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Hen'ble Smte Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member (J)

This is a Review applicstion filed by the
applicaﬁt in O.p. 1844/50 praying for revieu of the

order dated 20e12.1995.°

2. We have perussd the contents of the Reviasw
applicstion carefully. Ths applicant has stated that

the contentsof the original application No.1844/90 may

be treated as part and parcel. of the present Revieu
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application also. Para 2 of the Review application

refers to the facts, pleadings and arguments. In para
~ 2(i) the learned counsel for tha applicasnt, in fact,

submits that the applicant couid not highlight certain

points when the U.p. uwas being argued uhich_he'statss has
) - in ' A .
resulted/an error apparent on the face of therecord. In

the Revieu>applic§ﬁa1the ahplidant has attempted to re-‘
aréue the mattar on the svidence adduced before the—l

,{ - disciplinery authority as well as the punishment impased
upon him. .it is'alsoAstatad that certain judgements have
the judgment dated 20-~12-1995 in OA 1844/90 wdy be

revisued, ,

been omitted i% the impugned'order,uhich requiress that
"3, We have carefu;ly-cohsidered the grounds taken
by tha.applicant in the review application. The applicant
Has a;lEQEd ﬁhat there are errors appafent oﬁ the. face
N¢:i ‘ EF the.racord in order to.bringAthe appiication within
the'scdpe and ambit of order 47 Ruls 1 CPC'?pgar uhich
alone_é reviey of a decision/order/judgment of the
.Tribuﬁal is.permissible@ The app;icant has himSElF
stated that he could’nof high light cirtain #0in ts when

y%}/’ the: cese 'wes argued, unich ne ought tu heve 'done. then,

which he states has rzsulfed in an error, but this cannaot
be accepted. He has also tried to ra-argue the case on
: e co ' - . well settled law. . ..

the facts in this petition., It is/ that the Review applicatios
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cannot be utilised for re—grgﬂing the case traversing
the same.grounqg The scoﬁe of the Review application
is very limited and the revisu apglication'is v
maintainable only if there is an error apparent on
the face of the record or some new evidénce'has

comg to notice_uhich was not available even after
exercisg of due diligence or any othe;.sufficipﬁt
reason, It is well settleq orinciple that revisu of

a judgment is a serious step and reluctant resort to
it is proper .only Qhere a glaring mmission or patent
mistake or grave-efror has crept in earlier'by
judicial fallibility, ' . : .

4, A perusal ﬁf the Review application makes it
clear that none of the ingredients referred to above,
have been madé out to warrant é review of the
aforesalid judgment,

5. In vizu of the above facts and circumstances,
we do not see ‘any merit in the Review application and

the same is, thersforz, dismissed.
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