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Whether Reporters of local papers may, be allowed to see the Judgement ? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not? Y 
Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? )' 

To be circulated. to all Benches of the Tribunal ? 4r 

JUDGEMENT 

hr NV Krishnan, A.h. 

The applicant states that she has been working as Cornputor 

since 1980 on temporary basis in the office of the 3rd respondent, 

Director of Census.Operations, Lakshadweep, Kavaratti. Her 

services have notso far been regularised. She has filed 

Annexure A7 representation dated 17.12.90 addressed to the 3rd 

respondent seeking regularisat ion of her service 7  for the reasons 

mentioned therein. it is submitted that this representation has 

not been disposed of so far. 

2 	When the matter came up for admission to—day, it 

submitted by the counsel of both sides that a similar matter. 

has been disposed of by the order dated 18.1 .91 in 0A 4/91. 

Therefore, they represent that the instant application may also 
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be disposed of similarly. In this view of the matter 

we hav,e decided to pass orders without waiting for a 

detailed reply affidavit from the respondents. 

3 	In £JA 4/91 it was submitted by the learned counsel 

for the respondents on the basis of instructions received 

by him therein that cases of'1 large number of Persons ,  

besides the applicant,who have been appointed on ad—hoc 

basis on short term post created for the 1981 Census, 

are pending consideration. It was also submitted that 

regularisation would involve the relaxation of certain 

provisions which a 	under consideration of the respondents. 

In this view of the matter that application • 

disposed of with t4te directions to the respondents. 

4 	Accordingly, we are of the view, that the present 

application can also be disposed of by issuing a direction 

to Respondent 1 & 2 to dispose of Annexure A7 representation 

of the applicant within a period of three months from the 

We do so. 
date of receipt of a copy of this order,./ There will be 

no order as to costs. 

(1w Haridasan) 	 (NV Krishnan) 
Judicial Ilember 
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