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App). icant claims reenaagement in service on the basi 

that he has worked for a period of one year under the 

contractor who was working for the respondents.. 	Counsel 	for 

app:licant also 	pr'ayes that if the respondents cannot 	provide 

him 	recul.ar 	job s 	at :l.?ast directions 	ho 	issued 	to 	the 

contractor to reenoage him. Hut in my view the contractor 	is 

not 	under the 	jurisdiction of this 	Tribunal, 	and 	is a strarer 

as 	for 	the 	neti. ti.orier and the resoonderjt: is concerned. 	No 

directions can he given to stranaers. Appropriate remedy 	1es. 

before the Labour Court, OA is 	dismissed 	in 	.1 imi.ni 
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