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O R D E R (By Circulation) 

 
 Both the OA No.1756/2015, for the reliefs claimed therein, and 

the MA, filed for seeking condonation of delay in filing the OA,  were 

dismissed on merits by this Tribunal by its Order dated 16.12.2016. 
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2. The RA has been filed for recalling of this Tribunal’s  Order dated 

16.12.2016 passed in OA 1756/2015, mainly on the ground that the 

relief claimed in the OA was to grant pension to the applicant, which is 

a continuous cause of action, and hence, dismissing the MA is an error 

apparent on the face of the record. 

 
3. The basic issue in the OA was the treatment of the leave periods 

of the applicant, i.e., from 21.06.1973 to 15.08.1973 and again from 

21.08.1973 to 13.05.1976.   Though the applicant was allowed to 

retire voluntarily from service on 22.01.1994, the respondents not 

granted the pension as the applicant has not rendered the required 

qualifying service for the same.  It was the case of the respondents 

that vide Office Order dated 16.10.1981 itself, the applicant was 

informed that the aforesaid leave period of the applicant will not count 

towards the grant of annual increments and other pensionary benefits.   

While accepting the said contention of the respondents the OA was 

dismissed and eventually having found that the applicant has not 

shown any valid reason for condonation of the abnormal delay of more 

than 20 years in filing the OA, the MA, seeking condonation of delay, 

was also dismissed. 

 
4. In the circumstances, we do not find any merit in the RA and 

accordingly, the same is dismissed.  No costs. 

 

             (V.   Ajay   Kumar)          
               Member (J)          
/nsnrvak/ 


