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1. el gRT g AoRAT Ukl UM TR hIodhlt

3MTIHA, 1955, 3MeT 47 foagar 1 WA & 3cdold IBA
U JAJM 32/99 H Udaule grRT uilRa favkr  fkeis
20-12-2004 ¥ @RE@ B w=gd fBam B
2. UhcTilc & JAT S dLud. o, & Adledid &
Sl A 3ieNgIdleRbdl grRT Ao JiferaedrerT & J&d oolzATel
greferas o JFell arg |
3. g0y iferaadr ureff o 3Uell d@d A doRATel HA H
3ifthd @ Bl IEd §I B ThAT [ AT Uhade GRI
uiRd smeer & R w uRafya & aeh g = 3, o
uRa foofer germacise fBY o Jow 31 3@ Fad B
dqIgaRd 3MRTeN Ureff & JTdert & 3Rt & T ur ureff auwf
A BIed BB 30 TRAR Bl UIAG-UINT BT 3 & | ATl
R of 3Uel  doRAGIRA fovlT & @RI 3ieflear  uigior
RRTAT gRT urea ferofer g &t & g 3meaR uw fowed g
f5 @it TRar & 3mefl gedk Rie daa 25 dar Rk
qfd & FIges utd &R Fhar o7 S| A Eq Al
R & AAGT UXgd Ibved A Rafsod =@t off dem s
YBIE AT RN of 3ffeTdaell & UbeH e Siicbd 3TUet]
3R A TR TeATdh? UIH T&AT I Bleell d HAAT forofe
fGdis 20-12-2004 wRa far 8 o @fva feraea 21
AT RRITAT o 3MUell 3R A IWeA Urefel Usl &bl &y

150C0C Ud 19 3JoiRele Hbrodail 3fefesda &1 aerhs AdHTe
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Ud IR Bl fevfr fieis 20-12-2004 ulRd feem 2
ATTANT TRATAT D JAAT 3greff IRer o far &g &g
UsdleT fhu 3RUtw 3ifdagel @ 3R UX 3MU IWH3A  yrefer
U Tgd TR o O refetel AeawRer Ao & @l e e eft
U 30 IHA Bl AoRAGRG ool A ier B siren
Flefell T o 37d: oA wefaus & HeR B S
AUSH Bl UHBCUG gRT UilRd 3meer fiefics 20.12.2004 @
o fham S T THeA DI HMeel foharm o |

: 3TITHT  JfHATG of 3MUell T&A & QRIS 3T
ARG del B R &d gu ab e 6 doael &1 &
Ida MHa 3 dar FHsad P Thal Ul gRI UilRd ameer #
[l gBR @t FfE ISR & 3, foRFe TorAnl & A A
EALIT BT S AP | AGRATE! IBA Pl JS Pl BT ferdaa
fepa |

: EHo II YA B TEA W A fhar  qen
USTdelt &1 3idclichel e |

g fefdare Rafa 2 5 oremeh urfemus & forea smeamt e
& er fear o Jbar B -

. forofer srerar amder wiRa &t & 3w adild 3R FAsa@yst
qeT @B SeeR off 6 gd # AeId® daRdr B IWed ot
Ugd @l B o Aa d, w4

. Ot ot a1 Tt ot 3ifdci @ e A & ume Bt &,
. 31 hlt i BT & IR WR

: BXdold eordlell e usr # S 3mamr o o B,
3P IEd TT IAT B JRAa Ad & B I usR B
MR IGSA B Al & Ahd & fheg I Aol INBR B B
MR &l & Abd 21 oA B s A Jg AT oF
AT YHIT B UGVl W o R A Pears &2 forofg wa
® Ul A @l g1 AT UbcUls of UAEell UT IUcTel A
ORI BT eIl 7 QUi fadasl @vel & uedTd & o[Umae[u




g I BRIl 7 gHR”Ie STol

SToIRATe IB/EL.T./80/2 00 5/aBIAT
AR Rig I61d AIBR

TR 3Mced 3Meel UiRA fhem &1 AGey I@dd e &
ool & @ Fenfa fagrea ufdufea 2 16 aoramwEl vs
sifaRaa YB3 B ATIH FEl T AwAt & qeIT Ao A
dad 3 M ak & Rar e owen doa 2 o Ao s
ameer 47 formam 1 A @ A F ugae R ™ B U IS

3R 1995 TH At U1 455, 2005 (1) 3R 3R & 545 TA

® afza =l gl & T g B, e I8 sr@enfRa
fear orm 3 5 oAl @ Ugene IBIA 3@l 3die bl
M TEl of AhAT g1 TorATel Bl g e Hfda arar
2 3R oA @ 3Mg H WARU BT Gel: U oTE e
ST AhaT &1 3R 3R & 2010 UST 254 YIRS Ferdd  shad
FANT <dl A JoRa FAvsA B Uba Ule o I8 Rigred
gtquifea feear 3 -

“(a) Hon ble Supreme Court and the Hon ble High Court have held
in several matters that the remedy of review is not an instrument
for re-examination of the facts and it cannot be utilized as an
instrument for re-writing the judgment. The scope of review does
not provide an opportunity of an extra appeal. It has been held
that even when judgment is erroneous the scope of review is not
attracted.

(b) The scope of review is very limited and review is not the method

of re-examination of a judgment. It even does not give any scope
to the court to sit in appeal over the judgment pronounced by the
same court. The scope permits only to correct the mistakes
which are apparent on the face of the record. Hon'ble Supreme
Court in Smt. Meera Bhanja Vs. Nirmala Kumari Chaudhary,
AIR 1995 SC page 455 clearly held that the error apparent on
the face of the record should be such which should strike
immediately looking at the face of the record and which does not
require any long drawn process of reasoning or examination of
law. The courts are not supposed to re-appreciate the evidence
but only restrict themselves for correction of the mistakes which
are visible on the face of the record. In Ajit Kumar Rath Vs.
Orissa State AIR 2000 SC 85, the Hon'ble Apex Court has held
that the power is not absolute and it is subject to restrictions
indicated in Order 47 CPC. A review cannot be claimed as a
remedy for a fresh hearing or for correction of an erroneous
view taken earlier.
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(c) The power of review can be exercised only for correction of
error of law or fact which stares on the face without any
elaborate argument being needed in establishing it. The error
apparent on the face of the record is one which is self-evident
and does not require a process of reasoning and it is distinct
from erroneous decision. Rehearing the matter or detecting an
error in the earlier decision and then correcting the same do not
fall within the ambit of the jurisdiction of review. Jurisdiction of
review cannot be used as an appellate jurisdiction in disguise.
Hon'ble Supreme Court in State of Haryana Vs. Mohinder
Singh 2003 (1) WLC (SC) page 499 considered the scope of
review under Order 47 Rule 1 CPC which is reproduced here:-
"Civil Procedure Code 0.47 Rule 1- Scope- Hearing of review
does not mean giving one more chance for rehearing matter
already disposed of- High Court in hearing review as if it was
rehearing whole petition overstepped its limits- Order of High
Court set aside and original order restored."

7. 2005(1) 3R 3R & US 545 H HAGTNT HdiA

T o I8 Rigred gfauifed feam 2 fob-

that even if a erroneous view taken on a particular issue, it cannot
be a ground for review.
8. Rt UPR AT I AT gRT 2005 37Ralol

(12) U1 290 & g aiffereriRa feem 2 f5-

“The scope of review is very limited. It has been clearly held in a
catena of cases that a judgment order may be open to review
under Order 47 Rule 1 CPC if there is a mistake or an error
apparent on the face of the record. An error which is not self-
evident and has to be detected by process of reasoning can
hardly be said to be an error apparent on the face of record
justifying exercise of power of review. In exercise of
jurisdiction under Order 47 Rule 1 CPC, it is not permissible
for an erroneous decision to be re-heard and corrected. There
Is clearly distinction between ‘an erroneous decision’ and ‘an
error apparent on the face of the record.’” While the former can
be corrected by higher forum, the latter can be corrected by
exercise of review jurisdiction. A review petition has, therefore,
a limited purpose and can not be allowed to be an appeal in
disguise.”

Ja&l d b e forofg & forar orar aifdrara orera oft & ar oft
Ig IoRRAE & U 3meaR @t & Jhdr B, o fb AeT

JTdH FRIAT gRI Ry difiderds JBAT 662/2001 I3<AdTdd
I RAR ddbict I 3T Feltd AIh Udsllicd MMM TAUL @
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3 H Ug fomiy f&efics 15 3Wd, 2004 & off yigqumed
fepam arm 2, St 3B 2005 (1) U 545 W 3gRd 2|

9. YBUT Bl addATe uRRefeRt & #Agease ureft @& Moy
JRTFAT of UhcUle gRI Uk 3meer & Wit ®E afda Je
"error apparent on the face of record” Uee &t &2 Uy B oo
A oRAE UrRlar U B TR I ST Ab | AT
JioaRa IT H ydor HI deAAds Ud fdide Rafa &1 fadae
Hd U 3R UIT HRU 3ifhd Hed U A 3Me URA
fem orm 21 3ra: UilRd 3MeYr H oAl B AeIH A A
UBTT BT §IdeTT fhar Sirenr 3ruférd @iet 2

10. gRumeAd: gt @l 3R A URgd oAt Urlerus
el feen orar 31 feofy ufay Y3 ummach # dAcoe @t
ST |

UAdcil I Soglel  3Mdedd  hridiadl  IffHcEmene &

AR #elt & |
ool JYoo e H FATT ORI |
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