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No. O.A. 350/00171/2017 ) Date of order: 15.9.2017

Present : Hon’ble Ms. Manjula Das, Judicial Member
Hon’ble Dr. Nandita Chatterjee, Administrative Member

For the Applicant ; Mr. N. Roy, Courtsel
For the Respondents Mr. S.K. Das, Counsel

ORD E R (Oral)

‘Manijula Das, Judicial Member:

Mr. N. Roy, Ld. Counsel for the applicant and Mr. S.K. Das, Ld.
Counsel for the respondents.
2. Thepresent case relates to a direction upon the respondents to give
settlement dues forthWIth
3. Mr. N Roy, Ld Counsel appeanng on behalf of the apphcant
submits that the apphcant |s aggneved due to the fact that the appllcant

made a representatten to the author‘ yrconcernéd for regularisation and all

consequential beneflts but rthe resypondent authorltles have neither given
consequential benefits nor have regularized the applicant till-date.

4. | However, Mr. S:K. Das, Ld Counsel a,ppearing on behalf of the
respondents vehemently objected and argued that the applicant had earlier
: ,app_roached before this Tribunal vide O.A. No'. 253/2016 for regul'arisation
of his is-érv'ice wherein this Tribunal had directed the respondents to-dispose
of his re'presentation. In compliance to the said order passed in Q.A. No.
253/2016, the respondent authorities passed a speaking order on
141 1.2016 stating that there is hardly any scope of regular.isat'ion 'o'f the
service of the applicant and that his prayer for regularisation is rtott’enable.
According to the Ld. Counsel, the order“has been intimated to the appvlieant.
However, he has not challenged the said speaking order dated 1.11.2016.
Thus‘the present O.A. is not maintainable. |

5, Heard the Ld. Counsel for the applicant and perused the materials
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,: .-placed before us. From the papers and documents furnrshed by the Ld.
..Counset for the respondents dated 1.11.2016, which is-a speakrng order |
| v’;passed by the respondent authonty, |t appears that the department has
already vrewed that there is hardly any scope of regularrsatron of servrce of
the a'p’pii'oa‘nt and the prayer for ‘reg-ularr_satron is not tenable.
6. Ih our view, if the regularisation is not acceded to by the respondent |
authorities, the consequential benefite as sought for in the present oase is |
not maintainable.
- 7. Accordrngly we grant Ilberty fo the apphcant to‘flle a fresh

,- apphcat|on by challengrng the speaking order dated 1.11. 2016 if so desnred‘ |
The apphca“nt Fnay file an O.A. to redress’his grievances.
8. |n view of the above the “presefiticase is closed. No order as’ to o
costs.

9 Copy of the spedking order idated 1.11.2016 shall be kept on

- record. A'\
(Dr. Nandrta Chatterjee) (Manjula Das)

Admmrstratrve Member - Judicial Member
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