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UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng

ORDER

Duri ng t he course of heari ng, our attention was

invited to t he deci si ons of this Court in Mllikarjun vs.

Gul bar ga Uni versity, (2004) 1 SCC 372 and State of UP. vs.

Ti pper Chand, (1980) 2 SCC  341. Bot h are 3-Judge Bench



deci si ons. In our opinion, the mtters, therefore, call for

consi deration by a Constitution Bench. List accordingly.

(D. P. WALIA) (RADHA R BHATI A)
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