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oŷ  respondents

cThe^' ?"A learned counsel • for 

invited our ' attention t o  the

judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court inre. 

Union of India & Others vs. Virpal Singh Chauh 

& Othersjreported in (1995) 6 SCC page 684 and 

para ;-34 thereof. In the said para, apex court 

has, inter alia, ordered as below:

"■ The proper course, in our considered 
opinion, is to send all these matters back 
to the Tribunal to w o r k  the rights of 
individuals concerned applying the three

p rinciples aforesaid. These appeals are 
accordingly dispo s e d  of in the above terms 
and m a tters remanded to the respective 
Tribunals. Writ petitions ar^


