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·t:':.e cp~ n m~!~~ t ::.tad can 
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the impugnud ord~. ot p;jn.fah:mcni: dc;S';-ea·w-:. lo be ;;u~~hed.. 
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7. It t;-eH :.etb.e::d aftur eater ;;:. oi tfo:ei~km::. of z .. ;:;e;;i Court {gee 

/\ 

B.C. c iatumedi V.:§.. Union. of Iruiia 19::16 sec (L&SJ SC SO, High 

Court of -Ju.dicatssre ai: Bu:nl.J.a.y Vs. Shashi Ka.n.t S. Patll (.tlIR 

Ala~purkur f(1998j 3 &.CC 192. il . .P State Road. 1 ranspor; 

(2000 sec {L&S} 355, /-lp,r.1-i'u-ei Ex.pore Promotion. Vs. A.K. Chopra 

[1999 (2) A WC .t 114 (SC) and Yuq1.J1 .. ath D. Baqde Vs. stat~ Gj 

.Maharashtra. µ-.1·. 1.,., 99 6 SC 62,1 ehat Cou~t: or Tnbi.u.1:1.1 can 

.he pt'cceeding~ ~-:iete held in violation of 

prir cip1e..,. of na ueal ju.: i e or ii:. violation of statutor-~ Rule::.: 

presedhing /P.. C.. the l.Y11edc ef enquir-y or- wb-er-e ehe co:ieh.i~ioa of 

'I'" ..... oee n in .a:.2 13 
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from a decision but a i.eview cf the 

t: 
eerree t in th.e ev ot ne Court. H has a.1:.0 been ..--aid that the 

the ~~le judge of fact and where 

.:'!'.Uetnptiug to cemn:dt thef', of the Govt:. pi'operty. !t is not a 

the "i..Utbodty ard appe llate 

Authority 

uot f'a.U in the cope of juaichd i"@view. It ea:1 hardly be argued 
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.... The 11e.. ~rnbmis.~iun of Sd :S. 'l'-f s:u~ l· h~ !'hat b.1e appHeant 

of 

and 

one witnes~esl or a fact, ail of them • need not be examined. 
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e~mining any one of them, It fa nowb.e .. e seated in it ,$,hat Ma;or 

applicant and two o .. hers were tried in the Cotu·e of Jra Aud:tionai 

'lt ree ..... rded tae 

to be quashed. A perusal of acquH.ra.1 datt:d 26.2.1999 . reveats 
~~ 

that the Court ~corded that :::..eqL;;itta.!1 with .. ccordi ... g e~ic."'"n~e 
I\ I 

decision dated S.10.9S in Ra.1 Dev Shar:ma Vs. otare of Bihar in 

11. The attacl; of Shd B.N Sing!l, a~inst appellate order dated 
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Ruie';i;. 
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