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‘ OA.970/95 2 dt.1-9-97

Judgement

Oral order (per Hon. Mr. H. Rajendra Prasad, Member (Admn)

The applicant gave up his land measuring 1.23 acres
in connection with the creation of certain facilities in
. the Ordnance Factory Project in Eddumailaram. His name
duly figured in the list of land-diSplaced‘persons issued
by the Revenue authorities. He was also later Sponsored
by the Concerned Distrié¢t Employment Officer for a suitsble
job and was offered an appointment on 14-9-92, No order of
appointment was, however, issued in his favour., Hence; this
OA. . _ |
2. It is explained by the respondent. that there were
certain apparent discrepancies in the_xraﬁsfer certificatqg
issued’by a local school : in favour of the applicant,
whereupon an inquiry was got cénducted by the Mandal Educa-
tion Officer, which revealed that the school which issued
the cerﬁificate was unrecognized and that there yare
divergences between the information contained in the
certificate issued by the school and their own admissions
record. 1In view of these ﬁevélopments it was decided not
£o offer him'any appointment.
3. wWhile the above-explained circumstances leading to the
withholding .of the appointment letter in favour of the
applicant is convincing and acceptable, it remains that he
was not given an opportunity to explain his version of the
discrepancy. It is felt that he should be allowed to do so.l
4. The respondent shall therefore call upon the applicant
ﬁo explain the discrepancies that have come to their notice,

i On receipt of such explanation they are entirely free to
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take any decision they wish to taka in the case or to
reconfirm, on sufficient and valid reasons, any decision
that may have aiready been taken in this regard. This
process may be got completed within one month from the
date of receipt of copy of this order, or even earlier.
It is also made clear that the applicant, on receiving
such notice, shall be bound to give his explanation within

ten days thereafter, for this direction to take effect.

5. Thus the OA is disposed of, |

‘

(H. Rajen Prasad)
Member (Admn. )

Dated : September 1, 97
Dlctated In Open Court ﬁw
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