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Date Office Note o - Orders
30-3-92 . ‘ ﬁﬁ.282/92 & MA.391/92

MA,391/92 has been filed in the DA.
MA.391/92 is allowed on the ground that
the applicants have commen cause,
0A.282/92 is admitted. Eight weeks:
notice is given to the respondents to
file a counter affidavit with an
advance copy to the applicant, who will

be at liberty to file reply thereto
if he prefers to choose, within 2 weeks
bk hereafter, Thereafter place thes case
‘before Registrar for directions., No

interim order is passed in the OA.

e
(Hﬂaég @é@??Sﬁﬂ?

M(R) M(3) |

(0](&‘,—6[')-___ C@Lﬂ?ﬁ%——%w %’\‘ZJ 20=B-~92" :
=8-92 v

}}LJ Oy . Nawvam &Véfw Delay in Piling the counter con-

RAAl. Lo1e gor M'doned.' Accordingly the MA is allowed.

(MA,890/92), The office is diracted
to take the counter file and list the
OA in the usual course,
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Pre-deliverjr judgement in 0.A.No,282/92
prepared by Hon'ble Shri R.Balasubramanian,

Member(A) for concurrence pl.

To
Hon'ble shri C.J.Roy, _ /
Member (J) . ﬁ\D/\\J\\
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E"-":."uNCle 282/92.

ROMINISTRATIVE HRIEJuHL HYLERAGAD

CBENCH.

XRRFERRH L _ ‘ D__A. aof Os 5'3

Sihgara&u Subhash Chandrudu & 2 others

Petitiogner

shri I. Dakshina Murthy

Advocate for

Yersus

Director of Estates. Govt. of India. New Delhi
&4 othe -

P

shri N.V.Ramana, Addl. iccsc

ek e it b i A S———— o) e

the Fzyitioner

(s)

Ressondent,

__Advocate for

CORAM:

THe HOH'BLE MR. R.Balasubramanian : Member (A)

HON'BLE MR, C.J.Roy : Member(J)

1, “hether Reuorters DP ‘o‘dl papers may
us allouved to sse the judgme nt’

Z. Ta be referrad to ths Reportsrs or nat?

terviships wish to see
copy of the Judgmsnt?

J. Whether their

ths fair

02 circulated to
ir bunal: ‘

4. uhether it s to
oiiner Henehas nf ths

5. Remerks of Vice~Chairman on Columns
1,2,4 (to be supmitted tc Hon'ble
UlC «Dhairman wh=re he L8 not on
the Bzneh,) '
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- M(T).

~the Resp.ondent
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3. The respondents oppose the 0,A. and have filed a counter,
Prior to the revision of the formgla, licence fee was being
recovered 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
ﬁor Govt. accommodation should be recovered at a flat rate
with reference to the type of accommodation allotted to the
employees, This recommendation was accepted and consequently
FR 45(A) IV(c) was duly amended, Wwhen the IV Pay Commission
recommendation was accepted it was also provided that the ratesm

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

wee.f. 1.7.90,  The respondents also rebut the claim that the
retrospective revision was done without notice, They have
referred to the circular No.SCF:PGA:EM&W:66 dt. 10.8,90
wherein it was indicated that the licence fee is liable for
revision every 3 years.

4. We have examined the case and heard the rival sides.
The main issue raised by the learned counsel for the apﬁlica
was that the respondents cannot revise the licence fee upwar
with retrospegtive effect, He has also alleged that no noti
was given to the applicants ébout such revision, We find f
the circular dt. 10.8.90 referred to by the respondents tha
there was a clear indication that the licence fee ig subjec
revision every 3 years.. In accordance with that provision
they had indicated that the revision of rates of licence fe
to be effectivelfrom 1.7.90 was under consideration,

from 1.7,90 was only provisional and subject to revision a

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

the rates were revised wee.f, 1.7.90 as indicated by them

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

o
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rates have been revised with retrospective effect without

notice to ﬁhem. The Govt. orders provide for triennial

- 3 .

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.Balasubramanian }
Member(A) .,

Dated: [gﬁ?

December, 1992,

Ccudtoy )

Member (J) .

Copy to:i=--

Deputy Registrar (Jud¥,)

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

2. Secretary to Govt,, of India, Department of Space, Antari-

ksha Bhavan, New

BEL road, Bangalore-94.

3. Director, SHAR Centre, Sriharikota-24.

4, Head, Personnel & Genl,, Admn., SHAR Centre, Sriharikota-2.

5. Head, Accounts &

6. One copy to Sri.
Shyamnagar, Hyd.

7. One spare copy.

8. OCne copy to Sri.

Rsm/-

I.F.A., SHAR Centre, Sriharikota-24.

I.Dakshina Murthy, advocate, 10-1-18/25,
!“‘.

N.V.Ramana, Addl. CGSC, CAT, Hyd.
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Admitted and Interim Directions issued

All owed

'
‘Disposed of with directions
L':"/J‘.)f:i;srn:iss.:eol
Dismissed as. with drawx_'{
~ Dismissed for default
M.A. Ordered/ReJected
x.‘No’ order as to costs.
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