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The Scope of review is very
limited. It is only for errors or
mistakes which are apparent on the
face of record. Its not a method for
re-examination of a judgement.

Hon'ble Supreme Court in Smt
Meera Bhanja vs Nirmala Kumari
Chordhary AIR 1995 sc Page 455
clearly held that the error apparent
on the face of record should be such
which should strike immediately
looking at the face of record and
which does not require any process
of reasoning or examination of law.

In Ajit Kumar Rath vs Orissa
State AIR 2000 sc 85, The apex
court had held that power of review
is not absulate and is subject to
restrictions indicated in 047 CPC. A
review can not be claimed as a
remedy for a fresh hearing or
corection of an errore our view taken
earlier.

So in view of the above, the
review application is not
maintainable and hence Rejected.
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