
k .. 	 4.... 

List of 

Papers 

PART 

NEXdRb - I 

in OriginalAppltCatbofl No. 

-- paeS -- 

	

pate Of 	
nescrlptbofl 

PaperS 

	

Or 	
f 

nate f part -I 

rigit1 .J1dqerneflt 

O,A & Matet1.- paper 

- 	countef - 
- ' 
	ReplY counter 	- 

IL  
/ PART ii and PART -- 

Destroyed 



Date 	 Office Note 	I 	 Orders 

H 

4: 

	

L 	o4S.-a knyth 

PAIJ 

Co., 	ta 

oczfr 	-' t 
Stc~%4a. 

r 	 4'.ø 

vo cj 

v 

.1- 



• 

central Administrative Tribunal 	J. 

HYDERABAD BENCH 

O.A. No./ 	................................................................................ 

- .....................................................Applicant (s) 
Versu 

 ItCJ1J..&p*Jr 	
Respondent (s) 

Date 	 Office Note 	I 	Orders 

30-3-92 

( C&r71 	ot&i7á& apc&1)- t'1c 
bt flm, r4cm Wwicw 

04 AIdi eeiJkrOc$L 

1 

I  OA.282/92 & MA.391/92 
NA.391/92 has been filed in the OR. 

NA.391/92 is allowed on the ground that 
the applicants have common cause. 

04.282/92 is admitted. Eight weeks-
notice is given to the respondents to 

file a counter affidavit with an 

advance copy to the applicait, who will 

be at liberty to file reply thereto 

if he prefers to choose, within 2 weeks 

bhereafter. Thereafter place the case 

before Registrar for directions. No 

interim order is passed in the CA. 

(HRBS) 	 (41cn) 

M(J) 

Delay in tiling the counter con-

doned. Accordingly the MA is allowed. 

(MA.890/92). The office is directed 

to take the counter file aid list the 

OA in the usual course. 
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Hon'ble shri C.J.Roy, 

Member(J). 

Pre-delivery judgement in O.A.No.282/92 

prepared by Hon'ble Shri R.Salasubramanian, 

Member(A) for concurrence p1. 
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141 HYDERABRO 

L.R.No. 282/92. 

xkxflXqoc 	 PJ: _of Decision , 

sjgaraju Subbash Chandrudu & 2 others 

Shri I.Dakshina Murthy 

'Jar sus 

Petitioner 

Advocate for 
the ':cit.ioner 
(3) 

Director of Estates. Govt. of India, New Delhi 
&totherS — 	- __,___ RE5r JflO6fl 

Shri N.V.Ramaná, Mdl. CGSC 	
- _Jdvccate fo 

the Respondent 
(3) 

CCRRN: 

THE HCNBLE MR. R,Balasubramanjan : Member(A) 

THE HON'3LE MR. C.J.Roy ; Member(J) 

Jhethar Reporters of loa1 pspors may 
be ailowcd to see the judDrncnt 

the Rsrter.s or nit? To be referred to  

Uihethar their Lcrdships wish to se 
the fair copy or th Judgment? 

Uhether it nesdo to be circulated to 
other Benches of the Tribunal? 
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The respondents oppose the O.A. and have filed a counter. 

Prior to the revision of the formula, licence fee was being 

r!covered at 10% of the emoluments or standard licence fee 

based on the cost of construction, plinth area etc., whichever 

was less. Later, the IV Pay Commission recommended that rent 

for Govt. accommodation should be recovered at a flat rate 

with reference to the type of accommodation allotted to the 

employees. This recommendation was acéepted and consequently 

FR 45(A) IV(c) was duly amended. When the IV Pay Commission 

recommendation was accepted it was also provided that the rate— 
( 

would be revised every 3 years. Accordingly, the Govt. of,  • 

India vide their Office Memorandum dt. 28.6.91 revised the 

flat rate of licence fee for residential accommodation 

w.e.f. 1.7.90. The respondents also rebut the claim that t 

retkospective revision was done without notice. They have 

referred to the circular No.SCF:FAzEM&w:66 dt. 10.8.90 

wherein it was indicated that the licence fee is liable for 

revision every 3 years. 

We have examined the case and heard the rival sides. 

The main issue raised by the learned counsel for the applic 

was that the respondents cannot revise the licence fee upwe 

with retrospective effect. He has also alleged that no not 

was given to the applicants about such revision. We find £ 

the circular dt. 10.8.90 referred to by the respondents tha 

there was a clear indication that the licence fee is subjec 

revision every 3 years.. In accordance with that provision 

they had indicated that the revision of rates of licence fe 

to be effective from 1.7.90 was under consideration. it wa 

also clearly mentioned that the licence fee being collecte 

from 1.7.20 was only provisional and subject to revision a 

Govt. orders whenever issued. Later, vide orders dt. 2.6. 

the rates were revised w.e.f. 1.7.90 as indicated by them 

much in advance. The applicants cannot.therefore,say that 

. . . . 
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rates have been revised with retrospective effect without 

notice to them. The Govt. orders provide for triennial 

revision of the licence fee and it is in pursuance of that 

that they had revised the rates. We find no illegality 

whatsoever in the orders issued by the respondents. 	The 

application is liable to be dismissed and is accordingly 

dismissed with no order as to costs. 

R.Balasthramanian ) 	 ( Member(A). 	 Member(j). ) 

1 Dated: 	I 	December, 1992. 
Dekistra 

Copy to:-• 

Director of Estates, Govt. of India, New Delhi. 

Secretary to Govt., of India, Department of Space, Antari-
ksha Ehavan, New EEL road, Bangalore-94. 

Director, SHAR Centre, Sriharjkota-24. 

Head, Personnel & Genl., Admn,, SHAR Centre, Srtharikota_2i 

S. Head, Accounts & I.P.A., SHAR Centre, Sriharikota-24. 

One copy to Sri. I.Dakshina Murthy, advocate, 10-1-18/25, 
Shyamnagar, Hyd. 

One spare copy. 

B. One copy to Sri.. N.V.Ramana, Addi. CGSC, CAT, Hyd. 

R sm/- 
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Admitted and Interim Directions issued 

Allowed 

- Disposed of with directions 

'ismissed 

Dismissed as: with drawn 

Dismissed for default 

M.A. Ordered/Rejected 

'NcIorder as to costs. 
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