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FOR THE APPf^II '̂*''!
.SLtf^I H.K. GANIaWANI

EO) '̂ THE REISPONDENTS

I Whether Rer^rt.^rs ofis a'ric^ed to see t.he JiKBgementy

2. It, be referred to tl.e Reporter or not?

(im,IVERED BV HON'iy>^ -SHhl J.P.SMAhr.^,

The applicant is aggrieved by the order dt.. 17.1-1992
dt 102 1992. The order dt. 17.1.1992 isand the order dt. 10.

that an alternative acoarfnodation is being allotted
„ .i/> KIP tine is to be vacated by 28.1.1992. The

C)>ia rter No- ,.j 1/ -•> hl.>r '•

Inter at. 10.2.1992 is for further orant of tl« ti» 2.-2.1992
tc,vc«,-.ate the Quarter «o.SV3 KIF ..Ine and to shift to
giarter No.WSlType III) CVD Line, Delhi cantt. The otoiind

b, applicant tbuc -s aHott«i ««a»caation 312S
U- la »» a.4 s-- " """"

tt is fttrtoer stated that the otder of tdianoe of tt« p.t.sent
3o„™..adat,ion to 0.«rter Ho.4425 (Type nl) c»0 Une is
unwarranted and unsustainable.

h



The ^pendent, contested the ahpucehion a«3 filea •
The resets have atso an«x«5 «tth the repty a

tetter dt. 8.4.1992 (Anr>exur« K) which goes to shew
.ehtead of »«ttet ho--/. <"), tte appUcaht Has teen

U.-V (Tvoe ni) CVD t-ine, Delhi Cantt. asallotted Qjiart-er No..l!3/^> Type

an alternative acx«xlation. It is f,.rt,her stated
in pare-.3 ttv.t tie. applicant has since vacated the

fin the strength of these assertions,praises 31/3 KLP Line. On the s .reng
the learned counsel for the respondents arpued that the
present application has become infructrnus.

j -fnr the applicant, thoughThe learned counsel tor

handicapprsl t. not Haviix, the file with Him toda. tmt on
oettirv, tt« '»» respondents.
stated that the applicant should be given a libert-Y to move
again for the redress of any other grievance ehich may haveto him after shiftir« to the rme, acooomodation in

view of the modifies order dt. 8.4.1992 (Annexure Kannexed
^ & i^niieal of the mliefs claiwied tay thet.o the counter). A pen.».iai

applicant in pare-8 of the application sh«s that the
applicant Has only preyed for guasHino of the orders dt.
n.1.1992 and ID.2.1992 uith a further direction to the
respixd^rts that tl» apx-Ucant he allr»«d to remain in
occupation of house Ho.31/3 KLP Line, Subroto Perk, Nee Delhi.
NO other mlief has been claimed in this application regarding
the damages or any other consaqoential or incidental relief.
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In viefw of this, when the order dt. 17.1.1992 as well as the

order dt. 10.2.1992 have been modified by a subsequent order

dt. 8.4.1992, then these orders which were assailed by

themselves became non existent. Regarding the other reliefs

that the applicant be allowed to retain the Premises No.31/3

KfiP Line, S»>broto Park, New Delhi, the departmental

representative Captain R.N. Sehgal present with the learned

cojinsel for the respcxidents instructed the learned counsel for

the respondents that the af^licant has since moved to the new

accommodation allotted to him by virtue of the order dt.

8.4.1992 and on the st.rengt.h of these instructions, the

learned counsel for the respondents gave a statement at the

bar- In view of this fact, this relief also goes away.

In view of the above fact.s and ci rcumstances, the

application is dismissed as infruct.uous with the liberty to

the applicant that if he is still aggrieved by any such order

subsequent to the filing of this Original Application, the

cause of action of which has arisen thereafter, he may assail

that grievance, if so advised subject to the law of limitation

in the conpetent forum. in the circumst.ances, the parties
shall bear their own costs.
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