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D, Purkayastha, J.N,.

’I‘he R.A; Bezpfing No, 31 of 1999 has beén fileg@ by the
official resmondents in O, 5.1\0.1486/1997 for mview of the onrder
dated 15,2,99 passed by this TrJ.bunal in O, A.1286/1997 on the
grounds stated therein, They have algo filed one M, a, Bearing
No,28/2000 for stayine the Operétion of the z‘ifbresaid order
dated 15,2,99 till disposal of the reiveyw application,

2 We have heard both sides and have pemsed the records.
It is stated by the applicentsg in this reivey application that
the oréder dated 15, 2.991;1§s23egy the Tribunal ex parte in
0.A.No, 1286/97 and& the official respondents{in 0.4\.) did not
get the opportunity to produce the relevant :eoords before the
cowmt, therefore, the order dateé 15, 2,99 ‘should be recalled for
the interest of justice., On g perusal of the J.e"cords, we find

been
that the judement dated 15,2,99 in O +A,1286/97 has not/mpassed

suiienly an@ before final disposal of the Case, several opportuni?c.iaa
‘were given to the respondents for production of departmental
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records and for filing reply to the 0,a,, but the regpondents
neither produced any record nor filed any reply in respect of
the 0,A,1286/97, Therefore, the case was decided ex parte. Now
after disposal of the case, they have come before this Tribunal
to patch us the laches on their part ,
3, Ld. oounsel, Mrs., R, Basu appearing on behalf of the
applicants in the R,A, sulmits that duve to chanee in the panel
in the department
of adwocatesg/nobody could appear on the date fixed for hearing
of the 0,A,1286/1997 therefore, they should be siven a chance
for production of relevant records for the interest of ju:étical
and the order dated 15,2.,99 may be recalled.
4, Ld, vcounsel. Mr, M, Lal appearing on behalf of the
original applicant(respondest in the R,A,) submits that the
respondeni:[g.sg‘:led one letter to the applicant in respect of
payment of leave salary oniZnd July, 1999 and that benefit
has been sanctioned by the competent aﬁthox.jity in pursuance
of the judgment of this Tribunal dated@ 15,2,99 in O,a.1286/97.
Therefore, the claim of the gsplicants(in R,A,) should not
be entertained after disposal of the O,A., at this staee,
5. We have consldered the sulmissions made by the 14,
counsel for both sides and have gone throush the order dated
15.2,99 passed in 0,A.No,1286/1997, On a perusal of the satid
order we find that the asplicant had challenged the anount of
leave salary pa}}ible to him, He also challenged the findings
of the Pension Adalat. Hoyever, the apmlication was allowed
and the respondents were directed to ga.m the Dbenefit of leave
salary to the applicant as per x:uleé.?"‘it is fomd that the
judement was passed by the Tribunal after appreciation of all
the records available at the time of hearing aﬁd since the
respondents(in O.Q.) failed t produce thglg% agggazt%%‘e Tribwmal
opﬂ.ﬁQ& conside;«{the same, We find from the records that
sufficient s@” fms been given to the derartment for mroduction
of records but they falled to sroduce the records on the date
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of passing of the final order on 15,2,99,

6. In view of the aforesald circumstances, we do not find

any reason for recalling the order dated 15.2.99 passed by the

Tribunal in 0.A,1286/1997, Thereby, tbe R,A, bearing No, 31/1999

is hereby dismissed > as being devoid of any merit, Accordingly
No, 28/2000 ) '

the M.A.z which has been filed for staying the operation of the

£5T3e2°%fea 15.2,99 stands disposed of .

7 No order is p_assed as O costs,. '
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