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In 

_Original Application No. 275 of 1997. 

District Allahabad • 

Sub ha sh Ch and . . AP pli cant. 

Versus 

Unipn of India and others • • Responaents. 

Order 

( By Ho n ' b le Mr • S • Day a l , A • M • ) 

This review application has - been filed 

seeking review of order in D.A. 275 of 1997 

dated 9.12.98. Along with the directions, a direction 

wa~ given to respondents td pay com~ensatipn 

to applicant of !i. 3000/- each.The review of this 

part of _the order is sought by the applicants['...;. _. · _ 

__ in this Review Application who were respondent 

in O. A • 2 7 5 of 19 9 7 • 

2. The review is,sought on the ground that 

the compensation could not have been awarded 

~ as there was no loss incurred by the applicanta 
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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 power conferred by any statutE 

or rules for grant of compensation by the Tr Lbur 

Another ground which has been taken is that since 

the selection had been held to be illegal, there 

was ~o question of granting compensation. Lastly it 

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

compensation was excessive. 

3. The order of the- Tribunal ua s r pr on ou neari 

on 9.12.98 and the co~ies 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 review application 

has been treated to be within time. 

4. Review of an order would be permissible 

under the law for any error apparent on the face o 

the record or for non co n ai d~ration of any e v Lde nci 

which was not available,at the time 
' 

the order w 

pa s se.d-j u i t.h the parties even if they had exercised 

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· ground 

that the order is defective and should, therefore, 

be rev~ewed, Since the order has been passed after 

co~sidering the ficts ~nd merits of the case, the 

same can not be reviewed by·us under the law. 

5. The review application is,therefore, 

dismissed as lacking in merits. 

Member (J.) 

Nafe es. 


