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ENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
JODHPUR BENCH; JODHPUR

Original Application No.50/2006
and
Original Application No.63/2006

CORAM:

HON’BLE Dr. K. B. SURESH, JUDICIAL MEMBER
HON’BLE Mr. SUDHIR KUMAR, ADMINISTRATIVE MEMBER

1. 0.A. N0.50/2006

1. Onkar Lal Panwar S/o Shri Prabhiu Ram, aged about 53
years, working as a Assistant Driller-cum-Mechanic, in the
offize of the Central Ground Water 'Board, Jodhpur, R/o 37-
Mahadev Nagar, 3™ Polo, Outside Mahamandir, Jodhpur.

2. Chanwar Lal S/o 3hri Nathoo, aged 'about 55 years, working
as Assistant-Driliar-cum-Mechanic, .in the office of Centrai
Ground Water Board, Jodhpur, R/0.Bhatiyon ka Bas, Magra
Punijala, Jodhpur.

3. Bhanwar Lal Bhati S/o Shri Ram Lal Bhati, aged about 57
years, working as Assistant-Driller-cum-Mechanic, in the
offic.e of Central Ground Water Board, Jodhpur, R/o IInd Polo,
Opposite Fire Brigade Office, Jodhpur,

0 ...Applicants.

|
Mr. Manoj Bhandari, Counsel for Applicants.

; Versus
P

1. The Union of India, through the Secretar,/, Ministry of Water
Resources, New Delhi.

2. The Chairman, Central Ground Water Board, N.H.IV,
Faridabad, Haryana. :

3. Executive Engineer, Central-Ground Water Board, Div.-XI,
C-8, Saraswati Nagar, Jodhpur.

o ...Respondents.
Mr. Ankur Mathur, proxy Counsel for the

Mr. Vinit Mathur, ASG & Counsel for Respondents.

2. 0.A. N0.63/2006

1. Bhenwar Lal Bhati S/o Shri Ram L&l Bhati, aged about 57
years, working as Assistant-Driller-cum-Mechanic, in the

office of Central Ground Water Board, Jodhpur, R/o IInd Polo,
Pacta, Jodhpur. :

Daté of Order: ' 6'“‘1%#2:2”
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2. Onkar Lal Panwar S/o Shri Prabhu Ram, aged about 53
years, working as a Assistant Driller-cum-Mechanic, in the
office of the Central Ground Water Board, Jodhpur, R/o 37-
Mahadev Nagar, 3™ Polo, Outside Mahamandir, Jodhpur.

. ' .Applicants.
Mr. Manoj Bhandari, Counsel for Applicants‘i. '

Versus

1. The Union of India, through the Secretary, Ministry of Water
Resources, New Delhi. ‘
. ~ 1
2. The Chairman, Central Ground 'Water Board, N.H.IV,
Faridabad, Haryana. : g

3. Executive Engineer, Central Ground Water Board, Div.-XI, C- )
8, Saraswati Nagar, Jodhpur.

4. Taj Mohd., working as Welder in the office of Central Ground
Water Board, Div.-XI, C-8, Saraswati Nagar, Jodhpur.

5. Mohinder Singh Panwar, working as welder in the office of
Central Ground Water Board, Div.-XI, C-8, Saraswati Nagar,
Jodhpur.

! ..Respondents.
Mr. Ankur Mathur, proxy Counsel for the .
Mr. Vinit Mathur, ASG & Counsel for Re’.spon‘dents No.1lto3.
None present for respondents No.4 &5.

ORDER - : =
( Per Sudhir Kumar, Administrative Member )

Z A , '
These two cases are ¥ simllarﬁ\\ature, came to be heard and %L
reserved for orders together, and are hence being disposed 'of'

through a common order.

2. Both the applicants in the second O.A. N0.63/2006 are the

~N
~.game applicants No.1 and 3 of O.A. No. 50/2006 In the first tase,~ < ’

O.A. No.50/2006, there are no prlvate respondents but in the

" Mechanic (for short ADCM), in the office of Central Ground Water

o
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Board, Jodhpur. They have been aggrieved by the actions of
respondents in having merged some cadres, whereby their
seniority has teen affected. In the. first OA No.50/2006, as
amended, chalenge has been laid to the!‘order dated 12%

September, 2(05, and the Central Ground Water Board Driller-
: A
cum-Mechanic Recruitment Rules, 2004, as amended, vide
. . : o :
notification dated 31% March, 2006, and th_ereby a prayer has been

made to set aside the impugned seniority list in-so far as it relates
: i

to Welders, ard for other reliefs and costs. In the second O.A.,

N

relief has been sought to quash and set a‘side the order of

|
promotion date:d 21% March, 2006, apart from any other reliefs and

costs.

|
i
3. Both these OAs came tg be decided throu'gh separate orders

dated 09.08.2010, dismissing the OAs, but the applicants

approached the Hon’ble High Court of RaJastha? and the Hon’ble

High Court of Rajasthan held that it was necesseliry for the Tribunal
{

to have recorded a-finding one way or other on the issue of the

!
|
validity of the Recruitment Rules, and then only the Tribunal should

have decided the matter, depending upon the findings so given on

"~ .. the issues relevant to validity of the Recruitment Rules. The

'”:ff‘-Hon’bIe High Court of the Rajasthan had a view that since this

?ssue was not examined by the Tribunal, this isste needs to be re-

'?

g heard by the Tribunal in the .|ght of the reliefs ciaimed by the Writ

Petitioners before it, which included a prayer for the declaration of

Recruitment Rules as ultra vires. The matters were remitted back,

and the Tribunal was asked to decide the matﬁers in accordance

/

with law; keeping in mind the observations made in the order
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S dated 05.05.2011 passed in C.W.N0.3849/2011 of the Hon’ble High

o Court. Therefore, as very rightly determined bi/ the Hon’ble High
i Court, the only issue which now fell for our réconsideration was

about the validity of the Recruitment Rules, on which a finding has

to be recorded.

4. Heard in detail. The history of these two OAs can be briefiy

re-told as follows. The total number of pa'y scales in the Central

o Government were very large upto the Secondland Third Central
% | Pay Commissions, but, after that, every Central Pay C‘bmmission
| ‘- A  has tried to reduce the number of pay scales, as available and
| prevalent in the Government. The number of bay scales as were
approved by the Fourth Central Pay Commission, were reduced

later by the Fifth Central Pay Corﬁmission, and;sub‘sequently, the

Sixth Pay Commission has now totally abolisHed J:the concept of pay

scales, and has introduced the new concepf o:f Pay'-Bands, with

different rates of grade pay for various grades. The result of these

reductions in tota¥ number of pay scaies. of the Central

Government, as recommended by the succe§swe{ Central Pay

Commissions’ Reports, was that sometimes man):/ ‘cad.res had to be

; - scales had become the same. This exercise is within- the

t R T ~

£
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e

merged and accommodated in a single cadre, be'cause their pay

competence and powers vested in the Union of India under Article

09 of the Constitution of India, in the exercise of its eiecut’ive

Hd)n ble Apex Court in the case of maklng *and changing of

- -

\ ‘@wer relating to the public- services, as was lald down by the.;-‘;;'
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1545: 1980_S:pp SCC 5597 and_™ Uol vs. Majji Jangamayya, AIR

P
}
'

1977 SC 757: (1977) 1 SCC 606

|
: : i
5. When tha previous Pay Commission’s pay{ scales of Rs.1150-
1800 and Rs.1200-1800 wefe to be merged int;'!o a single pay scale
of Rs.4000-60:00, the respondent departmentiapparently decided
to undertake 3 resultant merger of the respective cadres also. Till
then, there were posts of T.0.(D), Weldef, Additional Driller-cum-
Mechanic (ADCM in short) and Driller-cum-Mec%hanic (DCM) in the
erespondent denartment. Inr the procesé of im:'plementation of the

f
Fifth Pay Commission’s recommendations as ?n 01.01.1996, the

department decided to merge the posts of ADCl'iM, carrying the pay
scale of Rs.1200-1800, and posts of Welders, carrying the pay
scale of Rs.1150-1800, into a single pay scéle & cadre. Even
though this wus given effect to as on 01.01.19‘.:})6, this decision for
such a merger was actuélly taken in the!i year 2004, and,

thereafter, the revised Recruitment Rules for the posts of ADCM,

and the promotionat posts of DCM, were framed;and_circulated.

. 6. A combined seniority list of Welders and ADCM was drawn up

:a.s on 01.01.1996, in the new combined cadre of ADCM, which had

=%
W

-‘.".- ._A‘fr‘\"s\, I !
. 7rlow become the only source for filling up the vacant posts of DCM.

!

'%‘Z'efore merger of the pay scales, the posts of Welders, in pay-scale

,,?'."Rs.1150-1800, were the feederfposts for thé then promotional

| '
posts of ADCM, in pay scale Rs.1200-1800, which distinction
S
'. |
pay-scale and the promotional post pay-scale, ;into the same pay
scale. An anomaly had thereby arisen, an"d to remove the
anomaly, a proposal was sent to the Government for revision of

! |

g

disappeared w'th the merger of the two pay-scales, the feeder post o
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P the Recruitment Rules, which Rules were 'ultimately revised
| :
through Ministry letter dated 23" April, 2004, and Gazette notified

on 08" May 2004 (Annexure-A/8 of O.A. No.v50/i2006).

R 7. Somehow, while merging the pay-sca‘l'es’:of the two @adres,
the cadre of Welders was not taken to ha:ve been abolished
altogether, and while the distinction was doné awl‘ay with, while
amending the Rules of Recrultment of ADCM in the Rules of
‘Recruitment for DCM, 30% of the DCM posts continued to be
shown as reserved for being filled up by promotion from Welders,
with five years’ regular service in the grade, anélj one Ayear working
experience in 5peration and maintenance of drii{ling field etc. This
gave rise to another further ahomaly, and then é)nly the- decision of
abolition of their separate cadre, and formally m:;erging the posts of
Welders into the cadre of ADCM was taken, arl1d approval of the

b competent authority, the Ministry of Water Resburces,'was issued

| through letter dated 12.09.2005, to take effect from 01.01,1996,

With this, the then existing 102 sanctioned post's of Welders stood

merged with the 250 sanctioned posts of Assistant Driller-cum-

Mechanic, with their re-designation as ADCM in ll.he Central Grpund

!
Water Board, subsequent to the placement of th';e posts of Welders

»

in the identical scale, and taking the total 'sanctioned cadre

EL

,\

4

sueéj on 31° March 2006 (Annexure-R/2).

strerigth of the posts of ADCM as 352, (Annexuré-A/ll & R/1), and“’

ﬁ
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g-‘:‘: ‘ 8. After the issuance of Annexure-A/11 Eand R/1, dated

2 o 12.09.2005, sanctioning the combined cadre stréngth of ADCM to

1 | b_e 352, by merg:2r of two eartier existing‘separat;e cadres of ADCM
and Welders, a tombined seniority list was published vide letter
dated 10" February, 2006, which has been produced ‘as Annexure-
A/1 in the 0.A.N2.50/2006. It has been stated by the respondents
that when the merged list of ADCM was iprepared as on

. 01.01.1996, the earlier existing 250 sanctioned posts of ADCM
were treated to ne senior t\o4the exis;ting 102 sanctioned ‘posts of

&

i Welders, becaus= of the difference in their pay scales maintained

- till the previous Pay Commiésion, and also sincé ADCM, till then,
was only a prorotional post, with 15% of pro;'ﬁotions from the
cadre of Welder- itself, 10%__a‘rom the Computér Operators, and
75% from the cadre of TOD (Technical Operator :Drillin'g). This act

of the respondenis of merger. of the cadres of ADCM and welders

w.e.f. 01.01.1994 ordered on 12.09.2005 is the root cause of these

two cases.

9. In support of his contention, the learned counsel for the

Q&/- applicantecited th'e case of Harla vs. The State oif Rajasthan, AIR

LT (38) 1951 SC 467, in which the Hon’ble Supremé Court, speaking
D A:.;\.x : l
i o owehthrough Justice Vivian Bose, had held that natural justice requires

"'_f"-..‘_ _t}jat before a law can become _operative, it must b=e promulgated or
--",_T_E‘L.Jblished. It must be broadcast in some recogniz‘jable way, so that
’-"l,.:f‘fall men may knéw what it is; or, at the very Iea%t, there must be
some special rule or regulation' or customary chan!nel by or through
which such kno\:.ledge can be acquired with the’] exercise of due

and reasonable diligence. In the absence thereof, any law, rule,

|
'
i
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regulation, or custom, cannot come into being, b'y merely passing a
resolution, without promulgation or publication in the Gazette, or
by other means. Promulgation or publication otlf some reasonable
. . |
sort is essential. In this respect, the difference !between an Order
and an Act is obvious. Acts of the Parliament aré publicly enacted.
The debates are open to the public, and the Acts aie passed by the
accredited representatives of the people, vyho, in theory, can be
trusted to see that their constituents know what has been-done.
They also receive wide puE)Iicity in papers and, now, over the
wireless also. Not so Proclamations éynd Orders of appropriaté

authorities. There must, therefore, be proper'promulgation and

publication in their case. The mode of publication can however

vary. But reasonable publication of some sort there must be, The

case before the Hon'ble Apex Court had related to a case of

passing of certain resolution by the Council ,Of Ministers of Jaipur

State, regarding limits imposed on possession of opium, which

resolution had not at all be;e_n made public, and had not been
-

notified in any manner whatsoever. Therefore, the Hon’ble Apex

Court, speaking through Justice Vivian Bose, had held that because

of the absence of a proper notification, the resolution could not

have obtained the force of law, rules and regulations, without the

public having been notified about it. A

%, 10. But the present case is not a case of a resolution being

passed in a closed room, and not being made known to anybody

for-many years, as was the case in Harla vs. The State of
Rajasthan (Supra). In this particular case, the fact that the two

cadres of Welders and ADCM have to be merged, because the Pay

]

|

e
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Commission has abolished the two different pa';f/ scales prevalent
upto then, and that a merger had been given éffect to, was well
known to all th= concerned employees who fell in the merged
cadre.' Thereforg, the case of Harla vs. The State of Rajasthan

(Supra) does noi come to the rescue of the applicantsin the present

cases.

11. The learned counsel for the‘apblicant';\then cited the case of
Chandra Kishore Jha vs. Mehavir Prasad and others, (1999) 8
§CC 266, in whi:h the Hon’ble. Supreme Coﬁrt hés pointed out that
under the latin maxim “expressio unius est eXc?usio alterius” if a
statute provides for a thing to.be done in a particular manner, then
it has to be done only in that fﬁanner, and in no 6ther manner. Not
only this, it was further submitted that there are many judgments
of the Hon'ble S'ipreme Court on this fssue, where it has been laid
down that the procedures as prescribed for a particular thing to be
done in a partizular manner must be followed™ scrupulously as
stipulated. To our“mind, the facts of this cited case, and the
averments, also do not come to the rescue of the applicants of the
present cases,since the authorities concerned had considered that
the merger of two pay scales was the only wa;y possible to give

effect to the recommendations of the Pay Commission, and

thereafter the authorities have, though belatedly, followed that

décision as per procedure, and have not followed any procedure
) ‘_L!C%iknown to law. Even the Rules of Recruitment, when they had

: ‘een amended, had been notified, even though there was a time

gap in amendinyg the Rules of Recruitment for the posts of ADCM,

and for the poscs of DCM, while the two Recruitment Rulés could
bt

il
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perhaps have been modified -and notified togetiner. However, this
deviatiocn is not hit by the Latin maxim of “éxpress/o unius est
ekc/us/o alterius”, and, therefore, the findings of the Hon'ble Apex
Court in this case are also not available to the rescue -of the
applicants.

=

12. The third case cited by the learned counse! for the applicants W

N~

was of Accountant General and Another vs. S. Doraiswamy

».

and Others, (1981) 4 SCC 93; 1981 SCC (L&S) 574, which deals  #—

with the services under the Indian Audit and Accounts Bepartment
being a single service, concerned with both Union and States, and
in the context of which, it was mentioned by the Hon’'ble Supreme
Court that Rules framed under Article 148 (5) Ein Chapter V of the
Constitution, dealing with the Cci>mp'troller and Audit General and
its officers, cannot have re.trosp:ective operation. Whether, in the
face of existence of cther _caseil- law on tﬁis rﬁatter, ‘a judgment <
passed in the exclusive context of Chapter V of theiConstitution of
India would be agplicable, is a matter of opinio‘h, and, to our
minds, the facts of the two cases are not parallel, f(g)r the applicantg A&

to be allowed to derive any benefit from the finding arrived at by

the Hon'ble Apex Court in this case.

~

13. The fourth case cited by the learned counsel for the applicants /\Q_i_,

N

was of Chandraprakash Madhavrao' Dadwa and. others vs.

%-:Union of India and Others, AIR 1999 SC 59, in which the

~'-"H<:53‘@‘"ble Supreme Court had held that any change in recruitment

i

zcjfd',’azl‘ification, with a retrospective effective, imposing the changed
. Qualification on those who had already been 'recruited, and as a

:";_._‘.'r'esult shifting them from the posts to which they were originally

R

AA— -

JEERE,
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recruited into a different stream, and in a Iesser scale of pay, is
|
arbitrary and illegal. The Hon'ble Supremei Court had held that
the recruitment qualificaticrnis could not be alitered.or applied with
retrospective «ffect, so as to deprive the recruitees of their right to
the posts to which they ware recruited, nor couid it affect their
confirmation. It is respectfully submitted that'the facts of this case
also do not ~ome to the rescue of th‘e apj’plicant herein, since

3 nothing of thz. kind has bezn involved in the merger of the cadres

4 |
\ of ADCM and \Welders to be in a single stream% and nobody was left

¥

with a lesser pay scale than he was in earlier, due to any change in

the recruitment qualifications. !

14, The fifth case cited by the learned _courﬁsel for the applicantg
was of A.Jar.ardhana vs. Union of India & others, (1983) 3
SCC 601, ir which the Hon'ble Apex Cc'?urt had considered

- retrospective operation of the revised rules, ﬁand had held that if

such retrospective operation does not affect any vested right, then

giving such a retrospective effect to the revised rules is valid. It

S ' i

i was further held that where revised seniority list is based on an
|

. 1
invalid principle, and is made applicable retrospectively, adversely

affecting persons already recruited and promoted validly in
accordance with existing seniority lists earilier prepared under
L h— » ‘:'-" statutory rules, the new se;wiority list was held{ by the Hon'ble Apex
v e Court to be l:able to be quashed. In tﬁe insta%nt case before us, all
the 250 ADCMs remained as ADCMs as on '01-.01.1996, but the 102
Welders were upgraded, ahd posted in the merged cadre of ADCM
w.e.f. 01.01 1996, though below the exlisting 250 ADCMs.

- Therefore, retrospective operation of the Rules, merging the cadre
R 11\ | ‘

t

rmeerrey
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i of ADCM and the cadre of Welders, by upgrading the Welders to

the existing ADCMs, did not affect any vested .right of the pre-

existing 250 posts of ADCMs, and, therefore, retrospective

operation of this Rule cannot be held to be invalid in any marmer
whatsoever. Since the reviseo'seniority list has been based and
has been made applicable on a valid pririciple, and all the 250
ADCMs as on 01.01.1996 have been placed above all tha 102
! Welders as on 01.01.1996, in the same cadre, the retr‘ospective
' operation of a combined seniority list in the pay‘ scale of Rs.4000-

6000 for ADCMs iS not hit at aII by the prmcnpie laid down by the

Hon’ble Supreme Court in this cited Judgment

15. The law as laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in case

of State of Punjab vs. Labhu Ram, AIR 1986 SC 98;, Bevin

Katti, M.T. vs. Karnataka Public Service Commission, AIR
1990 SC 1233, Mahendran P. vs. State of Karnataka, AIR 1990

SC 405, Rangaiah ¥.V. vs. Sreenivas Rao J., AIR 1983 SC 852,

is that a Rule operates prospectively, unless its operation is made

retrospective by an express provision, or by necessary intendment.

'
. 1
|

Here, in the instant case, there was an express provision to make

the ruies regarding merger of cadre retrospectively operative"as on

v o 01.01.1996, the date of implementation of the recommendation‘s of °

M{Efa‘qﬁ sr;:}%\
@@fr}% @
, 4;,‘ \Il'l\é'qs many words, Therefore there is no iilegaiity whatsoever in

t

(Y

e Fifth Pay Comm|SSion and this intention was clearly expressed

F
A
,.1

n

\
i .:Ruie being made operative with retrospective effect, with the

1
’ H
i
I3

o o the cadre of ADCM, and placing-al the erstwhile Welders just below
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16. Further, in the cases of Vadera B.S. vs. Union of India,

|
AIR 1969 SC 118, and Raj Kumar vs. Union{of India, (1975) 4

SCC 3 : AIR "975SC 1116, it was stated that |;Iike the Legislature,
the Rule-making Executive Authority, acting Ll!mder Article 309 of
the Constitution of India, &iso has the power tivo give retrospective
effect to Rules made by it, or to change then‘;'l with retrospective
effect. These w0 general Fules have been frai.med by the Hon'ble

Supreme Court, with a number of exceptions béing made by way of

_distinction marle on the basis of the facts of the individual cases in
& . i

] x
different  jucdgments. .One of the basic principles of

Service/Admirﬁstrative Law is that the benefit:s as acquired by a
Government s.i'ervant under the existing Rules cannot be taken
away by the Executive l_éuthorities by an}wending the Rules
retrosp,ectivelyz. However, in the iﬁstant casé, the retrospective
operation of the merger of ‘che cadre of ADéMs and Welders as on
01.01.1996, had not affected .the seniority ofianyone of the 250
ADCMs as had exist\ed prior to that date, and nor have the rights of
the 102 Welders lm;m been affected adversely, since they have all
been placed in a higher pay scale w.e.f, 01.0|1.1996. Therefore,

the exception made by the Hon'ble Supreme C'ourt in the cases of

1
1

T.R. Kapur vs. State of Haryana AIR 1987 SC 415; and K.C.

Arora vs. State of Haryana, (1984) 3 SCCi 281: AIR 1987 SC

. B |
1858, cannot be made applicable to the instant case..

17. It has already been held in the case of B.S. Yadav vs. State

P

of Haryana, AIR 1981 SC 561: 1980 Supp SCC 524, that giving

retrospective cperation will have to be hgld to be arbitrary and
unconstitutional, if the date from which thel retrbspective effect has

8




14 .

been ordered to be given: has no reasonable nexus with the
provisions contained in the amendino Rulee. However, since, in
the instant case, the date 01.01.'1996 was the date fixed for giving
effect to the recommendations of the Fifth Pay Fommission, there
g : | was more than reasonable nexus for re'trosp'ecti'vity {to the merger
of the cadres of ADCMs with the lower cadresv‘ of \E/Velders being

given effect to from that date. Therefore, the instant rules are not

hit by that finding of the Hon’_ble Supreme Court also., »
] C i N

18. It has been further held by the Hon’bIeApe‘x Cburt in 3.

N

- |
Kumar vs. Union of India, AIR 1982 SC 1064; and Ashok

S Kumar Sawhney vs. Union of India, AIR 1982 SC 795, that a

e R A S AN TR

Service Rule relating to seniority can be amended, and, when so
amended, it would govern'.the senjority andlfutore promotion
' o ‘ prospects of all the persons, subject to the I:imitation that the
. change in the Rules would nhot adversely affect: promotions which -
had already been earned under the Rules prior to the amendment.
In the instant case” before us, none of the parties. had attained
promotion to the post of DCM, whichl was the common promotional
post for both -the merged-cadres, both from ADCM and from
Welders, upto'31.12.1995, .and which still remained the only

promotional post from the merged single feeder cadre of ADCM

. . 7 Sl

we.f. 01.01. 1996 onwards. Therefore the retrospectmty given to S

ol { K

i//%ﬁ}&' %\'\the Rulesis not affected by the ﬁndlngs of the Hon’ble Supreme
e 5

e ——
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i' . Ylalid and are upheld.

19. Lastly, it has been held in the case of State of Gujarat vs.
}

Raman Lal Keshav Lal Soni, AIR 1984 s’lc 161, that rights or

benefits which have been already earned oir acquired under the
existing rules, cannot be.:»taken éway by changing the Rules with
retrospective effect, and it cannot affect the senicrity as held in
K.C. Arora (Supra), and the right to be conisidered for promotion
as held in T.R. Kapur (Supra). In..the? instant case, if the
respondents correctly work out the eligibility of promotions of all
the people who were placed' in the combine|d cadre of 352 ADCM
posts w.e.f. 01.01.1996, it can be seen thatl the rights of and the
benefits or seniority of anybody cannot. be affected at all.
Therefore, this retrospective amendment of Fhe Recruitment Rules
cannot be held to be illegal, or improper, ior unjustified, in any
manner whatsoever, and the:issue framedfby the Hon'ble High
Court of Rajasthan is replied'L accordingly, -!,and the rules giving
retrospective effect to the combined seniori\ity, a.nd retrospective
_‘_effect to the si.ngle channel for promotiéns based upon the

&
mbined seniority list drawn as on 01.01.i1996, are, therefore,

20, The question/issue framed by the Hon'ble High Court of

Rajasthan having been a‘nswered, both the Q.A.s are dismissed in

view of the concurrent findings of the theni Bench vide its order

dated 09.08.2010. There shall be ho order asito costs. \A _
n .. e - »I ~ . . /
. ! I
(SUDHIR KUMARY (Dr. K\B. SURESH)

ADMINISTRATIVE.MEMBER o\ o JUDICIAL MEMBER
Bated. {8 11 2 1.

sgaE e (W)
Section CfTicer ( judl. )




