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é,‘if?ffﬁfter going through thé RA, we find th%t"the
.héeyjeW»'épp1icants have tried £6 re-argue the case by
T : o -
nghgitating mainly the same‘issues which they had
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f}a}qu in the 0.A. The points raised by them were

coﬁ§ﬁﬁered at suff1c1ent length by the Tribunal while
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dec1d1ng/ the OA- 1o20/2000 ‘
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3. Afte? a carefu1 cons1derat1on of the matter,

we a1so dS not f1ndfany error apparent on the face of

the record ; do we f1nd any other justification
which may requ1ré§ rev1ew of our order under‘ Order
vXLVII RuPe 1 of the CPC read w1th Sect1on 22 (3)(f) of

vthe Adm1n1strat1ve Tr1buna1s Act 1985
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4, ' i,IQ‘the circumstances the RA is reJected
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