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3. Agair. as par law laid down by the apex oonrt
in the case of Chandra Kanta & Anr. Vs. Sheik
Habib AIR 197S SC 1500, rovisu of a ludgement i, a

serious step and reluctant rescft to it is proper
only where a glaring omission or patent mistake or
like grave error has crept in earlier, by judicial
fallahility. Obviously, we do not find any error

apparent on the face of the record/judgement. We
would also like to reiterate that a review
applicant cannot reargue the case decided cn
merits. The review petitioner herein seeks to do

SO and has to be depricated.

•+, For the reasons stated ahove,

oi.irnmar i 1 Y rejected. No (..;0,c.t.c.

the RA 1

Member(A)

(T.N. Bhat)
Member(J)
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