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Commissioner not in compliance with the Tribunal's 

direct ion but as independent c.n reference 

or applications of non 3pplicants. Even in the OA 608/94 

disposed of on 15.12.199.:.1, the ar_:.r:.licant2'. Here directed 

to agitate their grievan·~ee bef.:·t~e the Feqional Labour 

Commissioner, h3ving juriediction of the application by 

way of filing an appeal In the Revie1.-1 

Petition, the fetitionera/Peepondents have submitted 

that non-petitioners in the Review Petition have been 

given se~ond chance for adjudicating th~ same matter 

before the Fegional Labour Commisaioner which is not 

permissible. 

3. A Review Petition under orde~ 47, Fule -1 of 

the Code of Civil Fl.·c .. :::e.:lure is required t.:. be filed 

wherein an error apparent on the face of record h3s to be 

brought that there is error 

apparent on the f:tc~ .:.f judgment ie nc·t sufficient. The 

review a~plicants ehould have pointed out the error which 

has crept in the judgment under revie\·1. Peview 

application cann.:•t be utilis·?d fc·t· 

t trawsvers i nq the s.sme .;yr.:.und. Peview of judgment is 

serious matter. Resort to revie,·1 of a judgment should 

only be made Hhen ther.= is glaring omission, or 

apparent mistal:·~ •::or ··~p:-avE: ·~rt··.n· which has crerpt in by 

judicial pattibility. A party is not entitled to seet a 

review of the judgment delivered b7 the Tribunal merely 

for the purpose of rehearing :tnd fresh decision of the 

case. In support of this, a full Bench jud9ment of the 

CAT in the case of ._l .s.:.}.:.man 3ncl c·thers vz. Union of 

India, (1995) 29 ATSC (FB) ~5~ is given in this case. 
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The matter was decid~d e3.rlier by the 

Re9ional~f I_?bour Commissioner an•:l v1e had de·~ided 

is foe the same P~9i·:.nal Labour Commissi..:.ner to give a 

decision on the representation o f the applicants in that 

OA. We are further fortified in that view by the 

judgment of the Bon • ble Supreme Court in K.P.Gupta vs. 

Controller of _:f·rinting .:.: Stati.:.nery decided on 18.10.95 

and cited as 1995(5) SLJ 763 wherein it has been decided 

that Tribunal has no jurisdictic.n to decide the matter 

which fell under the corresponding law of the Payment 

o£ Wages Act and other law~ under the Industrial Disputes 

Act. 

(J·s. As per la\·1, the dec isi..:.ns regarding 

Essentially I ntenni t tent h::tve be ::tdjudicated by the 

Regional Labour and it is for that 

Commissioner to give final decision in the matter. In 

view thereof, this Tribunal also does not have any 

jurisdiction to sit in an appeal over the decision of 

the Labour court or Labour Commissioner. 

The Revie\·1 J?etiti.:.n is ac·::·:·rdingly disrniesed 

as having no meritv-...-- B:! 
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Judicial Member 
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