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=?ouicu Aoplicaticn  No. 1044 3f 1J^2

In

C .A ,  341 nf 1991

Lsxman Apalicant^ncui^'j'.r^

Lnion of India  

& ethers
Inspcn:. ijnts

h'jn’ bl:^ r'r. S ,N .  r >s u __

This rcuiju  applicaticn  has b.  n ril;.ci by th:- 

rrwtcucr applicant  a gainst  thg i-mugn^ r' ju::gn-.-’nt an:' 

crr'cr r'atc 2 3 . 9 , 9 2  passjd in C .A .  ?.'o. 34G -f 1391 

” LfiX?Ti3n" ( AP '^Iicant) versus Union nT India & Cth^-rs 

( .^ ‘spcn:^ . n t ) uhcr'^by the: aoplicatiDn  of the aoolic^nt  

uRs allounc’ partly as sDL’c i f i e i  thr-rcin.

2 .  This is nnt::-uorthy t̂ ;̂ t n; rusul cf t' .̂.

lTi3L.gnc': Du:'gTnLnt an: :rr!:r uoul:: ravual trnt all the

factual  an ' legal ::cints havtJ b- n c-^lt with and th:. 

abjwa impugned J-̂ Jg'~:_*nt and pr; lt ucr<j passed after 

hearing the larrnnd csunscl for th- parties  cn m :r it  

as uoulrf bo obui-jus from the psrusal cf t h e ' iTougpL
'  iryi

JutigmGnt and nr:i,r its-lf  u'^ich is  a detailed  monnnr,
.-1

3 .  This is alsu n"'tc>-u'irthy th^t a perusal of

t'\- racords reveals that thu uiju-oDints and rr"!L'nd3 

uhich havs brrn sat out in this  rruieu -’"' 'plication a n  

almast those vary grounds and v/i :u “ Qcints as air  )ady 

fF-’ntionod in tht: .-nain a n o l ic a t in r ,  thr-'j-h so~e what

in d i f f : ’ rcnt yords .  This is  nnrJlrss  t't '.'"nr-^ais:: 

that the sc'^pD of revieu does nrt in any way tantsir'^e'■'.t 

to th:r aooe'lat : j u r i s :  ict irn  d".,3 net call  r~r r : -

nojning of the case .

4 .  Hawing consi 11 the uiD'j-nci"';s ; I fi'; '

nc .Tiistakc ac':ar?’nt rn the fac.. of record and .t " ret.r-

ial  irregular  ity j i l lcg .ility  nr p;r\/rrsity i.n t*"' i"’-- 

ugn::d Judgment and nrdcr.



/ /  ? / /

5 .  In the result  th2 rcvicy  H c l i c a t i o n  has no

m-rit and forcc an.' acec^rriingly it  is r a je c t sd .

Rcrtibor

Lucknou, Dated 0 9 / 1 2 / 9 2  

(m.rn)


