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New Delhi , this the 13th day of September, 2002
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3-5-2002 disiuissing ths OA No. 767/2001 ss bsing

without any msnt.

OA 767/2001 was filed by three

applicants working as part uirne workers on a

consolidated salary of Rs. 788/— p.nii seeking the

ant of temporary status/regularisation in terni^ ui

OOPi's Scherne dti 10—3—33 for the purposSj as well as

the revision of their wages. Though similar pleas had

been entertained and allowed, after the decision ot

the Hpn'ble Apex Court 1n the case of Punjab Stats
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uhS abOVS wn ten on,- nav mg
joineci their duties on the

dates subsea-dent to 10-3-S3, OA was dismissed by me on

O" U uK)\J u f

3. According to the review applicant, une

order calls for review and modification, as

additional/alternate reliefs were not considered.

This plea has no basis in law. Once it is seen that

the applicants did not fall within the parameters of

the DOPT's Scheme, their plea had to be rejected aa

had been done. Additional reliefs claimed were parts

of the main relief and once the main relief was

rejected in law, nothing remained to be done in

respect of the ancillary reliefs. No further

directions were called for.

4. In the above ci rcumistances, I find that

the review application has no merit. It fails anu is

accordingly dismisseu.
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