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' list prepared on 15,9,1082 (Annesure-A 1) is velid and
ramains unchange”, has been issued vide letter dt, 4,9,1087

(A nnexure~A &), In para-9 of the counter, it is also

affirmed that the nosting of the Guards-A are being made on
tha basis of the seniority list published on 15,9,1982 and
not on the basis of the alleged revised saniority list. 1In
para=7 of the rajoinder-hovwever, it is denied by %The
applicants that the revised seniority list which has not

been officially notified, is still being operatsd,

Fi ~ We have heard Sri R,K, MNigam, learned counsel for

o>~ tha applicant and Sri A.,V. Srivastava, learned counsel for

the respondents. 50 faras the controversy regarding the
seniority list is concerned, it 1s the case of +ha respondents
el rare has been ho revision, whatsosvel, of the seniority
1ist that was notified on 15.9,1082, That being the case,

the only point 1s whather the postings are be ing aiven to the
Guards on the basis of correct seniority list. Having
admitted that the seniority list has never beén revised,

the respondents are bound to assign duties to the Guards by

adhering to the seniority list which is correct list,

4, In these circumstances, We 4irect the respondents

to ignore whatever subsequent seniority 1ist of the Guards

W3S prepared; and they are further directed to E-:o’“mﬂ the
ceniority list dated 15,9.1982 (Annexure-l), in making

postings of Guafds subject to normal applicable rules of

working, The application 1is allowed as above, Parties to

bear their own costs.




