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Review petition no. 1882/93

Union of India & OthérSe = m = = - Applicants
C/A Sri n.v.SriVu%gggas

SRR INS S e e e e R P Respondent

C/R R.K.Nigam IN

ORIGINAL APPLIGATION NO. 225/92

Sat pal Sethic = = & = = = = = ~ - “Applicant

Versus

Union of India dnd othérsSe—e = = = = = Respondents

ORDER (Oral)

By Hon'ble Mr, S _,Des Gupta AM

This applicetion hes been filed
by Union of Incia onc others, who were respone
cents in 04 ,N0,225/92 seeking review of the
order dated 13,1,1993 by which the aforesaid

O 4+, Was disposed of with certain directions,

Operaetive portion of the order

recs s follovis



" In these circumstances, we consicer
it expedient to direct the respondents
toverify the papers relsting to the
dpplicent <nd issue necessdry appoint-
ment orders if the cleim of the
applicent is found to be correct, as
per their record. The above exercise
may be completed within a period of
3 months from the date of receipt of
a copy of this orcer, The application
is disposed of «s <bo e with no order

45 to costs e

< Wle have gone through the submissions

mece in the Review cpplicstion., We have <lso heard
«nd learned counsel for the petitioners in the

Review applicetion, It is well settled thet an order
¢lready passed can be reviewed only if the order
suffers from any error apparemnt on the face of record
or if eny fact is brought out, which could not be
brought out earlier evenc fter € xercising due diligence
which woulc warrant such revicw of the order clready
passed, There is nothing in the submissions mece in
the review applicstion which would indicate the order
soucht to be reviewed suffers from any error on the
face of record, “rder was passed exparte cgainst the
respondents &s no counter afficavit was filed despite
issue of notice. In the review a:plicetion petitioners
have sought to explainy the :eacons why the C, &,

could not be filed, This can hardly be & reason for

review of an orcder already passed. In the operstiing
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portion of the orcer, it was only enjoined on the
responcents toconsicer the claims of the applicsent
in the O. A, based on record «nd if the claims <re
substeantjated then only he be appointed, We see
nothinc in this order passed in the O. A, which is

not capable of being compliec with,

4, Inview of the foreging , this Review

application is dismissed.
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