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B'y Circulation

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
“ALLAHABAD BENCH, ALLAHABAD,

Daterd: This the CNL, day of &WQQQ

-Coram:- Hon'ble Mr, S. Daysl, A.M.

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

Civil Misc. Application No, 465 of 1999.

On Behalf of : T\\

Union of India and others — s Applicants.,

‘(COunsel for the-appliéants: Syi N,.B, Singh,Adv.) (

e

Révieu Application No. 05 of 1999 i

In 5 : : §

Original Application No, 275 of 1997,

, . Distiict fllahatag

Subhash Chand S ~ Applicant.
& ‘ ;
5 Versus
Union of India and others . . Respondents,
Drdef

(By Hon'ble Mr, S. Dayal, A.M.)

This revieuy appiication has - beeﬁ’Filed
seeking revieu ‘of order in B.Ae: 275 0of 1997
dated é.12.98. Along with the directions, a difectiun
was given tb respondents td pay compensation
to applicant of B. 3000/- each.The review of this |
part oF,the'order'is sought by the app;icanfs/{
in this Revieu Application who were respondent

in 0.A. 275 of 1997.

i The review is sought on the ground that

the compensation could.not have»beén'auarded

}Qk)/,as there was no loss incurfed by_tHe,appliéants %
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as the selection was set aside. The second ground
is‘that the compensation could not have been awarde
because there was no pouwer conferred by any statute
or ’rules for grant of compensation by the Tribur
ABBther around: Which hae besh itaken 1o that since
the selection had been held to be illegal, there
uas'no questioh of granting compensation. Lastly it
is contended that the amount of R,3000/- sach as
compensation was éxcessiVE.

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 has been filed on

28.1.,99, However, since the date of filing is
mentioned as 8,1,99, the révieu application

has been treated to be within ﬁime.

4, Revieuy of an order would be permissible
under the law for any error apparent on the face o
the record or for non consideration of any evidenc
which was not available,at the time . the order u
passed,uith the parties even if they h ad exerciéed
due diligence in trying to obtain such evidence,
There is no such contention made by the applicants
in review. They appear to seek review on the groungd
that the order is defective and should, thereforeé
be revééued. Since the order has begen passed after;
cohsidering the facts and merits of the case, the‘
same can not be rediéued by'us under the lau.

5% The review application is,thereforé,

dismissed as lacking in merits,

‘?Wf»' : KL/
Member (J.) Memb®T (A.)

Nafees,




