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'  -ORDER (By circulation)

I'-L?-?- ®T!t.- ...Ls-.Ks-.hmi Swam;!n.at.ha Mombe.r.CI.

we have carefully considered the Review Abpllcation
filed by the applicant In 0-A 1788/99 praying for review of
the Tribunal's oral order dated 28.10-1999-

■ 2- The applicant has himself quoted the provisions of
order A7 Rule 1 CPC in Paragraph 9 of the RA, According to
him. on the basis of the facts submitted by him in paragraphs
1  to 8 and the provisions of Order A7 Rule 1 CPC, the
TrlbLinal's order is >00000008" and needs to be corrected and
improved■ because'a definite material which ought to have been
considered 'by the Tribunal has escaped its consideration and

■  could not- come on record before it"due to sudden, premature
'  and hasty disposal of the O.a" We are unable to agree with

the contentions submitted by the applicant in the Review
Aiipllcatlon that any of the grounds as provided under Older A7
Rule 1 CPC exists in this Review Application. The contention
of the appllcart that the impugned order datedn 28,10.1999
appears erroneous and needs to be corrected is not a ground to

the Review Application, In A.T. ^ sharma Vs. A.P,



^§?Tarma & Ors. (AIR 1979 SC 10A7), the Supreme Court has held
/

f

as follows

"The poiAier of-review may be exercised on the discovery
of n'='i'vi and important matter of evidence, after the
exercise of due diligence was not within the knowledge
of the person seeking the reviewi or could not Lx?
pr-oduood hv him at the time when the order was made;
it mas/ be" exercised where some mistake or error
apparent on the face of the record is foLind; it may
also be exercised on any analogous ground. But,
may not..be..,.ex.ercised.,.ori..,.the....gr;oun decigrion
lAjas e r ro n'^d\!S..,Qn„„rner i t^ f hat... WQ 1.1I d proy i.nce
of .a .c.Q.i,!.r.t....o.f.l.app.e.a.i...".....VA...;p.Qwe.r.....o.f.....c.e.y.i.ew.....is.....n.Q.t....to._..be

anoonvused"'' a-p'p'el iate PPwe.r;....!^Mch...may ,e.Q^fel.e
Appeii.a.tiS .C.Q.u.i.r.t l.to .c.o.r.r.e.c.t .a.l..l...„....m.a.n.n.e.r.....-....o.f e..r..ror;s.

- ; go.mmitted...by.....t.h.e....S

(Emr-'hasis a.dded)

The impugned order is an oral order given after hearing the

parties and taking note of the relevant facts. In the

circ'.imsta.nces, Review Application is rejected.

(Smt. L a ks hm i Swam i na t ha n ) (5". R. Ad i g^O
Member(J) Vice Chairman (A)
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