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ORDER BY CIRCULATION

„e Mr. Kuldip Singh, Member (,1 )

The present RA No.iZ of ZOOi has been filed by the-

applicant for review of the order passed in OA No.l901 of

2001 on 3. 1 1 .2003.

2. By filing the present RA, the petitioner in the
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'Rk wants to re-argue the whole case again by filing the RA^

which is not permissible. While delivering the jucigmerrt,,. tine

revievii.' petitiorrer was duly heard because the judgment was

given aftei" hearing the parties as such the RA has no merits..

No erioi" apparerit on the face of i'ecord has been pointed out

which may call for r-eview of the order. Further, the RA

not come within the ambit of Order 47 Rule t CPC read with

Rule 22 (3) (f) (i) of the Administrative Tribunals Act.

3. In view of the above, nothing survives in the RA,

which is accordingly dismissed.
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