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For the ^plicants ...Nbne

For the Respondents ...Ehri 0 .P . Kshatriya

1. '(Whether Reporters of local papers may be allov^d
to see the Judgement/

2. ^o be referred to the Reporter or not?

OHDER {ORAL)

1 have gone through the pleadings mentioned in

the application. There is no order agairs t which this

application has been filed, though the learned counsel

for the respondents argued the matter that the reply

has been given on 5.3.1992^ that since ^plicant Ho.2 in

this case is a minor, the daughter of the deceased employe^

•so a certificate of guardian was desired by the respondents

to consider the representation made before them. In view

of this, the application is premature. The applicant should

make a representation to the respondents along with a

certific-ste of guardianship under Section 3 of '̂Suardians and

Vi/arcis Act, obtained from the corrpetent court. The respondents
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will consider the representation, so made by the
cs>xji-

applicant. If the ^pli..antii5 still aggrieved, then
ou-

subject to the law of limitation, she can again agitate

the grievance • The reply filed by the learned counsel

for the respondents is taken on record. The application

is accordingly, dBposed of at the admission stage itself.
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