IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TFIRUWAL, fﬁ PUE EELIICH, JAIFUR.
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This review application has bezn f£iled by the Gov

respondenta in reaspect of order dacsed 11.1.2%5 passed by me as

Single Member in 0.A N0.586/91, Chavan Das Vs. Union of India &

)

che respondents
may be Jdirected not to recovar any penal rent/damages for the
razzidential accommodation fovr the period from July 21 to

Aprillo292. In ithe order dated 11.1.95, a finding was given tchat
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therz wa the applicant as
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2. Ther=zfore, ths ordzrs of recovery of damagzs/penal rent

wvere Jgquashed and the Q.A. was allowsd.
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2. In the revisw applicaition, ithe government vrespondent h
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stated that two relevant facts had ezcaped the notic
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Tribunal. Thezsz werz that the original applicanc, Shri Ci
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Das had heen commanicaced ithe ovrdzr of the Chizf Ge
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Manager, Telecom (CGMT), Jaipur whereshy hs was askad to va

mmodation but he Aid not do so and that it was -
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in the notice of B8hri cChavan Das that the CGMT, who was the
compatent auchority, had vefused such permission but in spite
of that the original applicant continuej to bz in possession of
tha 2aid accommodaticon. PFuriher sukbmission of the govi.
rezpondents in the Feview Application is that even otherwise
there wzs no permissicon from any auchority in favour of the

original applicant for recention of the govarmment guarter £rom

allowed.
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finding has
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Jgiven there continued to

Jodhpur ©ill April '93

rom Jodhpur to Barmer in Nonember '91

ninz. Al Jdaced S.11.91

(West)
made

concerned, he
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Jodhpur
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cecelved permission

dented  permission to vetain the quarter
A}

conicinued toe occupy it. As far

concarnad, he had a valid authori

riovr and 1if «
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supe
ch permission as

him to £ovrwvard

Lo grantc such
was qranted
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it was not

for treating the applicant as

ths quarter at Jodhpur.
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rhe contezntion in the PRPeview i

Appl

permission f£rom any

icant fov rstencion of

Annzz.A3, Ad and AS of the O.A, which wers gquashed
o rzcovery of penal venit/damages for unsuchorisad



occupation upte April 93. Therefors, the point raized now by
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6. The above discussion showe that the fivet point raised Ly
the government respondenis had been duly considerzd by the
Tribunal and the szcond point raiszed by them was not relevant.

circumscances, it is apparent
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in thiz Review Application. It ig, accordingly dismizzed in
limine.

7. The applicant has 3lse £f£iled an M.A MNo.223/95, for
condonation of dslay in £filing Lhis PRevizw Applicatioq. In the
interszst of justice the M.A. has bzen allowsd and the Peview
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