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K.P.\.-I'YA ,V.C. 	This Review Application arises out of the 

judgment passed in Original Application No.201 of 1990 

delivered on march 21,1991. 

Grievance of the Petitioner inOriginal 

Application No.201 of 1990 was against the imposition of 

penalty over the Petitioner resulting from a disciplinary 

enquiry. The Bench did not feel inclined to quash the order 

of penaLty imposed on the Petitioner and therefore, the 

Original Application was dismissed against which threvjew 

Application has been filed, 

The grounds taken to review the judgment is 

that certain questions of fact could not be urged at the 

time of hearing of the original application. 

We have heard Mr. Ganeswar Rath learned Counsel 

appearing for the Petitioner and Mr.Ashok Mohanty learned Sr. 

standing Counsel for the Central Government. If the contention 

of Mr. Rath is accepted, then v&rtually,it would amount to 

ehearizg of the case in regard, to the factual aspects,An 

application under order 47, rule-i would be entertained only 

when there is an error apparent on the face of record or 

party aggrieved wants to rely upon some new evidence which 

would not be unearthed before the decree was passed despite 

due deliqence exercised by him. No such case is being put 

forward on behalf of the Petitioner in this Review application 

an'-d the refore the...contEition, of Mr. 'Rath.'as vehemently opposed 

by Mr. Ashok Mthanty as it dcs not come within the purview 

of order 47, rule-i of the Code of Civil Procedure and therefore 

,we hold that this Review application is devoid of merit and 



hence dismissed,1eaving the parties to be3r their Oen costs. 
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