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By C .t-r..cu.l a.U.On 

CE NTRAL AD MINI SfR ATIVE TRIBUNAL 

ALL AHABAD BE NCH, ALL AHA BAD. 

DATED THIS THE 'l°~ DAY uF 

car om: Hon'ble Mr. S. Daya l, A.M. 

Hon'ble Mr.s.L. J ain, J. M. 

Re view Applic ation No. O~ of 1999 

in 

Original Appllca tio n No . 383 of 1997 

for Review of j ud gment 

on be ha lf of 

Union o f Ind1 a and others •• Ap plicants. 
(Coun se l for the Applicants:- Sri N.B. Singh Ad.) 

in 
O. A. 3 83 of 1997. 

Di s tri c t All a ha bad. 

Uma Shanke r a nd othe r s • • Ap µlic ant s . 

Ve r s u s 

Union of India and oth ~r s • • Respo ndent s . 

Or o er 

( By Hon'bl e Mr. S. Oaya l,Member ( A) 

This r e view ap pl i c wtion hasbe en fil ed 

seeking r e vi e w of order in O.A. 383/19 97 dated 

9.1 2 .98. Along with othe r dir ections, a dir e cti on 

was gi ve n to r es pond e nts to pay compensation to 

ap plicants of ~.3000/- each. The r e view of thi s p art 

of th p order i s s ought by the a ~plicants in thi s 

Re vie w .. , Ap plic ation whC:> wer e r es pondent s in O. A. 383 

of 1997. 

2. Th e r eview is sought on the ground tha t 

the compensation could not h avebee n awarde d as 

the re was no loss incurred by the apµlic a nts as 

the se l e c tion wa s s et aside. Th e se c ond gr o und i s th a t 
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the compe ns ation could not h ave been awarded because 

th er e was no power c onf erred by any s ta t ue.ts or 

rule s for gr ant of compensa tion b~ the Tribuna l. 

Another ground which has been t ak en i s that s ince 

the sele ction had be en h ~ ld to be illega l, t her e 

waa no ques ti o n of granting compe"nsa tion. Las tly 

it i s contendeo that the am ount of ~ .3000/- each 

as compe nsat i on wa s exc ess ive . 

3 . The order of the Tribuna l waspronounced 

on 9 .1 2 . 98 a nd t he copie s were ready on 1s .12. 98 

yet t he r ev i ew appli cation has been file d on 

28 . 1 . 99 . Howe ver , s ince the date of filing is 
as 

me ntioned/08 . 1 . 99 the r e vi ew app lication 

has be e n treated to be within time . 

4. Rev i ew of an or der would be perm i ssible 

under t h e law for a ny error appar ent on the f ace of 

the r ecord or f or non cons i dera ti on of any evi dence 

wh ich was n o avai lable >a t the time the or der was 
• 

passed,with the p2rt.ie s eve n if they had exercised 

du e dilige nc e in trying to obt ain s uc h ev i denc e . 

Ther e is n o s uch contenti on made by t he applicant s 

in review. Th ey appear to seek r evi ew on Lhe 

gr oun d that th e order is defectiv e and s h ou ld, 

therefore, be r e viewed. Since Lhe order has been 

passed after cons i dering the f act s an d rre rit s of Lhe 

case , t he s ame ca n be r e vieued by u s under the 

l aw . 

5 . The r eview applica tion i s, , there f ore, 

dis mi ssed as lacking in merit s . 

J'.W~') " 
~lem b e r ( J. ) ~ls ber t A. ) 

Na f ees . 
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