
• 

• 
• 

\ 

. ' 

, 

• 

• 

• 

' 

• .! •• 
t 

• 

• 

• 

By .Circulation 

CENTRAL ADMINI STRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 
AL LAHAB AD BENCH, ALLAHABAD. 

Dated: This the tfth- day Of ~1999. 
C oI." am :- Hon' b l e Mr.s. Dayal, A.M. 

. 
.. Hon ' b).e Mr . s .L. J ain, J. M. 

• 

Civ i l Misc. Applic ation No . 466 of 1999 
On Beha lf of , 

Union of India and others • • Applicant s . 

(Counse l for the ap plic ant s : ~Sri N.B. Singh, Adv.) 

In 

Re view Applica tion No . 06 of 1999 
I 

I In 

Original Application No. 340 of 1997 . 

District Allah abad. 

' Rajesh Kum ar Shukla and other s • • Applicants . 
' 

Ver s us 

Uni on of India and oth8rs • • • Responde n ts 

' 

Order 

( By Hon 'ble Mr. S. Day a l, A. 1"1 . ) 

Thi s r eview application h as bee n filed 

seek ing r evi ew of order in O. A. 340 of 1997 dated 

9 . 12 . 98 . Along with other direct i ons , a directi on 

was given to r espondents to pay compensetion to 

app l icants of ~ . 3000/- each . The r e vi ew of this 

pa rt of the order is sough t by the appli cant s in 

this Re vi ew Ap plication who were respo nde nts i n 

G. A. 34 0 Of 1997. 

2. The r e vi ew i s scught on the grou nd that 

th e compen sa tion could not h ave been awarded LS 

the re was no loss incurr ed by the applica nt s as the 

selection was se t as ide • The second ground is th a t 
• • 

the compensa ti on could not have been awar ded becaus e 
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the r e wa s no power conf e rred by a ny s t a tute or 

rules for gr ant of compensa tion by the Tribunal . 

Another ground which has bee n tak e n is th a t s ince 

the se lection had been held to be illegal , the r e 

was n o que s tion of granting compensat i on. Lastly it 

is co n te nded t h at the amount of ~ . 3UOO/- each as 

compensat i on . 
was exce 5s i.ve . 

3 . The order of t h e Tri buna l was pronrunced 

on 9 .1 2 . 98 a nd the copies wer e re ady on 1~ . 12 . 98 

ye t the r eview applic a tion has bee n filed on 

28 .1. 99 . However, s ince the date of filing ' l. S 

menti oned as 8 .1. 99 , the r evi ew app lication 

has be e n treate d to be within time • 

LI • Re view of an order would be permissible 

under the law for any e rror apparent on th e f ace of 

the record or for non c onsid e r a tion 

which was not a vai lable, at the time 

of any e vid ence 

,ki th e oroer was 

pas sed 1 with the parties even if they had exercised 

due diligence i n t r ying to obtain such ev i dence . 

Th e r e is no such co ntention made by the app licants 

in review. Th ey appear to seek review on th e ground 

that the order is defective and should, ther efore, 

be r ev i ewed . Since the order has been passed after 

considering the fac t s and merits of the case, 
' 

the same can not be reviewed by us u nder the l aw . 

5 . The revi ew app lication is, therefore , 

d i sm i ssed as l a:::king in merits . 

A--
Member (A . ) 

Na f ees . 


