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BEFOJHE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALO]E BE!'XH, BANGALO1 

DATED THIS THE 18TH AUGUST, 1987 

Present:- .H.n'ble Justice Shri K.S. Puttaswamy, Vice-Chairman 

Hon'ble Shri P. Srinivasan, 	Member(A) 

APPLICATION N.. 3737/86(F) 

S.M. Pattanaik, 
(Indian Administrative Service), 
Karnataka Cadre, 
Presently: Managing Direct•r, 
Karnataka Silk Industries C.rporati.n, 
Public Utility Building, 
M.G. Road, Bangalsre1. 	Applicant 

(Shri B.R.Hede... Adv.cate) 

1, The State of Karnataka, 
through the Chief Secretary, 
Vidhana S.udha, Bangal.re' 

2. Chief Secretary t. Government 
of Karnataka, Vidhana Soudha, 
Bangal.re. 	 Respondents 

(Shri S.M. Babu.. Adv.cate) 
This applicati.n has come up for hearing 

bef.re  this  Tribunal to-day, Hen'ble Member (A) 
made the f.11wing : 

i ; .•. 	ORDER 

Application N.. 1737/86(F) was disposed of 

by this Tribunal by •rder dated 22.4.1987. In 

that order we had held that the applicant who 

was complaining against an adverse entry in 

bis character roll bad not exhausted all the 

remedies available to him and in pursuance of 

Secti.n 20 of the Act,we directed (1) the 

applicant to file an appeal against the adverse 

remarks and (2) the authorities concerned to 

dispose of the said applicati.n within two 

months of its receipt, 

2. 	The Respondents in that applicati.n have 

now sought an extensi.n .f time to dispose of 
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the appeal filed by the applicant by two months. 
Shri S.M. Babu appearing for the $tate of Karnataka 

submits that the matter has been referred to the 
- - 	Central Government for a final decisi.n and theØl—' 

reply has not yet been received. 	He, therefore, 

submits that an .xteniin of time may be al].wed 
for •btaining the decisi.n of the Givernment of 
India. 	Shri Hegde opposes this submission and 
states that the matter has ben already delayed 
and any further delay 	uldcffect his client',s 

interests in the waterJ_posting, though he is not 

due for prom.ti.n to the next grade at the møment. 
Having c.nsidered the arguments of bith c.unsel, 

we feel that Respindents should be allowed an 

extension of time of about one m.nth to c.*pJy 
with the directions of this Tribunal. 	Bespindents 

will dispose of the applicant's appeal positively 

bef ire 30.9,1987 and we make it clear that no 

further •xtensiin of time will be allowed; j 

3; 	The applicant in the said A. N.. 1737/86(F) 

has sought a review of our order dated 22.4.1987. 
The Registry has not yet given a number to the 
review application. 	It should be 4one now. 

4. 	Shri Hegde appearing for the applicant contends 
that we committed an error in ourdated 22,4.1987. 

According to him when an application is admitted 

by this Tribunal all proceedings pending with 

' 	any •ther authority automatically abate. That 

being so, this Tribunal ought to have disposed 

of the application in merits and not in the wanner 
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it did by directing the applicant to file an appeal 

and Respondents to dispose of it. To this ex*ent, 

according to Shri Hegde, there was a mistake apparent 

from the rec•rds, 

Having considered the submissi.ns of Shri 

Hegde, we are not satisfied that this is a case 

which calls for review. MOrely because all •ther 

proceedings abate when an application is filed; 

that does not restrict the powers of this Tribunal 

to dispose of the application in the manner it 

thinks fit t. dolf If at the hearing it is found 

that all remedies had not been exhausted1this 

Tribunal certainly has the power to direct the 

applicant to exhaust his departmental remedies 

before coming to this•..Tribunal aAd to ditS C 

the application with such a diredtion. We do 

not see any mistake or error apparent from the 

record which justifies a review. 

It is needless t. :ay that in review we 

do not sit as an appellate authority to reconsider 

a decision rendered in the .riginal application; 

Vl  the Review Application, therefore, deserves to 

be rejected. 

6 	In the result this Review Application is 

rejected. 

(K.s. 	ASWA) 	(P.sRINIVsN) 
ThP- 	VICE-C 	AN 	WEWBER(A) 

fANGALOft 

sb; 


