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ORDER (BY CIRCULATION)

Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi SUaniinathan, Member (3)

This is a Revieu application filed by the

applicant in 0.A« 1844/90 praying for revieu of the

order dated 20.12 .1995.

2. LJe have perused the contents of the Revias

application carefully. The 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
' t

. 2(i) the learned counsel for the applicant, in fact,

submits that the applicant could not highlight certain

points when the u.A« was being argued uihich he states has

in

resulted/an error apparent on the face of therecord. In

•fahe Revieu applicgtldn the applicant has attempted to re-

argue the matter on the evidence adduced before the '

disciplinary authority as well as the punishment imposed

upon him. It is also stated that certain judgements have

been omitted ia the impugned order*which requires that

the judgment dated 20-12-1995 in OA 1844/90 re=ay be

r B ui e ue d, ,

3» IJe have carefully considersd the grounds taken

by the applicant in the reuieu application. The applicant

has alleged that there are errors apparent on the. face

of the record in order to bring the application uithin

the scope and ambit of order 47 Rule 1 CPC under uhich

alone a reuieu of a decision/order/judgment of the •

-Tribunal is permissibles, The applicant has himself

stated that he could not high light oiJEtain -pdin ts u-hon

uas argued , unicn nu uught.-'tg . Uam-'done , then,

uhich, ha states' has rssulted in an error, but' this, cannot

be accepted. He ,has also tried td ra-argue the case on
usll :.se ttied." laij, \ .

the facts in this petition. It is/ that the Rewiew applicatior
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cannot be utilised for re-arguing the case trauersing

the same .grounds The scope of the Revieu application

is very limited and the reuieu apolication is • .

maintainable only if there is an error apparent on

the face of the record or some neu evidence has

corns to notice which uas not available even after

exercise of due diligence or any other sufficient

reason. It is well settled principle thati reuisu of

a judgment is a serious step and reluctant resort to

it is proper only where a glaring ©mission or patent

mistake or grave error has, crept in earlier by

judicial fallibility, ;

4, A perusal of the Review application makes it

clear that none of the ingredients referred to above,

have been made out to warrant a review of the

aforesaid judgment.

5, In view of the above facts and circumstances,

we do not see any merit in the Review application and

the same is, therefore, dismissed, •

. (Sint.Lakshmi Suaminathan)
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