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CENTRAL administrative TRIBUNAL

PRINCIPAL BENCH; NEW DELHI

O.A. No. 818/1996

New Delhi this the 0^/^ Day of February 1998

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

1. Shri Dinesh Kumar Sharma,
Son of Shri L.D.Sharma;
working as LDC in the Registry of
Principal Bench of
Central Administrative Tribunal,
New Delhi and residing at 1240
Gulabi'' Bagh, New Delhi.

2. Shri L.D. Sharma,
Son of Shri Tika Ram Vaid,
retired as Head Clerk from
Directorate of Economics SStatistics,
Govt. of National Capital Territory of
Delhi and residing at 1240
Gulabi Bagh,
Delhi.

(By Advocate: Shri B. Krishan)
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The Secretary,

Land & Building Department,
(Estate Branch),
Govt. of National Capital Territory of Delhi,.
Vikas Bhawan, New Delhi-110 002.

The Director of Estates,
Directorate of Estates,

4th Floor, 'C Wing,
Nirman Bhawan,

New Delhi. Respondenta

(Dept. Representative : Shri Kaushal Kumar, Asstt.j

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

The applicant No. 1 joined service as Lower

Division Clerk in the Central Administrative Trihun.3.l

w.e.f. .5.5.1992. His father, applicant No. 2 was, at

that time, working under the National Capita'L

Territory of Delhi and was allotted a house bearing

No. 1240 Type II, Gulabi Bagh, Delhi belonging to thi?

Delhi Government Pool. Applicant No. 1 submits tha':
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he was throughout, after joining the services of

Central Government, residing with his father and ' fpt;

that reason did not claim any House Rent Allowailce. >

Applicant No. 2 retired from the service of NCJ: of

V  r

Delhi w.e.f. 31.12.1995. Thereafter, applicant No. 2

gave a representation to Respondent No. 1 to

regularise the accommodation allotted to his iathar

1.e., applicant No. 2, in his favour. This

representation, however, was rejected by Respcndent

No. 1 vide letter No. F. 1 (1240)/95/RRC/G'-B dated

6.2.1996 (Annexure A-1). It is aggrieved by this

order of rejection that the applicants have doaie ■

before the Tribunal seeking a direction that the hOUSG

in question be regularised in favour of applicant No.

1 w.e.f. 1.5.1996.

2. Respondent No. 1 has filed a reply stating :

that the house belongs to the Delhi Government Pool

while Applicant No. 1 is entitled to an allotment only

from the General Pool. It is for that reason that the -

request of the applicants has been rejected.

3. When the matter came up for a final hearing,

Shri B. Krishan, the learned counsel for the applicant

drew my attention to a number of orders passed by this

Tribunal in similar cases wherein inter—pool exchange

of Government accommodation was involved. In a

similar case of Sanjeev Joshi and Others ■ Vs.

Secretary, Ministry of Urban Development & Others

in OA No. 1257/96 decided on 15.1. 1998, the'
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.-stion l„„ol„ea an Xnten PooX xnana.en
Safdarjung Hospital Pool and fho r

^"■5 the General Pool. i, „a3
irected by the Tribunal that the n-cnat the Directorate dfBstatea, reapondent i therein and the Medieal

Superintendent, Safdar.iunp Hoapital should consider. ^
question of Inter-pool exchange and decide the

=a™e „ithin a period of four .onths fro. the date of ■

such ti«.- decision „as taben, the applicant should not be
evicted from the quarter- •quarter, m question.

4. During the course of the argument, it „as also
POfhted out by Shri Krishan that the Directorate of

c33t©c3 5 5 1 QQ75.5.1997, and that of s.t. Sus.a Pandey
Vide order dated 17 lo i qq^:0.1996, allowed inter-oool :
exchange of accommodation between the Delhi G„

ueihi Government .
oo and the General Pool.

1  ̂OPeared on behalf of Pespondent
Respondent No. 2.

6. On perusal of th(= ^cne records i find th;:.*- i-u
Government

3.11 Lr "035(9,/a9-Pol.„ dated33 ' / . exohange of Government
accommodation a#-, j ■ to this o«, inter-pool
exchange may be permitted in cases h

cases where officers?
accommodation in one pool are transferred to •

they become entitled to a diffe ^
accommodation. Although, .

this OM is
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limitea only to the oases of transfer of officers
between Government of Delhi and the Government of
India, once the principle of exchange of pool
accommodation is conceded, there is no reason that the

same principle may not apply in case of ad hoc
allotments.
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7. AS mentioned earlier, the applicants have also

been able to point out that such cases of inter-pool
transfer between the Delhi- Government and the General.
Pool have occurred in the past,. Respondent' No. 1 says>
that this was done in the rarest of the rare

circumstances. Since the circumstances in which Such

exchanges were allowed have not been mentioned, it,

cannot be said as to how these differ from the case of

the applicant and why the same concession cannot be
granted to the applicant^'herein.

3^ In the light of the above discussion, and

following the orders of this Tribunal in OA

1257,/96, the present OA is also disposed of with the

direction that Respondent No. 1 will, in consultation

with. Respondent No. 2 consider the question of intsar-

pool exchange of house allotted to applicant No. 2 and
decide the request of the applicants for

regularisation in favour of Applicant No. 1. ihip-

will be done within a period of four months from tne

date of receipt of a copy of this order. Till sue:n

time a decision is taken, the applicants will not be
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question. This
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./evicted from the quarter in _
however, be wifh ♦- will,
res ^ P'^ejudice to the right of
-sponaents to cZia„ rent as pe.

™e OS is disposed of as ah
order as t »="c-aer as to costs.

*Mittal*

(R.K, AhoQ'jal
^oitrbor
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