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W 'Application (RA) has been filed

y ' judgement dated 25.9.1991 in OA

'rative part of the judgement we had

sy view that the Tribunal has

:he matter. The Registry is directed

'1681/91 alongwith its enclosures to

- S the applicant to pursue the matter, if so advised,

in the proper forum."

The scope of the R.A. is very limited in accordance

with the provisions made in Order XLVII of the Code of

Civil.Procedure and can be filed only if there is an error

apparent on the face or record or some fresh evidence/-

documents which were not available after exercise of due

diligence at the time when the matter was argued has come

to notice. The R.A. cannot be used as a vehicle for

reagitating the issues which had already been considered

and decided.

The Hon'ble Supreme Court in Chandra Kanta and

another v. Sheik Habib AIR 1975 SC 1500 held:-
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"Once an order. has beéﬁ .passed-°byl the .Court; a.
review thereof ﬁust be sﬁbject to ?he rulés of fhe
game and cannot be lightly entertéinéd..A review of
a judgement is a serioué step and g-iesbrt toiit is
proper only .where a glariﬁg omiésion ‘or »patent
mistake or: gravé error  has crept in.fearlier by
judicial fallibility. 'A,mere,febefitiéﬁ'thrbugh a
different counsél of -thé - old énd- overruled
arguments, ‘a second trip over ineffectually covered
grbuﬁd of minof mistakeé of inconsequential import,

are obviously insufficient." ’

, The R.A. is accordingly rejected. -
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