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Heard both sides on C.P^NOo 167/98 all
contUDacioua non-irapl^nentation of the Tribwh^
order dated 1.9o97 in Oa NOo436/96 fUed by

2^ By the aforesaid order dated l99«9l' ro^ond^L.
were directed to

i) consider reengsQinO applicant Ih prafQE^i^
to juniors /freshers ti^ierever there yas
need for casual laboureri^

11) scrutinise the relev^t records to seo ;
if spplicafit had worked for Cior© thcJ?

n" .

240 dgys in gny of the periods claibod;
by her end consider g r^tihO hsr
tenporaiy status in tei®3 of thg ;

r

/t
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copulated by GDI «rtde WaS-o datad 10.9,93,

3. Its resarda (D a^ov® respondents in
reply affldaalt has stated that no parson Jonlor
to ^pliod»th„s been sngeaedby thSD, end this
eeapasnthaa not oe«. suocessfully rebutted by
^plloent. Respondents also state that ̂ erauer
^y casual uoik sh^l arise,

giw9> preference in her category to otherw

e. Ae regards (ii) above, respondents havs

stated that upon scrutiny of records it is sosn
that spplic^thas not cDopleted 240 days in
particular year, ahdhas not dona sny kiith
respondents after 1990. This averoent has also not
been successfully rebutted by sipllCEnti'

5. In the result the C.P is disfflissed

notices are dischai9sA"

:  \

( WRS, LaKSKMI SUAWINaTHaPI )
l»lEriBER(3)

( SdRbSOiGsr)
W CE

/ug/


