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TN NAL ALANADI T ave INADUNAL .
BANGALORE - BENCH- -
AR RER NS

b " - I ' o Commercial Complex(BDEu)
'\;,;3 o ' Indiranagar
N : : Cangalore - 560 038
=24t 97 MAR 1989
REVIEW  RPPLICATION NO (8) 1081 . /eo
IN APPLICATION NOS. 1067 & 1059/aa(r)
W, P, NO (s) -/
R licant (s ] S | fResQondent ‘s{“

Kum L. Sujaya & snother Vs The Secretary, Mm/o Urban Oéwlopﬁent, New Dolhi
To N & 4 Ors ,

. 2. Shri K.D. Somaish

\~ S ' 5/(*« EPUTY REGISTRAR

1. ‘kum L. Sujeye

(51 Nos, 1 & 2 -

" Uppar Division Clerks
Govt. of India Text Book Ptols

" T. Narasipura Road
Mysore = 11)

3. Shri C, Sheshikentha
Advocate
Padmashree Mensions
No. 25, Sampige Road
Malleswaranm
 Bangelors - 560 003

: :’sstject : SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

Please find enclssed herewith a copyagf gzoenﬁsam/mmm&
passed by tlis Tribunal in the above saj.d épplication(s) on 22-3-89 o

(JuPICIAL)



L 2 ‘ CENTRAL ADBINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
‘ BANGALORE :

LS

DATEDTTHIS THE 22ND DAY OF MARCH, 1989

: Hon!ble Shri Justice K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman
Present: and
Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasan, member (A)

BEUIEUAI?PLICRTION NDS. 10 & 11/1989

1. Miss Sujaya,
D/o Late Lingaiah,
35 years, U.D.Ce.
Govt. of India Text Book Press,
Mysore=-11.

2. Shri K.D. Somaiah,
S/o. K.A. Davaiah,
32 years, U.D.Co
Govt. of India Text Book Press, .
Mysore~=11. ecee Applicant.

(shri Shashikantha, Advocate)
Ve
1. Union of India,
rep. by ite Secretary,
m/o Urban Davelopment,
North Block, Neu Delhi.

2. Govt. of India Text Book Press,
Mysore=-11. rap. by its Manager.

3, Smt., S. Chandrica

4, 8hri A, Badrappan,

5, Shri Naseemuddin Mohammed. Respondentse.

(Repondents 3 to 5 are all majors
working at the Govt. of India Text
Book Press, Mysore=11.)

—_me— These applications having come up for hearing to-day,
/”:;E;:;Zi;b\ .
¢§i,u»f»$h:é R. Srinivasan, Hon'ble Member (A) made the following:
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: +3 /) These applications for review are delayed by 62 days

) Jp -
‘ﬁg;;géﬁhztha applicants have filed an Interlocutory Application

==(1.A. No.1) for condonation of delay.
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2 Jé have perused 1.Ae No.I and heard i:;i Ta Shashi-
kantha for the applicants. Ue do not find alv aufficient
cause for condonation of delay in filing th&p"application '

"“‘.

This applicgtion therefore, deserves to be rejected on this

Qcore'itself.

3. Houéver, we have also haerd_Shri~Shashikantha on

the merits of the applications.v What the applicanté saék
1n‘thesa applications is a change =f iﬁ.fha operative'part
'of the ordar*passed by us. There is no miétake.apparént
?rom ths record to be correctad and no ffash documents have
‘been producéd. The applicants uant'us~£o altér the terms
of our order so as to give:them some further pensfits of
promotion, This is not a fit mattei to be considerad in
revieu., If the applicants have any grievance :eggrding '
their seniority or other penefits arising out of their pro-

motion in pursuance of our order, they are fres to agitate

the matter by way ofa fresh application.

-

4 In view as above the applications are rejected at

-the stage 6f admission itself.
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