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ORD ER 

B.C. Sarma, All. 

1. 	When the matter was taken up for hearing and order, Mrs1  

Bhattacharjee, id. Counsel for the respondents submits that in this 

case, the respondents had already passed Orders relieving the appli—

cant from the post held by him in Calcutta by an Order dated 12.9,97. 

Mrs. Bhattacharjee also produced before use letter written by her 

client on 6.10.97 sddresssed to her wherea Copy or the Order dated 

12,9,97 was also annexed We have perusedtMletter. Accordino to 

Irs1  Bhattacharjee, the applicant, therefore, suppressed the informa-

tion that he was not reljved from the office when the Interim Order 

was preyed  for on 22.9.97. However, Mr, Roy, ld. Counsel for the 

applicant, strongly opposes the Submission of Mrs1  Bhattacharjee on 

the ground that no relieving order was passed on the applicant, 
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2, 	We have heard the Sumj5Sjon of the id. Counsel for both 

the parties and considered the facts and circumstances of the cSe, 

(e rind that the Order dated 22,9.1997 was an ex—parte order. On 

that d5te, the id. Counsel for the applicant was categoricall'f 

asfedH by this Bench whether the applicant WS relieved from the 

post.but the reply was in the negative, and, that 	5 why, the• 

Interim Order was passed. But today, after perusing the recOrd:. 

produced bfore us by Mrs1  Bhattacharjee, we find that the applicant 

was relieved by an Order dated 12.9.1997, We further tidtmd that 

the applicant was transferred by an Order dated 9.6.1994 ( Of'fjC 

Order No. 412). However, that is about the merit of the Original 

application. We, therefore, rind that the applicant had deliberately 

suppressed the inf'ormatioi before us and thus obtained an Interim 

Order from this li3tibiijnal, which obviously becomes infructuous.since 

he hd already been relieved on 12.9.1997. The a—pplicant is 

responsible office/and he should not have done like.this and ,for 

this act, we reprimand him 

3. 	Accordingly, we order that the Interim Order passed on 

22.9.97 be vacated and the M.A. is thus dispose.d of without pass inq 

any Order.as to costs•. The respondents are directed to Pile reply 

in the O.A, 
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