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JUDGEMENT

{ As per Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan, lMember {hdmn.) X

Heard Mr,s.Lakshma Reddy, learned counsel for

the applicant and Mr.c.v.Malla Reddy, learned counsel fgr
the respondents.

2. The applicant in this OA while workiﬁgnfs Sh?nter
in Secuﬁde;at@d Division cf SC Railway urder R-gtin occupsation
of Railway Quarter No.1210/6 Type-II at South Lzlaguda. Iﬁhs
stated for the applicant that he was transferred on propotion

as Shunter 'B' and posted at Parli by order éated 15-10p9C.

He joined at Parli. He retained the quarter at Secundefrabad.

He submitted 2 representation dated 1-1-96 (Annexure-I pt page-7)
through proper channel for retentioqbf the gquarters at |[Sec'bad
due to his family circumstances whii€ifincluded the educgtion of

-"_""_Mt
6-7-92.

his children. Hefvas retransferred (backessSectPad>on 2

Once again he was transferred to Vikarabad as Shuncer gn 30-11-92
and came back to the Sec'bad on retrensfer on 18-3-94.,| He retired

from service cn 30-5=94,

3. An amount of Rs.49,678/- as concurred by the¢ associate
accounts of the Sec'bad ¢ivision wes recovered from his final
settlement dues as damége rent for non vacation of the|quarters
at Sec'bsd and the applicant was advised of the same vide letter
No .CP/500/QNR/37/May 94 dated 27-3-95 with full detaill of the
recovery towards damage rent. .The above recovery is allso evident
from the impugned proceedings_No.CP/SOO/NR./37/May.94 dated 1-6-@3
(Annexure-2 at page-8). The applicant appealed against that
recovery by his representation dated 25-11-94 (Annexure-s at(jﬁgg
page-12) and. also requésted for waiving of the penal rent by

his repreéentation dated 16-1-95 (Annexure-6 at page-12). He

was informed by‘the impugned letter No.P.500/TP/SC dated 18-12-95

(Annexure-~7 at page-14) whereby his request for waive# of damage

S

rent was rejected.
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(ﬁ. Aggrieked by the above proceedings for recovery of

the damage rent from his final settlement dues which indludes
DéRG and the refusal of the department to waive the damadé rent
he has filed this OA for setting asides the proceedings No .CP/500/
%R./37/May.94 dated 1;6-94 (Annexure-2) and dated 18-12495

(Annexure-7) and for a consequential direction to pay the said

with-held amount with interest.

Gi The main contention of the epplicant ip thisfCa

are two fold:-
(1) The first contention is thst the panal rent Can?$E
ke recovered except after following the provisions of Skction/of PP
(EoU) Act, 1971. The recovery of penal rent from the flinal
settlgment dues/DCRG carnot be effectedé for non vacation of
cuarter on the basis of theprinciple laid down in case |of

Rattan Lal Vs. Unicn of India and Others (1992 (4) SLR |651) on

the file of the Principal Bench of thi#&ribunal.

(11) The second contention is that the aplecant was
not replied to his representaticn till he was in servige ard it
was suddenly recovered from his final settlement dues/DCRG. The
failure on thg‘parf of the respondcnts to inform him regarding
- the recoveryoiﬁtime led him tc "legitimately expect” that his
,case has been considered favourabhéafor retention of the guarter

at Sec'bad paying only normal rent. He submits that spch legitimate
expeétations cannot be forfeited as held by the Apex Cpurt in

1993 (3) scCc 499 (Union of India and Cthers Vs. Hindusftan Deve-

lopment Corporation end Others).

L0

g} ' The resRondents have filed a reply. It is seén xhax

from the reply that the applicant was transferred fron Sec 'bad
on1-16-90 and was retransferred to Sec'bad on 15-4-94 |and rétired
from service on 31-5-94, He was on occupationof the ipailway guarter
at Sec'bad from 1=10~90 to 31-5-94 i.e., roughly 3 yedrs and

7 months without prior permission. Hence, the recoveiy of the




.damage rent from DCRG isin order in view ofthe judgemen

-Union of India and Others (1996 (32) ATC 761).

final settlement dueséé%ﬁg‘is the main point for consid
B
rél Before going into above the guestion, the pr

9
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the Calcutta Bench of this Tribunal in Raﬁg}t KR .Banerj

él Though the applicant submits that he went ou

Sec'bad on 15-10-90, came back once again on 26-7-92 and
once again

- of

am Vs,

RS

transferred

outlbn 30-11-92 and camq&ack op 18-3-94, it appears that the

railway has treated the full periodffom 4210290 to 31{§§34_i.g%{v'

{(from.his first transfer firom Set'bad to out “staticn ti
— e A IE NS e T e e et e ———

reti;ed on 31-5-94) 3s retentipn of the quarters withou
permission. It is further stated in the reply that the
recovery of damage rent is inconsonance with the Railwa
letter No.E(G)}85 QRI~9 dt.15-1-90 forwarded by CPO's Lr
ITI 9t.14-2-90-Serial Circular Nof27/90(Annexure-I_tc t
It is further stated-that necegsary concessicn has been
for a period of twe months on transfer account i.e., freo
25-12-90 vide letterNo.CP/555/Grs./R/V/ER Gt. 29-9-94 a
sanction for tetention of Railway Quarter on payment of
flat rate from 26-12-90 to 30~4-91 on Educaticnal Accou
No.CP/555/Qrs/R/V/PR dated 25-10-94. - Hence, the respon
‘that no injustice has been dene to the applicant and da
has been recovered in accordance with rule from DCRG,

&

Whether the damage rent can be recovered fro

the rule ‘as regards the recovery from the gratuity is 4
Rule-71 and 72 of CCS (Pension) Rules, 1972 which are st
nature provide for adjustment of the dut-standing dues
nment garvant till the date of retirement against the &
retirement gratuity becoming payzble. The sub-rule~2 o
reads as below:-
€ S
(2) The “overrment dues as ascertained and
the Head of Office which remain outstanding

date of retirement of the
adjusted against the amount of the (retireme

becoming payable "
(3?- 0--p y . B/

L] - - - - - -

overnment servant

t prior

above

7 Board's
No ,P(R) 554/
he reply).
shown to him
m 26-10-%0 to
hd granted
double the
nt vide Lr,
Cents submit

mage rent

m the

in this
eration/OA,
ovisions in

o Le seen,
atutory in

cf the Gover-

mount oﬂ&he

f Rule-71

assessed by
till the

, shall be
nt gratuity)
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Similar provision alsc exists in he Railway

enéion) Rules, 1993, As per Rule-15 of Chabter-II ung

Services

er the

géneral concitions the regovery and'adjustmenqgf Government or

railway dues from pensionary benefits has been Germitted::

RiOle-2 of Rule-~15 is same as suk rule 71 of CCS (Qgpsio
- ' ‘

1972. Further sub rule-4 of Rule-15 clearly states tha

E%r over péyment of house rent may be reccvered from the

is

terminal benefits including DCRG. Sub-Rule-4 (i} and

JSreproduced belowi-

1.

holéing the payment of DCRG" and "recovery from DCRG"

"A claim against the railway servant may be

of all or any of the following:- -

Sub-
h) Rules,

E the dues

final

(ii) gfRule-15

>
on account

(2) losses (including short collection in fgeight
charges, shortage in stores) caused to the Government

or the railway as a result of negligence or

fravd or

the part of the railway servant while he wa# in servdce;

(b) other Government dues such as over-paymént on account

cf pay ané sllcowances or other dues such as

Post Cffjice or Life Insurance Yremia, or ou

Ayance,

laﬂ non-Government dues.”

' "Recovery of losses specified in sub-clause
Clause (i) oféhis sub-rule shall be made subject.
conditiors laid down in thle 8 bkeing satisfied fr
pensions and alsc commuted value thereof, which &
by the Pensiong Act, 1871 (23 of 1871).

of item (a) ofsub-para (i) which cannot be made j

A recow

rule S,Jand any recovery on account of sub-clause
and (c¢) of clause (i) thst cannot be made from tH

house rent,

Fatanding

(a) of
to the
om recurring

re governed

ery on account
n terms of
s items (b)

ese even with

the consent of the railway servant, the same shal

from retirement, death, terminal or service graty

are not subject tc thefPensions Act, 1871 (23 of1§71).

£

permissible to mske recovery of CGovernment duas |

retirement, death, terminal.or service gratuity ¢ven without
ronsent of the

obtaining his consent, or without obtaining the
members of his family in the case of a deceased

There is a distinction between the acticn

N

railway servan

H

l be recovere
ity which
It is

rom the

lfwi th-

In the
...6
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former case because of the need to recover the Government dues the

release of DCRG isfelayed pending settlement of the con
Whereas in the later case after the Government dues hay,
assessed specific amount which are Government dues are
from the DCRGVaﬁd-the_balance amount of QCRG if anycgag

retiree, Therefore later category of cases cannot ke (g

cerned issue,
(& been
recovefed

? to the

onstrued as

those dénying to a retiree his DCRG together by with-hglding the

statutory prevision in'the
e -

As stated earlier the
and.Railway Services(Pénsion)- Rules,. 1963

Rule-72/provide for recovery of such dues from DCRG.

pension cannoct be done except with the orders of the Fy

géme.

On the other hand recovery of Government due

under specific condition as provided for in Rule=9 of ¢

Ryles. Sub-Rule=1 ofnRuleE? is relevant to this issue'

®
Rules reada as below:-
a2

" (1) The President reserves to himself the right c
withholding & pension or gratulty, or#oth, sither
full or in part, or withdrawing a pension in full
in part, whetheglpermanently or for a specified pe
and of ordering recovery from @ pension or gratuit
b of the whole or part of any pecuniary loss caused
the Government, if, in any departmental or judicig
proceedings, the pensionér is found guilty of qray
misconduct or regligence during the period of sery
;ncluding service rendered upon ré-employment afte

retirement;"

Similar p{%vision as Rule=9 ¢of CCS (Pensicn)

also exists in the Railway Sérvfgéfgension) Rules; 1947
‘ of Radlway Services (Pe
in Chapter II under general condition/is the relevant 3

to the CCS (Pensiqn) Rules, In terms of this rule with

ccs{Pension)

Y

s from
esident
icS (Pension)

This

in
or
rieod,
Y

to

1

re
rice, .

r

%%les

nsion)Rules,19¢
nd equivalent

holding og

i.e., the President of India in consultation with the

Public Service Commission.

The sﬁggytory provision is to safeguard the

withdrawing of pension ié%pmxmitted by the competent althority '

nion

vital

interest of thefretired employee so that his only steady sources

o
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of liveli-hood or income i.e,, (Pension) after retirement igéot
un-negessarily jeoparadised by thoughtléss or arbitrary action

" of anybody. But sucﬁ restriction of recovery of Government dues
of gratuity

are applicable only in respect of pension. In respect

the enabling provisions for recovery of Government dueg &re there
and Rule-15 of the Railway Services(Pensign)Rule, 1993
in the statutory Ruleg-71 and 72/ss referred to above.| Fror the
sbove it is clear that the statutory Rule do provide faor reccvery
of outstanding dues including the damage rent from the |[DCRG/final

settlement dues of a retired employee,

The applicant now relies on the Rattan Lal 'sg
1992 (4) SLR 651
case/to state that the recovery céen be made cnly following

164,

the provisions of PP (EQU) Act, 1971. This reported judgement

was delivered relying on the Full Bench judgement of this

Tribunal in Wazir Chand Vs. Union of India and Others [1996

(32) ATC 370 {(Del) (FB) and the PApex Court judgement ¥¥ Union
of India Vs. Shiv Charan (1992 (19) ATC 129). The repgrted
judgement of the Principal Bencﬁ in Rattan Lal's case Ras to
be analysed'in the light of the Full Bench'judgement in Wazir
Chand's case and the judgement of the Apex Court in Shiv Charan's:

I shall now take up the implication of the above uwo:cases.

case,
in the Full Bench judgemert of this Tribunal (Subse-

-ﬂE. ot

guently confirmed by the Supreme Court[h‘non—speaking ¢rder in

SLP) in Wazir Chand's case it has been held that the w
of entire amount of g:étuity of a8 retired railway serv;
as he did not vacate the quarters in accordance with tl
Manager, NortbernARa;lway's circular gt. 4-5-82 was leg
missible. But the Prifcipal Bench in its subseguent ji

Susihil Chander Bhatnagar Vs,Union of India &Bnother (1

SLJ 367) held that tke judgement of ths Full Bench was

jth-helding
int as long
e General

pally imper-
bdgement in
204 (3) (CAT)

delivered

..8




in the context of General Manager, Northern Railway' Perision's
.Circular Gated 4-5-82 which did not have any statuvtory force.
However there is another Railway BO%%? Circulai)dated :?-4-82
which was statutery in chanééter and the later circular authorised
an appropriaté ‘hold back' a?ount from DCRG for rent recovery and

in the same context of such statutory circular such ppcovery Xx

can legally be allowed. Slmilar view was 2lso taken by| the

Inderjity Singh Vs. Union of India

Principal Bench in tbe{ é
and Others (199,;?? (25) ATC 446)

1. , 1In the case of Shiv Charan, e' railusy employee; )
retired from rallway service in Aggust 1996C§h amount of Re.20,000/=-
from his his D?RG ne well as his railway passes were withheld on
account of &x éﬁauthoriSed retention of the railway gqugrter by
him. The Trlbunal in its judgement dated 16-8.88 in CA, 1114/89
of the Brinc1pal Bench directed that the applicant must vacatﬁ]
the guarter by 31-8-89 anéigg respcndents should also release the
entire amount of gratulty after dedu:ting the normal rent for the
quarter till 31-8-89. The respondents were permitted to keep
Rs.iOOO/- towards ele¢tricity biil etc., not yet calcujated. £R
Interest on the delayed ﬁayment cf grastuity was disallawed; The
Union of India preferred an appeal && in the Apex Courft against
that judgeme;t-épd the Supreme Court by order datéd 234-90 granted
" the SLP and zllowed the appeal.. The respondent (Shiv Charan) was
directed to hand over the possession of tke quarter on or about
. 23-5-~90 to the appellant (UOI) and the entire amount owed to the
respondent less the amount mentioned thereafter was dilrected to be
handed over by the officer taking possession fhen and |there. Ag
regards the amount mentioned theréinafter. the Apex Cgurt directed
that the rent for the pericé overstayed may be deducted from the R
pa&ment to be made as £ aforesaid. The appellant would be entitled
to make claim in accordance with law to which they yate entitled
to any excess or penal rent, and the respondent would Ee at liberty
to make any claim for compensation in an appropriate forum, which

>

he claimed to'be entitled to.
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By analysing the above said fact in Shiv Ch

case the Principal Bench in the case of Sushil Chander

Vs. Union of India had held that "nowhere in that juéget

(Shiv Charan) has it been stated {(by the Apex Court) th;

cf DCRG cannot be linked with non vacation of the cuartd

this connecticn the observations of the Calcutta Bench

Tribunal in Renjit KR. Banerjee's case is worth repeati

"Pension and gratuity are important reliefs
retiring employee, Gratuity which represents ore
is conceptually different from pension - the latt
steady and recurring source of some income for 1i
the retiréng employee., Althouch both were specia
safeguards against recovery frem pension are far

employee cannot claim restrictions concerning DCR

intensity cr rigour. While a retired employee's
to be looked into, the employeE?Government's legi

to cdues from the employee are euglly the concern
That is why, there are provigions in the rules an
instructions to recover government dues on &ccoun
seéd occupation of government guarters by the empl
of his DCRG,
allows withholding {i.e., gelaying the release of

The Supreme Court judgement in Siv
of the entire amount of TCRG, as long as the reti
does not vacate the government guarter and does n
the normal rent. But once the guarter has been v
the normal rent paid, the Withholding‘éﬁathe enti
DCRG will be impermissible under the‘Suprgme Cdéur
in R.Kapur case reported in 1994 (28) ATC 516, Bi
Court judgement in R.Kapur case does not stand in
the Department from recovering from the DCRG, the
of government ﬁues resulting ffem renal rent/dama
levied under the rules and paying to the retiree

An employee's rdghts and

It i

reasonable that an employee would only expect his

amount of the gratuity.
previleges and obligations go hand in hanc.

to be honoured by the Government (in the form of |
entire amount of DCRG), while he can throw to the
own obligation to ray to the Government their due
ascertion amounts to his claiming licence not to

State the amounts he owes to ﬁhe same as rent,pen

R,

bran's
Bhatnagar
nent

5t payment
>r", 1In

bf this

G o

of a
-timeéaymem‘
2y teing a
relihood to
lly protected,
stricter., An
G with similar
welfare has
timate claims
bf the State,
j related

t of unauthori
byee from ocut
Charan case

) the payment
ring employee
bt pay at-leas
bcated and

re amount of
b%# judgement
bt the Supreme
the way of
éxact amount
pes, as

the balance
Huties,

5 not (52
rights
payment of his
winds his

s.  Any such
pay to the

8]l rent damage

..10
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occupatf;;2

To expect that Government woulé have to

for government guarters of which he has bean in unauthorised

pay to him his gratuity promptly, without any cuectlon, and
he woulqén;oy the luxury of paying to the Government his dues

4

only through expensive and dilatory civil proceedings to be
pursued by'the Department separately and independently, is

nothing but being unfair to all concerned,

This ils because

the employee's claim to DCRC ané his liability tq pay rent/

penal rent/market rent/dameges for different kinds of

occupation of a government quarter-all arise out

of service

conditions, as part of the service rules/regulations or

instructicns,

Under the circumstences, we are of the viéw

that as it

ic not a case -of withholding the entire amount of DCRG towards

recovery of peﬁal rent for admitted unesuthorised

government quarters, but rather it is &

occupation of

case of jeccvery of

specific amount of penal rent/cdamsges for the perxicd of unau~

thorised occupation cf government quarters, the decision cf the
Heorn'ble Supreme Court in R.Kapur case is nct of 2ny assistance

to the petitioner and that the action of the res#ondents taken

in pursuance of the statutory rules as contained
(Pension) Rules, cannot be faulted with,

in CCS

If Rule-9 of the

CCS (Pension) Rules concerning pension places soje curb on

recovery from pension except in defined conditions, there are

parallel provisions in the same Rules vide Rules
(similar provision in Railway{géﬁsices (Pension)

71 and 72,
Rules~15

in chapter-II general conditions) vhich allow rec¢overy of

such dues from DCRG.

The petitione:r i¥lhis peition has incidenta
also an slternative plea that penal rent/camage
be recovered from ﬁim, 34s no proceedings have Dbec
against him uhder the Public Premises (Eviction ¢
Cccupabts) Act, 1971, But the Principal Bench i1
Sushil Chander Bhatnagar Vs. Union cf India has |
racovery of penal rent etc. for overstay in rails
from gratuity can ke made without necessarily fol
provisions of Section '?' of P.F.Act., and that
under P.P.Act provides onfy an alternative reméd)
further been held therein that for adjustment &g

rent o+C. for such ovegstay, it is nct necessary

1y teken
rent cannot
»n initiated
bf Unauthorisec
i the case,
neld that

igy cuarters
llowing the
the prccesses
Y. It has
binst penal

to issve

show-cause notice before initiating recovery progeedings,

because, the employee is supposed to be aware cf

L
the provision
o/

of Railway Manual/Inst ructlons[outlminc the congequences of

unavthcrised cccupation., #&lso this very Calcutta Bench of the

Tribunal in the case of Suda Iswar Rao Vs. Union

N

cf India or

..11
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" unlawful or bad. Hence, the contention of the applic%
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in the case of Shankar Vs. Union of India has simillerly

held that recourse to P.P,Act is not necessary, ndr is it

reguired tc issue a show-cause notice before charging penal

rent, because the emplcoyee concerued is supposed

) s
of the departmental irstructions in the matter of pauthorised:

occupation o%@overnment quarters and its conseguences.

to be aware

But’

the ratio cf those decisions is applicable to simjilar cases.

In the instant case, liability to penal rent is
the relevant provisions of F.R,45-AI(ii)C which

employee is supposed to know".

there under

apy government

What is said by the Calcutta Bench of this Tjribunal

guoted akove reiates only to Government quarters occupiled by

the Government servant.
choose any of.the alternate me€hods of recovery i,e.,
DCRG/salary etc,, cr through procéss of P.P.Act, is no
there if the Public Premises are occupied by & non emp

or a third party, in which case recourse to P,P.Act is

process available,

18, The Allahabad Bench of this Tribunal in Din
Chandra Srivastava Vs. Union of Indiz ané Others (1995
(CAT) page-241) had held that "the retention of a quar
the employee had been transferred ané posted elsewhere

unauthorised and damages of penal rent can be charged"

19, From the above analysis it is evident that
J;>the respondents in recovery of Government dues towd
vnauthorised occupation of Government guarters from th

final settlement dues of the petitioner|cannoybe held

OM that the remedy left to the railways to recover the
only after following the provisions of P.FP.Act, 1971 1
thés contention fails,

by facts. Hence,

20. The second contention for which the Judgems

(3) SCC 499 yac relied upon was considered. A readinf of the

above judgement of the Apex Court will reveal that the

of expectation operates in public law field and provip
standi for judicial review.

Ve

Its denial is a ground flor challenging

The auvthnorities have the optidn to

tthrough
%, however.
loyee citizen

the only

> sh
(3) sLJ
ter after

L, is

the action
rds

e DCRG/

to be |

nt in this
penal rent

s not borne

nt in 1993

legitiﬂ%%y

T
es locus-

.e12
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_absolute right to claim relief,

‘21,

from his firal settlement Sues if the same is ncf paid

—

gl

s =12a
the decision/action. But denial can be justified by sh
overriding public interest. Denial docs not by itself

Grant of relief should

only to cases where cdeniel amounts to denial of any rig

")

where cdecision/action is arkitrsry, unreasongble, not 1

interest and inconsistent with principles of natural ju

From the dbove it would be seen that the pre

owing some
confer an

e limited

Lnt or

public

ctice.

sent cage

does not fall uncer the dictum laid down by the Apex Coprt. The

legitimate expectati '1.s arises only if there is & legit

such expectations. When specific rule exist for rewove
damage rent in the present case the epplicant can have

to legitimately expect that the dameged rent will not b
circumstances it has to be held tha

atiready. Under the

expectations of the
R . .
one but ke case of

applicant cannot be conceived as a
ficticn in hie mind. The practice

railway as ascertained is also éo the effect that the d
rent and other outstanding dues of a8 retirsd employee h
recovered from the final settlement dues in som7bther c
Hence, the past p:éctice 8lso indicetes that the applic
ha&e such legitimate expectations as avered by hih. in

connection the Apex Court cbservation in the reported ¢

vorth recollecting.

imacy for
ry of the

no reason

]

e recovered
by him x

- the
legitimate
in the
bBmage

hd' been
Bses also.
Bnt cannot
this

hse is

"A case of legitimate expectation would ariseé when

a body by representation or by past practice arcused expec-

tation which it would be within its powers tco fulfil.

protection is limited to that extent and a judicisl

can be within those'limits.

the doctrine of legitimate expectation,

The

review

2 person who bases hig claim on
in the firgt insterce,

must {satdsfy that there is a foundation and thus he has locus

standi to make such 2 claim.

There are strconger g

rasons as to

why the legitimate expectation should not be substantigely

protected than the reaesons as to why it should be

N~

protected.

I
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Such a legal obligation exists whenever the case
the same in terms éf legel principles of different
is stronger than the case against it. Therefore t
limitation is extremely confined and if the acccrd

natural justice does not cordition the exércise o
power, the concept of legitimate expectation can h
role' to play ané the court must not usurp the dis
of the publié authority which is empowered to take

dacisions under law and the court is expected to

objective‘standard which leaves to the deciding a
the full range of choice which the legislature is
have intended. Even in a case where the decision
_entirely to th#ﬁiscretion of the deciding authori

any such legal bounds and if the decision is take

and objectively, the court will nct interfere on
groonnd of procedural féirneés to a perscn whose
based on legitimate expec%étion might be affected
it is a guestion of policy,‘even by way of change
policy, the courts cannot interfere with a deciéi

a @enia14%§ legitimate expectation in a given cas

tc denial or right guaranteed or is arkitrary, ¢i

unfair or biased, gross abuse of power or violati

gsupporting
sorts,

he

ing of

{f the

ave no
¢retion

the

apply an
vthority
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is left

by withod@
n fairly
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interest

., 1If
of old
pn. If

e amounts
scriminatory,

onn of

principles of natural justice, the same can e questioned

on the well-known grounds attracting Article 14 3
Lased on mere legitimate expectation without anyt
cannot ipso facto give & right to invoke these pi
It can be one of the grounds to consider but the
1lift the veil and see whether the cdecision is vid
these principles warranting interference. It dep
much on the facts and the recogniged general prin
of administrative law applicable to such facts ar
concept of legitimate expec&ation which is the 14
recruit to a long list of concepts fashioned by {

for the review of administrative action, must be

ut a claim
hing more
inciples.
court must
lative of
ends yery
ciples

¢ the .
test ‘
he courts

restricted

to the general legal limitations applicable and binding

the manner of the future exercise cf administrati

ve povwer

in a particular case. It follows that the concept of

legitimate expectation is "not the key which unlg
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cks the
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treasury of natural justice and it ought nod to
unlock the treazsury of natural justice and it
ought not to unlcck the gates which shuts the court

out of review cn the merits", particularly when the

( f}?lement cf speculation 8nd uncertainty is irnherent in

that very concept.
themselves and restrict sdchf¢laims duly to

legel limitations.”
From the above observation in reported judge
of the Apex Court it is evident that this citation dog
assist the applicant but it is ‘against the applicant,
of the conditions prescribed in the observations, has

fulfulled. Hence, this contention alsc fails.

22, In the result, I find no metrits in this OA.

the Q02 is dismissed for want of merits. No costs.

(R. RANGARAJAN)
MEMEER (ADMN. )
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