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after interval of six months, but in case of the applicant it seems that
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ORDER

The application is partly allowed. The respondent no.2 is
directed to arrange the DPC for consideration- of the case of the
applicant in view of the directions issued in the G.R. dated 15/12/2017
in para- 1(6) & 1(9). The decision shall be taken by the respondent

no.2 within a period of three months from the date of this order. No

order as to costs.

(Anand Karanjkar) (Shree Bhagwan)
Member(J). ‘ Vice-Chairman.

Dated :- 11/03/2020.
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