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CALCUTTA BENCH 
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Present : Hon'Sle flr.Justice S.N.Ilal].ick, Vice-Chairman 

Hon'ble rlr.S.Das,upta, Administrative 11emer 

DR. rIRS. CHHAI3I ROY 

VS 

UNION OF INDIA & ORS. 

For the app1icnt : Mr.P.Chatterjae, counsel 
Mr.K.C.Saha, counsel 

For the respondents: Mr.f1.S.anerjee, counsel 
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Qasup t  A.M.  

Heard the id. counsel for both the parties at the stae 

of admission and also perused the pleadings in the OR. 

2. 	The applicant in thi40 	 s case was initially appointed on aá- 

hoc basis as Assistant Surqeon Grade I on 1.8.73. She continued to 

work as such until/ she was re!ularjsed ,after selection by the UPSC 

in 1979. A seniority list was earlier issued in which she was given 

seniority from the initial date of appointment ut subsequently this 

was corrected and she was given Sen iority from the date of reularisa 

tion after UPS C selection. This is beinl3 challenged throuqh this OA 

and the applicant is seeking a direction to the resoondents to Irant 

her seniority from the date of initial appointment on ad-hoc 
lasis. 

3. 	In reply to 	
0— 

We question put to the ld. counsel for the 

applicant he admitted that the Rbvruitment Rules in the cre of 

Doctors provide appointment through IJPSC only. 	 it is clear 

that her initial appointment was not in accordance with the erujtment 
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Rules.Hd the initial appointment been 

cutt Rules but the apoointment hag been made on 5d—hoc 

basis due to administrative reasnsthe period of ad—hoc appointment 

could have been counted forthe seniority. However, in this c2se,4 

the appointment of the applicant was dehors the rules, Rox the 

seniority, which is claimed cannot be granted. The id. counsel for 

the respondents submits that a correction in the seniority list 

was made as early as in 1989 and the aplicant's representation 

was rejected in 1992, and that the applicant had accepted subse—

quent promotian on the basis of the revised senirity. He alms  

submits that the application is li~barred by limitation. We 

accordingly dismiss the application on time merit and on the 

ground of limitation. No order as to costs. 
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