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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL: HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

0.A. No. 589/92

BETWEEN

1.

2,

3.

4.

c.s.N. Raju, S/o late

i

[

Date of judgement: A7-12-92

C. B. Appala Raju, aged 42 years

Sr. Foreman, Navil Dock y3ard,

Visakhapatnam.

P.C. Rameshan,
Sr. Foreman, Naval Dockyard,
Visakhapatnam

M.K. Nair,

Sr. Poreman,
Naval Dockyard,
visakhapatnam

A. Veeranna, 7
sr. Foreman, Naval Dockyard,
visakhapatnam.

V.L.N. Rao,
Naval Dockyard,
Visakhapatnam.,

M. Rama Rao,
Sr. Foreman,
Naval Dockyard,
Visakhapatnam

P.T.V. Prasada Raju,
Sr. Foreman,

Naval Dockyard,
Visakhapatnam.

P.V. Satyanarayana,
Sr. PFPoreman,

Naval Dockyard,
Visakhapatnam.

Sr. Foreman,
Naval Dockyard,
Visakhapatnam.

AND

1.

The Chief of Naval Staff,
Naval Headquarters,
New Delhi .

The Director General
Visakhapatnam,

: Applicants

Flag Officer commanding-in-chief,!

Headquarters, Eastern Naval
Command, Naval BRase,
Visakhapatnam,

:u Respondents

contd...2



‘ .
COUNSEL ¥WOR THE APPLICANTS: shri V., Venkateswara Rao

, ;
COUNSEL FOR THE RESPONDENTS : shri N.R. Devaraj

- . [

CORAM !

Hon'ble Shri A.B. Gorthi, Member (Admn.)

Hon'ble Shri T. Chandrasekhara Reddy,%ﬂember (judl.)

. T
(Judgement of the division bench as délivered by Shri
A3.B. Gorthi, Member (Admn.)

9 applicants herein are those whose names

were initially included ﬁn a roster for allotment

of station pool accommodation for the year 1992-93

: i
issued by the Headquarters, Eastern Naval Command,

1 "

Naval Base, Visakhapatnam. ‘The accommodation to

which they were entitled to is TypeﬁIV. The respon-

same
L

dents allotted thegrto.some of thosé shown in the

roster for allotment of accommodatién but not to the
l T

applicants., In fact, the applicantﬁs names were
I |

deleted from the said roster by anforder dated 10-6-92.

Aggrieved by the same, the applicants have filed this

application with a prayer to de¢lare that the appli-

cants are entitled toithe allotmen# of Type Iv quarters
. ’ 1 ' y
strictly in accordsnce with the roster dated 2-4-92.
] . ' |
The applicanté are senior goremen'of the Naval

Dockyard, Visakhapatnam in the scale of pay of

Rs. 2375-3500/-. -Based on their scale of pay, they are

] s
entitled to Type IV accommodation’. They accordingly

Ir
applied for such accommodation and the respondents in
"

turn included their names in the:rOSter for allotment

3 " f Sy .
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of station pool accommodation, Type IV; Later on,

due to pressure brought by thévoffice;s Association,

it was decided by the respondents not} to allot accommo-

dation to the applicants, from ahongst 16 vacant

quarters located in Nirman Park.

The respondeﬁté in their reply affidavit
have 3dmitted that the applicants aré entitled to
Type IV accommodation. The contention of the res-
pondents; however, is that the houses built in Nirmaﬂ
Park were earmarked té be allotted to officers, both
combatént and civilian. As civilian officers afe
'entfiied to 15 per cent of the accommodafion out of
the officerd accommodztion of the Naval Dockyard,
16 quarters in the Nirman Pérk were kept to be allotted
to civilian Gazetted officers. It was on account of
the ignoramce of the concerned sStaff officer (Quartering)
that the names of the applicants came té be included
in the roster for allotment of Type iV accommodation.
The respondents say that if they strictly go by the

‘ A,
o e o
pay scale only, even a «Eenlg

“: Non-commissioned officer

or a non-gagezetted officer drawing more pay than a

newly inducted commissicned or a gazetted officer will

almo have to be allotted accommordation which is essen-

tilly meant for gazetted officers only. The respondents

explainéd at length the administrative difficulties
and embarrassment they may be faced with if officials

below Qhe officer status are allottéd accommodation

-
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in the colony that is kept for gazet}ed officers
and commissioned officers only, Th%y have, however,

|
categorically stated that no individual below the

rank of a gazetted officer has been, allotted accommo-

dation in Nirman Fark. They also assured that the
| ' .

applicants would be allotted Type IV accommodation

in accordance with their seniority outside Nirman
1

Park.

The learned counsel forfthe applicants vehemently
contended that the denial of accomhodation to the

: |
‘applicants in Nirman Park on the ground that they are

r .
not gazetted officers is discriminatory and violative
f

of Articles 14 & 16 of‘theAConstitution of Indiz.
VHe further contended that the délétion of the ﬁamgs
of the applicants £rom the roster for allotment of
accommodation without giving theJappliCants a prior

|
notice is contrary to the principles of natural

L
justice.

From the material shown to us by the learned
|

counsel for the respondents, it 'is clear that the
‘ .
Nirman Park Colony was in fact éonstructed'for

providing accommodation to offi¢ers. The inclusion
o . .
of the applicants names in the roster for allotment
of accommodation meant for gazetted officers is
| .

obviously an administrative error. The order under
P A

which the applicants names were deleted from the
. * .

2': 'y _ contd...b
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clarlfied

- hat the applicants bein Technical
roster_xﬂ;?nﬁ it PP g

' gupervisory staff are not entitled for accommodation
from station pool at Nirman Park as per_Naval Head-
quafters letter No. WK/é234/QR TITI dated 12=-7~-79,"
we, therefore, do not see.) any violation of the

.principles of natural justice in this case. On the

question of discrimination, it is not the case of

the respondents that the applicants would not be

allotted the accommodation of the type to which

. . s | -
they are entitled, ' The respondents case merely is

that +he amnlicants heina non!aazett%dgnfficarsgcannthgggf
claim as m matter of right, accommodation that is

gazetted
built for/bff cers in a particular colony. The res-

D

pondents have also clarified that thg standing regi-
‘ “ ]
mental order No, 308 lays down only éhe details of the

TYpes UL aCUURIIVUA LLUL LY WiLgl uu.u._.hc;a LT SuvLcaTw
to with reference to thé basic pay d#awn by them.
Accordingly, it is the‘éontention of |[the respondents
that théy have not violated any ;ules concerning

the allotment of accommodation by taﬁing the stand
that the applicants would be allotted Type IV accommoda-

tion outside Nirman Park officers coiony..

The learned counsel for the applicants alleged

the posts of Chief Draftsmen and drawing lesser pay

than the applicants alsq figured in the roster dated

2-4-92 and they were allotted accommodation in

L

contd. ..
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~Copy to:=

B |
(1]

1. The Chief of Naval Staff, Naval Headquafters, New Delhi
2. The birector‘Genézal, Naval Progect Vlsakhapatnam. |
3. Flag Officér Comhcndlng— n=Chief, Hpadquarters, Fautern
Naval COWmand, Naval Base, Visakhapatnam. :
4. VOne copy to Sri..V,Venkateswara Rao, a@vOcaté,-CATf‘Hyd.
5, One copy to Sri. Nj R.Deyaraj,'Sr. CGsc, CAT;'HyaZ'
One spare cCopy. | | |
. '?
‘
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Nirman Park. Refuting this contention Shri N.R. Devaraj,

PP 6 L

learned counsel for the fespéndents stated after having
obtained instructions from the—ﬂeﬁértmént that the

3 employees holding apboiﬁtment of Chi;f Draftsmen are,
in fact,lgazetted officers. We are, ﬁherefore, of the
consideredlview that the applicants cannot be said to
have been discriminated by the respon@enté' refusal

to allt them accommodation in a colony that is earmarked
for gazetted officers only. As the claim of the appli-
cants for Type IV accommodation alqng‘with all those
who are similarly situated is upheld by the respondeﬁts.

we do not find that there has been any violation of

DI T A mAFf mmmisnl 4 ey asnehrinad in ‘rtiClES 14 & 16

L of the Fbeww Constitution.

In the result, the applicants contention is

rejected and their application is hereby dismissed.
There shall be no order as to costs. - - -

rj\\«_«_’%zfnfg T oL ‘\\'——Z&
“(A.B. Gorthi) (T. Chandrasekhara Ref8idy)

Member (Admn,) - ' Member (Judl.)

' Dated 2%d December, 1992. |
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— — I
'tDV- 6?%?(shqw 21§3j1}7__,

Ve~




.le'n .

961164’9‘,4) T v/?g

L] ‘ e
. y
TYPED BY .- COMPARED ,B“f \
CHECKED BY APPROVED BY
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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
. HYLERABAD BERCH

THE HON'BLE M. A @ Gor /N, Am

N
THE HON'BLE MR.R.BANASUBRAMANIAN sM(2)

AND

- THE HON'BLE MR T, CHANDRASERHAR REDDY:

MEMBER (J)
AND
THE HON'BLE Mk.Q@.J. KOY - MLMBEK ( J)

Dated: -flﬁ’ ‘1;/1992

L

OBDEk--/ JUDGMENT

‘\

Redie/ CTHT/FLA NG

R T .
0.A.No. . ( 29 ’ C(L~ -
T AuNOw . . (W «P-sNp —

Admitted and 1nter1m directions
issued

Allowed.

Disposed of w1th dlrectlons

Dishissed

Dismissed as withdrawn

Dismissed for default

M.A.Urdered / Rejected

MNo-orders as to.costs,

ch\%‘/
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