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(Delivered by Sh.B.N,Ohoundiyal, M(a))

Heard the applicant. Th^ main relief claimed

is that the respondents be directed to relieve the

applicant to join the post of Vigilance Assistant in

D.E.S.U, for \-hich he was duly selected, m have been

shovn the letter dated 21.3.93 issued by D.E.S.U.

informing that the appointment is no longer available

and his selection may be treated as cancelled, in these

ire urnstances, no relief can be granted to the applicant



by this Tribunal and the O.A» has become infructuous.

The 0,A. is therefore, dismissed,"

Vfe however clarify that in case the

offer is revived and the applicant is still not

relieved to enable him to join D.E.S.U,, he shall

be free to approach, this Tribunal again ^n accordance

with law.
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