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Hon'b1e Shri i Rasgotra, Member (A)'~'

;fhér shoktIQuesfion ﬁn001vedvﬁn £hﬁs,caSé is that
: f the pet1t1oner has not been absorbed against theh 25%
| vacanc1es earmarked for rec%uitment by transfer on. i _' S S
‘deputation. : The pet1t1oner made representat1on to‘:tﬁe
respondents on 25 i 28 93 to wh1ch he has not received ahys
V rep1y,l In the meant1me, the respondents have passed én'
: arder on 3.4.93 repatriating the petitioner to his parent
y:;f:; department name1y Indian Defence Accounts Bffﬁce. Thé'_' 3 ; et

.

petit10ner 15 on deputat1on to Delhi Adm1n1§%rat1§§kand he
e = L7 ‘
s G has net beenabsorbed against deputat10n quota, a1though he

';‘f; }f:1s saTd‘Eb;be‘e1jgnb1e under the Rules.
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His only grievance therefore is that he has ‘not =

‘been considered for absorption against the 25% vaéancie§'7;

- kept fdr'transfeﬁ on députation’ and further that h1s5ff”‘

repregentat1on aga1nst the non absorpt1on has “not b"n.‘

: responded to.



necessary to . issue any. not1ce to the

dxspose af this 0A w1th the d1rect10n that the respnndents
shal1 dxspose of the representat1on of the pet1t10ner
dated 25 13 93 wwth1n a perwod of 4 weeks from the ﬁate of
tpmmUnication'of this order.
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