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The present RA No.304 of 20071 has besn  Tllsd
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to  ra-argue the whole case ancd
applicants in the RA were also taken at the time when the
08 wWas  argued. While delivering the dudgment, all the
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that the applicants canncot compare themselves with  the

conditions of those employees Wwho had heen

recrulted at Germany, Holland and 1elgium ete, The scope

ofF Review Appllcation is very Timited and

nacsed on 21.5.2001 1n the 0A does not
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and moreco the RA does not come withi

of Order 47 Rule 1 CPC read with Rule 220334

the Ra,
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3. In view of the above, nothing

which 1s accordingly dismissed.
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