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JUDGEMENT

"HON'BLE SHRI N.DHARMADAN, JUDICIAL ME MBER _

In this application filed under Section 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act the grievance of the applicant is
that he has not beenvgranted house building loan conéidéring.

his application submitted in 1975,

2. The applicant submitted»his application through broper‘
channel on 14.7.75 pursuant to the circular No. vssc/Estt/01-39/75
dated 20.5. 1975 1nv1t1ng appllcatlon From employess who have put
in three Years of service in VSSC as on 31,3.75. He received

the Aﬁnexqre -II communication stating that Ministry of Works ‘&
Housing has returned his épplication since the budgetary
allocation for the year 1975-76 had baen>exhausted. Later

since he did not get any Further information from tha respondents

he was forcad to approach the authcrltles and request *them that

_35/ © he is entitled to the loan especially when his colleagues who had
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submitted applications wvere all granted the loan, He
has also submitted reminder, 'Theniheq:as informed by
Annexure-IV dated 27.11.79 that the raquést of the
appiicant for loan cannot be reconsida}ed. ‘Then he
approached this Tribunal challenging Annexure-1Y and

seeking for a declaration that he is entitled to priority

on the basis of his earlier application,

3. The application was opposed by the respondents

by filing a detailed counter afficavit. The learned
San;or Central dovf.Standing Counsel also submitted
supplementing the statements in the reply affidavit,
that the applicant had collected back the application

submitted in 1975 as evident from Annexure R,10 dated

30.11.79 produced along with the counter affidavit,

Subseqqantly the applicant submitted two applicationé
dated 12.12.88 and' 13.11.89, one for loan for the

purchase of property and another for a loan for the_constf
ruction of building; When these applications were .
processed the applicant approached this Tribunai with the’
prayer that he is entitled to sanction of the House
building loan taking into consideration his application
originally submitted Ey him in 1975, This cannot be
granted 5ecause the/property in respect of which the

loan was sought had been sold by him arﬁ'his request

for housing loan can be considered with reference to

the subsequent application,

4, When thé matter came up on 31,5,90 after hearing

the matter for some time we wanted to see the reslevant

~files dealing with the applidant's applications submitted

in the year 1975 and the éubsequent years, Accordingly

. today the learned Central Govt. Standing Counsel produced

‘the files and submitted that the application originally

submitted in 1975 was in respect of plot in Survey No.
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3013 in Kawadiar Village at Trivandrum, The municipal

sanction for the building submitted by the applicant in

respect of that plot was valid only for one year and

thereafter the applicant did not submit any application

for renewing the licence for construction, No records

~are produced before us by the applicant to show that the

applicant was sériously pursuing his earlier appliéation
for getting the loan., 0On the other hand the records
broduced by the respondents disclose that ths applicant
sold the said property in 1989, He also submitted fresh
applicatlons fonlégsghggfng/praperty fogﬁ?gzstructlon of -
house and hou31ng loan for constructlng house in a different
property other than the one mentioned in the @riginal
application, This indicates that the appllcant does not
want to stick on to his request and'get‘the loan on the
basis of his sarlier a#piication‘Filed in 1975, The
applicant's argument that he is entitled. to priority on

the basis of his earlier appli cation over others fails

_and his case cannot be accepted,

5. The learned Central Govt. Standing Counsel

very fairly éubmittéd before us that even though the abpli-
cant has su bmitted his application on 12,12.88for a loan

to purchase prOperty, the respondents are prepared to
con81der his eclaim of priority for giving house ‘building
loan uithvreferenceiﬁgis application ., He uas already
assigned Serial No.2398 amoﬁg the applicanis for such

loans and since cases upto 2128 has been cleared by

granting loans the applicant could be cqnsidered and

“the "loan sanctioned/apprnximately within a period of

one year viz. the current financial year itself.

6o In this view of the matter, it is not necessary
for us to go into other contentions raised in this appli-

cation and we leave them open; but we dispose of the
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épplication with the direction to the raspondents that

they may consider and grant house building loan to the

gAM¢;wmewu414d4‘%—

applicant in accordance with his turn as indicated above
so as to enable him to use the same for the construction

of the house as mentioned by him in his applications,

. The application is disposed of on the above lines, Thera

will be no'ordeans tq costs,
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