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O RDE R (ORAL)

(Hon’ble Smt;Lak‘shxﬁi Swaminathan, Member (J)
Review Application 187/1999 has been filed by the
applicant i,e, applicant 1 in OA 279/99 seeking review

of the order passed by the Tribunal on 17,8.1999,

2, I have heard both the learned counsel and

perused the records,

3. The main ground taken by Shri Deepaic Verma,
{2& L, . ’ .

learned counsel on behalf of{review‘applicant is that

a new and important matter has been discovéxed by him

that "respondents after £fiing the said one group

'D’ post of Sweeper thmdgh Employment Exchange ara 3
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of the order dated 17.8.99)by< fresher had also therea-

». -

after on 26.4.99(1i.,e, after the above orders of o —
Hon’ble Tribunal dated 19,2.99 was passed and during 9/6

the pendency of this OA) engaged three more freshers

as daily wagers without considering the applicants

herein.” Learned counsel has submitted that; in the

reply filed by the reSpondepts to OA 279/99 on 3,5,99

they had~ stated t;hat fhene was or;1§ one vacancy, He

has contended that this is wrong because they have

filled three ‘vacnx;cies of daily wag%. by order dated

26,4,1999,

4, Inthe circumstanrces mentioned sbove, reliance }g/—

placed by the review applicant on the order dated ‘ N

26,4,1999 which was am orxder passed by the respondents |

prior to the Tribunal’s order dated 17.8.1999is not tenable,

~ unable :

I am also/to agree with the contention of Shri Deepak

Verma,learned counsel that at the time when the respon-

dents had filed their reply to OA on 3,5,99, a reference

N 2>
to the fact that there was only one vacancy, is also In-
correct, Taking into ac)coﬁnta the fa;ts and circumstances
of the case on the basis of which the Tribunal had passed

ﬁa; order dated 17.8,99 1in 0A 279a/e1a9(99;«k dogo wot call for

‘ a/m? : &0 .
/5. For the reasons given above, I find no merit in

this review application, The same is accordingly dismissed,

(:Smt.Laksl‘mi Swaminathan )
Mehhber (J)




