
4 	 / 

-claims to be junior to him. The applicant has produced the 

seniority list of Enquiry-cum-Reservation Clerks in theØ 

scale of Rs.1400-2300 as on 1.3.88. 	In the said list, 

Mr.Syed Sulaiman was shown at Sl.No..8 and the applicant has 

been shown at Sl.No.27. The applicant now claims to figure 

above Mr.Syed Sulaimari. 	Then the applicant should have 

impleaded all the narcen. C ------- - 	 -- 

respondents. 	In the absence of these persons, the 

seniority of the applicant cannot be adjudicated. The 

application is bad for nnn  
parties. 	It is not the question of laying down mere 

principle in this connection. 	The issue involved here is 
I' •-'S 

to show him above the number of his erstwhile j-eu4e-e as per 

the seniority list enclosed at Page 13 of the OA. Even if 

a principle is,4 laid down, the employees who are -iwt going 

to be aggrieved by that principle should be given a chance 

to hear them. In view of what is stated above, non-joinf 
-g.C-.J_ 

the necessary parties is •baê in- 1-aw and hence the OA is 

liable to be dismissedc-n *Zo hCct 

6. 	The OA is accordingly dismissed. 	No order as to 

costs. 
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5.4.88 a decentralised seniority list was published by the 

Sr.DPO, Vijayawada, that he submitted his representation 

againsb the seniority list on 17.7.88 and submitted 

reminders for consideration, that his claim was rejected 

and hence the applicant was constrained to file this CA. 

4. 	A counter has been filed 	stating that the 

application is barred by limitation, that his 

representation was answered on 12.3.92 is not correct, that 

his represetnation was replied on 8.1.92, that he was 

working as ECRC on adhoc basis from 1977 and he was 

regularly absorbed during February, 1980, but the applicant 

claims seniority from the date of his adhoc services which 
is in contravention of the rules, tnat tne serziuLsLy WCQ 

reckoned only from the date oregular absorption, that the 

applicant was promoted as ECRC in the scale of pay of 
Rs.330-560 purely on temporary oasi CItU (ut OL'Jr j 

arrangement, that his name was correctly shown at Sl.No.168 

of the seniority list du.ring the year 1983, that his claim 

for seniority to be reckoned from 1.2.77 i.e, the date of 

promotion as ECRC on adhoc basis is not correct, that in 

the senioirty list published during 1988-91, his name was 

correctly shown at Sl.Nos.27 and 29 respectively and his 

comparison with the case of Shri D.Srihari Rao and L.Rarnana 

Rao is not tenable and the claim of the applicant for 

reckoning his seniority from the date of his entry into the 

category of ECRC on adhoc basis -is not tenable and that the 

OA may be dismissed with costs. 

* 	4. 	In this CA there are no private respondents. The 
applicant nas not evesi sI'pwaUc 	. -------------------- 
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