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JODHPtR. 

Date of Decision: 13.5.2002 

OA 183/2001 

Taru Singh s;o Shri Cbuhar Singh r/o 22 4, Ne\i L-tarket 

Colony, Rawatbhata, District Chi ttorgarh • 

1 •. 

2. 

• • • AppliCal'lt 

V/S 

Union of India through Secretary, Department of 

Atomic A Energy, CSM Marg, Mumbai. 

Managing Director, Nuclear power Corpora:ticn 

India Limited, 12th Floor, Cl"lD Office, Vikram 

Sa.tabhai .Bhawan, Anushakti Nagar .Ist, Humbai. 

3. project Director, RAPS, Ail \lShakti, Ra~Jatbhata, 

via Kota. 

• •• R.espcndents 

.i.Vir .v J) .vyas, counsel for applicant. 

lVJ.r .Arun Bhansa.li, po:.msel for respondents. 

ORDi:H. 

PlLR HOI:~'BI.,£ l-1<. .JWTie& 0.? .G"~G, VI.~, CHA.l.F<.¥.4t'lJ.'il 

'l'he applicant, who stawds s uperannl.lated on 

31.5 .94 from the post of Super intending Engineer, 

Rajasthan Atomic power project (RAPP) on completicn 

of 27 years of service, has been granted pensionary 

and retiral benefits. He made a representation to 

the departmen·tal authorities with the prayer that 
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his earlier services rendered in Neyveli Lignite 

corporation may be -.dded fer purpeses of computing 

pension-.ry benefits in view· of the pre>visiGns centainedi 

in Rule-30 of the' CCS {:!?ensign) Rules, 1972. This 

rep~esent-.tion of the a~plicant was rejected by the 

competent -.uth0rity·and the result cammunic-.ted by 

the Assistant J?ersonnel Officer {a-1) vide letter a-.teCJ. 

2. The applic-.nt h-.s challenged the saicii order, •t 

Ann. A/2, •nd h-.s m•int•ined th•t ne is entitles t~ the 

bene£ it of ctaunting ilddition•l q.u-.iify iii~ ~- .,.:, service ®f 

5 ye .. rst> in view of Rule-30 afores•id. This contention 

of the •PPlic .. nt hilS been repelled on beh•lf of the 

respoooents. 

Heard the le•rned csunsel for the P•rties. we 

h•ve •lso w•deQ. through the ciiecuments breught on record. 

There is no dispute ilbout the f-.ct th•t ,~;ension e>f 

af 27 ye-.rs ef service rendereGl by him in RAl?l?. The 

only point f0r deterrnin-.tion in the ~esent case is 

whether the il.PPlicant is entitled teD the •dClition of 

-.t le•st five ye .. rs service for purposes of computation 

of pension .. ry benefits under Rule-30 of the ccs (Pension) 

Rules, 1972, which runs as follows; 

1130. Ad<liition to qu•lifying service in special 

c ire urns tance s 

(1) .A government serv .. nt who retires from 

,,, • service or p3st •fter the 31st M-,rch, 1960, 

-·- . - ------ -~ ---
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shall be eligible to add to his service 

qllalifying for s Uperannuati::>n pension {btzt:_J 

not for any other class of pension) the actual 

perioo not exceeding one-fourth of the length 

of his service or the actual peri cd by which 

his age at the time of .~:·ecr ui·tmen t exceeded 

twenty-five years or a per icrl :>f five years, 

whicheyer is less. if the SGrvica or post 

to which the Gover:-nnlent servant is appointed 

is one -

{a) for which post-graduate research, or 

specialist qualification or experience 

in scientif1c, technoligical or 

professional fields, is essential; and 

{b) .. . . . . . . 

learned counsel for the applicant pointed out that 

tho..1gh the applicant is not a post-g-raduate, .he possesses 

SpeCialist qualification or expe~ience in scientific, 

technological ar professional fields. The learned 

cou:n.sel for the respondents pointed out that possession 

of a quall.fication by an .individual is not the criteria 

for determining the question whether addition of 

previous service is required or not. He ftlrthe.c pointed 

out that nooe of the grounds nentioned in ru~ clause (a) 

above are the subject mat.ter OL' ccnditi::n for reci:uitment 

'to the post on w~ich the applicant· :w~s .. , · -.ppoirfcecd 

in RAPl?. A detailed reply on this point has been given 

in para 4.3 of the reply filed by the respa1dents~ which 

is extracted as f:Jllo1113 ; 

• 4.3 As regards the Kfi. averments made in this 

SUb-para, it is submitted that the 'provision of 

··~····· 
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Rule JO of the CCS (pensioo) R ulf;s, 1972 cannot 

.be made applicable in. the case of applicant Sh. 

·l'aru Singh,. AS pet pr:oviso (i) of Rule JO, it 

has been specifically stipulat.ed therein that 

benefi~s of Rule 30 can be extended only to 

such pos~'s/pers ons for whJ.ch post graduate 

research or specialist qualificatial or 

experience. in ti cientific, 'l'echnolo;J·ical or 

:professional fi 13ld, is c5 essential and to which 

candidates of more than 25 years of age are 

normally recruited. It l_las furthe.c been 

provided that this concession shall be 

admissible only if the recruitment rules in 

respect of the said servioa or post contains 

a specific provision that the service of post 

is one, which carries the b:mefit of this 

Rule. 

so far as the pest of ASstt.i•echanical 

Engineer/l'ra•1Sport SOfo.C-1, to ·~hich the 

applicant S..h.'l'aru Singh was initially appointed 
in RAPP (Res pendent No .J) is not one for which 

post g!·aauate research or specialist qualific.ation 
or experience in scientific, technical or 

professional fields i~ considered essential •. 

Thus, in. view of the above stipulaticns, the 

respondents after examining his representation 

did not consider him fit for the grant of 

additional qualifying service under Rule JO 

of ccs (Pension) Rules, 1972 and his representation 

was accordil.J.gly rejected, which was comrnunicated 

to him vide letter dated 1.3.95 (Ann.A/2)by 
the respondents. .In this regard, a .cq:>y of the 

letter dated 6/7.2 .95 of Department of Atomic 

Energy is also annexed herewith and marked as 

Annexure R-1 to this reply .• 

4. The learned counsel for the applicant pointed 

out that Annexure· A/2 is not a reasoned. order as the 
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authorities concerned have not mentioned the specific 

gror.mds on which the representation of the applicant 

has b~n rejected. we find that there is cOnsiderable 

force in the sUbmission made by the learned counsel 

for the applicant as the order (Ann .A/2) does not 

contain any specific reason. Nevertheless. since we 

have examined the question with reference to the 

provisions of Rule 30(a) ,a&t iuDm pa:~-ri we do not 

consider it necessary to direct the· author it ias 

CQlcerned to pass again a reasoned order, as stated 

by the learned counsel for the applicant. 

/;;;;:~~ 5. After: giving our thoughtful consideration to 
(;, /' , . :. 1\117(.::;-:-, -....., .·-~.;b. 

/ o 1 " ·· · .·.:~~!::'' ,;~·":., the matter, we find that the representation of the 
f .51 ( . ,,,- ~) \ 1 .M \ 

·1 ~·, i' ' ~fJ ) -'=l 'Jl applicant ha.s teen rightly rejected by the respon<Ient 
(J-C, \ !:;j j ,' 

,....... \ '\_\:-,' - ·01' / !) ;_., 

~· \ ,,·:~-:'~: ~ .. ) .. / ),~ j departmant. The provisicns contained in Rule-30(a) 
/'9-9?: ~- ·: "/j~~<'e;/ 

0'.~,-;~~~~/ of the CCS (Pension) Rules. 1972 are not applicable 

-'~ 

to the case of the applicant and his pensicn has,..'been 

rightly computed on the bas is of tee ser'iiices .r·endered 

by him in RAPf'. The OA is w;ritles s. .It is accordingly 

dismissed • Ne c0sts. 
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(A .P .NJ1.CR~ H) 
1>E. I•lmR. (A) 

{J tb'X ] ., 0 .P .GAR 
V '•' C HA .ffi.l1AN 
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