11.10.88

o
—

NN

~ 47

,
' - - h Ravyy
- "}

CENTRAL ADMINISTRAYTVE TRI BUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI.

" RA 61/88
OA 235/88
Shri A.D.Kalfa & Ors . cece Applicants
Union of India cose Respondents

Coram: Hon'ble MreJustice K.S,Puttaswamy, Vice Chairma
Hon *hle Mr,Heushal Kumar, Member

For‘the_applicants csee Sh:i.T.C;Hggarﬁaf,CGunsel

For the Respondants esss Shri P.H,Ramachandani,sr,
: : Caunsal.-

In this application made under Section 22(3)(*)
of the Administrative Tribubals Act, 1985(Act) the
applicants have sought for review of our order made

on 11.5.1988 dismissing their Original Application

235/88(Annexurs A-1).

2, . In OA 235/88 the applibants who uers working
in the Audit and Accounts Degartment of the Govsrnment

of India had claimed the benefits extended by this

Tribunal tofone Sri 8,C. Bajaj which were resisted by &k

the resgondeﬁts,'intaflalia, on ths plea of jurisdic-
tion and limitation. N

3. On an:examination of the rival contentions
urged befofe'as, we ubheld the preliminary objection
urged by the Respondants to the effect that the matter

was concluded prior to 1.11.1982 and the same cannot

" be adjudicated by this Tribunal wnder the Act, relying -

on the rulings referrea tO0 im Our oruser.

- 4, Shri T.ﬂ.,Aggarual,’iearnaa counsel for the

. ébplicants contends that our order qpholdiné the

preliminary objection of the respenuents suffers from

an apparent error on the face of racorag and justifies

_a review under section 22(3)(f) of the Act read with
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deer 47 Rule 1, C.P.C., In éuﬁport of his contantion
Shri'ﬂggarual relies on a.nuﬁber of rul=ings of tha
Supreme Court and this Tfibunal.
B, Shri ﬁfH. Ramchandani, learned counsal for
the ;espéndanté, coniends that the order @ade by us
does not suffear from an épparent'error on the face
of record and does not justify ‘a révieu under Saction
22(3)(f) of the Act read with Ordar 4% Rule 1, C.P.E, -
6. On an examinétion of the preliminary objec=- N
tion urged by the respondents.and the rulings placsd
before us on the point we have held‘that the matter
against the applicanté stood concluded prior to
1.11.1982 and the same cannot be ad judicated by this
Tribunal under the Act. We will even assume that_us.
were wrong in reaching our said conclusion. Qut that
conelusion cannot be examined by us as iF we are a
Court of appeal and a different conclusion'rsached by
us in a raview, Opn this view we capnot review our
orders., '
T We have pesrused our order caref&lly.'Ue ars
of the view that our order does not suffer from an
apparent error on the facz of feco:d to justify a
revisu, |
Be - Un ﬁhe forsgoing discussion we reject this
Review Application, But in the circumstances of ths
case,ws difsct the parties to'beér their own ccsts.'\}
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MEMBER. © VICE CHAIRMAN.



