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(By Hpn'ble Pir. Justice U,S« Plalinsth,
' Chairman)

• Neither the petitioner nor his counsel is present.

Shri P.P."Khurana, learned counsel for the respondents, is,

houever, present.. As this is a v/ery old fratter, ue thought

it proper to look into the record and dispose of this case

on merits. Since the common question is involved in both

the cases, ue are disposing of this case by a common order.

2. Shri Khurana, appea.ring for the respondents, invited

euT attention to the ordar dated the 9th Pbrch, 1989 and

submitted that the impugned order has since been set aside

by the appellate authority® Hence^ these petitions have

become unnfcsssary. The ajapeilats authority has directed

de-novo inquiry. As the impugned, orders have been set aside

a fid fresh orders ihave been directed to be passed 9: nothing

survii/es to be done in these tup cases. Recording the

subsequent everita,5 as aforesaid, these tub cashes ar©r

DHouNiDm), , (AA^s.; mimiji)


