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ding Officer and Others Responden ts

Agplication for extension of

In the above noted case, it is most re spec t- 

fulljr submitted as under:

O.A.was decided on 26-8-98 by the 

Hon'Me Court with the directions to the applicant to 

make a representation in respect of hia leave not 

reg-olarised or for which s"lary has not heen paid,within

a p-riod o- o.ie month from the date of comm'ani'cation

of the judgemeiit.'"' '"'

judgement was'received by the 

counsel for applicant on 8-9-.93.

though the applicant’s counsel sent 

a letter to the appUcsjit on 10-9-98 informing him 

about the judgement but the ^aBplicant has failed to

turn up ana thus, it appears that he did not recei 

the letter, \
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4.) fhat the time granted by the Hon'ble Cotirt

is to end on 8-10-98 bu-t as yet,the applicant’s 

counsel has not beem able to send the judgement to 

the applicant.

In thecircumstances, it is prayed that a 

fur-feer time of 6 weeks may begranted so that the 

judgement can be communicated to the applicant and 

the representation can be sent by the aplicant as 

directed by the Hon’ble Court.

Dated:7-10-98 

at Lucknow.

Ca .i o i n ) '

Adv.

Counsel for applicant


