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The applicant has filed the Review aoainst the

idqenient dated 9.5.1991. The Review ordinarilY hies on

ny of the fcilov;inq grounds

Discovery of nev; and important rncitter or evidence

which after the exercise of due deligence was not

with us in the knowledge or could not be produced

by him at the time when the decree'was 'passed or

order iiede and it is of such a character that it

might alter the judgement.

:iii MistaJce or error either of fact or law or

rjiocedure api:arG>nt on the face of the record;

ii; may or n"ay not have been argued at the

Oiiainal nearing of the suit.

(iii) There is .other sufficient reason, ihis

expression has to be^ understoo.K ejusdem generis
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Th9 applicant sought the Revies^ of the aforesaid

judgenr-nt on the ground that the MP No. 163/90 filed by him,
has not been considered while giving tiie judgement, though

it was ordered earlier that 'the said MP shall be considered

alongvar:!)/ the decision of the Original Application. The

applicant has also taken certain grounds in pctra 7 (a) and

(b) of the Rsvieu? Application.

We have considered the whole matter alongwith the

record of the case and the judgement under Review. What has

L'een btcit-ed bv the applica.nt tor consideration of MP 163/90,

thougn there is no .specific order passed on that MP while

disposing of the OA bv the judgement dated 9.5.1991, it is

evident that the relief claimed in the OA of guashing the

impugned order of reversion dated 28.11.1987 was disallowed

•bi.' detailed juc^gement. So it was not necessari" to nass a

smcific order on the MP which becauB infrucruous,

Regarding the grounds taken in para 7 A and B. they are

f: 111 IV 'jovered bf the judgement and the grounds 7B-5 and 7B-6

are by thenselves complete answers for the variou.s grounds

L-aken by tfie applicant for Review of the judgement wherein

the applicant himself pointed out that there is a cause for

reversion.



have gone tniongh ths record and the judgenBnt

in derail. There is no reason whatsoever to review the

1u<igsment dated 9,5,1991. The applicant in fact wants to

reopen the matter all over again v/hich cannot bs' permitted

urider law.

'ihe Reviev,' Application, tJierefore, has no force

and is dismisseci by circt!la.tion.
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