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In this application made undar Section 22(3)(f)

of the Adrainistrative Tribobals Act, 1985(Act) the

applicants havia sought for reyieta of our order made

on 11.5.1988 disiaissing thair Original Application

235/88(Annexura A-1).

2. In OA 235/88 the applicants who mere working

in the Audit and Accounts De|(artment of the Gouarnirient
of India had claimed the bensFits extended by this

Tribunal to,one Sri i.C. Bajaj which uare resisted by k

the respondents, inter alia, on the plea of jurisdic

tion and limitation.

3. On an examination of the rival contentions

urged before us, ue upheld the preliminary objection

urged by the Respondents to the effect that the matter

was concluded prior to 1.11.1982 and the same cannot

be adjudicated by this Tribunal under the Act, relying

on the rulings referred to in our oraer.

4. Shri !.€. Aggarual, learnea counael for the

applicants contends that our order upholding the

preliminary objection of the responaents suffers from

an apparent error on the face of racora anci justifies

a reviau under Ejection 22 (3) (f) of the Act read uith



4

. (

jO

2 .

Order 47 Rule 1, C,P,C« In support of his contantion

Shri Aggarual reliss on a.number of rul^ings of the

Supreme Court and this Tribunal,

5« Shri Ratnchandani, laarned counsel for
j.'

the respondents, contends that the order made by us

does not suffer frota an apparent error on the face

of record and does not justify a revieu under Section

22(3)(f) of the Act read with Order 47 Rule 1, C.P.C.

On an examination of the preliminary objec

tion urged by the respondents and the rulings placed

before us on the point we have held that the matter

against the applicants stood concluded prior to

1.11.1982 and the same cannot be adjudicated by this

Tribunal under the Act. Ue uill even assume that ue

were urong in reaching our said conclusion. But that

conclusion cannot be examined by us as if us are a

Court of appeal and a different conclusion reached by

us in a revieu. On this viau ue cannot review our

orders.

7. Ue have perused our order carefully. Ue are

^ of the vieu that our order does not suffer from an

j apparent error on the face of record to justify a

revieu.

B* • On the foregoing discussion us reject this

Application. But in the circumstances of the
c

case,ye direct the parties to bear their oun costs.
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