
Centrc-i Administrative Tribunal, PrifiCipal Senc;'-

Ri. A No i Ad 0 / i U0 U 1
O.A, No.72A/2fiOO

I  - flaw Delhi this the £ij day of January, ;Q0]

Hoin ■ bl© NIr.Kuldip Singh, Meaiber CJ)
Hoindbl© l^lr. S.A,T. Rizvi,sfenibeirAA}

Sh.S.V. Abhi S/O Sh.RfK. Abhi

aged about 5A year's,

A'ssistaiit Audit Officer, Under F'rincipaul Director
Commeroi&l Audit A Ex Officio tlernber Audit Board-'-IT,

AQCR Building, New Delhi, Review Applicant

Versus

i  , Uniori of India

Thi'ouyh Gomptroiler a Auditor' General
of India, 10, Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New DoUs.,

i. Princa,pal Director of Commercial Audit
And Ex-officio Member Audit Board-II, AGCR'
guiiding, Vth Floor, B ying. New Delhi, .Respondent-;

QiOER BY,„CI£CULAI,ION

Si Slnflili-iSEbgiryi

■jUr • . >;.t

RA No. A10/2000 has been filed by the appllvxsrt

■for review of the order passed in OA No, 72A/Z"00 on

30, 10,2000,

2, ri'ns review applicant has tried to reagitate the

same issues which he had raised in the OA, Ail the poants

taken in the RA were considered at great length by the

Tribunal while deciding the 0,A,

3,. After going through the RA, I do not find any

error apparent on the face oT the record which rrmo' re-Qui't-

review of my order under Order XLVII Rule 1 CPC read with

Rule 22(3)(f)(i) of the Administrative Tribunal's Act, Ir,

the clr cu-'A,stances, the RA is rejected.
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(  Kuldip Sip;^ }
Member CJ)
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