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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

BOMBAY BENCi. 

198 
TA. No. 	168/87. 

DATE OF DECISION 
_f 10. 1991 

.3hr 	nant  

(-, V 

Versus 

i 	 Union of Idjc 

hr1 .K.3rinivn.  

Petitioner 

Advocite for the Petitioner s) 

- Respondent 

Advocate for the Responatan(s) 

CORAM; 

The Hon'bleMr. Justice Shri U.C.Srivastava, Vice—Chairnan, 

The}Ion'bleMr. •1.Y.irjo1kar, ;1e7,.ber() 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement? Al  

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair ccpy of the Judgement? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 
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(U.C.sRIVisTiWi) 
VICE—CHAIRAN. 



IF 

iL CNAL ADM1N1$TRAfiV £kUBUNL 
BLMSAY BNCH BOM3AY. 

- 
Shri. Anant K.Salve. 	 Applicant. 

V/s. 	
41, 

Union of ino.La & ore. 	 ... ReSpQflclefltS. 

Coram: Hon'Dlu Vi.ce-Cnairman, 3hri u.C.rivastava, 
non1  ble Nerflber(A), shri 	-riolkar. 

AearanCes: - 

Applicant oy Mr.3.K.Masand. 
ResponQents by r'ir.N.K.rinivasan. 

Cral Juagmuflt 

APec Shri .C.Srivasuava, Vicu-Chal4.TmanA 	Jjt. 

2h-'Ls is vvrit Petition No.168/32 originally filed 

before the Bombay High Court which has been transferi:e cA 

to this Cribunal prays that a writ in the nature of mandamus 

or any other eppropriate writ and direct the respondni:s 

to allow on out of turn basis Railway Accommodation to 

the applicant and to transfer the saiu t<ailway uarter 

No.168/6/6.V.ica, Bandra, B0mbay i the narru uf the 

petitioner in accc)raance with thu directives issued by 

the xilway Soard from time to time. 

2. 	l-o alicant'3  facher wno was in Kaliway service 

as Khalasi was allotted Lhe acccirmoation in uesiofl. 

The apiicant' s father was jrmnat.urely rutirea on 30.11. 17 

and the saic order was challenged by him ana the said order 

was turned down and he was alioweu to Continue ifl seuvice 

upto the age of 66 years of age i.e. till the month of 

Fbruar, ldl. re applicant who was hs son enturcu the 

(ail4ay service as a Casual employee and he actaincu the 

temporary status in the month of November, 180 (25.t1.10180) 

i.e. within six months from the aate of retirurrnt of his 

141 	
father. rhe applicant apliea for allotment of the uarter 

in his favour in the month of June, 1931 out as the sane 
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was not doria and all his effocts Lailee he filed this 

application. 

on behalf of the apiicant it has been contenuod. 

that in VieW of the Aa ilway Board' Circular of the 

year l66, the applicant who was sharing the accommodation 

eith his father being his son had became eligu1e before his 

retirement. is such it was not obligatory fur him to move 

a formal a ,lcaion as the sharing was ber'een themselves 

and as s'ecn an application was moved by him in the month 

of 3une, le1 ruescing for regularisation ano the juarter 

should have been allotted in his favour. fhe applicant 

in this connection has relied on the uecision of the ombay 

High Court as well as by this Tribunal. Ha relied on 

the case of Harincier uingh v. Union of maid & Ors. 199'J(13) 

A-eC. 

On nehaif of the Ra ilway administration it wqs 

contended that the applicant did not intimate the fact 

of sharing the accommodation vjth his father prior to 6 monchs 

from the date of retirement of his father ano as such he is not 

entitled to the said accommodation, 	in terms of the Aaiiway 

Boarös letter he has been entitled to the sharing of 

accommodation in case he was entitlea for the same, but he 

became entitlea later on, In this connection reference also 

has been made to the Railway B0ard's latter or the year 183 

which was issued with reference to the earlier letter of 1966. 

c far as the letter of i93 is concerned has no relevance. 

in this case as it was issued after the year 181. 	But 

there is no such legal rejuiremant so far as sharing is 

concerned that the intimation shoula be given in writing. 

The applicant aid inforin later on that he wab not drawng any 

HA. As the aplicant had already intimated before the 
It" 

recirement of his father Unat he was sharing with his 
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father ana his possession of the juarter may be regulari..sed. 

There appears to be no reason wy this is not being done. 

Accordingly, the rsporidents are hereoy directed to regularise 

the possession of the quarter in the najne of the applicant 

which was allotted to his father. There will be no or2r 

as to costs. 

--- 
(M.Y. PiCLULKAR) 
	

(U . C. rLLVASTAVA) 
(A) 
	

VlC-Ci-1A.LPMAN. 


