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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL Ay
PRINCIPAL BENCH "
O.AR. No., 425/96 Dabe of decision 3-12-1995%

Hon'ble Smt,Lakshmi Swaminathan, Mamber (J)

1.Pramod Kumar s/o Sb.(Labe)Braham Singh

2,3mt,Charno Devi wd/o Late 3b.8raham 5ingh,
8/0 qr.No.688,5ector-1,R.K.Puram,
Ney Delhi,
ese fpplicents
(By Advocate Shri Yogesh Sharma )

VS.

1. Union of India through the Secretgry
Ministry of Scisnce & Technulogy,
Deptt.of Mstrology,Govt,of India,
Mausam Bhauan, New Delhi,

2. The Director General of Meterology,
Govk.of India, Mausam Bhawan, Lodi Road,
New Delhi,

3. The tstate Officer,
Directobrate of tstates,
Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi,
- eoo Rospondants
(By Advocate 5hri Madhav Panikar through
proxy counsel Shri J,B8anerjes)

ORDER (ORALJ

(Hon'ble Smt.Laskshmi Swaminathan, Membar (J)

The grisvance of the applicants in Bhis caszo is
against the o:deé passed by the respondents dated 1402,§9961:
directing them to vacate the premises occupied by them i.c, @
quartsr No, 688,Secbor-I, R,K.Puram, New Delhi, This |
accommodation had been allotted to the applicant's fathoer
during his service period who hag?exagred on 5,2,%392, In
thié_qrdsr, it has been mentioned that as par rules, tho
allotment of ths guarter, therafors, stands cuncelled u¢3d5é‘;
5.2,1993, Howsver, the family of tho deceased amployse

Has continued to-residg in thaf quartar,
2. By the interim order dotsd 27,2,1996, the Tritunal
had restrained the respondents from dispossessing tha
applicant frcm the aforesaid quarter which has bhocn anntinucﬁj;j

till date, é
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3, The main contention of Shri Yogesh Sharma, learnzd |
counsel for the applicantlis that after ths death of the Fathir. .
the applicant, ths son,has been appointed on compassicnato ’
grounds on B8,4,1993, He further submits that even thounh the
appointment was beyondthe period of 12 months after ths daath'y

of the father, at that time the respondent had regularisod -

allotment of the guarter in the name of the dependonts of thwf-g'f

deceased employees. He further submits that as pdr tha
respondents® reply itself, it can be seen that tho then, -
/r%mnc": ‘
T oono

Minister of Urban Developmant had condoned the do!ay o
year, but regulariscztion could not be given effeat to fo-
want of clearance of dues, yhich has been subsequently deng
vide receipt dated 3,8,96 and 19.9,95, Another supbmissicn
made by the learned counsel for the gpplicant is that no
qrder,haﬁPeen;passsd by the respondents on the repressntation

made by the applicant dated 17.6,93 for regularisgticn of Zhe .

guarte r in his name on ad hoc basis,

heard Shri J,Banerjes,learned proxy counsesl for tho Tegponaonti,

He submits that in the light of the judgment of thes Hom'bls

Supreme Court in the recspt case of Shiv Sagar Tiwari Vs . Union.

gf Indig and Ors (Writ Petition(Civil) No,.585 of 1984} yhich
has been folloued by the Division Beanch of the Tribunal in

Manoj Kumar Mishra Vs, U.0.1 & Ors(0A No,408/96 togsthar +ith

connscted cases) decided on 4,11,1996, sinca adnitSadly tha
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4, The respondents have filed their reply ant I havo irs

applicznt had not sscured appointment on Compassienata Jround: -

uithin a periocd of 12 months, as required under ths rulesz, ha
s not entitled for regulerisation of the quartor, in quasticn:
He has also submitted that even though tha then Minicter for

UFban_Developmant_had,Qondonad_the_delay, in viey of tha

judgment of ths Suprems Court it was not possible to s65:ds to -

to Bhe reqguest of the .applicant for regularissticn of thao

guarter contrary to the provision of rules,




5. The facts in this case are not disputsd, T
applicant has not been appointed on compassionato grgunds"
after the death of the father within a period of 12 nomtha,

as prescribad under the rslavant instructions, C,M, datﬁﬂi
& -
13.,4,.,89, qzmdiﬁ@/ﬂaymon%hef The stand taken hy tho “3"“QH

in this case cannot,therefors, bs faulted as boing 2ithan
arbltrary)unreasonable or contrary to the rules, Maraly
because the then Minister had condoned the d>lay duoeg not
entitle the applicant to have the quartsr regularised

in his name, contrary to mhe'ruales, in particular,having
regard to ths judgment/order passed by the Suprecne Cours
in Shiv 3Sazgar Tiuwari's case(supra) which has basn fmlluuaﬁ" 
by the Tribunal in Manoj Kumar Mishra's case{Supral. In
this viey of the matter, I find no meritin this casn, Thz
application is ,bherefore, dismissed, Interim ordopr Cated

27,2,1996 stands vacated, No order as to co~ts,

(Smt,Lakshmi Suamlqathan)
Membar (J) :
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