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The facts of this 0.A, are that the applicant
1s working as &n Accounts Clerk Grade-1II in tha office of

the Senior Divisional Accounts Officer under the D.R.M.

—

Allahabed, He haa(appearad in the bm‘{;fﬂr promotion

ol nteacel
of Lheyassaumtclerk Grade-=II in the year 1985, He

states that the result Lhad not been comnunication to

T
him.Housver @m-19+10-93 when the prometlion list was s

ke LB lc,-..‘,m] (TAL AL s M?J\Jm,ﬁ‘wi he cortine b
pudlished he;hr=s=it==s deelered—=ms he had failed in the
examination, O0Oh enquiry he found that he haal failed
in one subject by one mark. He claims that he has

A

should be revaluated, It is seen that he has nat
made any reprasentation to tha respondents for revalua-
tion of this paper. We, therefore, think it fit to
direct the respondent to consider the reprasentation ;6

made by the applicant within a period of one month

and tekei::]eniainn and communicate the result with -

reasoned order within one month from the date of

> ‘r".lr‘l-&(ri'\. [aas
receipt of the,repressentation,

With this direction, the 0.A.is disposad

of at the admission stage, -
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