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Commercial Complex(8D) 
tndiranagar 

\ 	 Dangelore - 560 038 

Dated 
21 MAR1989 

REVIEW 	APPLICATION NO () 	 10 & 11 	 Je 
IN APPLICATICRd.N0S. 106'? a 1069/08(r) 

W.P,No (s)  

pplioant j9) 	- 	 - Respondent (a) 

Kum L. Sujaye & enothsr 	V/s 	The Secretary,. R/oUrban Development, Nw  Delhi 
To. 	 &40za 

1, Kum L. Sujeys 

2. Shri X.O. Somaieh 

• 	(slNos.1&2... 

tper Divieion C1rks 
Govt. of India Text Book Prose 

T. Naresipura Road 
Rysors 11) 

3, Shri C. Shashikantha 
Advocate 
Padmaehr,e Ranalon. 
No. 25 9  Sampie Road 
Ma lii ewaram 
Bangelora - 560 003 

'Subject : SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH 

Please find enclased herewith a 
Review 

passed by tis Tribunal in the above saidpplication (a) on 	22-389 - 
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0 - 	- 	 (JuDICIAL) 	

0 



CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

B A HG A LOR 

DATEDTTHIS THE 22ND DAY OF MARCH, 1989 

Hon'ble Shri )ustice K.S. Puttasuamy, %Iice-Chairman 

	

Prosent:l 	 and 
Hon'ble Shri P. Sriñivasan, 	 Member (A) 

REVX9*PPLICATI0N NOS. 10 & 11/1949 

1. Miss Sujaya, 
0/a Late Lingaiah, 
35 years, U.O.C. 
Govt. of India Text Book Press, 
Mysore-1 1. 

2. Shri K.D. Somaiah, 
Sb. K.A. Devaiah, 
32 years, U.D.C. 
Govt. of India Text Book Press, 
Mysore-li. 	 .... Applicant. 

(Shri Shashikantha, Advocate) 

V. 

Union 'of India, 
rep, by its Secretary, 
M/o Urban Development, 
North Block, New Delhi. 

Govt. of India Text Book Press, 
Mysora-li. rep. by its Manager. 

3, Smt, S. Chandrica 

Shri A. Badrappafl, 

Shri Naseemuddin Mohammed. 	 .... 	Respondents. 

(Repondents 3 to 5 are all, majors 
working at the Govt. of India Text 
Book Press, Mysora-li.) 

These applications having come up for hearing to-day, 

f',-'S14'ri P. Srinivasan, Hon'ble Member (A) made the following 
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çif) 
) ,3hese applications for review are delayed by 62 days 

\ rcdr.the applicants have filed an Interlocutory Application 
CANG 

(I.A. No.1) for condonation of delay. 

a.  

V. 



41 have perused I.A. Noel and heard Shri C. Shashi- 

kanthe for the applicants. We do not find 	sufficient 

cause for condonation of delay in filing tht4-1  aPP1iCatiOfl 

Thi.s application therefore, deserves to be rejected on this 

score itself'. 

However, we have also heard Shri Shashikanth.a on 

the merits of the applications. What the applicants seek 

in these applications is a óhanga 	in.the operative part 

• of the order passed by us. There is no mistake apparent 

from the record to be corrected and no fresh documents have 

been produced. The applicants want us to alter the terms 

* of our order so as to givethem some further benefits of 

promotion. Thisis not a fit matter to be considered in 

review. If the applicants have any grievance regarding 

their seniority or other benefits arising out of their pro-

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

the matter by way ofa fresh application. 

4. In view as above the applications are rejected at 

he stage of admission itself. 
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