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„„„. SHRI P.K. »H0D3». «E"ER ' «

„  ,h, this 14>.H ■"* Hot/ember 1996.Mew 0 e 1 h 3. j t n i er
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Shri Birender Kumar Rauats'. lt. Shtl Rshbit ,Sln,h R.»at
otLibb a, Paon uhdarRssistant Conlibllar of Stationa-,

Regional Stationary Depot,
N e t a j 3. N a g a r
N E U 0 E L H I

and resident of
Sector IL, 131
R . K . P U r a m ,
!\1 E 111 D E L H I. .

(In person

.  .Applicant

V s'.

■(0'

1  .

2 .

The Director of Estates
Directorate of Estates
Ath Floor, Nirman Bhauan
' C ' N.i n g
Mew Delhi.

The Estate Officer
Directorate of Estates
4th floor, B Wing
Mirman Bhauan
MEW DELHI.

.Respondents

By Adwocate w'r s . Pratima K . G u p t a ^

ORDER (ORALl

1 - mf'c father uho uas an allotteeThe applicant s rarnei

of house M o . 1 91 . Sect or II, R•K . P u r a m Mew D G ]. h i )

Packer in Regional Stationary

ired on 2.6.1990- Ihe applicant
ionate appointment on

and uas uorking as a

Depot, Netaii Nagar, exp

thereafter applied for compass
•  F-, Ktc TPnneS't, UJ3S tskGH)22.6.90, but since no decision on his request
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he approached this Tribunal vide 0A; 1739/199A. Vide

its order dated A'. A.1995, the Tribunal directed the

respondents to consider the claim of the applicant.

Thereafter the respondents offered appointment to the

post of. Peon to the applicant, vide annexure A-7 and

the applicant joined service in the Regional Stationary

Depot, Netaji Nagar, on. 15.9.95. He submits that he

gave his application for regularisation of the premises

allotted to his father and in the prescribed form as

per Annexure A-9. However, hi. s application for

regularisation was rejected by the respondents vide

letter dated p/2/95, at Annexure A-2. The applicant

is aggrieved that even though the delay in compassionate

appointment was entirely on account of the respondents,

his request for regularisation of the premises allotted

to his late fatWer has been 'rejected without assigning

any reason. Thereafter, the respondent Mo.2, the Estate

Officer, has also issued an Eviction Order dated 26.4.96

even though the applicant had explained the position

before respondent Mo.2. He has now approached the

Tribunal in the present OA seeking directions to the

respondents to regularise the allotment of the said

quarter to him.. ■ ■

2. The respondents in the reply have sub.mitted

that the quarter allotted to the late^ father of the
I

applicant could not be regularised as the compassionate

appointment was secured after the prescribed period

of 12 months. Due opportunity was afforded to the

applicant to be heard by the Estate Officer before
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the impugned eviction orders were passed. The respon

dents submit th,at the applicant has no case.

3^ I hav/e heard the learned counsel for the

respondents , 1^1 r s. P .K . Gupta, today . Unfortunately ,

Shri B. Krishan, Id. counsel- for the app1icant, was

not present and hence his assistance could not be taken.

The learned counsel for the respondents submits that

in OA No.408 7 96 and other related OAs by a Division

Bench, this Tribunal in 'its order dated 4.11.96 has

held that wherever compassionate appointment of the

ward ha°s taken place after 12 months of the death of

the employee and after the expiry of the period of

.  one month thereafter allowed, under the orders of the

Minister incharge-, no relief can be afforded by issuing

a  direction to respondents to regularise the appointment

In this order, the Division Bench has relied on the

case of S.S. Tiwari Us. Union of India & ors. 'Writ

[pB petition lSsii'ivill No.5B5 of 1994 1

^  l ' am in respectful agreement with the

conclusions of the Division Bench in the aforesaid

\  case. The facts of the present-case are also squarely

covered by the aforesaid judgement in OA 408/96 and

allied cases. Since the compassionate appointment

of the applicant has taken place well after 12 months,

in fact nearly five years, of the death, of his father,

contd. .. 4/-
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there is no ground for regularisetion of the allotment
of the premises to the applicant.

o

in v/ieu of the above position, the OA is

dismissed. No order as to costs.
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