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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH

RA No_29/2002 in OA No.797/2001

N €■! w. D 61 h i , t Ii i s 11th d a y o f E rs b r u a r- y, 2002

Hon ' b 10 3hri M.P _ Sin9hi3 Morribfi 1" (A)

■  A ni r i s h K u rn a r- B i r 1 a .. A p p 1 :i c a n t

(Eiy Shri A.'S- SinQu, Advocatoj

versus

Un i o n o f I n d i a « A n o t h e r .. R e s p o i"i den t.'. is

0 R D E R f 1 n c i r* c u 1 a 11 o n)

T h 1 s R e v i e w At p p 1 i c a t i o n i s f' 11 e d o n b e h a .1 f

a P1 i c a n t s e e k 1 n 9 r e v i e w o f t. h e j u d 9 o rf e n t d a ted 9.4.2001

^ ^ by which OA No.797/2001 w'as disposed of voith a direction
to the respondents to consider re ■en9a9ernent of the

applicant as Waterrnan in preference to his juniors and

freshers. On a perusal of the RA, I find that neither it

is the case of the; applicant there is> an error apparent

on the fac€: of record nor has he corne with any freish cind

V a 11 d 9 " C' u n d that w o u Id war r* a n t a r e v i e w o f t n

j u d 9 e rn e rr t. In t hi i s v i e w o f t. h e rn a 11. e r, t. h e p r e s e n t R A is

n o t rn a i n t a 1 n a b 1 e u n d e r" S e c 11 on 2 2 (3) (f) o f■ A d m i n i s t r a t i v r'a

Tribunals Act, 1985 read with Order 47, Rule 1 CPC and

e n c e t h e s a rn e i s r e j e c t e d.
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(M. P. S i n 9 h)
Mernbe r (A j
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