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14.08.2012 Order passed vide separate order sheet, 

is placed on record.  Petition is 

dismissed. 
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1. This is the second petition. The petition before this Bench is totally 

misconceived as Petitioner has already filed a writ petition before the Hon’ble 

Allahabad High Court challenging the order of rejection of his statutory petition 

against his discharge in 1993 and that the Hon’ble Allahabad High Court transferred 

the Writ Petition No. 61717 of 2007 to Lucknow Bench and the same was numbered 

as TA No. 1120 of 2010 which was decided on 21st October 2011.  Now on the same 

cause of action this petition has been filed and it is totally misconceived.  Learned 

counsel has submitted that the judgment passed by Hon’ble Delhi High Court in the 

case of Puttan Lal has a bearing on the subject and it was not brought to the notice 

of the Hon’ble Bench.  It does not give him a cause of action to file a second petition 

before this Bench.   

 

 



2. This petition is totally misconceived and hence dismissed.  However, it will be 

open to Petitioner to file a review petition, if so advised, before the competent Bench. 
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