IN THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
CIVIL APPELLATE JURI SDI CTl ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 1629 OF 2011

NEYVEL| LI GNI TE CORPORATI ON LTD. Appel | ant (s)
: VERSUS:
NLC | NDCOSERVE T. U. SANGAM & ORS. Respondent ('s)
ORDER
1. Hear d V. Chandhi ok, | ear ned Addi ti onal

Solicitor General appearing for the appellant and
M. Singaravel an, counsel appearing for respondent
No.1l, M. Beno Bencigar, counsel appearing for
respondent No.9 and M. Radhakrishnan, counsel for

respondent No. 14.

2. Respondent No.1 had approached the Hi gh Court
seeking a wit of mandanus directing the first
respondent to absorb and regularize the nenbers of
respondent No.1 Union as enployees of the appell ant

Corporation followng the seniority |list prepared on
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the basis of the date of entry in the appellant
Corporation either as a contract | abour or
ot herwi se. They sought that accordingly they be
regularised in the regular enploynent as and when
vacancies arise Dbecause of demse, V.RS or

superannuati on of the regular enpl oyees. That prayer

was accepted by the H gh Court. Bei ng aggri eved
thereby, this appeal, by special |eave, has been
fil ed.

3. During the pendency of this appeal, an order

was passed by this Court on 16.8.2010 upon the
statenent made by the |earned Additional Solicitor
General that a conmon seniority list of the contract
wor ker s was bei ng re-drawn by taking into
consideration not only the date of their nenbership
with NLC Indcoserve but also the date of their entry
into appellant Corporation's service through any

private contractor.

4, W are informed by M. Chandhi ok, |earned
Addi tional Solicitor General that the said |ist has
been prepared considering all the worknen and M.

Si ngar avel an, counsel appearing for respondent No.l1
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has no grievance with the said list. |If the worknen
have any grievance with the said seniority Ilist,
they can submt their grievance/objection to the
managenent of the appellant Corporation who shall
consider the sanme. The seniority |list of the worknen
havi ng been prepared and is assured to be acted upon
as per seniority, we do not see any reason to keep
this appeal alive. This appeal 1is, therefore,

di sposed of accordingly.

( RANJAN GOGO )

New Del hi ;
April 16, 2013.
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