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In this application U&4E2 Section 

22.3(1) of. the Administrative Tribunals Act 

read with 17 of the C.A.T.(Procedure)Rules, 

1987, the applicant requires this Tribunal to 
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review its order dated 14.10.1991 

The applicant cannot be 

heard to say in this review applica- 

tion that the limitation imposed in 

Rule 17 of the CAT(ProcedurQ) Rule 

1987, and the provisions in Rule 17.(3) 

giving powers to the Tribunal to dis- 

pose of the application by circulation 

e. illegal and aginst the principles 

of natural justice. If the applicant 

feels that th.4e rules are violatives of 

any principles of natural justice or any 

provisions of the constitutibn, his 

remedy is not by way of review application. 

Hence these objections cannot be heard 

in this application. 

The applicant in para 2 of 

of the order have specifically stated 

that he is questioning only the order dated 

25.3.1991. On the other hand, in the 
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prayer portion he questioned the ter-

rnination of his services which accor-

ding to him is verbal. Hence the 

order. questionjin para 2 dIffers 

from the 4Itd*t question.é5in the relief 

portion. Hence 	is not correct to 

say that there is no contradiction. 

The applicat questioned the 

termination in his application only on 

the ground that thermirflon violates 

the principles of the Section 25(f) 

of the Industrial Disputes ActJnless 

the applicant establishes that there is 

some error apparant on the face of the 

record), the applicant cannot questionk 

the judgement of this Tribunal in this 

review application. In fact the applicant 

is questioning .the judgement of this 

Tribunal under the gui. of the review 

application. If the applicant really 
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wants to question the jdgement of 

this Tribunal, his remedy is elsewhere 

and not before this Tribunal.. 

It is seen from the judgement 

that the applicant questioned his ter-

mination only as per the provisions of 

of the Industrial Disputes Act. Hence 

the Tribunal rightly considered the 

mainimbility of the application in 

view of the judgement pronounced in 

Padmavalli's case. The Tribunal extracted 

also the relevant portions of the judge-

ment and also pointed(out that the 

applicant nowhere questioned the termi-

nation as violative of any 

of the onstitution. Even in the review 

application, the applicant again questioned 

his termination only on the ground ",that 

it violates Section 25(f) of the Indus-

trial Disputes Act as well as 25 B of the 

Industrial Disputes Act. Hence j 

a; 
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the allegations made in the appli- 

cation sjquarely falls under the 

judgment referred as above and as such 

the application is not maintainable. 

It is also pointed out 

in the judgment that there is dispute 

regarding the period in which the 

applicant was absent from duty. In 

fact the applicant cia?4in  the appli- 

cation that he was on medical leave. 

The contention of the applicant is 

now that the casual Mazdoor of Telecom 

Department were not goverened by any 

rules isagainst his own contentions. 

Further whether the applicant is entitled 

to claim aflyJmedical leave and whether 

the applicanüabsenifrom duty is to 

be treated as leave or on duty orwhether 

the applicant worked under the respondents 

for over 240 days as claimed by him are 

all questioIdf fact which can be decided 
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only by a Labour Court as per the 

provisions of the Industrial Disputes 

Act. The decision of the Madras 

Bench relied upon by the applicant 

is not of any help as the termination 

in that case was questioned on the 

ground that it vxolatecl articles 14 

&f the Constitution. There are no such 

allegations in the application filed by 

the applicant. Hence the applicant 

miserably fails to establish that there 

is any error apparant on the face of the 

recordo The scope of the review appli-

cation is very limited and the applicant 

under the guiseof a review application 

is really challenging the judgment of 

the Tribunal as if, in an appeal which 

he is not entitled to do so. Hence the 

applicant is not entitled for any remedy 

under the review application and the review 

in 
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application is liable to be dismissed 

and accordingly the review application 

is dismissed with noC3 order as to costs. 

/ 	 U / 
?tnthanakrishnan) 	(R.Balasubramanian) 

Member(J) 	 Member(A) 
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