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• 	 27.2.92 	 SPM&AVH 

Mr.Rajendran Nair/latnakumar th.proxy 
• 	' 	 Suquälanth.pro,J/Ajit Naraanan 

Iard. .M.P. alloed. 'Counter affidavit 
• 	mentiored therein will, be relevant, rthis case, 

43Lso. 	ar in }  part. Ijist for further hearinq on 
28.2.92(AN). 

28.2.92 	kounsei as mentioned above) 

arguments iof i'helearne 

counsel for bcth the parties. Inthe interest of ju 
and considering that a Vital question in all these 
cases are irvolved we have admitted all the applica 
ions and Condone the delay if there has been in any 
one of them. InCertaincases we are told that 
representations are not been filed. Considering tha 
the issues involved are identical we need not delay 
the matters intJiis application by going through the  
formality of requiring applicants  tQfile a repre-
sentation especially When identical applications an 

• • 	 - Accordingly the objection regarding non- 
' submission of represeration is also overruled. 
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