
<-
' 
" 

------·--

0 .A. No. 4:717/10'?5 Date ·::>f order: ~1.1~ .1997 

B. 1-::. Bh3 tt·::tch::lrj r?e ~·:•n of Shri Dhiren:lr:i U::t.th, 
aged aoc.ut J.9 ye::trs, b/c B3n.;J3lil 3t ].:·rE:SEnt 
P·:'lsted .::tE Schientific .r..sEiEt·':lrJt :tt I·btE:-•:.rol·2l•:rical 
Centre, Dev N:tg::J.r 1 .J:t ipur. -

: Applicant 

Versus 

1. Union of Indi·3. through the Dy. Direct.:.r 
Gener3.l M:ote.')rolog:r 1 P.~ gional l'~ b~·:•r·::>lo•;, ical 
Centre, Lodhi R.:_,ad, I:Js\'.7 Il~lhi - 110003. 

2. The Dir.:~ctor, I'1.:t.~ol·ol:>9 i·::al C.:ntre, Dev 
~E.,3ar 1 Tonk R.:.ad, J.s. ipur. 

3. Shri F. .K. Sh3rma, S.:: ientif ic .i\ssi 2.t3 nt, 
p.:.sted 3-J: Cerr::re JV'.o::te,)r•.='loaic·::J.l Office, 
Sangane:r Airp.:.rt, Jaipur. -

Mr. Shiv Kumar, coun.::.el for the al=·i.:.l ic.::<.nt 
Hr. V.f?. • G .. lrj.::tr, CCdn::'Eol f,:,r th; re:sr,: • .:,.ndsnts 

CORAM: 

0 R DE R 

(PEF: HON' BLE :;_,r-r::: I p.!l..r,~~u .t;L···tJ\SH fvlEdB.EF. (JUDI•:IAL) 

applicant. 

C-r:·'-r­~J::.!t... o:::, 

IV 0 t c: 1 · ,_. u· c h- a 0 '- 1r J. f'. • L'.e ""' c> :Cnr 1 
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1.995 3;:y1 returnE:d in th.s la~.t \'Jeel: •.:>f •.T!.m•~, 1'?'.?5, t:>n 

the Pule.:= ar:plicable theret·:). 

by filing a vlri·tten reply tht:u·.;::t ). In the re:ply, it is 

v----t.h<O at&n'l of the resr:ond.;nto that 00 S•)OOH the 
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invited ·till 9.1.1975 vide notificati.:,n d.at.:d 2 .1. 1998 

to the D .D. G .. r1. ,· I:: .l'1.C • New Delhi. In conse ~u~nc.::: thereof 

of thE allotmsnt .;-rder .a.nnexur8 R-3. 

filed by the ·3.ppli.:::ant himself; it is .:uacerned th::tt th€ 

applican·t himself is rest-"'Qn:::-iblo::: for non-all·:>tment; of the 

accc.mmodation in ·:r•182tion to hi.rn. On the one :: i·:le }')<..: a2serts 

in ,Ja ipur bef·=-re h:; procee·:le.i on leave in the sec•:>nd ~-:eel~ 
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the :lccornmoda·tion on '2 7 .1.1.995 (Annx.f~-4). It, th2refore, 

c:.innot 1::1€: said th~t the applic:Jnt applied in time for 

speaks ab:nlt the rnin.j of thts 3pplicant in respect of t."le 

question ·~f alloting him the disPilted qu~rter No.16 IV-D. 

In p:.ira II of th~ 3foreea id letter, he in f:tct does not 

insist th3t this scc,:mrnod:tti.:m be allotted to him, instead 

of it he m:lkes a request to the DDGH tha·t in c:ise it is 

not p.~ssiblE t·=' allot him this .:.tccornmodation, it be 3llotted 

to a resp:,ns ible G:lzetted Officer \•lho h~s ·3ppli-=d for the 

letter to the effect that he wo•lld have submitte.J this 

apl::'lli.:-::ttion n~garding change/allotment •:if q11arter \·1ithin 
' 

the prescril:ed d:.ite, but he coul-:i n.:rt do so because he 

\·Jas on long leave, e:·:hi':.i ts th3.t he 1s not appro·:."!ching 

the Tribunal \··.7 ith clean hands. This is also in contradiction 

the :1 b.Jve discuss i:>n, it is app3r~.nt th:tt there h3s been 

no ille9ality or irregul-arity on •;.3rt of the responjent:t 

in -:tlloting th~ accomr:-.od:ttion in question i.e. ~uarter 

is d.i~:-tnissed Hi th no OJT1er :is to costs. 

(Ratan Prakash) 
Judicial t·1'ember 


