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Neu Delhi, this the 11th day of Duly, 1996

Hon»ble Smt. Lakshmi Suaminathan, Member (D)

I.Shri Chander Pal, 2. f^S^ate^^^cS^hra,
s/o Shri Ar3un Ram, r/oE-253,Kiduai NagaraW.Dslhi
£-253, Kiduai Nagar, r/ot. ̂  Applicant^
Neu Delhi o

By Advocate; Shri B» Krishan
\/s«

1. Director,
Directorate of Estates,
4th Floor, C Uing,
Nirman Bhauan,
Neu Delhio

2. The Estate Officer,
Directorate of Estates,
4th Floor,B Uling,
Nirman Bhauan, Respondents
Neu Oelhio

By Advocate; Shri MoK® Gupta
]
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This application has been filed by the applicant ;

being aggrieved that respondent No.1 has failed to reguiariaf^

the allotment of the premises bearing No.E-253,Kiduai Nagar,

Neu Delhi in his name, although according to hi® ho satisfi^^

all the provisions of the rules® In the meantime another ;

iapugned order dated 7®2.96, uhich has been passed undax

section 5 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised

occupants) Act,l97l ordering eviction of the applicaot^o ^
father, uho uas originally allotted the quarter,

has been stayed by Tribunal's order dated 6®3®95 uhich hap

been continued from time to time®
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=  the applicac-t's , '
t> nta of the case are2, Tha brief fao

in the Centraifather, "ho uas uotkl 9 giiotted the
Health and ^„„aer the Whiatry ^ ^pp^ihted

„tired fro» aervice - ^ „0h oh , :
h» ' ^3 had aubaltted ah

nt states that na1.7.86. Tha appUca , ,^3 3Uot»nt of the afore-;
for regularisation o-a application dated 22.S,94

• _ his naroe v/rde aPP
aald quarter gi„3n to ;, :

He aubhita that no reply ha

•"• •••"•"""' „ «...... »- ■
v nP the quarter toallotment Oft ^y the reepondentp.

and an eviction «der pasaed by . ,
neal for the appltoahtIB Kriehan, learned cou

®  ho.1 residing uithZ.father
the appiiqhnt£haa been real

=  „ farther aubmits that hie HfUl .
- the .onth Of luly, a^; :

Has not been deduc a ^
that too inadvertently by theHO submits that aubaequently
and Family Uel ar

-4 4-hn atncunt 01 """itself recovered the ^
To tha circuDetanceSff

.S Olicant in Auguet.1995. In the cirthe^applic foifue the condition
a  ounsel submits that as he fulfitelearned counse .uitaiste

voim in his nassj ©,  , ,tion of the quarter ^ ni
for regularisa

oHonts to do QQoK  niuen to the respondentsdirection may be 91
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4o Shri PioKo Gupta, learned counsel for the respondents

has submitted that . there is no dispute that tha

applicant has, in fact, been staying in the quarter sritb

his father, uho has since retired from the Govto servicej nocf

is entitled to the same type of- quarter* He has submitted

that for the period of one month the applicant tarongiy uithdren

the HRA* Later in order to become eligible for ad hoc

allotment/regularisation in accordance u ith the rules, the

applicant got the HRA for July, I99i deducted from his pay

fCr August,l995o Therefore, he submits that strictly

speaking the applicant has failed to fulfil the conditions

prescribed under the rules and hence his request had beao

rejected-and he had been informed accordingly by respondent

Nool by letter dated 16o1*96o The receipt of this lattero

houever, has been denied by the learned counsel for the

applicanto

5o I have carefully considered the arguraents of both

the learned counsel ffor the parties-and the recordo

60 The relevant rules for allotment on ad hoc basis/

regularisation provides that when a Govto servant, uho lo an

allottee of General Pool accommodation, retires from Gouta

service, his/her son, unmarried daughter or uife or husband,

as the case may be, can be, allotted accommodation from ths

General Pool on ad hoc basis , provided the said relation is
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a Gov/to servant and is eligible for allottnent of ©ccoKOOdstit,

in General Pool and had been continuously residing uith tbo

retiring Govto servant for atleast three years ioQ^iateiy
/

preceeding the date of his/her retiretaanto The rsspondanici

have admitted that the applicant is entitled for General

Pool Type 'ft' accommodation. Thais-^ only objection seams to

be that he had not draun the HRA only since #1991

whereas he should have not drawn the HRA also for the raonfe^i

of 3uly,l99lo It is, however, not disputed that the amcynt :

HRA paid to the applicant for the month of 3ulyol991 haa
applicant's .

since been recovered by the office from the^pay of Augustjly^

It is.seen that the respondents have nowhere allagad that the

applicant had wilfully or fraudulently drawn the HRA fos

the m-onth of 3uly,l99l and the learned counsel for the

applicant has submitted that this had been inadvertently

for one month
paid by the office^to the applicanto It is also not diap£r!;©t

that the applicant fulfils all the other eligibility sanditfiu

as laid down in the rules for allotroent/regularisation ojf

the quarter Noe£.>253, Kidwai Nagar,Neu Oelhio

7o In the facts and circumstances of the casa, tha

impugned order dated 16o1 •96(Annexure R-1) rejecting tho

applicant's request for regularisation of the said quarter

in his name is quashed and set asidea The respondents



^  are directed to pass a fresh • ..p ao d rresn order in terms of tS

^  ̂ -P-=ant aa..amu„,the eligibilit), conditions prescribed under the rules ,
Ihciuding the deduction of HRA for the nonth of 3ul„,99i.
8- Socordingly, the impugned order of suiction dated
7.2.96 is also quashed and set aside. Int •

asioeo Interim orders

Q  dated 6,3.96 are also uacatsd.

9. 0.«. is disposed Of as aboee. No costs
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