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in Chahdra Kanta and another vs. Sheik Habib, reported in
AIR 1975 s ¢ 1500, has held that once an order has been
passed by the Court}ua review thereof must be sub ject to
the rules of the game and cannot be {:ghtly entertained. A
review of the judgement js a serious siep and a resort to
it is Proper oniy where 2 glaring omission or patent
mistake or grave error has crept in earlijer by judicial
fal!isflity. A meré repetitipn through a counse| of +the

old and overruled arguments, a second trip over covered

ground or minor mistakes of inconsequential import, are

obvious!y insufficient.

3. We have carefully gone through the contents of
the RA and find no good ground to entertain the same as
these do not disclose any error apparent on the face of the

record. The RA jg accordingly rejected, by circulation.
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