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IN THJi: CENTRAL AWINISTRATIVE TRItillNAl.
PRINCIPAL BENCH,, NSW DEI-HI

OA 2289/92

Smt. Sushi.la Kumari
I

vs.

Union of India a Anr.

* *

04.09.1992

. .Arpiici^'"'!^

Respondents

CORAM :

K)N'BJ:..E SHRI .3.P. SHAf^MA, MIMIER (J)

For tr>e Appli.c:ant

For the Ftespondents

...Shri Ashok Aqqarwai

...None
: ...r

1, Wliet.her Rtepc-uters of loc^l pai5ers may
be ark:!iwed to see the Ji.jdqefrR^nt?

2. To te referred to the Rep(.>rter or not.?

judgeme:nt (oral)

(CM.IVCl?ED BY. HON*B[.-E SiHRI J.P. SHARMA, MI-MiER <J)

The applicant, Smt.Si(.)shila Kumari is the daijphter of a

retiree, Sliri. Budh Ram, who was employ^atl as a lashkar in the

Air Force Station, Tuqhlakabad under reispondent No.2. It is

averred that said &hri. Biwih Ram, durinq the course of his

enfploymejnt, was alIott«^d Onarter No.T-6/3 Vayusenated, N^

Delhi-llO 062 and before his retirement in May, 1992, the

dat)Qhter of the applicant alj^:»adY qot an e^mployment with the

restx^ndents and she l.s said to tiave b«?n workii'iq si.m:» 1989
and is said to have been reqularised w.e.f. 31.1.1991. It is

al^waverml in the applio:^tioin that the applicant has not

paid any H.R.A, since Aixrust, 1991 and a dociHfient. in

proof thereof has be^^^n aniwxed with the OA at p-15 (Annexure

F). The learned counsel for appli^mt has been heard on

admission. The representation has been rmnde by the applic-ant
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1„ .«2 also h«. t-h. r«sr.v«tant,
.avenot vat. coo.xde«a that .aonasentatlor, for
roqalarlsatioh/allotawt of the said mwarter, said to te in
occt^ti«, of the ^ti^al-oalth the aPoUcant. The
learned oormsel for tte aopllmnt did not annex anv s«h n,le
rriththe aonllcation. hat he stated that there has been a
prarrtioe prevalent with the restondents to reqularise the ^
auarter In favrxir of award of a retiree.^the ward is already
sharinc, aco,»tetion before the retirerent of the Govemeent
servant. Sinrx, the appllent apprehends eviction froe the
said pnwnises. the ptesent application has been filed thcvrh
there is no order aaainst her.

. • After haarinq the learned counsel for the applicant,

Itisoivcr out. that the representation of the applicant has
not vet been disposed of and the mandatory period of
months has not expired. The application is, therefore,
disposed of in the manner that the lespondonts shall dispose
of t.he representation of the applicant, .Smt,. Snshila Kpmari
within a pericd of two months from the date of receipt, of a
copy of this order and till such time, the repmsentatlon is
not disposed of, the applicant shall not. be dispossessed frrrm
thecntarter No.T-h/S Vayusravabad, hew Delhi and ame,rmes

i. already heino availed*Jby her shrould not in any way be
diminished. The appUcant durinq this period shall continue
ontte same terms and conditions as she has oocipied the
q„art.er on the date of this order. If the applicant is still
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aqcrtim/Bd by the iiltitnate decrision of the resfx'^ndents, she fm-jv

assail the same subje>ct, to the .law of i Imitation in tfje

competent fonim. A cor^y of this onder be qiv«^ dasti.

(J.P. SIWW\)
MeMfie;R (j)

04.09.,1992
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