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•• Applicant

We.

Union of India through

1« The S8cret^y(FY-l)
Oepartment of Defence Production
ninistry of Defence,Sena Bhouan,
Neu Delhi-ll

2* Director General,
Ordance Factory Service
Ordance Factory Board
10<->A Auckland Road,
Calcutta-700001

• Respondents

ORDER (dy Circulation)

(Hon*ble Smt.Lakahmi Suaminathan, Rember (3)

Ue have Carefully considered the grounds taken

in the Review Application praying for review of the

order dated 16,7.97 and to hoar the applicant befpre

allowing the OA with costs of the review petition.

2. The impugned order dated 16.7.97 is a reasoned
one given after perusing the pleadings^as none had
appeared on behalf of the applicant when the case was

Called out. None had appeared for the respondents either.
The applicant has sought to re-argue the Case in the

review application. In the garb of the review petition,
the applicant actually seeks to appeal against our

judgment /order for which review application does not
lie. It is settled position (See Chandra Kanta V.Sheikh
Habib (1975 SC 1500) that" a review of a judgmiiNt is
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a serious step and reluctant resort to it is proper only
where a glaring •mission or patent mistake or like grave
mistake has crept in earlier by judicial fallibility."

perusal of the Review application we do not

find that there is any error apparent on the face of

the record or other sufficient grounds as provided

under Order 47 Rule 1 CPC under which alone a review

of a decision/order/judgment of the Tribunal is permissible^
The applicant has contended that the respondents

4. • 1 j i»>cor-r6c<-tried to mxslead the Court which^does not show that there
is any error apparent on the face of the record. On the

merits of the case, ue find no good grounds to allou

the review application to enable the applicant to be

heard agaAd on the same grounds which have alre-dy been
Considered in the impugned judgment.

facts and circumstances mentioned

above, ue are of the view that neither any error apparent
on the face of the record nor new facts have been brought

to our notice calling for review of the impugned order

dated 16.7.97. Review Application is,therefore,
rejected.

nember (3) Chairman (a)


