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The following is the English version of the 
reasons for judgment of the Court delivered orally 
by 

PRATTE J.: We are all of the opinion that the 
decision a quo is based, at least in part, on the 
view expressed by the majority of the Board that 
applicants did not accept the positions that were 



offered to them. We feel that this view is incorrect. 
In the view of the Court, by accepting the employ-
er's offer subject to their right to submit a griev-
ance regarding the length of the probation period, 
applicants accepted the offer outright. We are of 
the opinion that the error committed by the Board 
in this regard vitiates its decision, and this must 
accordingly be quashed. 

The application will therefore be allowed, the 
decision a quo quashed and the case referred back 
to the Board for it to be decided on the basis that, 
in law, applicants must be regarded as having 
accepted outright the offers of employment that 
were made to them. 
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