
·'~ /. 
IN TI-JC CENTF.,L\L AD~1INISTFATIVE TPIEUHAL, JAIPUE EEUCI-I, JAIPUR. 

P._TJ,.No.47/95 Date of order: 20.7.1995 
(0. A. 556/!34) 
Union of India & Ors. Applicant 

Vs. 

Charan Das : Respondent.:; 

PEP HOU'ELE MF.O.P.SHAFMA, MEMBER(ADM). 

This r~view application has b~~n filed by the Govt. 

respondents in respect of ord~r dat~d 11.1.95 passed by me as 

Sinql•? Meml:"2r in i).A.llo.586/9-!, Ch.::,ran Daa Va. Union of India & 

Ors. The af•plicant in the ()._l\ ha•J prctY•2·:1 that the- 1-,:=spondc-nts 

residential accommodation for the p~riod from July 91 to 

Aprill993. In the ord~r dat~d 11.1.95, a finding was given that 

th~r2 was no justification for treating the applicant as 

unauthori.3,?Cl occupant of the quartEX in question, till April 

were quashed and the O.A. was allowed. 

2. 

fact:=. hacl - .c 
ul. the 

Das had been communicat~d the ord?r of the Chi~f General 

in th•? n.:.tic•2 of Shri Chctl.-ar. Das th.::,t i:he CGMT, \-Jho was the 

comp.?tent ctuthc·t-ity, had r•?fua·=d -such p·2l"miasion but in spite' 

of th~t the original applicant continu~d to be i~ poasession of 

th.? .sa i ·=l submisa ic·n of the govt. 

i n t h •? F.·= v i ·= \-1 'P. p p 1 i c a 1: i ·=• n i c: 
-·~ that 

no P·?rmi .s s ion in favouL- the 

original applicant for retention of th~ gov~rnm~nt guaJ:ter from 

r·=c·:·rd Etnd th-=r.:=for•?, l::h·= r.:=vi-2\.J appli·:::ation d•=s·?rv.:=a to b-= 

allowed. 
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finding has been given therein that the applicant continued to 

be in occupation of the govt. quarter at Jodhpur till April '93 

inspite of his transfer from Jodhput to Barmer in Nonember '91 

in vie\v of Ann:·: . .1\1 8.11.91 b·.· 
1 th.e 

General Manager Telecom (Weat) Jodhpur. In so far as the 

reas on.3 in the ord.::L- grant i n•] permission Hhy such perrrii ss ion 

h a cl b -? e n ·~ r a n t .;: ·:l L -L (_I It .was not a case that the 

'- -L c_t 

Jodhpur and still continued to occupy it. As far as th.e 

original applicant was concerned, he had a valid authorisation 

from his imm::cliate superior and if the G::neral Manager was not 

to grant such permission as per rules, it \·las 

incumb.::nt upon him to fc,L-vTard th.:: appli.:::.::,nt 's L-equ:::f!..t to the 

high::r authority to grant such permission. Copies of the orders 

quart.::rs at Jodhpur CCI th.= CGMT, Jaipur. 

Therefore, a finding was given that if there has been violation 

of th? rules, it was not . . . a..n4 -by che appllcanc,~chere£ore, 

no justification for treating the applicant as in unauthorieed 

occupation of the quarter at Jodhpur. 

ev·=n oth·?n·iis.:: i:her·= uas no permission from any authority in 

g u .:;, r t ·= r from 1 . : .• 9 3 t .:• .:2 1 • 7 • 9 3 , t h i s H a s no i:. t h .:: i s s u ·= b ·= f o 1-e 

-th.? Tribtm.::,l. Th= pray.::r of th.:: c..pplic.::,nt \vas only that no 

penal rent or damage may be recovered from the period July 91 

to April 93. Annxs.A3, A4 and A5 of the O.A, which uere quashed 
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tha governme~t r2spond2nts is not relevant. 

6. The above discussion shows that the first point raised b7 

the government respondents had been duly conaldered b7 the 

limine. 
\ 

7. baa filed an M.A No.~88/95, for 

condonation of dela7 in filing this Pevi~w Applic3tion. In the 

Application has been considered on merits, as in para l to 6 of 

thia order. The M.A. atanda disposed of. 

Member ( Adrn. ) • 


