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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRI BUNAL
4 PRINCIPAL BENCH
NEW DELHI.

" Operator in tte Government of India Press, Minto Road,

REGN, NO, 0.A. 2169/89. DATE CF DECISION: 2.12,1991

Sukhdev Parshad . ceos Applicant.
Uersﬁs' |

u,0,1, & Crs, cese Respondents,

CCRAM: THE HON'BLE MR, D.K. AGGARWAL, MEMBER(J).

. For the Applicant, . eee-Mrs Sarla Chandra,
: Counsel,
For the. Respondents, .. Shri N.S, Mehta,
Sr, Standing
. Counsel,

(Judaement by Hen'ble Mr, D,K, Aggarwal)

This claim petition has been Filedvby the above

named applicant, who is at presert posted zs Key: Board

New Delhi. The applicant was originally appointed in
the post of Compositor on 4,5,1970 in the Government
of India Press, Minto Read, New Delhi, He was transfered
as Lino Operater on 6,5,1672 to Government of India
Press, Ring Road, New Delhi,

The dispute relates te Qr, Mo, 41, Ahilya Bai Road,
New Delhi, The background is that the quartér, in quésfion,
was in ocbupation of the applicant's father, The applicant
is in occupstion of the same since the date of his
appointment i,e, 4.5,19270, There was a dispute about tﬁe

rate of rent to the effect whether the applicaent is

liable to psy normal licence fee or at the ma;ket'rate.
This question wes decided by ar order dated 21.12.1874

contéined in Annexure-II at page 19 of the record, whereby

' the applicent was allowsd to retain the quartér in

guestion on payment of normal licence fee 'till he uas
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provided a guarter from Ring Road Prass Fopl, It appears
that the applicant did not press his claim for allotment

of & quarter from the Ring Road Press Pool, However, a

-contrary order to the prejudice of the épplicant was passed

on 11.,9.,1679 as contained in Annexure IV to the claim
petition, whereby the applicant was reqguired to pay the
market rent of the dua:ter in gquestion for the period from
28,12,75 to 23.3.79.‘ There is no reference in the order
dated 11,9.79 about the order dated 21.12.1974. The learned
counsel for the applicant suggested that the competent‘
authority hay be directed to pass 2 speaking order as to

why the terms of the order dated 21,12,1974 have been varied
to the disadvantage of the applicant and the applicant may
be given liberty to file a-fresh petition before the Tribupal,
if so advised, 1In monpihion,.the offer made by the_learhed
counsel Fbr,the applipant appears to be just end proper, .

Thé other point which reguires consideration is about
the allotment of én accﬁmmod;tion to the applicant, which he
is entitled to, according toc the post he is holding, It was .
urged on behalf of the applicant that the applicant was
entitled te Type-III guarter, The lesrned counsel for the
opposite parties did not dispute about it, The,leafned ,
counsel fer the applicant further cﬁntended thét the appliecant
would be satiéfied even iF\a Type-il guartter is sllotted to
him, A suggestion was also made that Quarter No, 35, a Type-II
cuarter, adjaﬁent to Cuarter No, 41, Ahilya Bai Road{Type-1I
quarter) ié available and that a dirsction be made to opposite
éarties.to‘allot him the same, In case, the quartér No, 35,
as suogested, is vacant anc there ié no pressure on the |

compatent authority otherwise, a direction can be made for

its allotment to the applicant, 7}Z\-
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In the result the Application is partly ailoued i
The Opp081te partlas are directed to cansider sympathetlcelly
and as far as possible allot Guarter Neo, 35 (Type~I1) =t

Ahilya Bai Road, Delhi to the applicant, The opposite

- parties are further directed to pass & speaking order

as to why penal rent contra to the terms of the order dated |
21,12.1874 is to be charged from the applicant, within a

perlod of three months of the communlcatlon of this order.

Lt
The applicant shall bc at llberty t?/;§§;ﬁé£a%6 the matter

‘ befcre the Trlbunal 1F ]a) adu1sed if still aggrieved by

the order so passed by the commatent authority,
The Application is accordingly dismissed with no

order as to costs,

T ‘ D,/
(D.X. AAGARUAL) /
MEMBER(J)
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