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Lucknow t h i s  th e  2-r?f>(^day o f  44*^^1:^7^2005.

HON. SHRI V.K. MAJOTRA, V.C.
HON. SHRI M.L. SAHNI, MEMBER(J)

S a t i s h  Chandra D eoras aged a b o u t 2 9 y e a r s  
son o f  S r i  Deota P rasad  Sen R/o 26 6 K handari
B aza r ,  F a iz a b a d .

A p p l i c a n t .
v e rs u s

1. Union of In d ia  th ro u g h  th e  S e c r e t a r y ,
M in is t ry  of D efence, Govt, o f I n d i a ,  New D e lh i .
2 . Dogra R eg im en ta l K endra, th e  Dogra
R egim ental C e n tre  F a izabad  U.P. th ro u g h  i t s  L t .
C ol. G .S.O. ( 1 s t )  T r a in in g .

r e s p o n d e n t s .

O R D E R
By S h r i  M.L. S ah n i,  Member(J)

The a p p l i c a n t  has f i l e d  th e  above rev iew  

a p p l i c a t i o n  under c i r c u l a t i o n  r u l e s  f o r  rev iew  

o f  our o rd e r  d a te d  8 .2 .2 0 0 5  p a s s e d  in  O.A. No. 

591/2002, by which th e  O r ig in a l  A p p l ic a t io n  was 

d is m is se d  on a cco u n t o f  lack  o f  j u r i s d i c t i o n .

2. The a p p l i c a n t  has tak en  th e  ground t h a t  

th e  T r ib u n a l  has comm itted an e r r o r  f o r  as s ub: i ^̂  

th e  a p p l i c a n t^ o f  D. 0 .R .A . ( A s s o c i a t i o n ) .

3. We have gone — th ro u g h  th e  Review 

A p p l ic a t io n  and f i n d  no e r r o r  a p p a re n t  on th e  

f a c e  o f  r e c o rd .

3. The scope o f  rev iew  as  i s  w e l l  s e t t l e d ,  i s
very  l i m i t e d  as h e ld  i n  Meera Bhanja (Sm t.) v s .  
N irm ala Kumari Choudhury (Smt. ) (1995)1 SCC, 170 and 
P a r s io n  Devi and o th e r s  v s .  S u m itr i  Devi and o th e r s  
(1997) 8 SCC, 715. I t  was l a i d  down in  th e s e
judgments by th e  H o n 'b le  Supreme C ourt t h a t  th e  
re v ie w  p ro c e e d in g s  a re  no t by way o f  a p p e a l  and have 
to  be s t r i c t l y  c o n f in e d  to  th e  scope and am bit o f  
o rd e r  47, r u l e  1 o f  th e  C .P .C . The Review has t o  be 
e n t e r t a i n e d  on ly  on th e  ground o f  e r r o r  a p p a re n t  on



t h e  f a c e  o f  r e c o r d  and n o t  on any o th e r  ground . The 
e r r o r  a p p a re n t  on th e  f a c e  o f  r e c o rd  must be such  an 
e r r o r  which must s t r i k e  one on mere lo o k in g  a t  th e  
r e c o rd  and would n o t  r e q u i r e  any long  drawn p ro c e s s  
o f  re a so n in g  on p o in t s  where t h e r e  may c o n c e iv a b ly  be 
two o p in io n s .  I t  i s  f u r t h e r  s t a t e d  i n  P a r s io n  Devi 
( s u p ra )  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a c l e a r  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een th e  
e r ro n e o u s  d e c i s io n  and e r r o r  a p p a re n t  on th e  f a c e  o f  
re c o rd ;  w h ile  th e  f i r s t  can be c o r r e c t e d  by th e  
h ig h e r  forum, th e  l a t t e r  on ly  can be c o r r e c t e d  by 
e x e r c i s e  o f  rev iew  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  The rev iew  p e t i t i o n  
has a l i m i t e d  pu rpose  and canno t be a llow ed  to  be "an 
ap p ea l in  d i s g u i s e . "R efe ren ce  may a l s o  be made t o  a 
r e c e n t  judgmet i n  (2003 ) 11 SCC, 658 in  r e  Union of 
I n d i a  & o t h e r s  v s .  T a r i t  R an jan  Das on th e  s u b j e c t .
5. In  view o f  th e  above d i c t a t e s  o f  law c l e a r l y
l a i d  down by th e  H o n 'b le  Supreme C o u r t ,we f i n a  o u r s e lv e s  
u n ab le  t o  be pu rsuaded  by th e  grounds ta k e n  in  th e  
re v ie w , t h a t  th e  e r r o r  p o in te d  o u t  in  th e  o rd e r  i s  
such which e n t i t l e s  th e  a p p l i c a n t  t o  g e t  impugned 
o rd e r  r e c a l l e d  to  be r e h e a rd .  Hence th e  Review 
p e t i t i o n  i s  found m e r i t l e s s  and i s  d is m is s e d .

(V.K.MAJOTRA)
V.C.


