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\>--t- Be. ·tha·t as it .. '!'ay,<even i·n ·t_he event of- the~ 
, ·-·j ,delay untimately: been condoned, - the basic question 

·;.would be -wheth"er ·power· of review can be exercised 
in 'this.· ca·se. ··It fs w·e.11.:.. s-~ttled a review. cannot· 
be c l a i med: · 6 r· asked -for mere l y for a - fresh hear i ·n g 
or arguments or corre.ctne.ss ·. W an· ·erroneous. view 
taken earlier.· Power· of review gan_be exercised only· 
for- correction of a .patent error of law or: fact which 
s~ares ·in th~ face without· any 'elaboraie :argum~nt 
be i n g n e e d' e d f o r ·. . e stab 1 i's h i n g th e · s:a me • · Th i s i s · 
the law laid down i-n A.jit Kumar _Rath.--vs~· State of 
0 r i s s a ( 2 O_ 0 0 ( 1 ) SLR. ( SC ) · 6 2 2 --~ ) • - A_ mere g 1 an c e · 

I 

at the grour:ids raised in para 5 of the-Revlew Petftion 
would show that· elab'ora.te arguments of·- facts have 
bee n . r a f s e d • , Th e r e · i s n o · .s co p e' f o r rev i' e_.vJ. · The 
Review A~p]~cation ne~ds.t6 b~ rejecte~~- : _______ _ 
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