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1. The 3ecretary,
fiinistry of Urban Uevelogpment
Nirman Bnawan,
New Delhi,

2. Director of Estates
Govt., of India
Nirman Bhawan,

New Delh1i,

3, Superintendet of Police
€8I, SIVIv,
Govt. of India, Sgmarat hHotel, ,
6th floor, New Delhi,

4, Lirector Leneral, .
AIR, Parliament Street, BN
New Belhi.110001. cen Respcndonts

( sgvocate: Sh, M.M. 3Sudan)

(Ruth (oral)

Hon'ble 3hri R.K. Ahocoja, M(A)

The applicant is working as safaiwala In LBI
since 7.4.93. He states that he has been staying
continuously with his father who was werking
gs Farash; in the Govt. qQartee alletted w hin,

at Sector II, (.;r.i\lo.1070, K Puram, vew Delni

. . . e
from the time he joined _overmment service, ra fuifills
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ail the requirements laig down s per 1ulas

for achoc allotment of Govt, accommodaticn

to the relaticns of the retiring govt, servant,

The above claim is ccntested by the respcndsents

who state that oﬁeoof the conditions laid doun

in the rules for adhoc al;otment to the depéencent;/
relaticns is that they should not claim the house
rent after joining service, In the przsent case

the applicant on joining service w.e.f. 7.4.,93

has claimed HRA upto 31.8.93,. For this reascn

the applicant is not elicible for the facility

of adhoc allotment and the applicaticn maue foOr

this purpose has been 1rightly rejected,

2., Shri Gyan Prakash, 1d, counsel for the
applicant submits tﬁat the applicant is an un cucwted
person and was not aware of the rules and since the
cBl had:BiffeIent pool %rom the General Pool sarlizr,
the applicant had no hope of getting allotment

unaer the Iu;eé for allotment of houses ta depencants,
In these circumstances he had claimed HRA but

later on realising his mistake he had deposited tho
money back ant alsoc cbtained a recsipt for ths s.rz,
Shii Gyan Prakash alsc submitted that the respcndents
are not considering the claim of the applicant aft r

HRA amount received by the applicant had been 12funced

to the guthorities, %roof to that effect have buian subiittos,
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3.7 1 have consider=ad the pleadings on recerd
and the arguments of the ld, counsel on either side,
It is an admitted fact that applicant had drawn
the HRA from 7,4,93 to 31.8,93. Thercfore, he
was not entitlaJto the benefit cof govt, accommoud. .t acn
under the ruless which is extended to the dependents
of the retiring govt. employses, Uncoubtealy, the
applicant refunded the mocney on account of HR&
and this was done on 19,7.95 when the father cof the
applicant hau%.retired on 31.3.95 . Clecrly, the
refund of the amount made by the applicant was 40
aftertncught ang done even after the retiremunt
of his'fatﬁer. The allotment made in favc.r cf
the father had been cancelled on 1.,8,95 which was
later extended on medical grounds for two mcrtha rcrs,
The claim of the applicant for the allotment tc
dependents arose at the time his father 1etir-.d

| ds,
from servige and at that time heﬂ;efunoed the i A,
Even otherwise, the respondents were fully entitle&
to reject the application c¢n the ground that ibr gpplicint ;
did not fulfil the necessary conaoiticns for such an
allotment,
4, 5hri Madhu Sudan, 1d, counzel for the
respondents pointed out that. in case the spplicant
claims that he was stayihg with his father then

the claim made by him while getting the RRA
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would not entitle him for such considesaticn, 1

also agree with the visw of the 1d. counsel

for the respondents, Having claimed the HRA
¥

the applicant was no longer entitlaito the ben:fit

of adhoc allotm it under the 1ules ang the fact

that he refunaoed the money after the retirement

cf nis father i does not change the

£ 0 theire is no reason to interfere with thouir

N AR W) *

decision,
5. ohri Lyan Prakash, 1d, counsel in this

context also submitted that the responaents uid

not take into account the refunding of the hki anu

sought the direction to the respondents that

they may ccnsider the case on that basis, Since

I ﬁave already found that the decisicn of the

lespcndents was taken on valid ground, there

is no.justification in éiving them any directicn

that they may further cornsider the case cn the
that

ba:is 7 the HRA had been refunded,

6. In view of the above discussions, the

application is dismissed, There shall be no

crder as to cost,
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