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JUDGMENT OF THE COURT 

 

The application for recall of the Court’s judgment is dismissed. 

____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

REASONS 

[1] On 27 August 2013 this Court delivered judgment dismissing an application 

for leave to appeal by the applicant against a judgment of the Court of Appeal in a 

relationship property dispute.
1
  The applicant has now applied to the Court for recall 

of its judgment contending that it contained many errors of fact, law and procedure. 

[2] The applicant has filed a supporting affidavit adding detail to the allegations 

made earlier of deceit by the respondent, and covering wider ground.  Her affidavit 
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offers further explanations for her delay in the matter but raises no new points of 

substance. 

[3] She also contends that she did not withdraw her judicial review proceeding 

but rather converted it into an appeal, and contends there were errors concerning the 

dates in the Court’s judgment. 

[4] None of these matters, or others raised in the affidavit supporting the present 

application, were central to the Court’s refusal of the applicant’s application for leave 

to appeal.  Nor do any of them meet the legal requirements for a recall application.  

We would not be assisted by an oral hearing in determining the application for a 

recall.  The application for recall is dismissed. 

[5] There will be no order for costs in this matter. 
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