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violata-Ye of, .Articles 14 and 16 of tTife ''C-biifetd?ttetaon of

Indiar:o-;:;,
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cation. We find that the judgement''cdirfi5'rehe'-ri'#ii-Wl.y:' deals

with the issues • now being agitated in®- '-t-lSe Oj Review

Application. We do not find any error apparent on the face

' (ifrthe ?reGO-r4,,-.nor any new evidence which was not available

to th,ev.gtjppldQant after exercise o_f due '̂̂ d^^l'ifr'̂ e'ifce--Wirranting
•• ' '• \ \^ -P'- , ,
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? .fO :. V (\'r .

^ 'J '"-i . , . ; • ^ - - . • « '
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overrulled arguments and an effort to cover the grounds

proved ineffectual earlier do not provide sufficient

reasons for review (Chandra Kanta v. Sheik Habib AIR 1975

SC 1500).

Accordingly, the Review Application is rejected.

(I.K. RASGOTRA)
MEMBER(/)

(AMITAV BANERJI)
CHAIRMAN


