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has filaed aﬁ-ﬂhnexure,%a1; On the basgis of this

it is avarred in the original appliceticn b

zpplicant having been disenqaged. has not bezen

offerad an sngagament.

e hzus given 2 detasiled order while
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The learned counsel for the appli
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Firstly we find that the applicent had

‘not made any such written approszch to
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‘raziluay authorities for his re-engagement and

averments made in the U.A,, that the zpplicant
personrally ‘appreached the authorities cannot be
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the applicant for non engagement after 13984,
He ha"glsa Sbualﬁed s certificats which is
dated 9,5,54 by virtus of date in the photo oopy
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cese. Tha warﬁ Gfdlpdally usad in sastiﬁﬁfiﬁ of
hw AT, %ct 19@5 has been SGWSldSrEﬁ h) ﬁhb Full
Saﬁch &f ﬁéT iﬂ the case of Be ParamaSUuazw Rag
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or finencially of the applicant has not bﬂf

avarred in this application for canﬁanatiﬁﬂ of
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of Raﬁfnakahaﬂd/Samanta Vs, UBIL ﬁe;éxtgﬁ in
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ﬁhe remedy is lost by the lapse sfyﬁia@g

‘any reply in affirmative and has shown ignoréncs
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On & query put to the learned counsel

whether any person junior to the applicant has

‘been sngaged,the learned counsel could not give

because no instructions have been given by the

applicant to the learned cocunsel in that regard,

This rannot be a case of diserimination 2lso.

In view of this, we find no merit

in this application for admission being barred

Act,1985 and further not making out a case for
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judicial reviedw, The application is dismissed

aceosrdingly,
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