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HIAYTT uH

"R YR | G I 1 haell UteT ST FehdT g, GATGaR ATfIehl, IUGRIHS T 3R F8t Uis ot Taxf e
BT A &, SR TfAemT & srgede 141 & dgd ok GO STaTerd] oh el dferdt 82"

R YR H Tohiw i & fAofa ot aeter ST aawvar 8?2
gAfdaR gifdent, ISTARTHS a1, Tt dis ot G 6l
ufehar iR 3 Ta% 141 & dgd dIehahRY TSIk & Rigia
oh1 fafae fasawor

i

Rd & G dIe a1 ol amraa: sifaw giar 8, Afce 38 sigede 137 & ded siia Hiffd SRt (S8 Renrd
R g3 Afe) W gAfdarR arfaenr (Review Petition) & H1ead & URT ST HehdT & (Lily Thomas v. Union
of India (2000)) | 35 sifaRed, fafde Ffgaar gffga & aet 'Stare Decisis' Rigid & amasz, afs w1
fAufa wed: Ffeyuf & at 3§ @t tis (Larger Bench) ot dafefd edh S&al ST Gehal & (Krishnan & Ors.
v. State of Haryana (2013))1 31=8& 141 & dgd THH I gRT aiftd s 9+t srefteer =amarerat wR
qufd: Mg 8, TR e 142 & dgd shad guf =i (complete justice) & 38:a & &y g faviy wga-
fdsr fafde T5iR & wu & s1egepRt 781 g1 8 (Nidhi Kaim and Another v. State of Madhya Pradesh
and Others (2017))1

fafdrep siar ik greg T Ate; adam fafde @ist gRomt & "SuarRias e (Curative Petition) &
Ufeharatah faeRoT a1 Rupa Ashok Hurra v. Ashok Hurra fota & ursa @1ed Iueied -ig) &, 39fiq 39
fafre Iuar or Hifta fasdwor gt uega fohar 51 g1 81

gefda gHgd w@fafaat adftaan FAofa

10 I AT - 15 ated ey High Court Of Chhattisgarh
Rug-g=t
1. faega fasqwor 3
11, gifafde graeg= 5
111, afdd geheH 6
IV. 8
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1 9Rd # gt & & FAofg &t gder 1 gwar g2.. I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 gHAfGaR a1t (Review Petition) 1 HifAd =T

3geds 137 & dgd THter aTfieh st ‘s Sidie’ (appeal in disguise) T8t AT ST Tehal 81 A8 dhaer a+ft wWierf &
Sie Repfd IR @ls uae S (error apparent on the face of the record) a1 7R ufeharetes ¥« g3 8, 7 fo safeg
foh ATt # qET gfeentvT €@ & (Haryana State Industrial Development Corporation Ltd. v. Mawasi
(2012), Shri Ram Sahu v. Vinod Kumar Rawat (2020))1

02 Sl SITH SMURTAeh gHterm # 3iar

et AT H gAfGER & SMYR &mdeh 6 (C.P.C. & 3masr XLVII e 1 & \M), Stafdh SmuRifdes shrfarst # gAfdar
Fhad Repld IR uaet ®U 9 fag areft 1iefiR et (error apparent on the face of record) d@ gt &g @ HifAd &
(Mukesh v. State of NCT of Delhi (2018))I

03  §3I bl ol TgH (Reference to Larger Bench) @t uferar

fafdres gergeR & Rigia & dgd a3t s grr @nfia fofa sté a1 gam T areft dst R sreeart gid &1 afe &
=rarefiart Sl die gaadt = =amareien 6t dis & Fofa @ sragad 8, at IfEa ufdhar ag @ o ag sRoT sard gy ArTet et
A =ranefier S fs &t 9, S SMaFRdIIIR 9 Ui Ararelier S Haure dis dl daf+d e Tend! § (Krishnan
& Ors. v. State of Haryana & Ors. (2013))I

04 Stare Decisis (4d [ &l fRRar) &1 A8

I # a1, ARaxar ok Rfgaar gRfga s & forg @nfia F5iRE &1 ures fohar s anfee | Sates =marer o
&1 gd fAufat el Sheret agd HSTgd, difchen 3R SHfed & 3 SIURERf wRU & 81 a&erar & (M/s. Total Environment
Building Systems Pvt. Ltd. v. The Deputy Commissioner of Commercial Taxes & Ors. (2022))|

05 TG 141 (STHSRRT ASTR) TAM 3¢ 142 (Iof = fAder) &1 $icR

3T 141 & dgd G &I gRT O Imm=T s (ratio decidendi) Tt srererdl @t gierar 81 39 faudd,
T 142 & dgd 'guf =’ oA & forg fafre aet & smur o g g fashy fder a1 wgd Y srgeds 141 & dga
DRI FoTR g] AT 1 "ehT (Nidhi Kaim and Another v. State of Madhya Pradesh and Others (2017))]

raraal & 39 &9 Ay fkRar
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1 9Rd # gt & & FAofg &t gder 1 gwar g2.. I - fawga RAsdwor

wat= araa F Yatea grarerd 3 A7 ¢ o smurifdes Amet | sifaw fofa @t uetea dhae ik =m-sifgd b

afewtr e 3 frg & Hia &1 IeTER0T & TG, FRIEE 3 Al # ot & iR (arges 21) %
TRETUT &g, YATIDR ATf<rent U Geil STaTerd § HIffd Hifdeh gAaTs Sif-ard & 715 & (Mohd.
Arif @ Ashfaq v. The Registrar, Supreme Court of India (2014))| 38 SifaRed,
e 141 & Igd U Sié gRT 9ifa s a+ft «ferd A w gderdt &g @ gerd ghar
8, T I8 Sifas & 9 & gt goh [ AT Sl SIRT @i ol SITUR Tg1 o+ Fehd (Maj.
Genl. A.S. Gauraya v. S.N. Thakur (1986))I

3= =raraat 3o ATl A g & o et 81 Ik UTH STes 226 & dgd GATdaR i Sidf-igd Qrfert

g Hivie &, ARtk 5 iRy & v Bt R e &1 3 aredt & g gedich a1 qor-aly
(merits) & 3TYR R Mol ot a5 & folg srdieiia raTerd 6l avg TagR el e dohd
(A.M. Faisal v. Thrissur Corporation (2021), Union of India v. N. Subramanian
(2019))1

sfaoffa &= ar Farafrat

SURIH ATt (Curative Petition) UR TT&7 a1 319

Terfy fafdres famst & Rupa Ashok Hurra & d&d "SUARIHS ITfhT" Sl UG R 8, Ida= # ueM fohg 11y fafdes
et gRuTHl # 39 fowg R &l Ul g wigd a1 [Aufa Suets 981 &1 3rd: g9h! fafdres T ofik sarfuvmelt =R 31 area-
3R faevor g9 At 7 IuTey 8] g1

"3 Ut ShiRUT" hY SR

gt AHel A gAfdaR & foig e gafe &R (any other sufficient reason) aTerIisT 3T GRIRT S&Teld] o fddd TR
AR 8, AR 8 3 dR W UTepfdes = o iR Iewig= a1 UfchaTcaTeh U deh gt Uifiid @1 a1 & (Ram Jethmalani
v. Union of India (2011))I
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1 9Rd # gt & & FAofg &t gder 1 gwar g2.. IT1 - wifafs graur

11. gifdferep U@em= - e

ARTICLE 137, CONSTITUTION OF INDIA — REVIEW OF JUDGMENTS OR ORDERS BY THE SUPREME COURT

g UGy U hié ol ITh gRT fag 7y foredt oft fAofar ar smmear &bt dwiter st &t ufert Ue™ ohdt 8, it d9g gRT 94919 7Y

HIAT R e 145 o dgd 9-1g 7Y FAgHT & arefi= 21

"Subject to the provisions of any law made by Parliament or any rules made under article 145, the
Supreme Court shall have power to review any judgment pronounced or order made by it." Igd:
Bhunesh Gandharwa v. State of Chhattisgarh, Rajendra Khare v. Swaati Nirkhi, Ram Jethmalani v.
Union of India, Lily Thomas v. Union of India, Haryana State Industrial Development Corporation
Ltd. v. Mawasi, Mukesh v. State of NCT of Delhi, Union of India v. N. Subramanian, Kalaiselvi v.
Official Assignee, Government of Tamil Nadu v. R. Azhaharasan, State of Tamil Nadu v. S. Nagaraj,
The Government of Tamil Nadu v. S. Thangamani, State of Tamilnadu v. Secretary, Komarappa
Sengunthar Higher Secondary School, State of Tamil Nadu v. C. Jebakumar, A.M. Faisal v. Thrissur

Corporation

ARTICLE 141, CONSTITUTION OF INDIA — LAW DECLARED BY SUPREME COURT TO BE BINDING ON ALL
COURTS

g UG AR ehxd & b Tatea AaTerd gRT 9ifvd 1S off S YR & iR o/ I+t =ramerdl &R arereRt g

"The law declared by the Supreme Court shall be binding on all courts within the territory of
India." 3gd: Maj. Genl. A.S. Gauraya v. S.N. Thakur, Nidhi Kaim and Another v. State of Madhya

Pradesh and Others
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1 9Rd # gt & & FAofg &t gder 1 gwar g2..

III

01
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07

08

09
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11

12

13

14

. a-ﬁ?r W 25 gHed - grroft

qHEHT

Haryana State Industrial Development
Corporation Ltd. v. Mawasi
ESCR010004082012

Union of India v. N. Subramanian
HCMA010587802019

Magj. Genl. A.S. Gauraya v. S.N. Thakur

ESCR010000991986

Rajendra Khare v. Swaati Nirkhi
ESCR010000782021

Lily Thomas v. Union of India
ESCR010002122000

The Government of Tamil Nadu v. S. Thangamani

HCMA011625982017

Krishnan & Ors. v. State of Haryana & Ors.
ESCR010004592013

Manish Goel v. Rohini Goel
ESCR010004642010

Union of India v. N. Subramanian
HCMA010008742019

State of Tamilnadu v. Secretary, Komarappa

Sengunthar Higher Secondary School
HCMA011628622017

Ram Jethmalani v. Union of India
ESCR010001052011

Shri Ram Sahu v. Vinod Kumar Rawat
ESCRO10000502020

State of Tamil Nadu v. S. Nagaraj
HCMA010746622015

A.M. Faisal v. Thrissur Corporation
KLHC010116202020
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qardaa

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

MADRAS HIGH COURT

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

MADRAS HIGH COURT

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

MADRAS HIGH COURT

MADRAS HIGH COURT

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

MADRAS HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF
KERALA

ayg

2012

2019

1986

2021

2000

2017

2013

2010

2019

2017

2011

2020

2015

2021

III - uffa gwed

g Pvfa

AR a1fent had we Renfs I
heprd &, ordiet & w0 & g1

wfter arfent srdiet o faehed w16t &
3R haer WE Ffe R AL grf|

TS 141 & d8d Tai=d U
Aot goft srefiawer srereral wR ey
gl

gfehaTeHen Afe B IR gATdaR arfar
& dad U 3meer of aray forar
gaehd B

gitg e F 93t tis st s & Fofa
& UeIC Tehdl &1

geiter arferest & U grey &Y @iet ek
wd =rafga 7 g @nfgul

el fi srosafa R ama ot 71 s
&t Gefifd e & ufshari

e 142 1 yanT gy fAfdes
ferareif a7 TR ot TR & &
ferg T

e e & T A HETY S e A
Gfter arfent s @RS fRa

Relé W et Ffe g1 R 8l e
I TS T JHYRTT T Tehdll &1

=g GAfAd s ofiR ufehan & gouaiT
& Aehat o YRR fe fAfga 81

eften 1 iR TS gr1 ve €, a8
TS Sfafifed ufert T8 €1

fter arfent e Igea gd fofa &
AT WR GAGAR eheT g1 &

2 gf¥ehtoT Heya GIAT YAfera ATfeient
TR h BT SMYR Tl o TehdT|
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1 9Rd # gt & & FAofg &t gder 1 gwar g2..

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

qHEHT

Mukesh v. State of NCT of Delhi
ESCR010007392018

Sakshiv. Union of India
ESCR010003832004

Kalaiselviv. Official Assignee
HCMA010566422017

Bhunesh Gandharwa v. State of Chhattisgarh
CGHC010084462024

Government of Tamil Nadu v. R. Azhaharasan
HCMA010602912019

M{s. Total Environment Building Systems Pvt.
Ltd. v. The Deputy Commissioner of Commercial
Taxes & Ors.

ESCR010009172022

Mohd. Arif @ Ashfaq v. The Registrar, Supreme

Court of India
ESCR01000492014

Saurashtra Cement and Chemical Industries v.

Union of India
ESCR010004872000

State of Tamil Nadu v. C. Jebakumar
HCMD010309832014

Nidhi Kaim and Another v. State of Madhya
Pradesh and Others
ESCR010003252017

Kutchi Lal Rameshwar Ashram Trust Evam Anna
Kshetra Trust v. Collector, Haridwar
ESCRO10007272017
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qrardaa

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

MADRAS HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF

CHHATTISGARH

MADRAS HIGH COURT

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

MADRAS HIGH COURT

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

ayg

2018

2004

2017

2024

2019

2022

2014

2000

2014

2017

2017

III - uffa gwed

gy fAofg

STORTIeeR AT H GAGIR chad Repld
W g A F SR W A

ffaar s == & o wnfua
q1fAeh ASMRI (Stare Decisis) @t uTe
STAGh |

ot a1 srfRant ure smasae § iR
rfter dhae TR =R Ffe W

Gfter arfient # et a1 A & O
Heaieh ol AR T8l 21

gd s & S wE e IR I TR W
Tete Sreftenr |

s T @ RO i @l &A1 AsTgd
PHRUTE & e gl ST ARy

TIGE & AW | YAGaR arfae i)
Gl SraTerd # HfAd Hifdes gaars|

e S sz fafdres fAfgaar &g 'Stare
Decisis' [Rgid @ Ut 3Taah|

3 & SrvTa | FHteT Arfere @Ret 3R
gar fAafddiezor & smeer T8

T 142 & ded fagy fger srgeee
141 & IreABRY ToiR el 8|

3eE 142 & ded Hated e goi
=7 o forg fasgd amesr & Fenar &1
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T MR # gltA HIE & Fofa & gaer ST gwan g2.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IV. WWWUT 25 &9 wisd

o1 Haryana State Industrial Development Corporation Ltd. v. Mawasi
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012-07-02 - 2012 INSC 257

g " A ARG & Harrast A gfeg ot AT & arett GAfdelieh arfaient (Review Petition) @ Haifdd &1 Isaaw =amarerd 3
gHfdeen aTfaiehl ot @RSt & T arilfen fiofa & i e Ffe 18T urE 8|

frofa AT = TE foha fop TitetT aTfient ol GRRT dge HifAd g1 38 ©a1 otdieT (appeal in disquise) &l AT ST HehdT
3R 71 g1 & Fwrfad gfeamiur <l IufAa e o1 SR o9 Fend! &1 39 foig ReplE W vyer fawinfa gt anfggl

“An error which is not self-evident and has to be detected by a process of reasoning, can hardly be said to
be an error apparent on the face of the record justifying the Court to exercise its power of review under
Order 47 Rule 1 CPC ........ A review petition, it must be remembered has a limited purpose and cannot be

nw

allowed to be "an appeal in disguise.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012 Ha ESCRO10004082012

02 Union of India v. N. Subramanian
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019-09-30 - REV.APPL/94/2019

Ig AT Yok Review Application @ T&faa & fS=# Union of India 3 =imarera & 39 ol at g & off o gar gd svfamdt
N. Subramanian @t a7 & FgTceT TR T SIS AT T AT | I=T ATATAT = 39 SR TR ATRIRT @IRST & &1 foh Tfterm (Review)
Ueh 3T opT fdehed 78T &1

Rrofa  Ied IR A AT foh Sifaw fAofa st e des 181 SaeT ST Hehal STa deh foh ITH @l dde fagfa ar 7wk o =1 gt

“But whatever the nature of the proceeding, it is beyond dispute that a review proceeding cannot be
equated with the original hearing of the case, and the finality of the judgment delivered by the Court will
not be reconsidered except where a glaring omission or patent mistake or like grave error has crept in

earlier by judicial fallibility.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019 Hd HCMA010587802019

o3 Maj. Genl. A.S. Gauraya v. S.N. Thakur

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1986-04-25 + 1986 INSC 93

g HTHT ORI JaTerd i fhelt fAehrard st @IRST &t & a1e I8 arug agiel el ohl Sdfga ferrdl 3R srgeds 141 & arR
Y Faiferd

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 8 / 17



T MR # gltA HIE & Fofa & gaer ST gwan g2.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

frofa Gt AR = o e foh srgeade 141 & agd 38 gRT St s Tt Srarerdl R segenit & iR g «ferd
A R | AN BT 8, «ifehT 38k Arenw @ sifaw FU & &g gt goh QA AHCT ol QISRT 61 @iel ST GehdT|

“so far as Article 141 of the Constitution of India and the ratio of these decisions is concerned, there can
be no dispute whatsoever. At the same time a pronouncement as to the position of law in a judicial
decision by the Supreme Court cannot be treated as a sort of legislation by the Parliament giving
retrospective effect as to enjoin reopening of all matters which -have already become final and closed.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1986 Hid ESCRO10000991986

o4 Rajendra Khare v. Swaati Nirkhi
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021-01-28 - 2021 INSC 45

g AT U review petition ¥ Tefed g fSr¥ Ueh SMTURTiEeR ATHet o SIIARUT (transfer) o STGLT &l AT & oh folg R fohar
TR AT, STET fRAehTadehdl ! Tifed =gt fear ma e

frofa  =ATATerd A AT o afe uftharcren fatherar ar Aifed =1 33 1€t dde e g8 ¢, ot ergeade 137 3k aw 2013 & srmear
XLVII & dgd gAfdaR arfoienr WeR ehveh st imear st aro (recall) foram ST dehar 81

“There has to be an error apparent on the face of the record leading to miscarriage of justice to exercise
the review jurisdiction under Article 137 read with Order 40 Rule 1. There has to be amaterial error

manifest on the face of the record with results in the miscarriage of justice.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021 Hid ESCRO10000782021

o5 Lily Thomas v. Union of India
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2000-05-05 - 2000 INSC 293

g ATfAehT TRAT Jgol S 9RD 99 A 7 &g 7g ol &t gefern & fog arRr 6 72 oft =marera 3 gafda arfeenr @t @rist a
feam

fProfa AT = TE fohaT foh R & oA e & iR 8t 1 o1 Geh uargshd (hierarchy of benches) &M &=dT 8, STat
g1 tie BI dis & il ot gete Tehrdt 81 THIET 1 SfdenR dhaet Tafadl sl Gur & fag 81

“In this country there is a hierarchy within the Court itself where larger Benches overrules smaller
Bench. This practice followed by the Court was declared to have been crystalised as a rule of law... the
powers of review can be exercised for correction of a mistake and not to substitute a view.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2000 Hda ESCRO10002122000

o6 The Government of Tamil Nadu v. S. Thangamani
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1 9Rd # gt & & FAofg &t gder 1 gwar g2.. IV - g&gH &7 g

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2017-11-28 - WA/1596/2017

g HTHAT oh il TgradT ure foenera & seamdt &t fgfa ot At € Hefdd awitern arfaer & a1 81

frofa  SETeTd = GUTH I & TSR &1 gaTell &d Y AT foh A FeT GAaTS o SR hls Ageayol dutes urae ge man g, af
e Y ST Hend! 8, AT 38 el AT Y G: TS ol AT ST HehaT|

“The normal principle is that a judgment pronounced by the Court is final, and departure from that
principle is justified only when circumstances of a substantial and compelling character make it
necessary to do so... For instance, if the attention of the Court is not drawn to a material statutory

provision during the original hearing.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2017 Hd HCMA011625982017

07 Krishnan & Ors. v. State of Haryana & Ors.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2013-05-07 - 2013 INSC 320

Ig Amet NDPS Sifdfaam, 1957 i gt 32-A 6 ddenfaes duar ot da 9t fis ot dgef (Reference to a Larger Bench) &
EEIECR!

frofa AT A AT foh afe & =marefiar di dis @t @rar & fos = <amareier 6 dis o1 gd Fofa gt avg @ e o, @t e
Tieh1 T8 ¢ o & RO FdTa g A ot <1 randier &t dis @t A, 1 e J e =marei i i @ desf & dend 1

“if a Bench of two Judges concludes that an earlier judgment of three Judges is so very incorrect that in
no circumstances it can be followed, the proper course for it to adopt is to refer the matter to a Bench of

three Judges setting out, the reasons why it could not agree with the earlier judgment.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2013 Ha ESCRO10004592013

s  Manish Goel v. Rohini Goel
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2010-02-05 - 2010 INSC 82

gg HTA fag faarg sfafaes & dga st ggafa @ derres ot udier safd st ufld i gRT srgeede 142 & dgd THTW e i
HiT & A o

frofa TG A ST foha foh i AR igeds 142 & dgd 31TesT UTRd ehd THY RITUd derfes SIgAl ol Seeia ol
R FohdT IR = g1 I dTelta ufeharsit et axfeh-R foha ST WeadT 81

“But, when we are settling the law in exercise of this court's discretion, such law, so settled, should be
clear and become operational instead of being kept vague, so that it could become a binding precedent in

all similar cases to arise in future.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2010 Ha ESCRO10004642010
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T MR # gltA HIE & Fofa & gaer ST gwan g2.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

e9 Union of India v. N. Subramanian

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019-01-28 - TCA/94/2019

g HETH o T oh U TG hl FHter & forg R arfeien off, {98 sasges fAfdes smamy sl st o shror @TiReT & fear ma

frofa  THIET T SRR FHad Repls IR WE w0 & fewarg &7 areft 9de fadmfa st gura & fag & ik gaen IuahT gd ok &
TOTt TR STEAfT ST o forg =18l foa ST eRd

“But whatever the nature of the proceeding, it is beyond dispute that a review proceeding cannot be
equated with the original hearing of the case, and the finality of the judgment delivered by the Court will
not be reconsidered except where a glaring omission or patent mistake or like grave error has crept in

earlier by judicial fallibility.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019 Ha HCMAG10008742019

10 State of Tamilnadu v. Secretary, Komarappa Sengunthar Higher Secondary School

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2017-11-28 - WA/1601/2017

g HIHAT SeqeRedeh [Aarmerd # TalIRITer Tgrdeh chl (g et ehl Tiepfd chl SR e aTelt THIE ATfrent & Heifdd g1

Rrofa =TT A AT foh 579 den Fofa & S8R IR @lg WE ufeharaie a1 dwateTs g A fixd, a8 den geier arfaienr Wier et
T ST Fehelt |

“Power of judicial review extends to correct all errors to prevent miscarriage of justice. It was further
held that Courts should not hesitate to review their own earlier order, when there exists an error on the

face of record and the interest of justice so demands in appropriate cases.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2017 Hid HCMA011628622017

11 Ram Jethmalani v. Union of India
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2011-09-23 - 2011 INSC 707

faraft St & ST et & Rt Ao A 8 SIT o oA Haiel gd Srmeer 7 deied & g IR GRT AR GHIET ITf<IeR ehl AT |

frofa Gdied AR = AT {3 et 81 T fgH 9 g, «ifeh =ara & e fgd & SiR srarerd) ufdhar & guahT et A &
forg gufta e & ure sro= ot @t arow o (recall) a1 Seten &= i siafifea wfeT Hieiz 81

“Rectification of an order thus stems from the fundamental principle that justice is above all. It is
exercised to remove the error and not for disturbing finality... Apart from Order XL Rule 1 of the
Supreme Court Rules this Court has the inherent power to make such orders as may be necessary in the

interest of justice or to prevent the abuse of process of Court.”
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1 9Rd # gt & & FAofg &t gder 1 gwar g2.. IV - g&gH &7 g

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2011 Ha ESCRO10001052011

12 Shri Ram Sahu v. Vinod Kumar Rawat
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020-11-03 - 2020 INSC 627

g AHaT CPC & dgd THIe T & SifdehR & ehl HHTsil & Tefd 8, S8l Soa <Iarerd = THIE & dgd Jd 31T &l §eh
Hecayut fawa gar fear o

frofa  —OITTd 3 AT fob Teiter siafHifgd rfery 8t & afees dfafd grr fAfda sifder &1 Teiter serera ot amme &Y arr
g (rehearing) &< o1 ifdeR 8l 81

“It cannot be denied that the review is the creation of a statute... the power of review is not an inherent
power. It must be conferred by law either specifically or by necessary implication. The review is also not
an appeal in disguise.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020 Hd ESCRO10000502020

13 State of Tamil Nadu v. S. Nagaraj
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2015-10-07 - REV.APPL/217/2015

Tg Yoh TR ShHaR h Giarer § fgfa sik 3Tdh Tgunfder (lien) @ eifdra smeer 6t wfte a1 Amrer o

frofa  <ITITTT o SIg<raT fob Tt QuferT et araRT Tehiof @ 3R gTeht IuANT 3rtieltd 1Rl & &9 H g1 fohdr ST YehdT, hadd
Ul Ol ot GERT ST TehdT 6|

“The power of review may be exercised on the discovery of new and important matter or evidence... it
may also be exercised on any analogous ground. But, it may not be exercised on the ground that the
decision was erroneous on merits.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2015 Ha HCMAG10746622015

14 A.M. Faisal v. Thrissur Corporation
HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2021-03-24 - RP/206/2020

e I qrITeAd gRT Thrissur Corporation o faeds Aifed & favg R Re arfeien & @iist g R foRIueR gRT /R adter
TTIehT AT AT

frofa  oheel Ied T = AT foh Ueh &1 foarera uR €Y S1efT-o1e faraRY ar aat &t Terresm gefier e smaR gt a1 Tepdt | (Aol
&t 3ifas Dar &1 g forar ST =nful
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T MR # gltA HIE & Fofa & gaer ST gwan g2.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

“The mere fact that two views on the same subject are possible is no ground to review the earlier

judgment passed by a Bench of the same strength... It is exercised to remove the error and not for
disturbing finality.”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2021 Ha KLHC010116202020

15 Mukesh v. State of NCT of Delhi

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2018-07-09 - 2018 INSC 590

afdrg 'Ffar At 7 Jogds & <t gohsl gRT 3UA JgES & fovg g i # arR gAfdar arfeient a1 A

frofa AT A HeTs G WE forar foh smoxifdres Amer H gAfdaR dhae "Rt ik ucar 3" (error apparent on the face
of record) & SR WR &1 T g, 7 foh Jd den ohl IRIGHRT & TR TR

“The Court may review its judgment or order, but no application for review will be entertained in a civil
proceeding except on the ground mentioned in Order XLVII, rule 1 of the Code, and in a criminal
proceeding except on the ground of an error apparent on the face of the record.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2018 Hid ESCRO10007392018

16 Sakshi v. Union of India

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2004-05-26 - 2004 INSC 383

gg SHfed a1t IPC & d8d 'SellchR' hl URWIST St STaTele! RedT & SRy fagd et i 7T & forg areR aht 718 off|

frofa G IE A AT ok 'Stare Decisis' (qd fvfa &1 Rigia) s & fMfgaar s=mg w@= & fog siffard 81 wnfia fRast
& IR-TR IT T T g1 Scel ST A1igy|

“Stare decisis is a well known doctrine in legal jurisprudence... It requires that rules of law when clearly

announced and established by a Court of last resort should not be lightly disregarded and set aside but
should be adhered to and followed.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2004 Hid ESCRO10003832004

17 Kalaiselvi v. Official Assignee

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2017-12-13 - REV.APPL/39/2017

Teh Hretrt foreht & o & 38 & pron feshi <8 g wR arR weften anfieT ot wme

frofa IATerd A ST foRa foh =aflies ufekar &t TRHAT $iR fofat & sifaw dar @t dhaer aoft g & 1 gedh @ s19 1E 1R
fafdren ofe a1 Sr=uma e gt
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T MR # gltA HIE & Fofa & gaer ST gwan g2.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

“whatever the nature of the proceeding, it is beyond dispute that a review proceeding cannot be equated
with the original hearing of the case, and the finality of the judgment delivered by the Court will not be

reconsidered except where a glaring omission or patent mistake or like grave error has crept in earlier
by judicial fallibility.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2017 Fd HCMA010566422017

12 Bhunesh Gandharwa v. State of Chhattisgarh

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2024-04-10 - REVP/63/2024

Uehdl M o SgTell MM &l Ueten aTel fFofa & f&er arRierendt gRT SR Tefter arfRienT 1 Are

frofa =ITATETd A AT foh GHteT & SR 2T AT Sl o1 G Hedich ! fhdl ST Hehdl, I8 dhad a+t THd g id dhis WE
JeTcH a1 fafdes o 8l

“the Supreme Court would have power to review any judgment or order made by it subject to the

provisions of any law made by the Parliament or any Rules made under Article 145... no further
application for review shall be entertained in the same matter.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2024 Ha CGHC010084462024

19 Government of Tamil Nadu v. R. Azhaharasan

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019-06-14 - REV.APPL/115/2019

ST TRAR gRT hHaRY & Fafidieor & ameer & favg grr gwiten arfRier o1 A

frofa  Iod AT 7 ITfRIeAT @RS dxd gY TE fhar fah ok & iy R gafdeR o= sidiefla sieea s am 8, 7 6
Gete aTfrent &

“whatever the nature of the proceeding, it is beyond dispute that a review proceeding cannot be equated
with the original hearing of the case, and the finality of the judgment delivered by the Court will not be

reconsidered except where a glaring omission or patent mistake or like grave error has crept in earlier
by judicial fallibility.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019 Ha HCMAG10602912019

20 M/s. Total Environment Building Systems Pvt. Ltd. v. The Deputy Commissioner of

Commercial Taxes & Ors.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022-08-02 - 2022 INSC 780

composite works contracts @R 2007 ¥ Ugat Gfde e e i derar & et wrer|
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T MR # gltA HIE & Fofa & gaer ST gwan g2.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

frofa GUH IE 7 Stare Decisis & Rigld )R SR 3 gg 711 {6 e @7ar & wfia =nfes gfemton &t fom faneft sie ofk
STYRUT ShRUT & gl aGell ST 9Tyl

“Stare decisis is a Latin phrase which means 'to stand by decided cases; to uphold precedents; to
maintain former adjudication’... The underlying logic of the doctrine is to maintain consistency and
avoid uncertainty. The guiding philosophy is that a view which has held the field for a long time should

not be disturbed only because another view is possible.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022 Hd ESCRO10009172022

21 Mohd. Arif @ Ashfaq v. The Registrar, Supreme Court of India

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2014-09-02 - 2014 INSC 590

IGES & A A GATER ITent IR Gelt SaTerd H HIRaeh GAdTS & SAfARR Sl At & arelt anfaentsit s Afagriees amer|

frofa  HAUTHe dis A AT foh Sfie & iR (Srgeae 21) & dd He@yul WU i &Ed §Y, FISS & A J FHien
TfIenT3T el el GRT WIRST & & TS Gett 3faTerd A 30 fAe h /i@ gAars uer et St =gyl

“the new rules eliminate oral hearing in a review application and mandate that a review application
shall be disposed of by circulation... the discretion is preserved in the Court to grant an oral hearing in an
appropriate case... the concern of the law to avoid judicial error should be heightened when life or

liberty is in peril”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2014 Hid ESCRO1000492014

22 Saurashtra Cement and Chemical Industries v. Union of India
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2000-10-17 - 2000 INSC 487

ot fRefRor it faemdt emdr 3R 'Stare Decisis' figia i wieprdar @ dsfda amer|

frofa  STaTerd = A1 foh afe fonedt ot a1 Siederrer @ arer= fohar ST a1 81, at 38 dhaet aft sree ST =nfgy 5ie a8 guia: 7R-
dert-ien gt a1 3ud 1R fafdes &1+ uga & 8t

“While it is true that the doctrine has no statutory sanction and the same is based on a Rule of
convenience and expediency and as also on 'Public Policy' but in our view, the doctrine should and

ought always to be strictly adhered to by the courts of law to sub-serve the ends of justice.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2000 Hda ESCRO10004872000

23 State of Tamil Nadu v. C. Jebakumar

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2014-02-05 - WA(MD)/96/2014
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T MR # gltA HIE & Fofa & gaer ST gwan g2.. IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

OISTel STYfd UgTIeh o UG UR SRR et <l daT & fafidienor & defaa smear i aeter et Amer|

frofa  ITATCId A GHT&N arferet @RS sea gg Te foha foh yafed fafdres st ofk fagfaat st arferd forg fomm g smésr st
TeTeHT I 3T 6|

“The normal principle is that a judgment pronounced by the Court is final, and departure from that

principle is justified only when circumstances of a substantial and compelling character make it

necessary to do so.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2014 | HCMD010309832014

24 Nidhi Kaim and Another v. State of Madhya Pradesh and Others

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2017-02-13 - 2017 INSC 131

A (Vyapam) GieTet & STRT S/ae &0 & AfSehat 1R U aret ST & UALT Eensol i IHTdT & T ATHT|
frofa  H YRATEALT .09, @eR Sl Uis 7 T &0 F uRHING forar foh srgese 142 & qgd date ararerd gr1 fafre
gRRfefat & =mea w8 37 & forg iy 1y [y, srgede 141 & dgd areert 7SIk (binding precedent) g s=Tdt |

“directions issued under Article 142 do not constitute a binding precedent unlike Article 141 of the
Constitution of India. They are direction issued to do proper justice and exercise of such power, cannot
be considered as law laid down by the Supreme Court under Article 141... do not comprise the ratio

decidendi and therefore lose its basic premise of making it "a binding precedent."”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2017 did ESCRO10003252017

25 Kutchi Lal Rameshwar Ashram Trust Evam Anna Kshetra Trust v. Collector,

Haridwar
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2017-09-22 - 2017 INSC 979

ERER & Ferder gRT ITRIMARIRGT & 37977 & Fufl ot TRART ST et & M Bl At & BT ATHATI

frofa  IRATd A AT foh Sifa gars & gry gt IR 3igees 142 & dgd qui =amg gfgd e & fag et uggsi
fraR &= Fehar ¢ SR URfHe Hiffa fewforat @ s =8t 81

“Article 142 embodies the fundamental principle that the jurisdiction of the court is to render complete

justice and as an incident of it, the court may pass such decrees or orders as it considers fit.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2017 Ha ESCRO10007272017

TR TOT
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1 9Rd # gt & & FAofg &t gder 1 gwar g2.. IV - g&gH &7 g

g AT Vitark Al gRT Orasii-er ®9 4 Iuetsy Hofaf 3iik SuTTendt o UsT & SR TR dOR fhar a1 1 I8 chadt Ra< grdT & fog § ik
FIEAT 9eTg (legal advice) =18l 81 fnsdt +ff filing, opinion, a1 correspondence # IualT & & ugat @t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @&t g fAufa (source judgment) & g W= ¥4 T T fohar ST AR
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