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R.A,.34/95 & M.A,304/95
in O,A, 2782/91

13,9795
We have carefully considered the
facts as outlined in our order dated 539 Jjos,

2, Shri B,B,Srivastava in his affidavit
dated 16,5,95 has stated that the applicant had
telephoned from Bulgaria that he wanted to
withdraw the O.A.‘ He understood the matter

\ {@s instructions to withdraw the 0,A, and
accordingly made a submission dated 73111394,

‘ - 13. In the light of the contents »of Shri
B.B,Srivastava's affidavit, it camnot be said

that there is any error aspparent on the face

of the record in the Tribunal's impugned

prde r datad 7,11.94, bec suse b/; that order

! the O,A, was dismissed as withdrawn owin'g to the
) ‘ fact that under instructions f rom his client,
the F?g}::[li(‘:ant's counsel Shri B.B.Srivastav;
had/\S ought permmission to withdraw the 0,A;

4, The scope of a revision application

s limited by the conditions set forth in
...O;Fier 47 Rule 1 CPC/ and none of those conditions

kia

re manifeste® in this case d

v - *
L
[¢3]

De Under the circumstances, this review

application is rejected leaving it open to

N

the applicant to reagitate the matter through
4 fresh original proceedings, if so advised and
if admissible according to lawd
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( DR. A,\EDAVALLI ) ( S.R.
MEMBER(J) MEMBER(A)




