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PETI TI ONER
TAM L NADU ELECTRI CI TY BOARD & ANR

Vs.

RESPONDENT:
N. RAJU REDDI AR & ANR

DATE OF JUDGVENT: 20/ 12/ 1996

BENCH
K. RAMASVWAMY, G T. NANAVATI

ACT:

HEADNOTE

JUDGVENT:
ORDER

It is a sad  spectacle that new practice unbeconi ng of
worthy and conducive to the profession is croppingup. M.
Mar i aput hamy Advocate-on-Record had filed vakal atnama for
the petitioner-respondent when the special leave petition
was filed. After the nmatter was disposed of, M. W
Bal achandran, Advocate had filed a petition for review That
was also dismissed by this Court on April 24, 1996. VYet
anot her advocate, M. S U K Sagar, has nhow been engaged to
file the present application styled as "application for
clarification”, on the specious plea that the order is not
cl ear and unanbi guous. When an appeal / speci al | eave petition
is dismssed, except in rare cases where error ~of |aw or
fact is apparent on the record, no review can be filed; that
too by the advocate on record who neither appeared nor was
party in the main case. It is salutary to not that court
spends valuable tine in deciding a case. Review petition is
not, and should not be, an attenpt for hearing the nmatter
again on nerits. Unfortunately, it has becone, in recent
time, a practice to file such review petitions as a routi ne;
that too, wth change of counsel, w thout obtaining consent
of the advocate on record at earlier stage. This is not
conducive to healthy practice of the Bar which has the
responsibility to maintain the salutary practice of
profession. In Review Petition No.2670/96 in CA No.1867/92,
a Bench of three Judges to which one of us, K Ramaswany, J.,
was a menber, has held as under

"The record of the appeal indicates

that Shri  Sudarsh Menon was heard

and decided on nerits. The Review

Petition has been filed by Shr

Prabi r Chowdhury who was neither an

argui ng counsel when the appeal was

heard nor was he present at the

time of argunents. It is unknown

on what basis he has witten the

grounds in the Review Petition as

if it is a rehearing of an appea

agai nst  our order. He did not

confine to the scope of review It
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woul d be not in the interest of the
profession to permt such practice.
That part, he has not obtained " No
onjection Certificate" from the
Advocat e-on-Record in the appeal

in spite of the fact that Registry
had i nfornmed hi mof the requirenent
for doing so. Filing of the "No
oj ection Certificate" would be the
basis for himto cone on record.
O herwi se, the Advocate-on-Record
is answerable to the Court. The
failure to obtain the "No Objection
Certificate" from ~the erstwhile
counsel has disentitled himto file

t he Revi ew Petition. Even
ot herw se, the Review Petition has
no merits, It s an attenpt to

reargue the matter on nerits.

On these grounds, we disnss

the Review Petition".

Once the petition for review is di smssed, no
application for clarification should be filed, rmuch |ess
with the change of ‘the advocate-on-record. This practice of
changi ng the advocates and filing repeated petitions should
be deprecated with heavy had for purity of administration of
| aw and salutary and heal thy practice:

The application' is dismssed wth exemplary costs of
Rs. 20,000/- as it is. an abuse of the process of court in
derogation of heal thy practice. The amount shoul d be paid to
the Supreme Court Legal  Aid Services Commttee within four
nonths from today. If the amount is not paid, it should be
recovered treating this direction as decree of the Court by
the Suprene Court Legal Services Conmittee. The Registry is
directed to conmunicate this order to the Suprene Court
Legal Service Conmittee.




