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B.P.Singh, AM 

- This application has been'fi1ed bythe3licants wh 

are working as casual canteen iaboürs 71n Gun and Shell 7F66ry, 

Cossipore. The applicants have filed this a plication for non-grant 

of temporary status to them though thLy ad fulfilled tJe basic 

condition of completing 240/206 days se -vic in a particulr year. 

The applicants have prayed for tke following ieliefs 

Declaration that your appFcants are entitled to 

confirment of tempo ary status on them as Canteeni Workers 

or any other equival nt posts; 

Direction for confirment of emporary status 'on ybur 
ii 

applicants as Canteen Labours w1.th  the Indian Ordnance 

Factories, Gun & She'l FactorJ, Cosipore, Calcutt; 

Direction for granting all th benefits, salax!y scale 

and other allowances as have been prescribed under Office 

Mo.No.128(A) dt.22-3--94; 

Direction for giving the mnimum wages equivalent 

to Schedule D posts to your applkcants; 
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An order injunction restraining the 

respondents frcin disniss ng arid/ar not 

all'zing your applicants fran rendering 

their service1s for at I.e st 240 days  in a 

year and ad 4iterim order in terms of the 

said prayers 

Leave may kindly be g anted to file this 

application jointly as they have comnon in- 

terest and sane relief s tight for under Rule 

4(5)(à) 	of CA1? Procedure Rule (Procedure 

1967). 

The Dr3.et facts of the. d 

appointed as casual labour in 

1993. The applicants have categ1 

CA that the applicant No1 was 

status on 20.3.94, applicant Nc 

on 20. 1.96. They should have th 

status with all other service b 

The applicants made repr 

\ 
this respect but they did not g' 

mitted that a few of their 1co1l 

as casual labourers were grarite 

cant S were not granted the sn 

d.ttion prescribed for sudi grar 

applicants have filed this CA. 

We have heard id. COunE 

been filed in this case. We ha 

5 	The main contention of t 

is that.sjnce the applicants ha 

vice in a year in Mardi, 1994, 

should have been grantd tempor 

regarding Casual Labourers (Gra 

larisation) Sdiemc of Govt, of 

ase is that the applicants were 

une, 199 1, dune, 1992 and May, 

orically st ted at page 9A of the 

ua1ified for acquiring temporary 

.2 on 2004,105 and applicant No,3 

refore been granted temporary 

anefits acc rdingly. 

seritation a the authorities in 

t any repl • They have also sub.. 

gues who were sirnilrly engaged 

temporary status but,, the appli-

when they have fulfilled the con-

;. Aggrieved with the above, the 

s for both sides. Reply has also 

gone thro gh the CA and the reply 

e ld, Coun el for the applicants 

e canpiete 240/206 days of ser.. 
ardi, 	1995 and January,1 1996 they 

ry status In view of the D0T Memo 

of Tempoxery Status 	and Regu.. 

Idia 1993- A copy of the sine has 
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enclosed as Annexure B along witth the OA. d. Counsel has 

further submitted that simi].arl placed Co legues of the 

applicants who have already canoieted, 240/ 06 days  of serts. 

vice have already been grantedemporary atus and the pre.. 

serti applicant s who have also fil filled th prescribed 

conditions should also have beel granted t e sane. Thus the 

applicants have been discriiuinaied. Their ase is covered by 

the provisions of the Sdieme am3. therefore hey should b 

granted temporary status with ai.i conseque benefits. 

6. 	d. Counsel for the tespindents subm tted that casual 

labourers (Grant of Temporary Satus and Re u1arisaion) S&eme 

of govt. of India 1993 has been held to be ne time sth ne by 

the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the decision • 29.4.2002 in the 

CaSe of UQI & Others vs. Mohan alm etc. tc. repted in 2002(2) 

Aistrative Ta1 Jdgement P ges 215..21 • In view of the 

Ove decision of the Hon'ble Apx Court L • Counsel submits 

that since the applicantsdid n fulfil th requirements f the 

said seme they are not entitle to be gra ed tempy status 

According to that sne the temtorary stat s has to be granted 

to casual lourers who were in mployment 0 the date at issue of 

the said memo nemely on 1.9.93 arid have cnp eted it least 240/ 

206 days of service on that date. These appi cart s have not ful.. 

filled the requirements of this rule and th refore they are not 

entitled. So far as other 11 appl.carxts in 0 913/94 in which the 

applicants were also parties are oncerned i was categorically 

held that these three present appica!its cou d not be conferred 
temporary status since they had n't ,cnplete the required num.. 
ber of days of service as casual ' abourers on that date. In view 
of the above, Ld. Counsel sthmittd that the pplcants are not 

covered under the provisions of 1993 stheme a the said sthenie is 

one tine sthezne as held y the HoJ$ble Suprezn Court. 

7. 	In view of the abve submi4ions of th Ld. Counseis, 

regardino the provisions Of. casual 1abourerg ( ant of Temporary 
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Status arid Regularisation) Schem of Govt. of India 1993 as 

well as Mon'ble Apex Court deci4on referred. to above,the 

applicants £re -not entitled to rliefs prayed for in the CA 

as the Said sdieme has been held to be One time sdieme by the 

1on1ble Supreme Court, 

8. 	In view of the above we dismiss the application withut 

any order as to costs.Further incase the.ap licants claim relief 

on the basis of sQflC other decisilon of the H n'ble Supreme Court 

for redressal of their grievance if anY)theY ae at liberty to 

approadi the appropriate forum fcr the same. 

Nityanj3isty, 	 B.P.$inghg[ Judicial Members 	 Aãninistrative Member, ( 
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