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',aﬁiiinherént ﬁéugr af ‘Teview But gggrcisqg,thgfv?

undar Order é? Rule 1 ef the C,P.C, read uith




Wes dismissed on merits ad’ well ss on srounds of delay
and laches, A# a matter of fact when the applicatien was
peing dismissed on around of delay end laches, there wes

no necessity of esoing inte the merits of the case, The

same was dismissed after prégar'adjudicatien en merits,

The main quaétian‘uaé whether the ad-hoc service rendered
By the applicant w.e.f. 1.2.1986 te 71.3.1990 coule be
ceunted, The letter dated 11.,12.1990 was issued when he
uaa'regulérly premoted as Deputy Steres and Purchase

Officer alonguith six efhers énﬁ these orderc were siven
effect from 1.4,1990. If the applicant had any grievance,

he should have raised a houwl or protest, Since the saé-

was not challenged and no srievance was made out of it,
estoppal eperates asainst him as held by the Hon'hle

Sppreme Court in case of Om Prakash Shukla V/s. Akhilesh
Kumaf Shukla(AIR 1986 P,1043), The promotien itself was
»iehmrs the rules ssainst the guota reserved Farkéepartmentgl
competetive examination,Bule 4(ii) was smended and the
prometion came only after i:t7amendmont high~jacking

the 1/3rd quota reserved for baiﬁg‘filled up by Departmental
Campctiti:: Eaxnaemitni:‘teio%xi aaatsiglsa'ld sy the Hon'ble Supreme
Court in K.C. Jeshi's case that such fertitutous ad~hec
promotiend cannet confer the Benefit of resuler service,
Since this was dehors the ruleg?dtha premetion was
regularised only when the rulsé were smended, no case is
made out for revisu of the judgement and erder datéi
21.9.1995, The review anplication is, therefore, summarily

i

rejected under erder 47 Rule4(1)of C.P.C. /(} S
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