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31 2

19.10.2022 The execution petition of Syed Chan Badshah 

submitted today by Rashid Rauf Swati Advocate. It is 

fixed for implementation report before Single Bench at

Original file be 

requisitioned. AAG has noted the next date. The 

respondents be issued notices to submit 

compliance/implementation report on the date fixed.

By the order of Chairman

1

Peshawar on

REGISTRAR^
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TRIBUNAL PESHAWAR ■fChybcfir

.Service
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Syed Chan Badshah Constable No 2281 District Police Peshawar

l>5irr-j' rv.>

(Petitioner)

Versus

1. The Provincial Police Officer, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Peshawar

2. Capital City Police Officer Peshawar

3. Superintendent of Police Headquarters, Peshawar

(Respondents)

APPLICATION FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 

DECISION/JUDGEMENT DATED 28/01/2022 PASSED 

BY THIS HON'BLE TRIBUNAL IN APPEAL NO 742/2015

Respectfully Submitted

1. That the petitioner has filed the Service Appeal No 742 of 

2015 before this Hon'ble Tribunal, which was allowed, vide 

Judgment dated 28/01/2022. Attested Copy Is Annexed

2. That this Hon'ble Tribunal directed for reinstatement of 

the petitioner into service.



That the petitioner has repeatedly approached the 

respondents and requested them to implement the 

Judgement of this Hon'ble Tribunal dated 28/01/2022 in 

Appeal No 742/2015, to reinstate the petitioner into 

service but of no use.

4. That petitioner is constrained to file the instant petition 

for implementation of the judgement

IT IS THEREFORE HUMBLY PRAYED THAT THE 

RESPONDENT'S MAY GRACIOUSLY BE DIRECTED TO 

IMPLEMENT THE JUDGEMENT OF THE HON'BLE TRIBUNAL 

AND TO REINSTATE THE PETITIONER INTO SERVICE.

Syed Chan Badshah (Petitioner)

Through 

Rashid Rauf Swati

Syed Naveed Aii Shah and Zeie Huma Advocates High Court ^hou/tgr

14.

Affidavit

Stated on oath that the contents of petition are true and 

correct. Nothing is misstated or^nceaied.

(Petitioner)
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