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Date of Order l | Orders
23.7.2001 Jﬁ P.N.Jeti, counsel fer the applicante
. B.N. Sandu, couneel for the - respondentc
{ o _ B
Ihe learhed counsgel fer the'reeandentq submites that

vide order dated 20th July, 2001, the apmﬂlcants, -totalling 21,

ve b@en sent con Pha;e—II training (phctocopy:of the order taken.

record of the OA NOF

|

-258/2001) .

The learﬁed counsel for the applicants submits that
v | : . .
the applicants have been sent on training with e delay of 3 weeks
\ = . :

end ccnsequently the period of 3 weeks so spent.; shculd be counted

for| training. \
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We have alven our thouahtful ccns1derat10n to the

rival subrissione. In a perlod of 4 .weeks' tralnlna, 3 week= spent

prior tc the passing oflthe order dated 20th. July, 2001 cannot be

- treated as per1od spent En treining.
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In view of\the order pessed by the Department dated

20th July, 2001 ¢en01no khe cppllcantq on tralnlna, prayer “of the

1
appllcante in the OA stands <at1€fled Therefore, the OA has beccme

g 1nfru‘tuou< and dJon edtcf accordingly. Partleg aere left to beaf,

3 , their| own costs. 1 : ;
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