
IN THE CENTRAL ADMTNTSTRATTVE TRIBUNAL,
PRINCIPAr. BENCH.

NEW DEf ,!"(T

Date of Decisionj 01.06.199?

ah 1445/92

BABU RAM ... APPLICANT.

VS.

UNION OF INDIA S. ORS. ... RESTONDEN^rS.

COR.AM:

THE HON'BLE SHRT .I.P. SHAIW,. MEMIER (J).

For the Applicant •-> SHRI B.S. MAINEE

For the Respondent

1. Wliether Reporters of l.;x::al jrapsrs iik-sy •(
be allcswecl to sfjf? the ivjdgcsKait ?

2. To be referrc^I to the Rep:>rtvjr::i or not?

JUDGEMENT (ORAf,)

(DELIVERED BY f-DN'Br.E SHRI J.P. Sf-PUW.,MEMBER(J). )

The appl icant Bc-ibn Eani was irtssd as

Class IV ill 1958 and was proiTotrci iii Class -ITI as

ParcssI Clerk at, Ifeiilway Stat.lon, r:elhi In 1972. In

1970, he wiss allottixl a Railway Quarter. He was

transferred to Anted a Cantt in 1985. In the foonth

of Oot.f>l::®r, 1986 from ti'iere ir;? was transferred to

Dhuri. He was agaiii rxisted tack to Delhi in May,

1987. On his re-posting lie was issufjd a notices of

cancel lati.on of allotment in July, 1987. The

arrdicant appro«:;he<l the Distri.ct Judge, Itelhi.

under Fhde 9 of the PP Act, 1971 and the District.

Jc



:iijdcK3 rxisrenckid the ifBttef observing thiat si.nc^e the

i's to have now 3tay<'5ci fr>> atxxit

thfT>e years the Estate Off:k?esr fray consider his

case for rrijaiilarisati.on.. The Estate (Jff:ir»sc trf

exs.irse again turned drswri ttie rrjqnest of the

ariplicant. wiso adorrtsid the st;!TO5 leKjat tine of

challenge under Seiot.ion 9 of the 14' Act, 1971 and

ttse Distr-iATt Judge agair> rej«:±rsl ttscit t<y tticj order

rtstal 1,4.9?. On the reirertion of the sotos, tire

Estate OfficArs" -isstirid an order :in es&siitrori of t,he

order of the Estate Offi.cer rassed earlier for

delivery of rxnssession by evict:;.tin tlie ajrjrlicant.

The lerrrned csxinsel in this case has.

therefr:ire, cttallentyd the order dated 14.5.92,

I have hreiird ttie learned cotinsel for the

arirJi^Arnt at grrsatisr' length arrd tire csrse was

rrr-cevisd for . indgerrierit. After the second case was

t;.at;t;n up, the kesrofrd cx:)iinsel aoBxn rerirrestrd that

he wants to w:ithdraw it as dtrring the course of the

BrqmvBats t:J-ii;:;re wrts a gt,ter-ry prt t:o tire learrred

crourisel tlrat: tJre order of tire District. Jt.doe dated

1,4,.92, has not been challenged, l-fe, f.hetefure,

irrtnts to wittidraw the application.

In trtii?; above ci.rr:x.!mstances, the l«rmed

txiunsel is allowrd to wittidraw this

according t.o Itrw.

I "

i.c.at.i.on,



H:A»»;'Ver . the counsel t»rsists that

justice should te done and he shra.ild te allowed to

withdraw the applicat.icsn with liberty to file

rinottier- j;fnnli.i::;at.ixyn,

In ttte above ci. rcumstances. the appli ci:!tnt

shall te frrsrij to file anotter application, subject

to law of limitation.

( J.P. SHARMA 1
MEMBER (J)

01.06.92


