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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CALCUTTA BENCH 

12012 

-oble Ms. Bidisha Baneijee, Judicial Member 
- oble Mr. Uday Kumar Varma, Administrative Member 

DR. BADAL CHAKRABORTY 

VS 

UNION OF INDIA & ORS. 

For the applicant 
	 Mr.A.ChakrabortY, counsel 

4- 	F* the respondents 
	Mr.P.K.ROY, counsel 

on 

ORDR 

'i'i4 pJrentaPPliCati0n is flied seeking the following reliefs: 

a 	
At order do issue directing the respondents to grant HRA in favour 
of the applicant w.e.f. 2.9.09 as he is residing in a rented house. 

b) I 
Ati order do issue directing the respondents to grant interest on 

1 
	

the arrears of the House Rent Allowance. 

2. 	The, facts of the case in a nutshell are as follows: 

The applicant is working as Sr. DDS at Chittarafljafl Locomotive Works 

(pLW in short), Chittaranjan. He is residing in a rented house which is not 

iore thar 25 Kms. from his working place. PreyioulY the applicant was 

.àrawing HAfrom December 2006 to June 2008. In July 2008 he was allotted 

RailWa' qukrter but he surrendered the said Railway quarter on 1.9.09. 

Or! 8.2.11 the applicant made a representation to the Chief Personnel 

fficer, W hat he applied forHouse Rent Allowance on 2.9.09 but he got no 

espors . T1,  rough RTI Act, 2005 he sought for information regarding the 

status p is rayer for sanction of HRA and he was informed that HRA was not 

;sancti01 	
the applicant requested the Chief Personnel Officer to provide him 

inìformation within reasonable time as to why HRA has not been 

\sanctiOIed in his favour. on 3.5.11 the applicant was informed that his 



/ 
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RA was not exceeded by the competent authoritY in the 

's letter dated 29.7.99. 

)ard circular provides that a Railway employee who is 

not submitting application for 
eligible for Railway accommodation or who is 

such accommodatbonl or who after 
submitting application for such 

ac ommod t0n refuses to accept a  ccommodation when offered; or who after 

- .:A u.-ic Rent 

vingacceik1 such ac 
nt of prescribed conditions. it. 

commodation surrendered it, may De paiu 

3. 

 
[owance if JtherwiSe advisable or fulfilme 

rther pivid that such concession is however, not admissible to employees 

, en th ai .vay accommodation is specifically earmarked for the Railway 

ation of Railway quarters is essential for any 
ployee , w ose occup 

i cessil9 d ring emergencies, efficient discharge of their duties etc. 

're rver of the applicant for sanction of HRA was rejected on the 

ay accommodation is specifically earmarked 
ground that the Railw 	

for the 

applicant. 
presentation before the authoritY concerned 

The applicant made a re  

tating that e is residing within 2.5 Kms. of his working place. On 11.10.11 

he applicant further made a representation before the General Manager, CLW, 

1i 	
that there is no earmarked quarter for Sr. DDS. The 

hittaraf an stating  

uthoriT coijcerned rejected his payer for HRA w.e.f. 2.9.09. 

It 	cethe present application is filed. 

3. 	h espondent5 in the 
ir reply have stated that the applicant was 

grant 	
frOm December 2006 to June 208. But as soon as the Railway 

rnirterI wa allotted to him, HRA was discontinued. The respondents have 

of a doctor is called for during emergencies 
further;tatèd that the service  

beyond their normal dufl' hours and keeping in view the emergency services 

Ii CLW 	
iistrati0n allotted a Railway quarter in fvou of the applicant within 

the 
m where it would be easily accessible to Railway 

y premises fro  

[uring emergencies. But the applicant 
surrendered the said 

tion on 1.9.09 and started residing outside the Railway's protected 

towns 
	prayed for HRA. 
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The fespo Adents further submitted that the prayer of the applicant for 

gra iting HIU w s considered but the prayer could not be acceded to in terms 

of ,1 ailway car's circular SI. No. 133/99 dated 7.7.99. Another cogent reason 

for not grantng'HRA was that the applicant surrendered the Railway quarter 

and started to reside outside the CLW's township from where it is not easy to 

access during emergency specially at night. 

ii Accodng to the respondents the applicant made misconceived 

in1rpretati of the Railway Board's circular dated 7.7.99. The concession is 

no given iti th instant case where quarter was, allotted within the protected 

ara to th taf whose service is essentially required during emergencies. As 

the.1 r 's bndent authorities have rightly rejected the prayer of the 

ntf 	ntinHRA. 

We 	vc given a thoughtful consideration to the whole matter and 

tIte rcords in this case and carefully heard the id. Counsels for the prused  

applicant and respondents. 

The :i55te for adjudication is whether the respondents have committed 

any error px illegality in discontinuing the HRA of the applicant w.e.f. 2.9.09 on 

acount of the: fact that despite a house earmarked for him and being allotted 

him, he surrendered the same and decided to stay in a private 

acomthticn which was of course 2.5 Kms. away from his working place. 

"lne basi's fDr Ehe action of the respondents in doing so is the provisions of the 

Failway 	a 1's circular 133/99' dated 29.7.99 which prescribes that a 

avernmtrit-Slervant for whose accommodation is earmarked, has to stay in 

t 

	

	
lation , and if he does not do so, he will be disentitled from 

It has to be noticed that the applicant has not challenged this 

Railway Board's letter. 

We have gone 'through the letter of the Railway Board particularly with 

ctthe provision aforementioned. This provision is unambiguous and to'

It is the contention of the respondents that the said house was 

armarkè 

fficer. 'l[1 

f& the applicant who is a doctor and is also working as a medical 

eyhhave further contended that his services are of essential nature,  
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and is reuired at any time of the day and night and therefOre his staying in 

tS 	7 

	

the camp 	
. 

essefltial for proper 
us in the earmark house is 

discharge of his 

IL 
. 

fficial fuctiOS and for proper care of the patients visiting/ admitted in the 

tl 	 S. 

losPital. 

Te aplicaflt has not 
allenged this contention. The only arment he 

arked but he has 
as advacd is that in his perception the house is not earm  

ots 	
i ic Ily contradicted this contention of the respondents. 

IIL 
i e th

facthat the Railway Board's circular 133/99 dated 29.7.9
9 i 

7. 

 not u er1 
challenge and that the respondents have only followed the 

instucti0fl.s contained in this letter, we fi 
 illegality nd no 

 or irrelari in 

ision to discontinue HRA of the applicant 
respondents' dec  

8. 	he,OA is acc
ordingly found bereft of merit and is thus dismissed. There 

hall e n costS to either parties. 
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