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BEFORE THE C ENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BOMBAY BENCH, BOMBAY

DA .NO. 985/94

Shri R,Subramanyam & Anr,: ese Applicants
\I/S;,
Union of India & Ors, «++ Respondents

CORAM: Hon'ble Vice Chairman Shri Justice M.S.Deshpande

Appearance

Shri S.N.Pillai
Advocats
for the Applicants

Shri Se.C.Dhauan
Advyocate
for the Respondents

ORAL JUDGEMENT - Dated: 29,11,1994
(PER: M.S.Deshpande, Vice Chairman)

By this application the applicant seeks a
direction to the respondents to regularise the quarter
which the Applicant No. 1 was occupying in the name of
the applicant No. 2 who is the married daughter of

Rpplicant No. 1.

2. The applicant No. 1 who was a Railuay employee
retired on 31.10:1993, Applicant No., 2 is also a Railuay
employee since 11,9.,1989 and was sharing accommodation
with the applicant Noo 1 from 1.4.1990 to 31,10,1993.

On 2.7.1993 the applicant filed an application for
allotting the quarter occupied by applicant Ng. 1’t0

the applicént No. 2 on out of turn basis,: That'éppiication
was rejected and the applicant filed an original application
before the Tribunal seeking relief, A direction was made
in that case that the respondents should pass a speaking
order. On 15.6.1994 an order was passed by the respondents

rejecting ‘the applicant's request on the ground that she
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was the married daughter of the applicant No, 1 and

was not entitled to out of turn allotment.

3. The rules which have been produced at Exhibit

'A-7' make#$ no distinction betueen a son and a daughter
and betusad’daughters who are married and who are not
married in the matter of allotment of quarters. The
applicant No. 1's son though he resided with the

applicant was not a Raiiuay employee and was not

shariné accommodation with Applicant Na, 1, The

applicant No, 2, as has been mentioned in the application,
had been sharing accommodation with the Applicant No, 1
and has not claimed any HRA, There was no justification
in the circumstances for the respondents to refuse an -
out of turn allotment to the applicant because she fulfils

the eligibility which is prescribed in the rules,

4o In the result, the application is allowed.

The respondents are directed to allot to the applicant

on out of turn basis the accommodation which was occupied

by Applicant No. 1. The DCRG of the Applicant No, 1 which

was withheld shall be'paia to the Applicant No. 1 because

that could not have been uwithheld in the presént circumstances.
The DCRG shall be paid within two months from the receipt

of a copy of this order together with interest as per rules.

-
/

{M.S.DESHPANDE)
VICE CHAIRMAN

mrije



- .

BEF(RE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

BOMBAY BENGH, BOUBAY.

Review Petition No.7/1995
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R.Subramanyam & another. e Applicénts.
V/s.
Union of India & Ors, ce Respondénts.

Coram: Hon'ble Shri Justice M.5.Deshpande,
Vice-Chairman.

RBOER -ON' REVIEW PETITION BY CIRCULATION

(Fer Shri M.S.Dgshpande, Vice-Chairman{ Lt.13:1.1995
By this Review Petition the applicants
seek the review.of the order dt. 29.11,.,1994. The

. learned counsel for the Respondents was heard before

i'\f\"\kx - -
passing the ordérJgnd most of the points wnich have

been mentioned in the Review Application were not
even referred to_dgring the course of arguments

and there is no question of there being any error
apparent on the face of the record. The thrust of
the review application appears to be that fhe order
passed by the Tribunal earlier was an erroneous

order and if that is the apprehension, review

application is not the remedy for getting the findings

corrected, with regard to the:withholding of

gratuity, the matter is no longer Fes-integra
in view of the Full Bench decision of the Tribunal
in %azir Chand V/s. Union of India & Ors.

2. The Review Application is therefore

dismissed.

\/\/\, T - -
(1.5 .DESHPANDE ) .
VICE-CHA IRMAN
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

GULESTAN BLEG.NO.6,PRESCOT RD., 4th Flr,,

BOMBAY - 400 001.

C.P.73/95 in | | e

042.N0,985/94, Dated 3 22/12/95,

3

Heard shri s.N.,Pillai, Counsel for Applicant.
shri s.C.bhavan, Counsel for Reépondentse

The Counsel for_applicant-has filed CP-73/95 in
OA No,985/94 stating that inspite of the direction of the
Tribunagl dated 29/11/94, directing the respondents to
aliot_the éppliCant out of turn basis allotment and to pay

- the DCRG of the applicant together with interest as per

rules, they have not done so within the prescribed two
months, The Counsel for applicant had filed CP-36/95 in
the same 0A, and the same was dispOSed:of on 5/4/95, On
5/4/95, when the matter on CP was taken up the applicant's
counsel was not present, the Tr;bunél had heard the
'respondent's counsel, The CP-36/95 was disposed of on
the statement of the Counsel for respondents that orders
had already-been issued, | |

Applicant's Counsel states that the'quarters have

not been allotted to the applicant on 17/3/95 and the DCRG

N

" has been paid subsequentlfo the order of the Tribunal. The
respondents also paid interest on 15/6/95 of Rs.,7,879/- towards
belated payment of DCRG and further interest on delayed
payment has not been pald by respondents,

We are of the viey,that if the aﬁpliCantlis still
aggrieved on the amount paid, then he should make a
representation to the respondents directly and respondents may
consider the same, CP=-73/95 is aispoéed of.
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