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udai Ram ,
s/o Late Shri Bali f=nm,
R/o C=96, Minto Road C:mplex,

New De lhl .

2. Kishan Chand ,
s/o Udai Ram,

Ministry of Communication,

R/n C=96, Minto> Road Complex, ee..ADDlicants,
New De lhi
By Advvrate. shri K.B.5,Rajan

Versus

L, Union of India,
through Secretsry,
Ministry of Urban Development,

Nirman Bhavan,
New De lhi, ;

2, The Directorate of Estate,
Nirman Bhavan,
New -De lhi,

3. The General Manager,
Government of India Press,
Minto Road,
New De lhi,

By Advocate: Shri M.K.Gupta.

......,Respcﬁdeata

HON'BIE MR, S.R.‘AMCE Mﬁrs,aﬁaf Al

ORDER(BY CIRCULATIN)
In this review appllcat o bearlnq R,A,

No. 38/95 dated 21.1,95 filed by Shri Udai Ram and“‘

on2 other, a prayer has been made to review atder
dated 18,1,95 in O,A,N>,1835/94*Udai 2am and one
other Vs, UOI & others!, |

2, In that O0,A., the ampllcant No.21s pra;@r
ffr-regularlsatlon of Quarter No.C~95, Minto Road

Complex upon the retirement of his father Shri Udai

Ram (applicént Noel), in whose name the saidfquarter

stood allotted, was rejected and the CuAWas dlSml&SQé

because that quarter belonged to Press Pool Mhere ‘,ﬁ

Shri Udai Ram was working, while the applicant,Na,§7?~”
s | 2




T
\,/,

was eligible only for General Pool Accommodation. It was

SR

noted that it was well settlad that allotment/ ;
regularisationlsf accommodation on out of tur basis 
to wards of retired Govt. employees‘could t ake @lacei;f? 5
within the podl to which the.Gavt;ﬁfunctiQnary was '

entitled,

3, The grounds takea in the O,A. are that:-

i) Press Pool is not a distinct pool but falls
within the General Pool,and General Pool
and Press Pool aréZSZiisians made for the

"~ convenience »f the Central Government and
it has no bearing and impact osn the
entitlement of the applicant N2.2
in securing out of turn allotment, which
iézaelfare me asure. Support for this
argument is sought to be drawn from the

fact that it is the Directorate of Hstates

(RespondentNo.2) which éantrmls' the General

Pool Accommodation, to which the applicant

No.2 was entitlaed.

ii) The only reguirement is that the ward is
entitled to Central Govt, guarter undér
the terms of his service conditions and
that his parent must have an accomnodation )
allotted to him by the Central Govt, In thfi
case, all the conditions have been fulfilled,
ii1) In certain other identical/similar Canditiﬂnsfg?:'
ward has been declared entitled t5 out of turn
allotment of accommodation, notwithstanding the
fact that the ward was 2ntitled to an '
- accommodation from a different pool while the
parent was entitled/allotted an accommodation

from a differént vool.({Viz, 0,A.N0,1167/%0,



| ,‘f‘,-av- e
éecxded on 5.2.92 and @. .No.12?6/94 d@cide@ an
15,12,94,

‘iv‘} An altemative pryayexi»had been maée
directing the reSgaand,énfts t:)’allai;
‘an accammodatian‘af Type II either
in Gole Market Area or in ady cthér

nearby area Netaji Nagar or R K.mm,
/’ﬁh////ﬁt«vui’}"fh Aegred o

4, None of these grounds bear scrutiny. Rules f 
in Division 26B at Annexure'B! relied upon by;the ¥5
applicant prescribe the allotment under Allotﬁent’“'
of Gove roment Residences (General Pool in ﬁalh13”‘ 

| Rules,1963 and the title itself shows that the .
Govt. of India Orders un which this praver fer e
rﬂqularlsation of the accommodationhas been made i$~~
limited to general paol. No doubt, the resacndent |
No,2 Directorate of Estates had issued a letter
dated 6.5, 94 cancelllng the allotment of ‘the quarter'
in the name of anpllcant No gl Shrl Udai Ram after ’:
his r&tlrement but,they statE,,reailsing their : ,
error that they had no jurisdiction over Press Pool o
Accommodation, they withdrew that letter V1de | ;
their subsequent letter dated 30.9,94, and this factf

has not been challenged by the applicant in ,any

re joinder, Further more respondent ﬁo.wfiuﬁneral
Manager, Govt., of India Press) in his reoly has |
also stated that the applicant No.2, who is employed
in Communication Ministry, is entitled to geﬁ’ |
accommod ation only in General Pool and is not :
entitled for regularisation af accammodaﬁiOnVWhich*lfi:?

stood allotted to his father from the Press ?@cl andf(f-;

the Delhi High Court in CW No, 2927/89 had uph$ld
these contentions made by them, ‘which have al?@:bégf"'




.ffirmed by the Hon'ble Supreme Court that the
accammodatian in the press gaol‘cauld heither be,
retained nor could be regularised in the name of
the persons who were not entitled to Press Pool
Accommodation, There is no rebuttal to this averment

by the applicants eiﬁher,in'any re joinder,

5,  In this connection, it has been paintéd

out that the waiting list for Type II sccommodation
in the Press Pool is of 1972 while in General Pool
accommod ation, it is dated 25,5,63 while applicant

No.2 had been admitted to Govt, service only sometime |

A , 4
in 1992, o fomabeats,

6, In So far as the judgments in two O,As relied
upon by the applicant are concerned, copies of which
_have been annexed with the R,A,, neither of them lay 5
down any law on the subject and were passed having
regard to the facts and 61r6umstances of those
particular cases. In the absence of any law belnq

laid down, it cannot be said that the accommodation

in the press pool allgtted‘to a Govt. press empia?ee
who subsequently retired, may be reqularised in the
namé of his son who is eligible only for general ,
pool accommodation, In fact, the case of Q.Q,Nﬁ.iz?alédf
cited by the applicant is quite different on facts
because in that case, the aoplicant Smt. R.Bhatnagar
was stated to be entitled for Type 'D' accommodation
from Delhi Administration as well as the general

pool ., In other words, he was entitled to accommodation
in both pools which is not the case here.'Similarly,,' 
in 9.,A.No 1167/93 also R.P.Ramesh & another Vs. JJI

there is no finding that the persons entitled to geaerai

pool accommodation, are eligible for regalarlsatlsa

A




 iaf press oool accammadatlun. No daubt a d'§ect
had been issued in that G.A. to allot the |
applicant's suitable acwmmodati:m on adhoc basis
or other/?ésper rules acccrdmg to his entitl@men‘t |
4111 such allotment he had been allowed to remain’ o
,accommo&atlon in guestion , but that direction |
also was issued on the facts and circumstancas of

that yartxcular'case and did not lay down any 1@@ ;
on the point. k -
7.  The spplicant can claim no enforceabls rlght
for regulamsatwn of accommodation from the
press pool Nthh stood allotted in the name of hi&
father, and he also cannat claim any enforc@able
righf to be allottad ho any altemative accommor:i;aftiaa
having ?‘egard ‘to the fact that the running date
of prlarlty for Type 'B' accommodation to which
the appllcant is eﬁntiﬁfld in general pool ‘is
25 1. 63 Whlle examining “che apolicant's case wh@
| joined the service barely 2-3 years back , we caﬂﬁﬁﬁf?i
be oblivious of the fact that there are persaas4; 
who are waiting in the queue for this type of |
accommod ation for over 30 years,‘ mere ly because 't,hay

“are not before us.
8.,  In the result, no grounds have been made aut
t0 warrant any review Of’thevjudgment dated },8,?1, %
and this review application is rejected,

»?”/, ,/;
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