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IN THE CEN TRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : JHYDERABAD BEN { 

AT HYDERABAD 

O.A.No.831/93 

BETWEEN; 

T.S.Shiva Rao 

S.M.Icumar Reddy 

M.S.b.Sitapati Rao 

A N D 

The Supclt. of Police, 
CR1, China Waltair colony, 
Visakhapatnam. 

The Deputy Inspector General, 
I, Hyderabad Region, Eoti, 

Hyde rabad 

Date of Order: 11.11.93 

Applicants. 

Counsel for the Applicants 	 Mr.A.Sudarshan Reddy 

Counsel for the Respondents 	 Mt.N.V.Ramana 

CORAM: 

HON 'BLE SHRI T.CHANDRASZI*IARA REDDY : ME}SER (uni.) 
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Order of the Single Member dench delivered 

by Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara Reddy, Member(Judl.). 

This is an application filed under Section 19 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act to direct the 

respondents to pay the First Applicant the balance of 

H.R.A. from 23.9.1986 to 31.3.1991 after deducting the 

licence fee paid to the Visakhapatnam Steel Project for 

the quarter allotted to him, further direct the respondents 

to pay to the applicants 2 and 3 the balance of H.R.A. 

from 23. 9.1986 till the date of filing thf this O.A. and 

also in future and to pass such other order or orders as 

may deem fit and oroner in the circumstances of the case. 

The facts so far necessary to adjudicate this 

O.A. in brief are as follows:- 

2. 	 me nrst applicant waz at cite LeLcvauc cizut 

working as Deputy Legal 1dviser at Visakhapatnam and at 

present is working in Madras- The second applicant is a 

public Prosecutor in C.B.I., Visakhapatnam. The Third 

applicant is working as Head Clerk, CBI, Visakhapatnam. 

The Superintendent of £klice, cal (1st respondent to the OA) 

made a request to Visakhapatnam Steel Project on 14.11.84 

to allot on rental basis 43 quarters belonging to Visakhapatnam 

Steel Project at A.P.Housing Board, Seethamadhara, Visakha-

patnam for the officers of the first respondent. Accordingly 

as per the orders dt. 12.9.86 of te competent authority 

-- 

S MIG and 10 LIG quarters on certain conditions. The 

applicants herein were given three quarters of the said VSicP 

Steel Project and they had occupied the same As the 

applicants had occupied the quarters belonging to VSJCP Steel 



(i ) 
Project licence fee was deducted/is being deãucted from 

,1 
out of the pay of the applicants towards rent. It is the 

case of the applicants that they are liable H be paid the 
difference of H.R.A. after deducting the licence fee from 

out of the said U.B.A. that is paid/payable to them. As 

the difference of the H.R.A. had been denied to the applicants, 

the applicants have filed the present O.A. for the relief 

as already indicated above. 

Counter is filed by the respondents opposing 

This QA was listed on 10.11.93 for searing. 

in 11 n 	 I 	 - 

There was no representation on behalf of the applicants. 

Mr.N .V.Raxnana, Standing Counsel for the respondents reported 

ready. So, this CA was ordered to be listed for dismissal 

for today i.e. 11.11.93. Today also the position is the same 

There is no representation on behalf of the applicants. It 

is quite evident that the applicants are not evincing any 

interest in the prosecution of this CA. After hearing the 
.LJJ- 1.[1C £COULIUCL1C W 
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dispose of this O.A. thn merits. 

S. 	 It is not in dispute that the 1st applicant 

while working at Visakhapatnam was in occupation of the 

quarter of the VSKP Steel Project which quarter had been 

placed at the disposal of the 1st respondentfor allotting 

the same to its officer. It is also not in dispute that 

licence fee had been collected from the 1st applicant's pay 

towards rent for having been in occupation of the said 

quarter. It is the contention of the 1st applicant that 

for the reriod he was in occupation of the said quarter he is 

entitled for refund of the balance of H.R.A. after deducting the 

1! 
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Co ileeted licence fee that had been( 	j from out of his 
D 

salary from out of the house rent allowance that is 
/ 

payable to him. Applicants 2 and 3(Jalso stand in 

a similar position to that of the first applicant and the 

very same c9optentionr60re  raised on behalf of them. 

6. 	it is not in dispute that the quarters in 

which the applicants were put up or are put v.p  belong to 

the Visakhapatnam Steel Projects E' Visakhapatnam Steel 
j 	awtlaCCCUiy is unoertalcing of the Government of 

India. So, all the quarters thatlppg_ta3isakhapatnaqt 

Steel Proj act çhouid be deem±aPàEtra  
in view of the request made by the first rçspondent certain 

quarters belonging to the Visakhapatnam Steel Project were 
- 	 a 4UOL CC £5 

out of them, had been admittedly allotted to the applicants 
- - 

the applicants had been allotted government quarters and 

that the applicants ad been in occupation of the government 

quarters. EWr person who is in occupation of the Govt. 

quarters has to pay the licence fee in accordance with the 

instnl- 	 - . 	 - 

licence fee accordingly had been collected from the 

applicants from out of that pay for each moPthhe, had 
- ) 

been in occupation of the said quarters and/f 	the 
licenceiiie 

applicants 2 and 3tJcontinues to be collected accor- 

dingly is not in dispute in this O.A. So, as the applicants 

1 to 3 had been in occupation of the Government quarters 

no question of payment of house rent allowance ar&sem 

to the applicantc. Payment of house rent allowance arises 
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to a government servant when government acconodation is 
	ft 

not available to him and the said government servant is 

in occupation of private accomodation. Even though the 

said quarters that- belonging to the Visakhapatnam Steel 

Project were kept at the disposal of the first respondent 

due to his request that was made on 14.11.84 to the 

Visakhapatnarn Steel Plant, by' no stretch of imagination 

it can be said that the quarters in which the applicants 

3. to 3 had been in occupation or are in occupation is 'the- 

nrlvat.. rrnn.nA4-4rn 	Sr. L_.. -.1 ..J_..-. 

applicants is contrary to rules and regulationç and is also 

against the law. We see no merits in this O.A. and this 
s.c taxoInjabeu dna is accoroingly is 

dismissed. 

7. 	M.A.513/93 is filed on behalf of the applicants 
- 	

- 
the O.A. is dismis* on merits M.A.513/93 is liable to be 

A 4 crn4  

no order as to costs. 

(T . Q4PiNPIkAS E}GiARA 
Marnh..r(.1.rll 

Dateds 11th November, 1993 

(Dictated in Open courtO 	
Regis 

To sd 
The Superintendent of Police, CBI,China Waltair Colony, 
visakhapatnam. 

The Leputy Inspector General, CR1, 
Hyderabad Region, Koti•, Hy3erabad. 

One copy to Mr.A.Sudarshar) Reddy, Advocate 
1-9-312/6/2, vidyanagar, Hyderabad. 

One copy to t4rN.V.Ramana, Addl.Q3SC.CAT.1-iyd. 

S. One copy to Library, CAT.I-lyd. 

6. One spare copy. 
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TYPED BY 	 COIARED BY 

CHECKED BY 	 APPROVED BY 

/ 	 IN THE CFATPAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
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H?ERABAD BENCH ; HYDE RAEAD N 

THE HON' BIJE MR. JU TICE V.NEELADPJ BAa 
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TEE HON' SLE IR.&.J3.GbRT}iI 	:NEMIER(A) 

THE 'BLE MR.T.GUNDRA5flUjAR RE.DY 
• 

• 
MEMBER(J) 

AKD 

THE NON' BLE MR%RANGARAJAIJ SNEMBER(A) 
. . 

- 	 Dated: 	-1993 

M.VR.C.A.N0 

O.A.No. 	31 \q3. 	 . 

T.A.No. 	 . ( W.P. 
CI 	 H 	 . 	.• 	I 
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Admitted and Interim threctjons 
issued\ 

DisPosed\of with directions. 

Dj:'issea. 

'&smjssed as,withdrawn. 
Dismissed fofr. default. 

Rejecte4/Oldered 

No order as to costs. 
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