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By Hon'blellMr, S. Das Gupta AM
This applicaflion has been filed seeding review
of the jydgment and ordler dated 6.1.1997 by whHich the.
v O.A. N0.B06/93 was dismlissed.
i 2 In the aforegpid 0.A., the .applicant had
challenged an order by |phich the penaliy ves imposed
on the agplicant by tne Disciplinary authority| and also
Appellatq = order ¢ by |phich the penaliy imposled was
modersted. After a detdlled consideration of vgriocus
; points ralised in the OJ., the application wes| found to
' have no merit and was agcordingly dismissed,
v i
3. In the Reviewlapplication, it has bepn stated
that cvarfous points whfich were raised by the lesrned

counsel fpr the applicafft during the course of [a rgument s
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filed any |written recordg of the arguments advanced.
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