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TRIBLiNAL'S ORDER;-

I

i' A ̂

Thie. TBviess? tras been Booght of the order dated S5i./9/2®0@!

irs OA 3S70./9ES which was. dismiBBed.

2, The ajpplicasnt i^shiJe reiterating the pieajdings irs the OA

hasB. tried to cite a few iudgefK-ente. in E5.A-40£5/91 decided on 7/4/92

by the PrincipasS EJersch., New Belhi^C^ivil Appeal No.3038 tcs 3048/97

decided on 32/7/'94 by the Supromo CtoLsrt^ ■0A-3>jife/9& decided on

2/9/96 by the Patrsa ESersch c»f Centrasl Ad&'sinis.trative Iribursal ̂

Eihyas^Js Babo Verfsa 9/b. 'Liirsion csf Irsdia 1994C24!? ATC;-12l5 Elfot .Manekas

Bandtsi V/b. yrtion' csf India,, etc. The aspplicant has. ailBcs cited

how the asdverse decisicsrs hass. affected her perBorsasS life.

3t. ye hasve perciiBed the grounds, and we find the appslicant has.

ccnly reargued the' cas.e. An review is. ncst CieriiiTn-is-sable on the'se'

igroundB. There is. rco errcsr asppasre-rst on the face -of the record.

The review appO icat iors is. thereof csre rejected.
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