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CENTRl AOniNI STR ATIVE TRIBUNAL PRINCIPAL BENCH N£U DELHI

Original Application No, 1434 of 1987

Gopal Oas , . . , , "l , Aoplicant
•''•v.

Usri'sus

The Post Master General Oslhi Circle,'
f^ohan Singh place, New Delhi and others. Respondents

Hon'ble Fir. 3ustxco U, C. Srivastava, V, C.

Hon'ble P1r«- S.R.-.Adiogt PHembar (A)

( By Hon'ble nr. Rustic® U.C, Srivastava,V,C, )

The applicant applied for sanctidn of house

building advance to the extent of Rs, one lakha for

purchasing- a housa, in accordance uith the house building

ad\/ance Rul©s, Ha proposed to repay the advance in 250

instal'ments of Rs, 400/- each. The amount, of Rs. 2975 0/-

uas advanced to the aonlicant in accordance with ths rules

notuit hstanding his demand for RSe ona lakh^. This advafice

uas to ba disbursed to the applicant in instalments and

at the initial stage only 30^ of the an, bunt aparovsd far
,'' '

sanction uas admissible in vieu of the in^structions of

ninistry of works & Housing dat eH, 5. 3.19^3. Rafsrence to

the order ..dated 30,3, 196-7 uas made and it uas mentioned thai

this amount uas to be ^di. sbur.sed after execution of agreement

in Form No, 5 and 6 in personal bond by the applicant,

2» According to the respondent s» the disbursing

authority did not go properly t hrough the instructions

contaiRsd in the latter of approval dated 30.3.87 and

disbursed the amount to ths applicant in full on 31.3.87,

although the applicant has not execut.e.d the bonds

and agreement form, although;!-, xt 'Das incumban^ on him.

Under the Rule-8, ths maximum number of instalments .

in uhich the advance can ba repaid by ths individual^ 3ut

there is no specific provisions regarding the minimum
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nuaiber of instalments. In view of the form of agreement

the respondents decided that the applicant shall be paid

the loan in 85 instalments of Fis, 350/-(which includes

interest) »

3. The applicant's grievance Is that as the matter of

fact, in view of the amount so advanced and in view of the

rihle, either minimum of 130 instalments and maximum

instalment of 240 should have been fixed and fixing of 85

instalments is wrong and illegal,. The applicant made

representation against the same. According to the

respondents, no such representation was ever received.

under the iriLerim order passed this tribunal, the applicant

is required to pay a sum of Rs, 350/- instalments which

includes the interest part also. The dispute is only

regarding the number of instalments, in view of the amount

advances and the rule ref#rr.»4 to above the fixing of

85 instalment for payment was excessive and not in

conformity with the prainciple of justice with a

towards rule and its purposes, ',Ve do not find that this

amount of Ks» 250/- reftrred to the interim ord«r is

•ither •xc«ssiy® or too lou. Accordingly, this apolication

is dispos»ii oF uith a direct ion that th« rtspondents sh«ll

raalis# th« §ntir« amount from th« applicait in th« monthly

instalments of Rs, 35 0/- !in all inclusiv# ef interest, Thi

may result in clearning of the anount in more than 85

instalments. No order as to the costs.

Vice-Chairman

Oatsd: 16, 3.1993.
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