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My Delhi, deted the 1th Jure, 1994

T'{Cﬂ bls S?h*“" :: He N«xl\u) "Pnb‘ l& \)
f Hon'ple Smt.Lakshmi Swas inathen, Mo mle T‘lj)

Shri Naxinder 3ingh,
esickEnt of J"’?lﬂ’;
Mardir Marg, MNew Delhi

ere #OpPLIC rmt
{By advoceate Sh.T.C. Aggarwal)
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1. U nion of India, through Secretary,
f Informaticn & Broadea st ng.,
Shastri B'na,.rcn New Jeihi

2 &.L"CeCtC Public 3'(,3_0& i vi li).’l
Patiala Houss, MNew 2lhi

{Hon'ple Shri S.i. adige, Membzr (a))
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' Ho gzd o both/(counsels. e note that in Om

50/59, the Tribunal by its ordr dated
that the ewlicant had not mxie ay represent ation agal
his grievance tc the department and had, the s
directed the applicant to first meke a népreathaiion
to the re spongnts who should psss order on the same

vithin a perod cf thee months from the date of 1ts

ceipt. Liberty had heen @8 rved to the goplicant to
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‘2. It gpears that zlthough, “he arlicant had

a repre sentation on 17.4.89, there isnothing to indicate
that the e spo onde nts passed any oxder on the sald

repre sz ntation. Ve ame constrained to note that the

RIS S antction of the applicant still zpparently remalns!

undi sposed of by the regpondknts.

3. Un-er the circumstanees, after hearing both

sithin two months from the dete of mecelpt of a copy
of this order, vith liberty toc the gzplicant fo flle a

fresh Qene if ary grievance sucvives thereafter and/"so
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resre 2 ntation by the re spondenfs recowvery will remaln

stayed, Mo costss
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