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I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 4527 OF 2006

BHARAT SANCHAR NI GAM LI M TED Appel | ant ('s)
Ver sus

K. R PRAJAPATI AND OTHERS Respondent ( s)
WI TH

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 3626 COF 2011

BHARAT SANCHAR NI GAM LI M TED Appel | ant ('s)
Ver sus
P. G PATEL AND OTHERS Respondent ( s)

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 835 COF 2008

BHARAT SANCHAR NI GAM LI M TED Appel | ant ('s)
Ver sus
M B. CHAUHAN AND OTHERS Respondent ( s)

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 4980 COF 2008

BHARAT SANCHAR NI GAM LI M TED Appel | ant ('s)
Ver sus
M B. SHAH AND OTHERS Respondent ( s)
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ORDER

ClVIL APPEAL NO. 4527 OF 2006

We have heard | earned counsel for

the parties at sonme length. W entirely agree

with the view taken by the High Court that

Shri K.R Baria being junior to Respondents



No. 1 to 12 (contesting respondents) in the

basi c grade, any benefit given to M. Baria

could not be denied to the respondents.

ar gunent t hat si nce Shri Bari a
wrongl y pr onot ed, he was

reverted, has al so been noticed by the High

had

The

been

subsequent|ly

Court and rejected. The Hi gh Court has held

that the order of reversion was chall enged by

M. Baria in appropriate |egal proceedings and

the sane was guashed. M. Baria thereby
conti nued to draw t he benefits whi ch hi s
seni ors (Respondents No. 1 to 12) were denied.

e have exani ned somewhat

identical issue in Cvil Appeal No. 4528 of

2006 and held that the benefit of up-gradation

3

does not tentanount to pronotion and that any

such benefit coul d not be
seniors if they were otherw se eligible.
t he ci rcumst ances, we see
interfere.

The Cvil Appea
accordingly, dismssed.

No costs.

CIVIL APPEAL NO. 3626 OF 2011

We have heard | earned counse

the parties at sonme length. W entirely agree

with the view taken by the High Court that
Shri K.R Baria being junior to Respondents
No. 1 to 12 (contesting respondents) in the
basi ¢ grade, any benefit given to M. Baria
could not be denied to the respondents.

ar gunent t hat since Shri

wrongl y pr onot ed, he was

reverted, has al so been noticed by the High

deni ed to t he

no

fails

for

Bari a

In

reason to
and is,
The

had been

subsequent |y



Court and rejected. The Hi gh Court has held

that the order of reversion was chall enged by

M. Baria in appropriate |egal proceedings and

t he same was quashed. M. Bari a

conti nued to dr aw t he benefits
seni ors (Respondents No. 1 to 12) were denied.

e have exam ned
identical issue in Cvil Appeal No. 4528 of
2006 and held that the benefit of up-gradation
does not tentanount to pronotion.
any such benefit could not be denied to the
seniors if they were otherw se eligible.
t he ci rcumst ances, we see no
interfere.

The Givil Appeal fails
accordingly, dismssed.

No costs.

Cl VIL APPEAL NO 835 OF 2008

W have heard | earned counsel for
the parties at sonme length. W entirely agree
with the view taken by the High Court that
Shri K.R Baria being junior to Respondents
No. 1 to 12 (contesting respondents) in the
basi ¢ grade, any benefit given to M. Baria
could not be denied to the respondents.
ar gunent t hat since Shri Bari a

wrongly pr onot ed, he was
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reverted, has al so been noticed by the High

Court and rejected. The Hi gh Court has held
that the order of reversion was chall enged by

M. Baria in appropriate |egal proceedings and

t he same was quashed. M. Bari a
conti nued to draw t he benefits

seni ors (Respondents No. 1 to 12) were deni ed.

subsequent |y

t her eby

whi ch hi

t her eby
whi ch hi s
somewhat
And t hat
In
reason to
and is,
The
had been

S



e have exam ned a
identical issue in Cvil Appeal No. 4528 of
2006 and held that the benefit of up-gradation
does not tentanount to pronotion.
any such benefit could not be denied to the
seniors if they were otherw se eligible.
t he ci rcumst ances, we see no
interfere.

The Givil Appeal fails
accordingly, dismssed.

No costs.

Cl VIL APPEAL NO 4980 OF 2008

W have heard | earned counsel for
the parties at sonme length. W entirely agree
with the view taken by the High Court that

Shri K.R Baria being junior to Respondents
6

No. 1 to 3 (contesting respondents) in the
basi c grade, any benefit given to M. Baria
could not be denied to the respondents.
ar gunent t hat si nce Shri Bari a
wrongl y pr onot ed, he was su
reverted, has al so been noticed by the High
Court and rejected. The Hi gh Court has held
that the order of reversion was chal |l enged by
M. Baria in appropriate |egal proceedings and
t he same was quashed. M. Bari a
conti nued to draw the benefits
seni ors (Respondents No. 1 to 3) were deni ed.

W have exani ned a
identical issue in Cvil Appeal No. 4528 of
2006 and held that the benefit of up-gradation
does not tentanount to pronotion.

any such benefit could not be denied to the

somewhat

And t hat

reason to

and is,

The

had b

bsequently

t her eby

whi ch

sonewhat

And t hat

een

his



seniors if they were otherw se eligible. In
t he ci rcunst ances, we see no reason to

interfere.

The Givil Appeal fails and is,
accordingly, dismssed.

No costs.

......................... J.
( ADARSH KUVAR GCEL)
New Del hi ,
August 07, 2014.
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| TEM NO. 104 COURT NO. 3 SECTION | X
SUPREMECOURTOF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
Civil Appeal No(s). 4527/ 2006
BHARAT SANCHAR NI GAM LTD. Appel | ant (s)
VERSUS
K. R PRAJAPATI & ORS. Respondent ( s)
(with appln. (s) for permission to submt additional docunent(s)

W TH

SLP(C) No. 29997/2010

(Wth appln.(s) for c/delay in filing addl. docurments and O fice
Report)

SLP(C) No. 7089/2009
(Wth appln.(s) for restoration and InterimRelief and Ofice
Report)

C. A. No. 3626/2011
(Wth appln.(s) for InterimRelief and Ofice Report)

C. A No. 835/2008
(Wth appln.(s) for InterimRelief and Ofice Report)

C. A No. 4980/2008
(Wth appln.(s) for InterimRelief and Ofice Report)



Date : 07/08/ 2014 These appeals and petitions were called on for
heari ng t oday.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE T.S. THAKUR
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE C. NAGAPPAN
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE ADARSH KUMAR GCEL

For Appellant(s)
M. R D Agrawal a, Sr.Adv.
M Pavan Kunar, Adv.
For Respondent (s)
M. Sudarshan Raj an, Adv.
For M. P. Narasi nhan, Adv.

Asad Alvi, Adv.
Fai z Hayder, Adv.
Ai shwarya Pat hel a, Adv.
Satya Mtra, Adv.
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SS8%

M. Pankaj QGupta, Adv.
UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

ClVIL APPEAL NOS. 4527/ 2006, 3626/ 2011,
835/ 2008 AND 4980/ 2008

These appeal s are dismssed in terms of the

si gned order.

S.L.P.(© NO 29997 OF 2010

Del ay condoned.

Havi ng heard | earned senior counsel for the
petiti oners- Conpany and | ear ned counsel for t he
respondents, we find no infirmty in the orders under
chal | enge to war r ant i nterference from us under
Article 136 of the Constitution

The speci al | eave petition is, accordi ngly,
di smi ssed

S.L.P.(C No. 7089 of 2009

Hear d

Or der dat ed 29t h July, 2013 di smi ssi ng t he
interlocutory application No.3 filed by the applicant
for substitution of t he | egal representatives | eft
behi nd by Respondent No. 1 is recal |l ed and t he

application restored to its original nunber.
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The pr oposed | egal representatives have not



chosen to file any objections to the application for

substi tution. In the circunstances, we see no reason

to decl i ne t he substitution prayed for

substitution application is, accordingly, allowed and
the | egal representatives nentioned therein brought on
record in place of deceased Respondent No.1. Let fresh
noti ce be issued for their service.

I.A No.1l(application for deletion of names of
Respondent Nos.2 and 3)

List this application along with the speci al

| eave petition.

(Sukhbir Paul Kaur) (Veena Kher a)
Court Master Court Master

(Signed order in civil appeals are placed on the file)

The



