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Central Aoministratiue Tribunal

Principal Bench

CM 2ll'8i9/9 5 V ^

Neu Delhi, the llth April, 1995.

hun'ble Bhri R.K. Ahooja, fienber^A)

ihri P. Ankaisr. .. AppllCui,t
R/o S-II/1 070, R-K Puram
iMeu Delhi .

(  Aouocate; Sh. Cyan Prakash)

v/ursus

1. The Secretary,
Piinistry of Urban Development
Nirman Bhauan,

Neu Delhi,

2. Director of Estates
Gcvt. of India
Nirman Bhauan,
Neu Delhi.

3. Superintendet of Police
CBI, si\yiu,
Govt. of India, Samarat Hotel,
6th floor, Neu Delhi.

4. Director General,
air, Parliament Street, - ^
Neu Delhi.110001. ... Reapcndrnt:

(  Advocate; Sh. fi.fi. Sudan)

LRdER (oral)

Hon'ble Shri R.K. Ahooja, H(A)

The applicant is uorking as Safaiuala ;.n d81

since 7,4,93. He states that he has been staying

continuously uith nis father uho uas uoikinp

§3 Farash, in the Govt, quartee allotted to hin

at Sector II, Or, No, 1 070, RK Puram, ijeu Delni

O

from the time he joined _overnment service. Ha fulfil



1/

ail the r equ ir ems nts laid doun per lulas

for aahoc allottnent of Gout, accommodat ic n

to the relations of the retiring gout, servant.

The above claim is contested by the respondents

uho state that one- of the conditions laid doun

in the rules for adhoc allotment to the depanoents/

relations is that they should not claim the hou-jS

rent after joining service. In the pre sent case

the applicant on joining service u.e.f. 7.4.93

has claimed HRA upto 31.6.93. < For this reascn

the applicant is not eligible for the facility

of adhoc allotment and the applicaticn maue fcr

this purpose has been rightly rejected,

2, 3hri Cyan Prakash, Id. counsel for the

applicant submits that the applicant is an un- cucated

person and uas not auare of the rules and since the

CBI had°diff er ent pool from the General Pool earlier,

the applicant had no hope of getting allotment

unoer the rules for allotment of houses to. depencents.

In these circumstances he had claimed HRm but

later on realising his mistake he had deposited the

money back ana also obtained a receipt for tha s.-.r.3.

Snri Gyan Prakash also submitted that the respchc'ants

are not considering the claim of the applicant aft r

HRh amount received by the applicant had been lafunced

to the authorities^^^roof to that effect have b^en subii itt



3.- I have considerad the pleadings on roccid

and the arguments of the Id. counsel on either .ide.

It is an admitted fact that applicant had drawn

the HRA from 7.4.93 to 31.8.93. Therefore, he

was not entitlaito the benefit of gov/t. acccmmcd tian

under the rules which is extended to the dependents

of the retiring gov/t. employees. Unooubteoly, the

applicant refunded the money on account of HRA

and this was done on 19.7.95 when the father of the

applicant hajk retired on 31.3.95 , ClOc.rly, tne

refund of the amount made by the applicant was an

aftertncught and done ev/en after the retirement

of his father. The allotment made in fav/c.r cf

the father had tbieen cancelled on 1.B.95 which was

later extended on medical grounds for two months r; ci e.

The claim of the applicant for the allotment to

dependents arose at the time his father letir-.d

from serv/iee and at that time he^rafunded the tt A,

Euen otherwise, the respondents were fully entitlai

to reject the application on the ground that the applic-.!

did not fulfil the necessary conoiticns for such an

allotment.

^ ̂ 5hri fladhu Sudan, Id. counsel for the

respondents pointed out that.in case the applicant

claims that he was staying with his father than

the claim made by him while getting the hh'A

(5w-
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uculd not entitle him for such c ons ide} at i on . I

also agree uith the uiau of the Id. counsel

for the respondents. Having claimed the HRA

the applicant uas no logger entitlsk/to the bsnsfit

of adhoc allotire i.t under the lules ana the fact

that he refunoed the money after the retiiement ,

cf his father does not change the ^

•5i«Kx|y^•—r^ theie is no reason to interfere uith th-ir

d ec is i on.

^  5. Shri Gyan Prakash, Id. counsel in this

context also submitted that the responoents aid

not take into account the refunding of tha HRA ana

sought the direction to the respondents that

they may ccnsider the case on that basis. Since

I  have already found that the decision cf the

^  lespondents uas taken on valid ground, there
is no justification in giving them any direction

that they may further consider the case cn tha

that

baois y the HRA had been refunded.

6. In view of the above discussions, the

application is dismissed. There shall be no

order as to cost.
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scs


