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In this application under Section 19 ::f the 

Administrative Tribunals At,1985, the petitioner prays to 

quash the order dated 3.8.1992 alloting quarter No.F-22/8 in 

favour of Opposite Party Nos,3 and 4, and to direct the 

opposite parties to allot the said quarter to the petitioner. 

Shortly stated the case of the petitioner is that, he 

joined the Central Vjater Commission in the office of OP No.1 

on 11.4 .1985. The petitioner had made an application for 

allotment of a Government quarter. In the year 1987, a quarter 

was allotted to the petitioner to be shared with another 

person. Though the petitioner was aware that he had to face 

some difficulties to remain in the said quarter along with 

his family members to be shared by another person, yet, he 

accepted this allotment hopping that his turn for allotment 

of an exciussive quarter would materialise veryoon to 

redeem his difficulties. A list was drawn up according to 

rules fixing diffcerent L.D.C5 in seriological order who 

are to be allotted quarters. The petitioner was placed against 

Serial No.4. Even though officers placed against Sl.Nos.1,2 

and 3 have been allotted quarters, the case of the petitioner 

placed against Sl.No.4 has not been favourably considered, 

On the other hand Quarter bearing No.F-22/8 has been allotted 

to 0? Nos. 3 and 4, who are directed to share the same. 

According to the petitioner, this order being an arbitrary 

one, it is liable to be quashed and therefore, this application 

has been filed with the aforesaid prayer. 

In their counter the opposite parties maintain that 
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whenever the turn of the petitioner comes, certainly, he 

would be allotted with a Government quarters. 

	

4. 	We have heard Mr.S.K.Dash, learned counsel for the 

petitioner and I.Akhaya Mishra, learned Standing Counsel. 

	

5. 	Though Mr.Akhaya Mishra strenuously urged before us 

that the petitioner will be allotted with a quarter aS:soon 

as his turn comes, and further submission was that the 

petitioner has not yet been deprived of his allotment rights, 

this application should be in limeline dismissed; the 

admitted factual position as are follows; 

The petitioner was given  a quarter to be shared4,,kr 
another person, and the petitioner has since 
vacated the same. 

The petitioner was placed against 51.No,4 of 

the waiting list. 

Though the petitioner is placed against Sl.No.4, 

yet, OP No.3 and 4 have been allotted with the 

said quarter to be shared (though' F.ype quarter 

is to be allotted to the L.D.C5 and Rhalasies 

are not entitled to F.ype quarters) 

	

6. 	There is no appearance on the side of the Opposite 

Party Nos3 and 4. From the aforesaid admitted facts, of 

the case, it appearsLus that gross injustice has been done 

to the petitioner who tae placed against Sl.No,4. Even 

though Mr.Akhaya Mishra strenuously argued that the interest 

of the petitioner has not yet been jeopardised and 

definitely the concerned authority wilitake appropriate 

steps to redeem the difficulties of the petitioner as soon 

as a vacant quarter is available, yet, we are not satisfied 

with this argument. The petitioner having been placed aainstL.. 
k oj4 	LGt/ 	ILP 

Srl.No,4, first prference should have been given,because 
'ftp 
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undisputedly LaD.CS are entitled to F.type quarters. 

Therefore, it is illegal and against all can#ons of 

of equity,justice and fairplay to have deprived the 

petitioner of his right to get the quarter mentioned 

above. 

vqe weould,therefore, uash the quarter allotment 

order passed in favour of Opposite Party Nos, 3 and 4 and 

direct that the said quarter be allotted in favour of the 

petitioner, who should be allottedt:withthesaid quarter 

within 10 days from the date of receipt of a copy of this 

judgment. The interim order passed on 29.4.1993 stands 

automatically vacated. 

Thus the application stands 41lowed. No costs. 
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