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by registered post and has not been so far returned, we
have to presume that it has been served., Moreover, on
perusing the application and hearing the counsel for the
respondents, it seems to us that the applicant is not
interested in pursuing the application. The applicant,
whO was working as Assistant Controller of Stores at
Lucknow, when the application was originally filed,
complains in the application that while his juniors were
promoted to the senior scale of Class-I in 1982, he i.e,.
the applicant has been passed over for such promotion.

It appears that certain adverse remarks were recorded

in the applicant's character roll for 1980 and 1981.
Subsequently the adverse entry of 1981, we are told, was
expunged by the Reporting authority, while the applicant's
representation against the adverse remark for 1980 was
rejected as being time barred. On 28-9-1985 Hon'ble

Mr. Justice U.C. Srivastava passed an inter;m order in
which he noticed that the adverse entrﬁSagainst the
petitioner hag been expunged. He further directed that
if the applicant had been denied promotion solely on the
ground of adverse entrygg the matter should be re-consi-
dered. It is likely that in the light of this order,

the respondents have taken such steps to redress the
grievances of the applicant and that is why the applicant
has not shown any interest in the litigation and has not
taken care to ascertain the present position of the

case even though he filed the writ petition as far back as
7 years ago. We are, therefore, of the view that the

applicant is no longer interested in pursuing the

application. ) J' "< %;>) }
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