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0.: 
HeardLâ. Mvocate of the applicant over an application for 

1nuncticn prohibiting the respondents from giving further operation 

of the promotion order of,  t'he: respondent No.8 ShriM.S. Sarna since, 

according to the applicant, he was erroneously promoted. . U. Advocate 

Ws. Sanyal, appearirg':on behalf of the'respondents, pays for time to 

file reply. ' Tut we find that'twó weeks' time was allowed to the res-

pondents to file reply by order dated. 2L8.98. It is stated by Ms. 

Sanya]. that èpplicant' did not furnish'required application to file 

reply in due time. TherefGre, respondentscould.not prepare the reply 

to the'0A. It IS also st.ted by Ms. Sanyi that the officer concerned 

who will make affidavit of'this case is out of'station. 
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2. 	We have considered the subm1ssionsof 14. Advocates of both 

the parties and we find that the promotioriorder of the respondent lo.0 

cannot be stayed  as prayed for by the applicant. However, the fate of 

the app.licsnt will 	 the decision!f, this case. With this 

observation both the MA are disposed of. 
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