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CENTML AI^.INI3TRATI\€ TRlBUrJAL,PRI'CIPAL BENCH,
NE;V DSmi.

R^A.N 3.342/94
IN

O.A.NO.2393/93 ^
mw De Ihi II October.

HON'BUI MR.S.R.AQI3E, MEMBER (A)

Shrl A,Ut Kumar Senapati,
s/o Late Shri Bishnu Pada Senapati,
r/o Vill^GobindnaBar,
post, Sekandari, „
Distt,   Midnapur(West Bengal) Applicant,

Versus

I. Union of India through
the Secretary to the 3ovt, of India,
Ministry   of Urban Development,
Nirman Bhawan,
New De lhi-110 Oil.

2. TheDirector af Estate,
Ministry  of Urban Dc^ve lopment,
Nirman Bhawan.
New Delhi -llOOii.

3, The Assistant Estate Manaler.
Ministry of  Urban Development,
N.H.IV,
Faridabad(Haryana)

4, The Plant Protection Adviser to
Goverrmient of India,
Directorate of Plant Protection,
Quarantine 8. Storage,   . ^ .

   N.H.IV, )Faridabad(Haryana Respondents,

    Q R D E R(BY ClRajLAlION) ,

In this application bearing No,342/94,

filed by Shri Ajit Kumar Senapati on 23."9.*94, a
A

 prayer has been made   to review the judgment dated
3.'B.'94 in  O.A.No.2393/93 Ajay Kumar Senapati VS. UBI.

2. Under  Order 47 Rule 1 CPC, a decision/
    judgment/order can be reviewed only if;
i) it suffers from an error apparent

on the face of the record;

il) new material or evidence is
discovered which was not within
the knowledge of the oarties or
could not be produced by that
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part/ at the time the judgment was made,
despite due diligence; or

iii) for any sufficient re   as one ons trued to
mean analogous reasons.

3. A perusal of the contents of the review

application makes it abundantly clear that in

the ^ise of a prayer for review, ^/hat the applicant^j
actually Seeking is to appeal against the impugned

judgment.  The impugned judgment is a
c(^IStL(hH-S P tT>ty Oh. ^ ytCDrt/ ^

detailed and reasoned one in which each of the
%-

points raised by the applicant have been

discussed at considerable lengthy before recording a

finding rejecting the application. It does not

appear necessary to repeat the contents of the

review application^but manifestly it is hit  by a

whole Catena of judgments which clearly distinguish

between the scope of review and that of appeal.

4, Thus, in 'A,T,Sharma Vs, A,P.Sharma & others'

AIR 1979 SC 1047, it has been heldj

"The power of review  may be exercised
on the discovery of new and imoortant
matter or evidence -which, after the
exercise of due diligence -was not
within the knowledge of the person
seeking the review or could not
be produced by him at the time when the

order was made; it  may be exercised
where some mistake or error apparent

on the face of the record is found;
it may also be exercised on any
analogous ground. But, It may not
be exercised on the ground that the
decision was erroneous on merits.
That would be the province of a court
of appeal,"

5, Similarly in Thungabhadra Industriws Ltd,

 VS. The Government of A,P,-AIR 1964 SC 1372, it

has been held that  • a review is by no means

an appeal in disguise,' Similarly, in Chandra Kanta

S. another Vs, Sheik Habib - ,c^ir  1975 SC 1500, it
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has b«en held;

"A review of a judgment is a serious step
and reluctant resort to it is proper
only where a glaring omission or patent
mistake or like grave error has crept

in earlier by judicial fallibility, A
mere repetition through different
counsel of old and overruled arguments,

a second trip over ineffectually
covered ground or minor mistake of
inconsequential import are obviously
insufficient?

6. For the above reasons, the review

application is rejected.

MEMBER (A?

/ug/
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