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Date cf dedisiows 

	WA:112%4 • a-rai 	 Petitioner 

	Advocate for the Petitioner. 

Versus 

11 /41-fi 	54././tical.Res Porde WA 

	 ....Advocate for the Respondent (s). 

CORAP1 — 
` 	The Hon' ble Mr scr‘sactiz 	C 

The Hon,  ble f1r. - \patr\ 

1. Ltiether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to seal 
the judgment 7 

2. TO be referred to the Reporter or not I 

3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy 
of the judgment I 

4. Ithether to be circulated to all other Berches 14l  

Signature 



CENTilAl Ai/UNIST,XATIVE 	 Panfl. 

U.A.110..35-:i of 1992 

:ihbu L•1 	 Applicant. 

Versus 

'1/4inion of Indio & others 	  “espondents. 

Hon'ble 	,Tustiote '3.C.Srivastava, 

Hon i ble Mr.K.Obavye.A.M.  

(2y honl ble 	 U.C.Srivastava,V.C.) 

The :!pplicant hes eppioTched this .:::Lbunel 

uith the prayer that the i:espendents be directed to 

decide his reprosontTtion meth) on 1.9.91. 	11,2 s 

further pi eyed thTI: he  respondent be Tlso directed 

cunsidcr his case enel services provided by him to 

ho department for such long dciod nithout 

regul?risat.ion. 

2. 	The applicant ';:ms •dointod as Casual 

1.buezer in the year 1972 Acid since then he has 

been 	as such. Thc epplicentss grievance is 

thT ic he r::Tdo Lepresention for re71.uerisation of 

air services but his Lepr,asention has not boon 

disposed of • bvicus1y, if he applicant has worked 

for such a lonn T;imo and ,:h2 oLhors hyie been 

re2ulTrised,. there eppe,Ti.s. T:o reason ,s to 

the pplic=nt should not be regularised 2nd why 1- 4 c 

case should r2ot be considered. Accrdincily, the 

A.osdondents se directed to dispose of the 

representation filed by the applicant on 1.9.91 

i.fthin a period of throe nunths from the date of 

communication of this order. The -respondents shall/ 

pass a spooking order. The application stands 

T 



-2, 

dispOted of su2marily . iTo order as to costs. 

"ICE 

Taated: Julv 3.1992  

(ug) 


