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,L3¢1:the matters. inthis gpplication by going. through tle .

'f?f féubmlssion of representation is also overruled.
SRR

vy
27.2.92  SPMGAVH —

Mr.Rajendran Nair/Ramakumar th.proxy
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.‘ L; We|the ‘heard ;the arguments of the‘learned]

counsel for both the parties. Inthe interest of jurtiCe

and considering that a Vital question in all t hese

11 cases are irvolved we have admitted all the applicm:-

ions and condone the delay if there has been in any
-, one of them, In certain ,Cases.we are told that
' 'representatlons are not been filed. Consideringihat
... the - 1ssues involvéd are' identical wé need not delay

'ﬁ, formality of requiring appliCants to file a repre-
" 'seritation especially when identical applications arq
rpending before us, o -

Accordingly the objection regarding non-
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