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Hon'ble Shri N.V.Krishnan, Vice Chairmen ()

Hon'ble 3mt. Lakshmi Swaminethan, Member (J)

shri Mahabir Singh

s/o 3hri Mange Ram

R/0 Villsge & P.0. Ladpur,
P.S, Nangloi, Delhi.

eo.. Review 3pplicant
(By ~dvocste 3h.Shanker Raju )
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1. The Lt.Governor of N.C.T .of Delhi
& U.0.I,
(Through the Commissicner of police),
Pelice Headguarters, M.5.0. Building,
I.Pp. tstete, New Delhi.
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O;R D E R (By circulation )
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[ Hon'ble sSmt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member 0y 7

This Review Application No, §5/95 has bheen
filed seeking review of the Jrder dated 3.1.1995 in
0.A. Na, 1743/90.

2, | We have sesn the Reoview Appliéatiun and uwe
ars satisfiaa that the same can be disposed of by
ciroulation under Rule 17{iii) of the CAT (Procedurs )
Rules, 1987 and we do so accérdingly.

3 The applicant has sought revieu of fhe
judgemant dated 3.,1.1995 on the following grounds :-

(i} That there is an error on the face
of the record in respect of follduing

. the daecision of the Supruma Court

: in Krishna Lal v, ﬁtate af Jammy &

RE W

Kashmir §1994 SCC (L& S) 8858 and
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non=supply of a copy of the Enguiry
Officer's report has prejudiced the
applicant,

: ]

(Li} That the finding of the Tribumal in
para 14 that this is not a case of
no evidencs is an error on the face
of the record. The applicant has
referred again to the evidence of
some of the witnesses and submits
that the arders of the Enquiry Officer
anddisiplinary authority are perverse
as they were passed without any gyi-
dence}

(iii) Thdt the conclusion of the Tribunal
in para 14 is erroneous bescause of
the reason given in that paragraph
wherein the evidence of the wiltnesses
have been referrved to again to shaw
that the applicant was not under the
influence of liquorj and

(iv) That the decision of the Tribunal in
: paragraphs 10 and 11 of the judgment
ls erronsous.
4e As rightly pointed out by the epplicsni, a

reviesy application can be® entertained under the pro-

visions of D. 47, Rule {1 CPC which, inter-alia,

provides that the reviau can be done for any othero
sufficient reason analogous to the reasons given in
clauses (i) and (ii) i.e. uhere there is an arror
agparent on the face of the record or neu maﬁarial

or evidence is discovered, which was not within the
knowlsdge of the parties or could not be producsd

by that party at the time the Jjudgment was propounced,
despits dus diligence.

5 Wa have cérefully considersed the grounds
taken in the Review Applicatinone A mere perusal of
the same shouws that what the applicant is trying to do
is tn re-argue the case and traverse the same grounds
which he had already put foruard bafore the Tribupal
at the time Uth'thS\DaAo was caonsidered, in his
attempt to show that the reasoning and conclusinns

arrived at by the Tribunal are erronecus. He has
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triad to show that the appreciation of the svidence,
or lack of it, is an error on the face of the »scord
because that is not according to the process of

%

reasoning which he hadwﬁéied in the arguemants.

Ge In a recent decision of the 3Jupreme Court

in Smte Meera Bhanja v. Smb. Nivmala Kumari Choudhury

( 3T 1394 (7) sC 536), the Court has referred %o their

observations in an earlisr case of Jatyanarayan

Laxminarana Heade & Orse. ve Mallikariun Bhavanagpa

Shacees:

Tirumale (AIR 1960 3C 137} wherein the following
ohservations were made in connection with an error
apparent on the face of the recordi=-

" An error which has to be established

by a long drawn process of reasoning

on points where there may conceivably

be two opinions can hardly be saild to

be an error apparent on the face of

the record, UWhere an alleged error is

far from self-svident and if it can be

established, it has to be estahlished,

by lengthy and complicated arguments,

such an error canénot be cured by a writ

of certiorari according to the rule

governing the powers of the supsrior

court %0 issue such a writ.!
T+ ~In the instant case, we had diséussad the
facts of the case and the relevant case law in coming
to the conclusion that there were no good grounds
to interfere with the impugned orders dismissing the
applicant from service. The Review Application cannot
be a remedy for seeking relief only bscause the appli-
cant states that the decision is wrong, end, therefore,
wants re-appraisal of the facts and case lau, as has
been'attempted heree
8. Having," thersefore, regard to the grounds taken
in the application and the provisions of 0. 47, Rule 1
CPT and the aforesaid observations of the Suprems Cour t,

we find no justification to review the judgment dated

34101295, The Revieu Rpplication is. accordingly dismisssd,

(Smt, Lakshmi Swaminathan) (N.V. Krishnan )
Member (3J) Vice-Chairman (Ag



