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Nsu Dslhi: this the / • day of fiprilj19 97#

HON'BLE nR.S.R.A0lGE,P1EnBER(A)»

HON'BLE DR. A. VEDAVALLI, nEnBER(D).

Narender Singh & others ,,

\/Brsus

UOI & others

Applican ts.

Responden ts o

0 RDER (BY circulation)
BY HON 'BLE n R. S. R. ADIGE . n !yiBER( fl) ̂

Perused the R. ,A3..

2, Paragraph 7 of the Casual L abourers (Gran t of

Tenporary Status & Regul ari sation ) Scheme ,199 3

issued by CDP & T»s O.n. dated 10,9.93 itself clearly
specifies that despite conferm^t of tenporary status
the services of a casual labourer may be dispensed
u/ith. The only stipulation is that 1 month's notice

haS to be gi\/en in writing. iJages for the notice

period are payable only for the days on which the
causal labourer is engaged in uoik, as applicants
were not issued any notice in writing and were

engaged right upto the date of disengagemen

respondents were directed by our impugned judgni^t
to pay applicants* 1 months' wages in lieu of notice^

3. fteview applicants have also referred to para
of the aforesaid O.M,, but that relates to Casual

Lprkers employed in industrial establishjnants to
whom provisions of the I.O.'Act would apply. It has
nowhere been pleaded that applicants are casual

UDrkerSj- employed in an industrial es tablishn ̂ t.
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*• rn our impugned judgment ue have already
directed respondents to consider re-engagin'g the
reuieu applicants subject to av-ailabillty of york and
in preference to outsiders and those uith ouerall
lesser length of past ssruicee. In absence cf uo^rk,
no direction can be issued to respondents to re-engage
re vi 0U app 1 i can ts e'

5<. The impugn ad judgment therefore warrants
no interference end both the R. are rejected.

(  OR.A. VEOAVALLI )
nEnBER(^.) (  s;r,aoige4,
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