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! | » By this application a review is aéﬂa o he
- orders given on January,11,1969 in T.A No.1593 of 198 - 3
R.N.Gupta Vs.Union of India, The grounds for aanking miﬁﬁ{h"*i #
- of the judgment are that no decision has been given in ﬁhqaﬁsb. e é
E of the interest, including pendentlite and future inb.a_ruat?_ and - "
% the claim of expenses incurred in the conduct of the suit as | oA

claimed by the plaintiff-applicant, It has been praye A thie
application that the judgment may be reviewed to the ﬁ»iamnt that

the costs of the suit and expenses incurrad by the pIa{ptifﬁﬁ-

applicant touwards correspondence and conduct of the suit hl"ﬂ

avarded and interest at 15% per annum till the date of .;% :,,

Y
e

payment be erdered to be paid to the plaintiff-ag f:l._pant‘*.gﬁ

e -
R .r“f;f

2. In suit No,826 of 1982 which was ruaai‘vnd uu,:’&:a ,,,,
% i‘.-
from the Cuurt of Additional Munsif,Agra, bh! ﬂiﬁ‘putf L was 11: 4

g e . P I :
respect of paymsnt of certain conveyance bills i gu. Uf;,, E ;“ 1s of
the plaintiff-applicant and he had prayud l“__ _ ;’;‘._ffttw_ﬁ 3 in favour
of the plaintiff against the dafundantg u ' Rs. 4,6 'su

interest at 6% per annum as wsll as th : cost o
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that h:nult:l be admiqsi.hln- to the

e

that the defendants qhnulq, a&sﬁ‘i?q a‘*

months frem the datn of rmaj.phr né*thua
fipalise the claim and maky ;nrnngumﬁhbs fﬁ

payment under thsir uwn-apanfalupnﬁif
them in this regard. The application fé"si‘f’“m “g
the above terms, parties, will baar-thééﬁ%ihnﬂnugﬁg,”

In view of these observations made in the last para ﬁﬁ
the judgment, it is evident that the cenclusion arrived at by this

Tribunal was on the basis of the facts and circumstances uf’ﬁhg-ﬂﬁﬁg@i

i"f
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Moreover, if cohtentions that are raised are not dealt with and a

judgment is niven, the remedy is neither 2 review nor a mention

and a case cannot be reopened on this account, The only pressmption

that can be drauwn is that the contention was either not argued or

not pressed, The remedy would be preference of an appeal.

It is alse noted that against 6z claimed in the original

faim Petition the applicant now wants interest at 15& per annum,

A review of the judgment can be asked anly ﬁf there is

a patent error of facts or lau, to gastablish

apre not needed, A review is also possible 1f any bﬁhqr?%yfﬁﬁniunb

cause is brought out by the applinant we do ﬁuﬁ ?ina~inﬂwéu§h

ingredients in the review appligabﬁ.unt There 1

i n. ﬁninglfmiaaian

which, elaborate argument
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