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I J U D G M E N T 

K.P. ACHARYA,NEMBER (J), In this Review Application,it is urged 

on behalf of the applicant that according to the prevalent 

rules which was not placed before the Bench at the time 

of hearing of Original Application No. 187 of 1987, 

the applicant should not be deprived of the quarters 

which was occupied by his father 

Shortly stated, the case of the applicant 

41 	

is that after the death of his father, the applicant 

has been givm a job on compassionate grounds. After 

hving secured the Job , the applicant wanted to cohtint 

in the quarters which was unoer occupation of his late 

father • The departmental authorities did not accede 

to the aforesaid request of the applicant and on the 

contrary, an evictionproceeding was lured against the 

F. 	 applicant • Being aggrieved by this order of the 

departmental authorities, the applicant filed an application 

under section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 

1985 praying therein to quash the proceeding for 

eviction and to command the resoorents- Opp. Prties 

to allot the quarters in favour of the applicant which fomed 
subject matter of O.A 1P7/87. 

After hearing counsel for both sides on the 
forming subject m- tter of O.A.187/87 

merits of the case/this Bench passed a judgment on 

30.7.1987 finding 	that there was no merit in the 

case , yet the applicant was permitted to occupy the 

quarters till 15.10.1987 and it was directed that the 

applicant should vacate the quarters in question,by 15.10.87. 
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I. 	 The apolicant has now come up with a rev'ew application 

praying therein to review the judgment passed in 

Original Application No. 187 of 1987 in view of the 

prevalent rules quoted in para 6 (d) of the application. 

From the rule quoted, it appears thet"a request for 

illotment to an eligible dependent may also be considered 

in case the dependent gets an employment in an eligible 

office even after the death of the officer, provided 

such an appointment is secured within a period twelve 

months after the death of the officer xx 	xx 

Basing on this rule, it was contended by Mr. Deepak 

Misra, learned counsel for the applicant that this rule 

not having been placed before this Bench at the time 

of hearing of O.?',No. 1.87 of 1987, this Bench shoulc no 

re-consider the mntter. We do not feel inclined to 

accept the aforesaid submission of the applicant because 

nothing was pointed out to us indictirig the due 

diligence undertaken by the applicant to find out 

16 	 had not 
the document and the reason for which this document/come 

into possession of the applicant at the time of hearing. 

The most important ingredient provided under Or.4Rul'e 1 

of the Code of Civil Procedure not having been 

nonlied v:ith, we do not think that the contention 

of Mr. Misra , learrd counsel for the applicant can 

be accepted • That apart , the rule prescribes that the 
concerned 

rson/Jould be eligible to occupy the cuarters after 
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the death of the officer only if the appoitrrent is 

:ithin twelve months from the date of death of the 

o:rficer on whose death the apointment is being given 

to his successor • In the present case , admittedly, 

the appointment has been given to the applicant fourteen 

months after the death of his father. Therefore, we have 

also grave doubts as to whether the rule woild appy to 

the prisent applicant. In view of the aforesaiC facts and 

circumstances, we find that the review aplication is not 

maintainable which stands dismissed leaving the parties 

to bear their own costs 

4. 	Lastly Mr. Misra , learned counsel for the 

applicant contended that his client had seriously hoped 

that the review application would be allowed in view of the 

rules cited in the ailication. Despite his earnest 

efforts to find out a suitable accommodation, the applicant 

hasnot been able to find out an accommodation and it was 

prayed by Mr. Misra for an extension of time for a small 

oeriod. After hearing learned counsel for both sides, we 

feel inclined that this is a it case in which some 

extension of time should be granted to the arplicant.Hence 

we would direct that the applicant would vacate the quarters 

in question by 30th November, 1987. 
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