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Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed 10 see the Judgement ?

To be referred to the Reporter or not ?

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair
be circulated 1o other Benches

copy of the Judgement ?

Whether it needs to of the Tribunal ?

JUDGEMENT

(x&xgkmgkaxkrxgr by “on'hle v, J.7. She
Vb o § . Jo7e GCharma

The a . .
v DDI.L(-‘ t + R BN . -
v Lz L2 oot e Lo he AN Fah cuary
En et A
1972, havd
o2y N INT I R N o
- 1 Tl eyania or n(jﬂ_.)?,\/'n'th ~F F-“Lei*m

21 1A -
aligwznNcCe faor the oeriord 4
> saeriod from 14,170,108 Yo Zant
- - e hi)

W

mh ar ’

1080 T i
r6, The aforesald apnlicati
1id apnlication was “dacided by the

2 A
judganent dated A st 1
2 Aquau 13, 18C€7 Spldinn that th

(O]

annlicstion is barved . e
s Dallt2d by 1lmltati‘-‘n -"’u'\d 7150 ‘Fj’UOiH

? Ao
2o i5qriaved by the afouoesit coter, bl )
=511 octer, the snnlicant

v The Hon’ble Mr.
f
' 1.
2.
3.
4
.

L -
Nag Filed this WA VI
e % and in ine grounts, N8 s

s ee o0y




Fepeated thg <., g “tGunenl s which haye élready heen
Considered in :ng Judgement un~ar Taview, He hag
made the prayer thet o divectign N8 issued to *he
Tespondants tg grant the apnlicant daily aIIOUance,
etc, in place of Foreign Allowance, stc,, sfter
GUa8hing the tarms and conditiong containad jin
3nvarnment of India, Hnistry of Jefenca (FuD.) 1stter
Jated 6.19.198¢ nd papt 171 ge C7"ice Or'er “o, 367
Tate?! 12,17, 1088 a7t ar Taviewing the aforessid judgement,
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@anlication, thg apnlicant hag tried to Justi®y that

his claim has bean within limitatign. "doilevaer, Lhe

iavier Nas already heen Covered in thg Judgement in
Paras, 3 and 4, Thg support tog the Tesasoning niven

in the 3udgeient 1vs haen drawn from the case of
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3.Ce 19, The fr ash gfguments v.ised nou Cannot reopen
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4, The apslicatisn “3¢ 2130 considaered on merit g,
The apnlicant Nas again raferped to the fact that his
transfer to spi Lanka was a Lemsorary one on danut at ion
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Compilation of FRR, Part I, Sanaral Qules, This

le9sl position has also been “iscussed in nara,5

of the judgement, The analicant has accented the

terms and conditiong of appointment to 5r

i Lanka and

oW on having comnleted his tenure and within three

yeurs aftar that, desires that “he tarns and conditions

be guashed ac viclative of Articlas 14 and 16 of the

Constitution, When the analicant has draun the

benefit from those terms and conditions of servicsa

of deputation, he cannot assail the vary
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3. The review of 2 judgement lies if t4here is an

arror apoarent on the face of the juigenant, which is

not the case here and a2lso where the impcrtant piece

of evidence has ascased the notice of the retitinner

when the Case was disnosed of and that teoo is not a

Jreund for revias in this case, Thus, the revieu

apnlication is misconceived, The same is,
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