
CENI'RAL iKlBUN^i LUCKNOvv BxBNCH LUCKJsIO.;

xleview Application No. 484 o f  1991 (L)

IN

i’ransfer Application No, 524 o f  1987 tL)

Union of In d ia  & O t h e r s ........................................Applicant

Versus

Shakir A l i . . . . , ................................................ fiespondents,

K o n 'b le  Mr, Ju st ic e  U ,C . Srivastava, V .G ,

H.an.!JaI.a..Mr.,. A .B , Gorthi, Member(A)

H o n 'b le  Mr, Ju stice  U .C , Srivascava, V .G ,

This belate<2i review application is directed 

against our judgement and order dated 15. 3 .1991#  

case was heard and disposed of after 'hearing  the counsel 

for the p a rt ie s . The scbpe of review application is 

lim ited  and does not mean re-hearing of the same, I'he 

said  argument was also disposed of which may forwarded.

I t  has been stated that certain facts rV^Jould not been 

brought to the tribunal, i’or Union of In d ia , it can not_- 

be said th?.t despite due deligencbe the facts are served 

with provision of rules/orders ^r instructions and n-efeace 

nature of rules were not to this knowledge. I t  is not 

correct to state that the certain facts which have been

raised  sp ecifically  in the counter- affidavit ,, escaped 

the attention of the tribunal',. But i t  h^s-not been 

stated  that facts confessed, :'has-eacaped the attention

>te have decided the facts as they were on che record in 

taking into Consideration the pleadings of the parties

and the argument advanced before us and as have assigned ;
t

reasons for arriving  at a particular conclusion. ^h3re 

' - G jn c . .  2/-



I's no ^rror much less  than error apparent 6n the face 

of the record in our opinion . Accordingly the review 

application is rejected.

Member((«

Lucknow d a t e d I l t i , 199 2. 

(RKA)

u
Vice-Chairman


