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ORDER

The petitioner in the M.P. .3636/91 has fil-^d

this Review Petition against the order dt .19.2.1992. The

.VP was disposed of on the basis of the oleas taken in

the petition by the petitioner and the reoly filed by

the respondents as his counsel, Shri B.3. Raval had

reo o rte d no Ins t rue t io ns .

2. There is no error aeoareat on the face of the

judge,nent. The petitioner has not shown any ground, on

v,hich he wants the order to be reviev.ed. He has not

referred to any new fact or evidence^that particular

aspect urged in the pet it .ion has not been dealt with

in the order passed on the M.P.

3. Review ."lepl ic ntio n is, therefore, devoid of aierit

and is Gismissed.
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