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By CLroulatiQn 

LE NT RA L AO ri I l\J I ST R k 1 IV E TR I 8 UN AL 

ALL AHABf\0 BENCrl , ALL AH~B AO . 

Dated : Thi s the Cjh..... 

' . 
Coram:- Hon'ble Mr. s. ·oayal,A.M. 

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

Civil Misc. Applic ation No. 464 of 1999. 

On Behalf of 

Union of India and others 
(Coun se l for the applicants: 

• • Applicants. 
sri N.B.Singh,Adv.) 

In 

Review Applic ation No. 04 of 1999 

In 

Original Application No. 439 of 1997. 
' Dis trict Allahabad 

Kamal Babu Misr a and others • • Pe ti ti oner. 

Versus 

Union of India ana othe rs • • Re s pondents. 

Or a er 

(By Hon'ble Mr . s. Dayal, A.f'l . ) 

This review applica tion has been filed 

seeking review of order in O.A. 439 of 1997 dated 

9.12.98. Along ·with other directions, a dir ection was 

given to r espondents to PaY compensation to 

applicants of ~.3000/- each. The review of this 

part of the order i s sought bY the applicants in this 

Review Application , who were respondents in a.A. 439 

Of 1997 • 

2. The • review is sough't on the ground that 

the compensation could not have been awarued as ""-· 
there was no lo ss incur red by the applicants as the 

selection was se t aside . The sec~nd ground is that 

the compensation coudd not have been awarded because 

ther e was no power conferred by any statute or 
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rules for grant of compensation by the Tribunal • 

Another ground which has been taken is that since 

the selection had been held to be illegal, there 

was no qu estion of granting compensation. Lastly it 

is contended that the a mount of ~ .3000/- each as 

compensation was excessive. 
' 

3. The order of the Tribunal was pronounced 

on 9.12.98 and the co~ies wer e ready on 15.12.98 

yet the r e view application has been filed on 

28 .1.9 9 . However, s ince the date of filing is 

me ntioned as 8.1.99t t he review application 

has be en treated to be within time, 

• 
4. Review of an order wo~~d be permissible 

under the law for any error ap~arent on the face of 

the recor d or for non consideration of any evidence ,_ . 

time ~ the order was 
L. 

which was not" avai lb le , at the 

pas sed,with t he parties even if they had exe rcised 

due diligence in trying to obtain such evidence. 

There is no s uch contention made by the ap plicants 

in review. They a~pear to seek review on the ground 

that the order is defective and should, therefore. 

be reviewed. Since the order has been passed after 

considering the facts and merits of the case, 

the same can not be reviewed by us under the l~. 

s. The review application is, the ref or.f, 

dismissed as lacking in merits. 

R&··...-
Member (J,). Member (A.) 
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