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Hon'! 4 S, R,Adj M exr (A
We have perused the RA and have also

heard the parties/

2. Under Section 22(3)(f) AT Act,1985 read
with Order 47 Rule 1 CFKC,1908, a judgment /decisian/

order of the Tribunal can be reviewed only if;

i) it suffers from any error or mistake
apparent on the face on the record;

i1) new and important material or evidence
is discovered which was not within the
knowledge of the parties or could not

be produced by that party at the time
the judgment was made, despite due
diligence; or

jii) for any other sufficient reason construed
to mean analogous groundsg

3 A perusal of the contents of t he impugned
judgment makes it abundant ly clear that none
of the above grounds are made out to bring it
within the scope and ambit of Order47 Rule 1 CEC,

4, T he impugned judgmeat dated 5.9,95 was a
well considered one, delivered after considering
the recent judicial pronouncements of the Hon'ble

Supreme Court on the subject and we are unable to

~ agree that the same warrants any reviewd

Q. The R.A. is accordingly dismissed,
f\\"’:L“N/ /{oa -
{ DR.A.VEDAVALLI ) ( S.R. AIGZ)
MEMBER (J) MEMBER (A).
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