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CE NTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BE NCH, ALLAH AB AD. AL LAH ABAD 

Dated: Thi s the ~~ day · of ~999 

Hon 1 blt:! Mr . s . Dayal , A.M . 

Hon'ble Pl r. S.L. J ain, J. j\J. 

Revicu Applicati on No , 02 of 1999 

in 

Origina l Application No . 382 of 1997. 

Union of 

{Coun se l 

for Re view of J udgment 

On Behalf of 

In di a a nd ot hers • • • 

for the Applicants :-Sri N.B. 
In 

0.A. 382 of 1997. 

District Allahabad . 

Applicants 

Singh, Adv.) 

Anil Kum ar and others • • Applicants 

I 
Versus 

Union of Indi a and others • • Res~ondents . 

Order 

l BY Ho n' ble Mr. ~ . Dayal , Membe r (A ) 

• 
This r e vi ew appli catiun has be~n fileo 

seeking revi Gu of order in O. A. 382 of 1997 aated 

g . 12 . 98 .Along with othe r directions, a direction was 

given to respondent s to Pay compensation to 

applicants of Rs,3000/- each.The r eview of this part 

of the order is sought by the a pplicants in this 

Re~i•u App~ica tion who were respondents in O,A. 382 

Of 1997, 

The review i s s ought on the ground that 

the compensation could not have been awarded as 

the r e was no loss incurred by the applicants as 

the selection wa s set aside. The second ground is that 
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the compeQsation could not have been awarded because 

there was no power conferred by any statute or 

rules for gr ant of compensation by tee Tribunal • 

Another ground which has be en taken is. that since 

the selection had been held to be illegal, there 
• 

was no question of granting compens &tion. Lastly it 

i B c ontended that the amount of ~.3000/- each as 

compensa l ion was excessive. 

3. The order of the Tribunal was pronounced 

on 9.12.98 and the copies were ready on 15.12.98 

yet the review application hasbeen filed on 

28.1.99. However, since the date of filing is 

mentioned as B.1.99 the review application 
be 

has be en treated to/within time. 

4 • Review of an order would be permissible 

uncer the law for any error apparent on the f ace of 

the record or for non consideration uf any evidence 

which was not av ailable, at the tine Jiit the order was 

pas sed,with the partiQs even if they ha d exercised 

cue diligence in trying to obtain such evidence. 

There is no such contention made by the ap~licants 

in review. They appe ar to seekreview on the ground 

that the order is def.active and ' sbould t therefore, 

be r eviewed.Since the oroer has been passeo after 

considering the facta and merits ofthe case, 

the same can not be reviewoo b~ us under the law. 

s. The review application is, therefore, 

dismissed as l acking in merits. 

f,lS?P'"•: _.... 
Member (J.) er (A.) 

' 

I 
I 

• 


