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DATE OF DECISION 4-5-1990

shri P,Jothimani R Petitioner

Shri I.M.Pandy Advocate for the Petitioner (s)

Versus

Union of India & Orse. Respondent

Shri JV.D_.AJ'merf# Advocate for the Respondent(s)

‘ CORAM .

The Hon'ble Mr. MeMeSingh : Administrative Member

The Hon’ble Mr. NeR.Chandran | ¢ Judicial Member
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shri P.Jothimani “ S
sdentist -| SC, RAF/RSAG/RSA /

Space Appliication Centre, \ o
Jodhpur qura, \ .
Ahmedabad : Applicant =

2¢ Shri C.K
Adminisgrative Officer,

il Date Processing,

Research Institute,

Plot Nols » IDA, Jeedimetla,
Hyderabad : Respondents
Coram 3 bn'ble Mr. M.Me.Singh : Administrative Member
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: Judicial Member

1 ORAL ORDER
| Date: 4/5/1990

Per: Hon'ble Mr, N.R.Chandran Judicial Member

We have heard the learned counsel for the applicant
and the learned counsel appearing for the first respondent.
The grievarce of the applicant is that he applied through
propoer channel to the second respondent for the post of
scientist-%Efof

h <;¥%;f;;cond respondent has also sent an offer of
appointment. Despite this, the first respondent has not
handed oveﬁ the offer of appointment nor did the first
respondentirelieve the applicant to join. The learned
counsel for the first respondent is not in a position

even
to say why no action has been taken at their end{ though

(=
the telex message of sending the offer of appointment %

dated 23.2.;990. Under the circumstances, we are directing

the first respondent to either relieve the applicant |

within one Eeek from to-day or give reasons in writing

why the applicant cannot be relieved. If the first
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respondent Hh
it is open
challenging/the action. The application is ordered as

abovee.
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