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Whether reporters of local pape::s may be allowed 
to see the judonnt ? Yes. 

To be referred to the Reporters or not ?MD 

WhetherTheir Lordships wish to see the fair 
copy of the judgment 7 yes. 

JUDGMENT 

B.R.PATEL,VIO2-CIAIRMAJ, The grievance of the applicant is two fold, 

(i) 	to al17 him to start repjment of the House Building 

?vance sanctioned in his favour by the competent autho-

rity after lapse of 18 months as is the Rule and(ii) to 

raiee the sanctioned House Building Advance from 

Rs.71,400/- to Rs.80,000/- as per his entitlement. 
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The applicant is a Storin Assistant at 

?aiE;ay Mail Service under the administrative control, 

of the Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, Railway 

Mail service,cuttack,drawjng an amount of Rs.1600/ 

pe.: month. He applied for grant of House Building 

vance on 10.12.1986 and he was sancti.ned an advance 

of Rs.71,400/- vide orders at Annexures 1 and 2 to the 

apclication. The advance was to be recovered at the 

rate of Rs.640/- per month commencing from the month 

of September, 1989 or from the month folliing the 

canpletion of the building whichever is earlier, 

The respondents in their counter have mainta-

med. that the mode and terms of recovery of the House 

e3ui1dinq Advance stipulated in the order at Annexure-2 

arc recyuired to be fo1Lored by both the parties and any 

deviation from these terms would be Considered as 

bre cch of contract. Moreover, the applicant did not 

raise any objection to the terms of recovery before. 

They have further averred that the 

total amount of advance sanctioned is linked 	with the 

payingcapncity of the applicnt and it is upto the 

cnpetent authority to decide h.T much advance should be 

sanctIoned which the lonee employee can conveniently 

repay. 

We have heard Mr.Sidheswr Mallick, learned 

counsel for the applicant and Mr.swini Kumar Misra, 

learned Senior Standing Counsel(CAT) for the respondents. 

Mr.Maliick submits that he no longer prE.sses for the 

relief No.1 as in the meantime 18 months have elapsed 

and repa yment has been stayed by the orders of this 
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Tribunal. We also feel that nothinc more c.:uld be granted 

in regard to this relief. 

5. 	AS regards the raising the amount of advance 
to Rs.30,000/_ we hold that it is a matter for the 

Department to consider keeping in viey the paying capacity 

and other factors like availability of funds, priority 

cl -.ims of other incumbents etc. We would therefore direct 

that the applicant should approach the Department again 

if he needs the amount to be raised to Rs.80,000/_,The 

Departnlentwjll take a decision on the representatio, if 

any made, within two months from the Jate of such 

rep:ce Sentatiori. 

6. 	This application is accordingly disposed of 

leaving the parties to bear their n costs, 
12-.  

Meber(Judicja1) 	 Vice-Chaj rman  

CCItYELl Ac9ministrative Tribunal 
Cuttack Bench, Cuttack. 
Aucust 9,1990/Sarangi. 
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