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title be amended accordingly.

| eave.

signed reportabl e judgnent but the natters shall

Del ay condoned.
Leave granted in all

Chhabra, A O R

OR

the Court made the follow ng

8929-8945 is al |l owed. Cause

the petitions for special

The appeal s are di sposed of as indicated in the

listed i mediately after
the Report fromthe Expert Conmittee solely for the
pur pose of passing appropriate orders based on the

Report.

Tr ansf er

si gned order.

[ KALYANI

GUPTA]

COURT MASTER

be
si x nonths on receipt of

Petition is allowed in terns of the

[ SHARDA KAPOOR]
COURT MASTER



[ SI GNED ORDER | N TRANSFER PETI TI ON AND SI GNED REPORTABLE JUDGVENT
I

N REST OF THE MATTERS

ARE PLACED ON THE FI LE.]

[ PS: LEARNED COUNSEL FOR BSNL TO G VE THE CONTACT DETAILS OF THE
FORMER LAW SECRETARY WHO HAS BEEN APPO NTED AS ONE OF THE MEMBERS
OF THE EXPERT COWM TTEE. ]
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REPORTABLE
I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
Cl VI L APPEAL No. 4389 OF 2010
UNNON OF INDIA & ORS. ... APPELLANTS
VERSUS
SOHAN LAL SAYAL & ORS. ... RESPONDENTS
WTH
ClVIL APPEAL No. 5008 COF 2012
PROMOTEE TELECOVE ENG NEERS FORUM . . ... APPELLANT
VERSUS
BBSSNL&ORS L RESPONDENTS
Cl VI L APPEAL NCS. 8929- 8945 OF 2012
B.SSNL &ANR L. APPELLANTS
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NAND LAL JASWAL & ORS. ... RESPONDENTS
Cl VI L APPEAL No. 6769 OF 2013
B.SNL &OS L APPELLANTS
VERSUS
MANOHAR LAL & ORS. L. RESPONDENTS
Cl VI L APPEAL NO. 9348 OF 2013
BHARAT SANCHAR NI GAM LIM TED & CRS. .. ... APPELLANTS
VERSUS
NARESH BHARTI & ORS. ... RESPONDENTS

CA No. 4389 of 2010 ETC.

B. S. N. L.

ClVIL APPEAL No. 1454 OF 2015
[ARISING OUT OF S.L.P.(C) NO 3319 OF 2012]

APPELLANT
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MOHAR SINGH & ORS. RESPONDENTS
CIVIL APPEAL No. 1657 OF 2015
[ ARI SING OUT OF SLP(C) NO.5145 OF 2012]
UNNON OF INDIA & ANR. APPELLANTS
VERSUS
OMPRAKSH & ORS. RESPONDENTS
CIVIL APPEAL No. 1456 OF 2015
[ AR SING OUT OF SLP(C) NO. 22462 OF 2012]
CHAI RVAN CUMVANAGI NG DI RECTI ON,
B.S.N.L. & ORS. APPELLANTS
VERSUS
VED PRAKASH & ORS. RESPONDENTS
ClVIL APPEAL NOS. 1457-1459 OF 2015
[ AR SING OUT OF SLP(C) NOS. 4235-4237 OF 2013]
BHARAT SANCHAR NI GAM LIM TED & ORS. . .. .. APPELLANTS
VERSUS
DALWARA SINGH & ANR ETC. RESPONDENTS
ClVIL APPEAL NOS. 1460- 1462 OF 2015
[ ARI SING OUT OF SLP(C) NOS. 7659- 7661 OF 2013]
BHARAT SANCHAR NI GAM LIM TED & ORS. . .. .. APPELLANTS
VERSUS
DHANL RAM AND ORS. RESPONDENTS
AND
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CIVIL APPEAL NO 1453 OF 2015
[ ARI SING OUT OF SLP(C) NO. 3923 OF 2015]
[ ARI SING OUT OF CC NO 10360 OF 2010]
UNFON OF INDIA & ORS. o, APPELLANT
VERSUS

MARI AMMA JOHN & ORS. RESPONDENTS

JUDGMENT

FAKKI R MOHAMED | BRAHI M KALI FULLA J.
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1. We shall deal with the judgnent inmpugned in the
G vil Appeal Nos. 8929-8945 of 2012 for the purpose of
referring to the facts as well as the date of judgnents

of this Court which were either followed or referred to

or relied upon by the Tribunal as well as the Division

Bench. Furt her, t he i ssue i nvol ved in al | connect ed

appeal s are also identical though some of the appeals

have been preferred against the judgnents of other High

Courts nanel vy, t he Hi gh Courts of H machal Pr adesh

Punjab and Haryana, Jammu and Kashmir, Kerala, Rajasthan
and Madhya Pradesh. There is a transfer petition seeking
transfer of a Wit Petition pending before the H gh Court
of Delhi to this Court wherein identical issue is stated
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4389 of 2010 ETC.
to be invol ved.
2. The core issue pertains to the rights of thousands
of Juni or Tel ecommuni cation O ficers known as J.T.Q also
call ed Juni or Engineers to the next higher post of Sub-
Di vi si onal Engi neer, al so known as, Assistant Engi neers
and the criteria to be applied nanely, whether the order
of passing a departnental qualifying exam nation or the

rel evant recruitment order/order of entry for the purpose

of determining seniority inter se. The i ssue was earlier

dealt with by the Allahabad Hi gh Court which came to be
considered by this Court and ultimately by a judgment of

this Court dated 8th April, 1986, it was held that the

order of passi ng depart nent al qual i fyi ng exani nation

should be the criteria for drawing the Select List for

pronoti on. Subsequently, by the judgnent of this Court

in Union of India v. Madras Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes &

Schedul ed Tri bes Social Wl fare Association - (1997) 10

SCC 226, this Court hel d t hat t he or der
recruitnment/order of entry should be the criteria for

pronot i on.

of
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3. By Vi rtue of such di anmetri cal opposi te

expressed by this Court in the judgnent dated 8 th April,

1986 and the one reported in Union of India v. Mdras

Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes & Schedul ed Tri bes
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Wel fare Association - (1997) 10 SCC 226 which cane to be
delivered on 13th February, 1997, a question arose as to
which of the criteria has to be uniformy applied for

effecting the pronotion fromthe post of Junior Engineer

to the post of Assistant Engi neer. In such a situation

after the judgnent of this Court reported in Union of
India v. Madras Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes & Schedul ed
Tribes Social Wl fare Association - (1997) 10 SCC 226, an
interlocutory application was filed in this Court viz.

I A No.2 of 1999. The said | A was disposed of along with
Contenpt Petition (C No.121 of 1999 and connected C A
Nos. 6485-86 of 1998 as well as IA Nos. 4 and 5 of 1999
in the said Gvil Appeals. The said detail ed judgnent
came to be rendered on 26th April, 2000 reported in Union
of I ndi a V. Madr as Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes
Schedul ed Tribes Social Wl fare Association - (2000) 9
SCC 71 and it will be relevant to refer to the said
judgnent in the forefront as that would formthe basis

for our conclusion in this batch of cases.

4, Rel evant paras of the said judgnent are extracted
her ei nbel ow. -

Y In accordance with the
prescribed procedure for preparation of eligibility
list, notified by the Governnent on 28.6.1996, the
Departmental Pronotion Conmittee has to prepare
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separate lists for each year of recruitnment in the
f eeder category. In other words, if in 1958, the
Departmental Pronotion Committee has to prepare

separate lists for each year of recruitnment in the

Vi ews

Soci al



f eeder category. In other words, if in 1958, the
Departmental Pronotion Committee is recomrendi ng
peopl e for pronotion to Class Il, then all the
el i gi bl e candi dates who had passed the departnenta
exam nation and were recruited in the year 1951 and
so on and so forth. Once, separate lists are
prepared by the Departmental Pronotion Conmittee of
the officers recruited indifferent recruitnent years
in the feeder category and the criterion for
pronotion being seniority-cum fitness, then it
woul d create no problemin pronoting the officers
concerned. As to the inter se position of the
officials belonging to the same year of recruitnent
in the feeder category, the procedure to be adopted
has been indicted in para (999) of the menorandum
dated 28.6.1966. In this view of the matter, we are
of the considered opinion that the judgnent of this
Court in Cvil Appeal No. 4339 of 1995 has rightly
been decided in interpreting the rel evant provisions
of the Recruitnent Rules read with the procedure
prescri bed under the menorandum dated 28.6. 1966
We, however, nake it clear that the persons who have
al ready got the benefit |ike Parmanand Lal and Bri |
Mohan by virtue of the judgnments in their favour
will not suffer and their pronotion already nade
will not be affected by this judgment of ours.

19......... .. W have al so indicated that the
pronotions already effected pursuant tot e judgnent
of the Allahabad Hi gh Court, which was upheld by
this Court by dismssing the special |eave petition
filed by the Union of India, will nto be altered in
any nmanner. This being the position and the
j udgnent of the Allahabad Hi gh Court in favour of
Par manand Lal having attained finality, he having
received the benefit of the said judgnment and having
been promoted, could not have been reverted because
of some later judgnments and directions given either
the tribunals or by this Court.”

(enphasi s added)

5. Havi ng regard to the above referred two paragraphs
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set out after considering the earlier judgnent of this
Court dated 8th April, 1986 and the one rendered on 13 th
February, 1997, what energed was that the persons who
al so got the benefit at par with the appellants covered
by the order of this Court dated 8th April, 1986; nanely,
Paramanand Lal v. Brij Mhan; by virtue of the judgnments
in their favour hel d not to be affected and their
pronotions al ready nmade should not be interfered wth.
The said position was again reiterated in A No.16 in
C. A. No.4339 of 1995 dated 28.09.2006 reported as Union

of India v. Madras Tel ephone SC & ST Social Welfare Assn.



- (2006) 8 SCC 662. Paras 19 and 21 of the said judgnent
are relevant for our purpose which read as under

"19. We, therefore, direct that such of the
appl i cants whose seniority had been determ ned by
the conpetent authority, and who had been given
benefit of seniority and pronotion pursuant to the
orders passed by courts or tribunals follow ng the
principles laid down by the All ahabad H gh Court and
approved by this Court, which orders have since
attai ned finality, cannot be reverted with
retrospective effect. The determ nation of their
seniority and the consequent pronotion having
attained finality, the principles laid down in |ater
judgnents will not adversely affect their cases.

21. Having regard to the above observations and
clarification we have no doubt that such of the
applicants whose claimto seniority and consequent
pronotion on the basis of the principles |aid down
in the Al lahabad Hi gh Court’s judgnent in Parnmanand
Lal Case have been upheld or recognised by the Court
or the Tribunal by judgnment and order which have
attained finality will not be adversely affected by
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the contrary view now taken in the judgment Madras
Tel ephones. Since the rights of such applicants
were determined in a duly constituted proceeding,

whi ch determ nation has attained finality, a
subsequent judgnment of a court or Tribunal taking a
contrary view will not adversely af f ect t he
applicants in whose cases the orders have attained
finality. W order accordingly." (Enphasis added)

6. Subsequent |y, ari sing out of t he said judgnent

reported in Union of India v. Madras Tel ephones Schedul ed

Castes & Schedul ed Tribes Social Wl fare Association -

(2006) 8 SCC 662 a contenpt proceeding was initiated in

Contenpt Petition (C) No.248 of 2007 in IA No. 16 in C A

No. 4339 of 1995 in which an order cane to be passed in

the judgnent reported in Pronotee Tel ecom Engi neers Forum

and O hers V. D. S Mat hur , Secretary, Depart ment
Tel econmuni cations - (2008) 11 SCC 579. In para 21 of the

sai d judgnent the follow ng direction has been issued:

"21. e, t her ef or e, direct t hat t he
respondents shall rearrange the seniority in terns
of the principles laid down in Parmanand Lal case
restoring their earlier position and shall not put
any enpl oyee  over and above the present
petitioners on the basis of the seniority in

service in the entry year, nore particularly
S/ Shri Belani, Biradar and Kul karni shall not be

of



put over and above the petitioners herein. Thi s
shall be done within 8 weeks fromthe date of this
j udgnent . "
7. It nmust be stated that whatever benefit granted
pursuant to the above judgnment nanely Union of India v.

Madr as Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes &  Schedul ed Tri bes

PAGE NO 8 COF 21
CA No. 4389 of 2010 ETC

Soci al Wl fare Associ ati on - (2006) 8 SCC 6
62 and
Pr onot ee Tel ecom Engi neers Forum and O hers %
D. S.
Mat hur , Secretary, Depart ment of Tel econmuni cati ons

(2008) 11 SCC 579 can be sufficiently safeguarded while

passing orders ultimately in this batch of cases.

8. As far as t he pr esent chal | enge made i
n t hese

appeal s are concerned, it would suffice for us to confine

to the principle clearly set out in the above referred to

extracted paras 17 and 19 of the judgnment reported in

Uni on of India v. Madras Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes &

Schedul ed Tri bes Social Wl fare Association - (2000) 9

SCC 71.

9. Keepi ng the above-said principles in nmnd, when we

exam ne t he j udgnent in t hese mai n appeal s W
hat is

required to be noted is the order of the Tribunal dated

28t h February, 1992 of the Punjab Bench of the Centra

Adnmi ni strative Tribunal. Subsequent to the confirmation
of the judgnent of the Allahabad H gh Court by the order

of the Suprene Court dated 8th April, 1986, the private

respondent s herein nanel vy, r espondent Nos. 1
to 512

approached the Tribunal seeking for extension of the very
same benefit which was conferred on sinilarly situated

persons covered by the order of this Court dat ed
8 th
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April, 1986. When the Tribunal was dealing with their
clainms, the appellants herein filed an Undertaki ng dated
27t h February, 1992 which was as under: -

"The anonmaly in seniority of TES Group B has
ari sen of (as?) a consequence of inplenentation of
t he decision of CAT Principal Bench, New Del hi dated
07.06.1991.... in respect of the petitions in the
said QAs which in other words is inplenentation of
the said decision in respect of Iimted No. of TES
Goup B Oficers who have gone to Hon' ble Tribuna
instead of its inplenmentation to the entire order of
TES Group B." and that therefore, in view of the
"Suprene Court decision uphol ding the decision of
Pri nci pal Bench, the proposal revise the seniority
of entire TES Goup B officers as per para 206 of P&

T Manual Vol. 1V is under consideration of the
Deptt. Since the cadre of TEA, G oup B exceeds
10000, t he entire exerci se of
col l ecting/conpiling/organisation the information is
likely to take at | east six nonths tine. The
exerci se has already been initiated. The nanes of

petitions would be accordingly placed, in TES, G oup
B seniority list and thereafter would be considered
for further pronotion according to revised list in
accordance with rules, availability of vacancies and
on the basis of recommendations of DPC. "

10. By Vi rtue of t he sai d specific categoric st and
taken by the Departnent of Tel ecommunication viz., the

predecessor of the appellant, the Tribunal passed its

order dated 28th February, 1992 hol ding as under: -

"2. It is clear fromwhat we have extracted
above that the respondents have taken a firm
decision to give effect to the principle laid down
by the decision of the Tribunal which decision
stands affirmed by the Supreme Court, by review ng
the pronotions of everyone who is similarly situated
and not confining it only to those who approached
the court for relief. They have conceded that they
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made a mstake in limting their attention in the
matter of giving deened dates of pronotion only to

t hose who obtained orders fromthe Tribunal and
ignoring the cses of others simlarly situated only
because they had not secured sinilar orders fromthe
Tri bunal . Now t hey hve realized that once the
principle has been laid down by the Tribunal which
is of general application, it is their duty tonake a
conprehensive review in respect of everyone who is
simlarly situated whether all of them have obtained
orders fromthe Tribunal or not. The attitude now
taken which is reflected in what we have extracted
above is correct. That is the only way of
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Tri bes

satisfactorily giving effect to the principle laid
down by the Tribunal in various cases, including
those enforcenent of which has been sought in these
contenpt of court petitions. The respondents have
stated that though steps have been initiated having
regard to the fact that they have to review the
cases fo nearly ten thousand persons, the exercise
is likely to take about six nonths’ tine. They have
further stated that after the revised seniority I|ist
is prepared, according of further pronotion on the
basis of the revised seniority list and foll ow ng
the relevant rules woul d be made on the basis of the
reconmendati ons of the DPC

As right steps have now been taken, there shoul d
not be any need for other sinmlarly situated to rush
to the Tribunal for grant of relief as they would
all get relief by application of the sane principle,

whet her or not they approached the Tribunal and
secured orders in their favour..
4. .... A copy of this order be also circulated to

other courts in the principal bench dealing with
other matters in which simlar relief is clained on
the original side."[enphasis added.]
11. Thus, the clains of the private respondents 1 to
511 herein along with thousands of simlarly situated

Juni or Engineers cane to be dealt with by the appellant

and it is conmmon ground t hat their

det er m ned in t he year 1993, whi ch was
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different lists nunbering 17 covering several thousands

of enpl oyees.

12. Whil e that be so, after the order of this Court
passed in A No. 2 of 1999 reported in Union of India v.

Madr as Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes &

Soci al Wl fare Association - (2000) 9 SCC 71, for reasons
best known to the Departnent, the appellant took certain
steps by which whatever seniority which was determned in
the year 1993 and covered by the 17 lists were stated to
have been reversed and a different set of officers were
favoured with seniority and pronotions. Wen such a step
was taken at the instance of the appellant, chall enges

were made before the Tribunal by those who were aggrieved

seniority

refl ected

Schedul ed

wa
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and who were part of the List containing 17 in number

Qramn in t he year 1993. Wi | e deal i ng with
eir

gri evances, the Tribunal by its order dated 26 th May, 2009

passed in T. A No. 47/ PB/ 09, interfered with
t he

subsequent action of t he appel | ant in
re-determned the Seniority of the menbers in the 17

Lists drawn in the year 1993. The appel | ant appr oached
_:he Punj ab and Har yana Hi gh Court by way of

i

petition in which the present inpugned order came to be

passed on 25th Novenber, 2011 holding that the view taken

PAGE NO 12 OF 21

4389 of 2010 ETC.

by the Tribunal was perfectly justified and there is no

scope for interference. Aggri eved by the said decision

of the High Court the B.S.N. L. is before us.

13. We heard | earned senior counsel M. R D. Agarwal a

for BBSNL, M. V. Gri, l|learned senior Counsel for the

Pr onot ee Tel ecom  Engi neers Forum M. Ni dhesh Gupt a,

| earned senior counsel for the private respondents and

after having perused the inmpugned judgnent, we are al so

convi nced t hat t he ultimte concl usi on dr awn by t he
Tri bunal as confirmed by the Division Bench does not cal

for interference. W are convinced that after specific

directions contained in paragraphs 17 and 19 of the Union

of I ndi a V. Madr as Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes &
Schedul ed Tri bes Social Wl fare Association - (2000) 9

SCC 71, when the rights of the private respondents herein

got crystallised based on t he specific st and of t he

appel lant taken in its undertaking dated 27th February,
1992 and the subsequent 17 Seniority Lists drawn by it,
the appell ant was wholly unjustified in having taken a

‘U-turn in the year 2000 and reverse the seniority of
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all those who were covered by those 17 Lists. Wen in the
judgnent dated 26th April, 2000 of this Court reported in
Union of India v. Madras Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes &
PAGE NO 13 OF 21
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Schedul ed Tri bes Social Wl fare Association - (2000) 9
SCC 71 nade a categoric and cl ear pronouncenent as to how
the latter principle laid dowm in the judgnent of Union
of I ndi a V. Madr as Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes
Schedul ed Tri bes Social Wl fare Association - (1997) 10
SCC 226 should prevail wthout affecting the rights of
t hose whose cases were already determned and reached a
finality based on the orders of the Courts, the appellant
ought not to have medd| ed with their seniority
subsequent pronotions and the benefits granted on that
basis in respect of those officers covered by the List of
17 drawn in the year 1993. In the light of our above
concl usi on, t here is no scope to interfere with

j udgnent inpugned in these appeals.

14. Even after holding so, we find that the matter does
not rest there. As referred to earlier, subsequent to
the judgnents of this Court which clarified the position

whi l e applying the judgnent in Union of India v. Mdras

and

t he

Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes & Schedul ed Tri bes Soci a

Wel fare Association - (1997) 10 SCC 226, nanely, the one

reported in Union of India v. Midras Tel ephones Schedul ed

Castes & Schedul ed Tri bes Social Wl fare Association -

(2000) 9 scC 71 there wer e t wo ot her j udgnent s
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reference to the very sane issue which were reported in

Union of India v. Madras Tel ephone SC & ST Social Wl fare

Assn. - (2006) 8 SCC 662 and Pronotee Tel ecom Engi neers

W th



ct

Forum and OGthers v. D.S. Mathur, Secretary, Department of

Tel econmuni cati ons - (2008) 11 SCC 579. In fa

t he

rights of t he applicants at t he i nstance 0

t he

applicants in IA 16 in CA No. 4339 of 1995

wer e

learly

CA No.

considered in the judgnent reported in Union of India v.
Madras Tel ephone SC & ST Social Welfare Assn. - (2006) 8
SCC 662. Having got the benefit under the said order a
contenpt petition canme to be filed at their instance

whi ch cane to be disposed of as per the judgnment reported
in Pronotee Tel ecom Engi neers Forumand O hers v. D. S

Mat hur , Secretary, Depart ment of Tel econmuni cati ons

(2008) 11 SCC 579.

15. Wi | e deal i ng with their stand it was c

directed as under in paragraph 21

"We, therefore, direct that the respondents shal
rearrange the seniority in terns of the principles
| aid down in Parmanand Lal case restoring their
earlier position and shall not put any enpl oyee over
and above the present petitions on the basis of the
seniority in service in the entry year, nore
particular S/ Shri Bel ani, Biradar and Kul karni shal
not be put over and above the petitioners herein.
This shall be done within 8 weeks fromthe date of
this judgnent."
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16. M. V. Gri, learned senior counsel appearing for

t hose who were  aggrieved by t he i mpugned j udgnen

submitted that any orders passed herein should not affect

their rights.

17. Havi ng noted the above features, we wish to refer

to t he submi ssi ons of M. Agar wal a, | ear ned senio

counsel appearing for the B.S.N. L. who submitted that



CA No.

after the reversal of the 17 Seniority Lists drawn in the
year 1993, which took place in the year 2000, a different
course was adopted applying the principle laid dow in

t he j udgnent reported in Uni on

Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes & Schedul ed

Wel fare Association - (1997) 10 SCC 226 and
pronotions effected remains in force for the past nearly

15 years covering not |ess than 10,000 enpl oyees.

of

18. Learned seni or counsel, therefore, submtted that

even if the present inmpugned judgnment of the Punjab and
Haryana High Court affirmng the order of the Tribuna
dated 26th May, 2009 is to be inplenented, the same woul d
have far reachi ng consequences affecting the rights of
not | ess than 8000 enpl oyees who were covered by the 17
lists drawn in the year 1993 on the one side and nearly
about 10, 000 enpl oyees who were given the benefit of
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pronotions subsequent to the order of Union of India v.

Madr as Tel ephones Schedul ed Castes

Tri bes

Soci al Welfare Association - (2000) 9 SCC 71.

19. On this, we heard M. N dhesh Gupta, |earned senior

counsel for the private respondents and M. V. Gri,

counsel appearing for the Tel ecom Forum

of the

of

to

consi der ed opi ni on t hat in
t he

institution nanmely, the appellants as well as the large

nunber of enpl oyees whose
be

sufficiently exani ned, considered and saf eguarded with

m ni mum di st ur bance in t he
their

seniority as well as pronotions already granted in their

favour or to be restored as per this judgnment, a detailed

t he

gri evances

matter

I ndi a

V. Madr as

Tri bes Soci al

t hat such

Schedul ed

W are

i nt er est

of fixing



consi deration of t he respective stand requires

to be

made. Since such an exercise would invol ve
ration

of very many factors involving several thousand enpl oyees
and in order to balance the rights of both the groups, we
feel it appropriate to entrust the said exercise to be
carried out by an independent Expert Committee preferably
to be headed by a retired Judge of the High Court, wth

t he assi st ance of a retired Menber of
Centra

Admi ni strative Tribunal based on the principles |aid down

consi de

t he

in the various judgnents. The | earned counsel appearing
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for the appellants and the respondents al so subnmitted
that such a course would amicably resolve the crisis.
20. e, t her ef or e, constitute an Expert
ttee

consi sting of Hon’ bl e Shri Justi ce K
rthy,

Retired Judge of the High Court of Madras, residing at

"Prashant’ D17, G eater Kailash Enclave-1, New Del hi -

110 048 who will be the Chairman and M. D.P. Sharna,
Former Secretary in the Mnistry of Law and Justice and

Former Vice Chairman, Central Administrative Tribunal

Princi pal Bench at New Del hi shall be the Menber.
The

appel l ant-Departnment is directed to provide all necessary

details as regar ds t he of ficers/enpl oyees
nanes

were found in the 17 Lists drawn in the year 1993 whose
ri ghts have been upheld by the Tribunal and affirmed by
the i mpugned orders of the various Hi gh Courts, as well

as, t he list of t hose officers who
to be

subsequently dealt with and whose seniority was fixed

after 2000 i.e. after reversing the 17 Seniority Lists of

Ramanoo

whose

cane



1993 along with all relevant Rul es, Regul ati ons and ot her

materi al s which the Expert Conmittee wish to call for

for their consi derati on. W only
Expert

Conmittee to ensure t hat t he rights

been

crystallised in favour of the applicants in A NO 16 in
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be

t he

rt

CA No. 4339 of 1992 reported in the judgnment of Union of

India v. Madras Tel ephone SC & ST Social Welfare Assn. -

(2006) 8 SCC 662 as well as by the judgnent in the
Contenpt Petition No.248 of 2007 reported in Pronotee

Tel ecom Engi neers Forum and O hers

Secretary, Departnent of Tel econmmunications - (2008) 11

SCC 579, shall not in any way infringed while suggesting
the way out for balancing the rights of the two groups of
enpl oyees referred to above based on the principles laid

down in this judgnent.

21. W only direct t hat | et bot h

represented by a representative body of not nore than two
along with their |awers on either sides in order to
ensure that the Expert Conmittee is able to deal with the
i ssue without rmuch protraction and confusion apart from

t he representation of | awyers on

appel I ant s. It will be appr eci at ed

Conmittee carries out the exercise and submt its Report

to this Court within a period of six nonths.

22. We | eave it open to the Chairman of the Expert
Committee to determ ne the remuneration for hinself, the

ot her nenber and the junior counsel which shall be paid

di rect t he
whi ch have
V. D. S. Mat hu
t he groups
behal f of
i f t he Expe
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by the appellant B.S.N.L. It is also left to the Chairnan
to appoint one or two junior counsel of his choice to
render necessary assi stance for hol ding the proceedi ngs
as well as for the preparation of the Report. It is also
left to the Chairman of the Expert Committee to decide
the venue for their hearing. It is needless to state that
B.S.N.L. should pay all their travel and hospitality and
ot her expenses of the Menbers of the Expert Conmittee as

well as their junior counsel and other assistants.

23. Intervenors who are stated to be applicants in I A

No.2 in SLP(C) NO 5145 of 2012 are given liberty to

represent bef ore t he Expert Conmittee and t he Expert
Committee take their stand also into account and their

grievances and if it requires to be dealt with and any

relief to be granted in their favour the sane may be set

out or else state the grounds for rejection. W |eave it

open to the Expert Committee to seek for any further

directions fromthis Court if need be.

24, IA Nos.5,6 and 7 in CA No. 1657 of 2015 @ SLP(C)
No. 5145 of 2012 are all owed. Cause title be anmended

accordingly.

25. Leave grant ed in al | t he petitions for speci a
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| eave.

26. The appeal s are di sposed of as indicated above but
the matters shall be listed immediately after six nonths
on receipt of the Report fromthe Expert Conmittee solely

for the purpose of passing appropriate orders based on



the Report.

[ ABHAY MANOHAR SAPRE]

NEW DELHI
JANUARY 21, 2015.
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I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
ClVIL ORI G NAL JURI SDI CTI ON
TRANSFER PETITION ) NO 1681 OF 2012

RAM SINGH
VERSUS
MT.NL &OsS.
ORDER
Thi s Transf er Petition has been
transfer of Wit Petition (O No. 3059

Mahanagar Tel ephone NigamLimited v. Sujan Singh & Os.
pendi ng before the Hi gh Court of Delhi at New Delhi to this
Court to be heard along with Cvil Appeal No. 5008 of 2012

By a separate order, the aforesaid Cvil Appeal has

been heard and di sposed of al ong with
matters. This Transfer Peittion is de-linked fromthe
above batch of matters. The records of the aforesaid case

be called for fromthe H gh Court.
List it imediately after the records are received
and nunbered.

The Transfer Petition is all owed on the above terns.

NEW DELHI [ ABHAY MANCHAR SAPRE]
JANUARY 21, 2015.

fi

of

PETI TI ONER

RESPONDENTS

| ed seeki ng
2012 titled

ot her simlar



