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From prepage.

I have carefully read the order and the gro

unds urged by the applicant in his Review Application.

2. In my opinion, the order made by the Division

Bench, does not suffer from a patent error, to justify,

a review under the Act;- In reality and in substance,

the applicant is asking the Bench to re-examine the

order made as if we are a court of appeal and come

to a -different conclusion which is impermissible in

review.From this it follows, that this application

for review, which is devoid of merit, is liable to

be.-rejected. I, therefore, propose to reject this

application' for review.
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(K.S, Puttaswamy)
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Vice-Chairman, -

17-2-1989. •


