
Mr S. P. Shah, Advocate for respondent No.1 in WP Nos.1515/21,
1518,/21, 1504/21, 1517/21 & 1520/21

CORAM : RAVINDRA V. GHUGE
AND
SANJAY A. DESHMUKH, JJ.

DATE : 10th February, 2023

PER COURT:

1. We have considered the submissions of the learned

Advocates for the petitioners, the learned A.G.Ps. appearing for
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the State and the learned advocates on behalf of the

respondent/Dhule Municipal Corporation.

2.  Considering the order that we are passing, we are not
adverting to their entire submissions. Suffice it to say that, these
are the petitioners, who have earlier approached the learned
Industrial Court, by preferring Complaint (ULP) under Section
28(1) of the Maharashtra Recognition of Trade Unions and
Prevention of Unfair Labour Practices Act, 1971. Judgments in
each of these cases have been delivered by the learned Industrial
Court. Vide the said judgments, which are practically identical,
each of the complainants have been granted permanency w.e.f. the
date mentioned in the respective operative part of the said
judgments. The Dhule Municipal Corporation preferred Writ
Petition N0.3637/2021 before the learned Single Judge Bench of
this Court for challenging the judgments, which were delivered
between 1994 to 1997. Considering the delay of almost 20 to 25
years, the learned Single Judge dismissed the writ petition vide

order dated 24/02/2021.

3. It is pointed out by the petitioners that the Dhule Municipal

Corporation had passed a Resolution bearing Resolution No.124
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dated 30/12/2020 on the Subject No.92. The last paragraph of the
Resolution which is at page Nos.68 and 69 of the petition paper

book, reads as under :-

“IFT FETGA T EMET AR 7. AG0E /| SR
FEATAIE ARIT TAT ®EA < ®HATHE T RO
AEMIATA&RT T IMEAT a6 H. 3=9 FEeT @s4ie
AATETE T AT TTEA HLUFTT A 8. &y T O 7.
I=T AT AT [UT FTEA AT T A AEFIRAT AR
T MG SR HOEr. 9T ¢ ®EATIE T T F=T
e MgaIT T 9T STl ¢ ®HATAT T AT FHT ¢

FHATHET FATAATT AT FecATal TaH T faumss

mmﬁaﬁ?ﬁ#@r THATIT JA9T HaH T8 99d qH1as
quqd 1] qd fadT T IeTaT FcdT A MR, IS

¢ FHATHTAT AT AqAT JTIRT HOrar 9 iTe ==mar=1
T WEHRHT T Fe&T ¢ FHATHET AN] FIO & F 7 91T
AE T AT FAETRT 7. ¢ FHATHE T HLOT H I=4
AT ST HT a8, ar a1 ¢ FHATIET T FOT AT
TR, 98¢ SUaNl fEaal &aEr T IEaae T SEai
IET Mg AmTEer SwfUd 9T § FEr aIEHT 4o
HEMIRAT A& T A T & SEeodr a1aY §aredssd Ja7
HHTGA oG =T 4T {aoafl T 9Tae S0dE doad:

qT=FdT SUITd I A8, Ta¥ SUdaET AT $des qeeqaig 3.
A AT TN AT ARIT TAT ®ELT (& T

I AUT T HIT TAAHT TaTaT heldrel draed ¢

FHATHAET F0GTq ITAT. TET T RN T FATITAAT=A
I TH HaT TaAIT T M 99aT AT AT o ]
AN &IUATET ¥ &F BT ATal, o7 aEd T ImE==
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Heddiag ad §99F fog=T 90T I19. qa€ T & g9

4. The learned Advocates representing the Municipal
Corporation submit on the basis of the record that, the judgments
delivered by the Industrial Court, in some of these cases, were
never challenged. Those judgments which were challenged, led to
the dismissal of the Writ Petition, vide order dated 24/02/2021.
These petitioners can prefer individual representation setting forth
the details of their employments and their litigation journey, with
the accompanying documents. FEach representations, along with
the documents, would be treated as independent representation by

the Corporation and the same would be considered on it’s merits.

5. In one batch of employees, who had preferred Writ Petition
No0.1593/2014, a judgment has been delivered by this Court
[Coram : Prasanna B. Varale (as His Lordship then was) and
Manish Pitale, JJ.], dated 26/10/2018. It is informed that the view
expressed in the said judgment is confirmed by the Hon’ble
Supreme Court. It is after delivery of this judgment, that the
Resolution No.124, dated 30/12/2020 on Subject No0.92 was

passed by the Municipal Corporation.
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6. We find that the law is now crystallized in view of the
judgments of this Court delivered in Mukhyadhikari Nagar
Parishad, Tuljapur Vs. Vishal Vijay Amrutrao, 2015 (5)
Mh.L.J. 75 and the judgment delivered by the Larger Bench of
this Court in the matter of Municipal Council, Tirora Vs.
Tulsidas Baliram Bindhade, 2016 (6) Mh.L.J. 867, concluding
that proposals of such persons have to be considered by the
appropriate authorities and depending upon the vacancies
available, deemed dates of permanency/regularization can be
granted. Moreover, when this Municipal Corporation has already
dealt with identically placed employees, who had also approached
the learned Industrial Court and some who had not approached
any Court, these petitioners also deserve to be treated in the
similar way.  Deferential treatment cannot given to these

petitioners.

7.  The learned Advocate for the petitioners submits that
Tarachand Harchand Pawar (W.P. No.780/2023), considering the
order passed by this Court on 23/01/2023, desires to approach to
the Municipal Corporation as like the above petitioners with a

representation.
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8. In view of the above, all these petitions are disposed off,
with liberty to the petitioners to tender their individual
representations along with accompanying documents. The
Corporation would consider the said cases in the light of the
Resolution No. 124, as like the similarly situated employees. If
these individual representations are delivered to the Corporation
on or before 28/02/2023, let the exercise as directed above, be
concluded on or before 31/05/2023. Thereafter, the Corporation
would pass individual orders in each of these cases, justifying it’s

conclusions with reasons.

(SANJAY A. DESHMUKH, J.) (RAVINDRA V. GHUGHE, J.)

sjk



