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For the Petitioner. ... None.
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JUDGEr-IENT (ORAL)

(Han'ble Rr. Justice U.S. rialimath;,
Chairman)

None appeared either for the petitioner or for the

respondents. As this is a very old case, ue consider it

appropriate to look into the record and dispose of this

matter on merits.

2. The petitioner was promoted on ad_ hoc basis pending

y

selection to the post, by an order dated 21,6.1985. He has

approached the Tribunal praying for an injunction restraining

the respondents from reverting him and for a direction to

the respondents not to fill-up the vacancies in such a manner

as to exceed . the quota reserved for members of the Scheduled

Caste/Scheduled Tribe and other consequential and incidental

reliefs.

3. The petitioner having been given promotion only on

ad hoc basis pending selection and appointment on regular

can

basis? . no legitimate grievance/be made about the possibility

of his reversion. He having earned only a^ h^ promotion, he
title to the^ has not acquired/post. The respondents, have taken the stand
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that ^ hoc arrangement uas made as the uacancy uas meant

direct recruitment by
to be filled up by/the prescribed Selection Board. It is

also pointed out that the petitioner not having even applied

for the post which hasto be filled up by direct recruitment

Cannot be regarded as an aggrieved person to come to the

Tribunal with this grievance. Looked at from any angle, ue

are satisfied that the petitioner has not made out any case

for interference. This petition fails and.is, therefore,

dismissed. No costs.
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