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Heard Mr. S.K. -Gupta, 1d. counsel appearing for the

applicant and Mr. S.K. Dutta, 1d. counsel appearing for the

| Wk, o
. respondents. N o
IR

2. By the present applicatién the applicant seeks a direction to
the respondents to appoint him in a regular Group~-D post by stating

that he was recru;ted to meet the exigencies of Administration on

20.8.1993vand since then he has been_ qoﬁtinuously working in the

capacity of Casua} Lah%urer. It :ﬁ§ contended that the applicant
became entitled to temporary status in térms of DOPT 0.M

o dated
10.09.1993,

which benefit and status hag not been granted to the

applicant despite the further fact that he ﬁas worked for
_ a

‘ lon i
Without any 8 e

inter i i
ruption. It is stated in the application that the

respond ! i i i
bondents’ action ig violative of ]

aw'.laid down by the Hon’ble

Supreme Co i i 5 5
urt in Piarg Singh’s cage.
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4, Heard Ld. counsel for both the barties and perused the

pleadings carefully.

5. On Earefdl consideration of the matter it appears that it is
an admitted fact. that the applicant was recruited on 20.8.1993. The
relevant DOPT O.M. dated 10.09.1993 laid down the criteria for
conferringifemporary status to the casual labourers as under:-

"4, Temporary Status:-(i) Temporary status would be
conferred on all casual labourers who are in employment on the
date of issue of this O0.M. and who have rendered a continuous
service of atleast one year, which means that they must have
been engaged for a period of at lease 240 days (206 days in
the case of offices observing 5 day week)"

6. On .a perusal of the above provision, it is quite clear that
casual laboﬁrer who did not render 240 and/or 206 days of work as the
case may bejas on{1.9.93 when the DOPT 0.M. dated 10.9.93 was brought
into operation, are not entitled to grant of temporary status. As
such the said scheme ié not attracted in the present -case. It is
contended by Mr. Dutta, 1d. counsel appearing for the respondents
that apart from the fact that the applicant did not render one years’
continuous éervice when the aforesaid DOPT O.M. came into operation,
the applicaqt was not sponsored by the employment exchange, which
aspect was inot denied by the applicant.  For this contention he has
drawn our aétention to the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of
Calcutta referred to above. The aforesaid judgment squarely
applies in #he facts and circumstances of the present case. |
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7. SucH being the fact, we do not find any merit in the present
application and accordingly the same is dismissed. No costs.
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