
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 
JABALPUR BENCH.

JABALPUR

Q.A. No. 859 o f2005 ,

Jabalpur, thiathe 14* day of February, 2006

Hon’ble Shri Justice RK.Batta,Vic© Chairman

S.K. Jatale, son of Shri P. Jatale,
Aged about 49 years, Occupation :i  
removed employee from fep ost of v  
Asstt. Foreman, (T) Ordnance Factory,
Itarsi, tlo. Qr. No. 3093/in, Ordnance
Factory Estate, Itarsi, M.P. .....  Applicant

(By Advocate -  None)

V E R S U S

1. The Union of India, through
its Secretary, Ministry of Defence,
New Delhi.

2. Director General/Chairman*
Ministry o f Defence, Ordnance 
Factory Board, 10-A, ShaheedK.
Bose Road, Kolkatta.

3. The General Masnager,
Ordnance Factory, Itam. ..... Respondents

(By Advocate -  Ms. Tulika Sharnia on behalf of Shri P. Shankaran)

ORDERfOran

The applicant seeks direction for retention of Government quarter 

No. 3093/flI at Ordnance Factory Estate, Itarsi. The applicant had sought 

interim relief which was rejected vide order dated 27.9.2005 and the said 

order states that there is no provision in the rule to grant further 

permission to retain the government accommodation and since the rule^ 

do not permit, the application for interim stay is rejected.

2. The matter thereafter epne up before the Tribunal on a number of 

occasions and almost on all occasions no one appeared for the applicant.
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The said dates an which no one appeared for the applicant are 7.11.2005, 

21.12.2005,23.12 J005,16;£2D0<L 23.1.2O06 and today also no one has 
appeared for the applicant. It appeals that the applicant has lost interest 

in the application on account ofrejeetioi* of interjm relief.

3. Be that as it m y*  JW fo f |*Pl
made out by the applicant for giant of relief.

4. The learned counsel for the respondents submitted before me that 

the applicant was found guilty of the charges and was removed from

service vide order dated 28.7.2004. He filed an appeal dated 1.9.2005
i

which was. pending. She also drew my attention to SRO 149 dated 23 

September, 2004 and table annexed with the same which provides for 

permissible period of retention o f residence in a number of contingencies 

including dismissal or removal from service, temrniadon of service etc. 

The permissible period of retention of residence as per table to SRO 149 

is one month. The applicant was ordered to be removed after 

departmental enquiry way back by order dated 28.7.2004. The 

permissible period of retention of residence was therefore to be 

calculated from the date of removal from service. Since then almost one 

and a half years have elapsed and the fact that the appeal filed on the 

order of dismissal is pending, does not make any difference whatsoever, 

as the permissible limit for retention o f residence after dismissal or 

removal from service or termination of service is one month. Once a 

\ u  person is dismissed or removed from service, he eacmot have any 

substantive right to retain the residence which was granted to him by 

virtue of employment.

5. In view of the above, on meats I do not find any case whatsoever 

for issuing directions as sought by the applicant and the application is 

hereby summanly rejected with no order as to costs.

(RK. Bate)
Vice Chairman

“SA”
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