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CENTAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
GULESTAN BLDG.No.é&, PRESCOT ROAD, 4TH FLOOR,
MUMBATI — 400 001
" REVIEW aAPLICATION NoO.58/1996 IN
ORIGINAL APPLICATION No.1O011/1995
FRIDAY, THIS THE 10TH DAY OF MAY, 1996
CORAM = HON’BLE SHRI V. RAMAKRISHNAN .. MEMBER (A)

Smt. C.3.MoMRIDU |
(. Sugunammald,

uarter NMo.lZ, HARIMIWAS,
Mew Maude Lines, Colaba,

Rombay — 400 005 - applicant
W
1. Union of India, through

The Estate O Ficsar,

Station MHeadauarters,

wd, fssave Building, Colaba,
Bombay - 400 05,

2. The Barrack Storas Qfficer {(West),
Maswy Magar, Colalba,
Bomkay — 400 Q05

3. " The Unit acoountant,
Barrack Stores OFfice (West),
Mavy Magar, Colaba,
Bombay - 400 005, - Respondents
CRDER

This review application seeking a review
of the orders passed by me in Mumbai RBench is disposed of

by circulation.

Z o | The applicant, a civilian employee of the
Indian MNavy seeks g review of the order of thé Tribunal
dated 19.3.199%, In  G.a&. Mo 1011 /1995 ., I'n that O*ﬁ“;
st had challenged the action of fthe dGrmy guthmriti@s i
cancalliing allmtmént of  residential quaﬁters te her in
Hari tNiwas Bullding and also thelr deciszion to charge her

damage rent with effect from July, 1995, The 0.A. was
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disposaed of Qiﬁh a direction that the applicant was not
entitled to retain the present guartar aliotted to her by
Semy authorities but as regards'the rent o be recovered,
the respondsnts should take action in accordance with the

law and under the relevant rules and instructions.

. The main  ground  urgaed by  the spplicant  for
retention of the quarters iﬁ Hari Miwas Bullding was that
this was not exclusively undar the Army pool and that the
“ allotment of the quarterﬁ halli#rss been made in  accordance
wiih the provisions of  the ,dllmtment of ﬂkaidence
{Defence Pool accommodation for Civilians amd DeTence
Sarvices) ﬁul@g, 1978, which applied o all Ciwvilian
emplovess without any distinction betﬂeén those who sarve
in the army and those who  zerve  in the Mavy. Gf e
hearing both sidég, the Tribunal held that the guarter in
guRstion belongsd to  thse army Pool and it odid not coms

within the purview of the Rules for allotment of

rasidence for Defence Civilian

iz

G Tn  the oresent Review application, it is atated.
that the Tribdnal®s finding in this regard iz bassad on an
srror apparent on the face of the record. It is
contended that the observation of the Tribunal that these
casrters e ﬁot spacifically oconstructad for the
civilians but for uniformed personnel in the aArmy is notb
Uﬁ\ corract  as some of the guartars are under the occupation
u/// of non-combatants who are not uniformed personnal. The.
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Review applicant also argues that the G o for
cancellation was that the acoommodation was reauired for
allotment to serving personel of army. But later on, the
guarters in this building ware altlotted to Civilians and
am  such rthe;- cancellation order was not issued for the

purpase mantioned but For extransous reasons.

5. The main lszue before the Tribunal was whether
the qguarters would oome within the purview of  the
Aulotment of ﬁﬁsidence (Dafence Pool accommodation for
e e — " .

Civilians &rd Defence  Services) Rules, 1978. Tt was
noted  that such rules apply only for allotment of

residence spasifically constructed for Civilian siplovess

in Defaenoe services. The Teibunal, hald that such
cuarters werg  nokb gpecifically constructed only for

Defance civilians but warae under the army ﬁmolk The faol
that dquarters werse allotted to Civilians even subseguent
to issue of the cancellation order was considered and the
stand of +the respondents that 'auch' Civilians Warea
attached to the army and that their cases were clearly
cdistinguishable from that of the applicant who b@i@nged
to the Mavy was Kept in visw., As such, the fact that the
auarters  were allotted to Civilians in the army and that
all thaszse guarters are not sarmarked  for  uniformssd
personneal  in  the army doss not adyanc& the casa of the
Faview applicant who belongs to the Navy. The referance
to serving perszonel of  #rmy has  bean interpreted to
irelude Civilians attasched to the ﬁrﬁy arnd  that such a
viaw s not unraasonable.
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. The review applicant alszo has referred to the
letter dated 10.11.9% of Head Quarters Southern  Command,
Enginesring Branch. This was snolosed as Annexure-ag to

0.8.1008/71995 and refers to the nesd for providing

alternative accommodation 1if the Defasnce Civilians are

sakad to wvacate their existing quarters. Thizs letter,
howewar, has braan imsued in  the ocontext of the

representation from the Staff associations that in the
mwant of their posting from one ﬁnit ey anmthér in the
same station, the employees.were asked o vacate their
accommodation in their  occupation and that such a step
caused hardship to them. It was mentioned that where
guarters hadl basn allotted temporarily to Civilians on
the specific condition that ﬁhey mist  wvacats at  short
notice, they cannot claim to be pfovided wWwith alternative

aceommodation.

in the present case, the cancellation of the
allotment was made not o becauss  the applicant WaLS
transferred from one unit to another in tThe same station,
but bacauseshe belonged to.th@ Mavy and was occupying fha

gquarter under the army Pool.

T In  the light of the foregoing, I find no arror
apparent on the face of the record  in respect of  the
judgment rendered oh 19.3.1996 and there is no merit in

this Review application. The Review applicant has
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enclosed with the present Review application a copy of
the letter dated 25.9.1995, which reads a3 Ffollows:
"l Rafer o WO Do lettar
ZETL/T/BRAACCH, dated 31 aug, 95%.

2. I appreciate the difficulties faced
by vour Headguartars due T occupatioin of
somse  guarters by Civilians working in Mawval
formations, however, it iz not possible to
allot altarnative acchomodation immediately
fram our ool  as  wvacant guartsers  arse  not
avallable. Further, this Headauarters Is not
aware of  the sules which do not  permit
further retention of rented quarters.

. In view of the gbove, I would onoce
aqain  reqguest that the individual may be

parmitited to stay untill we are in a position
to allot alternate accommodation.”

In tha light of the above, T hope ths HNaval authoritiss
will exert themselves and snsure Eccmmmmdation is found
for the applicant from oul: of fthe guarters under the

Maval pool  and that the éarmy and Newvwal auvthorities will

aort oult the matter in a satisfactory manner.
5. The Review application 1is dismissed with the

above aobsaervations.

(V. RAMAKRISHNAN)

MEMBER (&)
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