
sIN THE central ADPIINISTRaTIUE TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH

p  NEU DELHI

0*Ae No. 425/96 Oa&9 oT decision 3="12£*1996

Hon'bie Smt,Lakshmi Suaminathan, {"Ismber (J)

I.Prafood Kumar s/o Sb. (Lat2e)Braham Singh

2oSmtoCharno Oavi ud/o Late Sb.Braham Singh,
8/0 Qr.No,688,39ctor-1,R,K,Purem,
Neu Delhi,

o,. Applic cntG
(By Adv/ocate Shri Yogesh Sharma )

Vs.

1. Union of India through the Secretary
ninistry of Science & Technology,
Daptt.of Metrology,Govt.of India,
'"'ausam Bhauan, Neu Delhi,

2. The Director General of 1*1 aterology,
Govt.of India, Mausam Bhauan, Lodi Road,
Neu Delhi.

3. The Estate Officer,
Directorate of Estates,
Nirman Bhauan, Neu Delhi.

00 • Respondents
(By Adv/ocate Shri. Madhav/ Panikar through
proxy Counsel Shri D.^anerjee)

0 R D E R (oral)

(Hon'bie Smt,Lakshmi Suaminathan, Member (3) '

The griav/ance of the applicants in (bhis cpso is

against the order passed by the respondents dated 14.2,1995

directing them to uaCate the premises occupied by thsn i. g,i :

quarter No. 688,Secior-I, R.K.Puram, Neu Delhi. This

accommodation had been allotted to the applicant's father

during his service period uho has^expired on 5.2,5392<> In

this order, it has been mentioned that as par rules, tho

allotment of the quarter, therefore, stands CiihOQlled

5,2i1993, H'ou8\/er, the family of the deceased smployGe

Has Continued to-reside in that quarter.

2. By the interim order doted 27, 2. 19965 the Tribunal

had restrained the respondents from dispossessing ths

applic£int frcm the aforesaid quarter uhich has bocn oontinu

till date.
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3, The main contention of Shri Yogash Sharnas, learnscl

p- counsel for the applicantlis that after the death of tha fothor;

the applicant, tha son^has been appointed on ccmpasoicnato

grounds on 804, 1993. He further submits that even though tha

appointment uas beyond-ffeeperiod of 12 months after the death

of tha father, at that time the respond ante had rGguiarised

allotment of the quarter in the name of the dependonts of the,

deceased employees. He further submits that as pdr the

respondents* reply itself, it can be seen that tho than,,

ninister of Urban Oavelopmant had condoned the do?ay of cna ;
/L ' .

year, but regularisation could not be given effect to for

uant of clearance of dues, yhich has been subsagjuently dcna

vide receipt dated 3o8o96 and 19o9o95, Another submisoion

made by the learned counsel for the applicant is that no

order.ha^ean passed by the respondents on the representation
made by the applicant dated 17.6.93 for regularisation of the

qUarte r in his name on ad hoc basis.

The respondent s have filed their reply and I havo : ir 0

heard Shri 3.Banerjpe,laarned proxy counsel for tho rosponcontb.

He submits that in the light of the judgment of the HQn''bl0

Supreme Court in the recent case of Shiv Saogr Tiuari Vs,Union,

of India and Ors (Urit PetitinnCCiwil) No. 585 of 199d) yhich

has been fpllou.ed by the Division Bench of the Tribunal in

flanoj Kumar flishra .Vs. U.0.1 & Ors(OA Wo.408/96 toget-har

connected cases), decided on, 4. 11. 1996, since admittadly tha

applicant had not secured appointment on compassionate grounds

uithin a .period of 12 months, a.s required under tho rules, ha

is not entitled for regularisation of, the quartor, in quaation''

He has also submitted that even though the then Minirtar for

Urban Development had condoned, the delay, in vieu of tha
judgment of the Supreme Court it uas not possible to aCcsda tc

to ibhe request pf . the applicant for regularisation of tho

^  quarter contrary to the provision of rules.
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5« The facts in itbis cass are not disputsd# Tho

p> applicant has not been appointed on compassionotJ ground^
after the death of the father within a period cP 12 □cnthOf
as prescribed under the relevant instructionsj C,ri„ dntCfd '
13,4.89, The stand taken by tho recponJd?
in this Case cannot,therefore, be faulted as boing aithat
arbitrary^ unreasonable or contrary to the rules, f^areiy
because the then Minister had condoned the delay dooa nit

entitle the applicant to have the quarter regularised
in his nanie, contrary to Ithe rtj-ies, in particular,having
regard to the j udgm ant/order passed by the Suprecia Court
in Shiv Sagar Tiuari's case(sUpra) which has baen follawad '
by the Tribunal in Manoj Kumar Mishra's caseCSupra), In
this view of the matter, I find no meritin this cas6. The
application is ,Siher8forB, dismissed. Interim ord.~!r catod
27, 2,1996 stands vaCated, No order as to costs,

(Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Plambar (3)
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