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OPEN CQYRT 

cENrRAL ., "lNi;>TRATIVE rmeuNAL 
A1 LNJt\BAa) Rf N2i 

Al J Al;.ABAl.l 

oiigi nal Aopllcgtion ff;>, l8Q3 2f. 1994 

Allahabad this the 16th day of July 

Hon• ble Dr. R. K. Saxena• Manber ( J ) 
Hon• ble W • o , 21. Bawei a, Member ( A ) 

1997 

• 

.;ihri P.~. Jaiawal ~o Late .:lbri G.Jt. Jaiawal, aged 
about !>5 yeazs Bjo E-9 Meenaksbipuram Meerut (U.P.) 
presently is workin:i as .>~ervisor B. ~. Grade I in 
the office of the Comnan.1er WODks E~ineer CWE Military 
Eil!Jineer' s .>ervices (ME~) l.leerut Cantt. 

Applicant 

8Y Advocate :A:i P. K. Kashyaj 
-

versus 

1. Union of lrnia through the Defence ~ecretary, 
Ministry of Defence, GoverrlDent of India, ~uth 
Block, New Delhl.110011. 

2. The Engineer-in-@ief, c~ineer -in-Chief's Branch 
ATill.Y Head uarter, Kast.air House, uH\.lPu NMw Delhi­
l lOOll. 

3. The Chief E1l.3ineer, Central CoiDmand, Lucknow, 

4. Ihe Chief EDJineer, Bareilly zone, station Road, 
Bareilly U.P.) 

5. Ihe Couaaanoer &far k s Err:Jineer(MFS) Head Quarter, 
Connamer ii<>rk.s Engineers, 25 J The Mall Meerut 
Cant"~. 

Re@n dent.s 

By Aayocate ,jri ~.c. Tripathi 

Q. R_J) EJi ( Oral ) 
By Hon•blepr. 8,K. Saxena. Akmber ( J) 

The applicant - P.S. Jaiswal has filed this 

petiticn un::er .;,ection 19 of Aministrati ve Tribunals 

Act, 1985 tc seek the relief that the respondents be 

comman.1ed to implement tne promot.ion-cuu-posting order 

(anne.xu.re it-1). Ine f ~ tner re.lief claimed was that 

the show-cause notice i~sued on 2D/ 12/93 be quashed. 

2. It appears fICim the perusal of the record 

an.J from the arg1 ents -:;:_anced on behalf of the parties 
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that this applicant ·was appointed as ~~orekeeper 

Grade II in Militazy EngineeriRJ .,ervices and was 

promoted on the post of ~torekeeper Grade I. An 

order dated 31.8~94 was passed whereby the applicant 

was promoted as Barrack an:i ~'tore Officer from the 

poat of Supervisor s.s. Grade I but the said order 

was not implemented. The applicant, therefo::i •• !p~t ... 

aggriev ed and approac~he Tribunal with t ·he herein -,..._ 

before mentioned J:ilief.s. 

3. rte respondents contested the case by 

filing counter-reply. Today the case is listed for 

final hearing. .>ri P. K. Kashyap counsel for the 

applicant and .:>ri .:;. c. Tripathi counsel for the 

respondents, are present. 

4. Sri Kashyap makes a statement at bar 

that the applicant does not want to proceed with 

the case because the order of promotion has been 

given effect to. The O.A. is, therefore, dismissed 

as not pressed. N:> order as to costs. 

I 
Member ( .J ) 

/M.M./ 
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