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CCRAM :

IHE HON'BLE Ml. JUST EE V. S. MALBi^OH , CHAIRMAN

IHE HON»BLE Itfl, S. R. /DICE, WEA©ER (a)

1. Smt Usha Kaushal W/0 V. K. Kaushal,
R/0 40, Abbottgaf^ , Civil Lif^s,
Jhansi.

2. Km, Nselam Kushwaha 0/0 R.P.S*
Kushwaha , R/G RE-II 720-B ,
Rank Laxmi Nagar, Jhansi.

3. Shri Sanjay S/OD.N. Lai,
R/0 RB-II 962-B, TRS C oiony,
Nagra, Jhansi.

4# Arun Mukar S/0 Bhagwati Prasad,
R/G Ra ilway TRS Gol ony,
959.AAiB-II, Nagra , Jhans i.

5. OmPrakash Trivedi s/0 B« P. Trivedi,
R/0 1514, Civil Lines, Jhansi.

6. Dwarka Prasad Gupta S/0 Ram Kishore Gupta,
R/0 480/5, Channaf^anj ,
Sipri Bazar, Jhansi.

7. Bhatat Bhusban Yadava S/0 Mool Chand Yadava,
R/0 343, Sadar Bazar, Jharsi.

8. Chandra Sekhar Gupta/ S/0 T.N.Gupta,
R/0 Miidian-ka-Kua,
Dat ia. .. •

All the /Applicants working as Senior
Clerks in the Office of Electrical
Foreman, Gwalior under D ivis ional
Railway Manager Electrical (General) ,
Central Railway, Jhansi,

By Advocate shri S. K. Bisaria

Versus

1. Union of India -Uirough
General Manager, Central
Railway, Bon4)ay V.T.

2. The Div is ional Railway Manager,
Central Railway,
Jhansi,

^p lie ants
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4.

5.

6.
7.
8.

- 0.-

Dayal D'Souza,
Head Cleric, CTFO Far idabad
under EBM, Electrical (TRD) ,
Central Railway Jhansi.

Hari Prakash, Head Clerk
undsr DRM, Electrical (TRD)
Central Railway Hhansi.

L. Dawson, Head Clerk under
DRM, Electrical (General,
Central Railway, Jhansi.

Madan Singh Bansal
4isan Khan
Smt. Santosh Kumar i Chaw la

Respondents

By Advocates ShriH. K. Gangwaoi for respondents
1 and 2 and Shri K.N.R. pillai for Resp. 3-8.

ORDER (CRaL)

Hon*ble Justice V. 3. Malimath -

After hearing the learned counsel appearing on

both sides, we are left with the impression that no

adjudication has been made in a just and prqper manner

in regard to the relative seniority of the petitioners

on the one hand and respondents No. 3 to 8 on the

other in the cadre of Senior Clerks, vshereas the

petitioners claim seniority over respondents 3 to 8

on the ground that they were regularly recruited on

dates earlier than regular promotions of respondents

3 to 8 to that Cadre, respondents 3 to 8 contend that

they were appointed on-ad hoc basis on dates earlier

than the dates of appointment of the petitioners, and

that they are entitled to count -Uieir seniority at any

rate from the dates of their ad hoc appointment on the
/

ground that the vacancies existed long prior to their
and they should not suffer

ad hoc appointment^on account of the authorities not

having taken pronpt action to fill up those posts in

accordance with the relevant orders to pr o?ess - the-

^promotion. They, therefore, maintain that their right
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should not be jeopardised merely because of delay ca:

inaction on the part of the authorities in not giving

regular promotions to them in accordance with law.

Having regard to this controversy, we coreider it just

and prqper to dispose of this application by directing

responcfents Nos, 1 ard 2 to determine relative seniority

of the petitioners and respondents 3 to 8 in the cadre

of Senior Clerks after giving an oppca:tunity of makirg

representation to both sets of parties and to others

who are likely to be affected, as expeditiously as

possible*

2. With these directions, this application is disposed

of. No c OS ts,

( S. R. y^dige )
Member

( V. S. Malimath )
Ch a ir ma n


