
Cent ra I- -Administrative Tr;rbunal
tp' Principal Bench

. O.A. No. 1703 of 1999

Ne« Delhi , dated this the 5th August, 1999

Hen'ble Mr. S.R. Adige, Vice Chairman (A)
Mrs. Rina Sharma,
D/o late Shri U.P. Bhattacharjee,
R/o Block 22/1050, Lodhi
New Delhi .

(By Advocate: Shri George Paracken)
Versus

Union of India through
1 . The Secretary,

Ministry of Urban Development,
Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi .

2. Director of Estates,
N i rman Bhawan, New DeIh i .

3. Shri G.P. Srivastava,
Estate Off i cer,
Directorate of Estates,
N i rman Bhawan, New DeIh i .

4. The Secretary,
Ministry of Information & Broadcasting,
(Press Information Bureau),
Shastri Bhawan,

New Delhi . • ■ • Respondents

nPOPR (Oral)

BY HON'BLE MR. S.R. ADIGE. VICE CHAIRMAN (A)

Appl icant impugns Respondents^ order dated

17.6.99 (Annexure A) directing appl icant s late

father Shri U.P. Bhattacharjee to show cause why he

should not be evicted from the Government Premises

Block 22/1050, Lodhi Colony, New Delhi .

2. Appl icant's counsel Shri Paracken states

that appl icant's father Shri Bhattacharjee retired

from service on 28.2.87 and at that point of time he

was in occupation of Type I I I Quarter Block 22/1050,
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Lodhi Colony, New Delhi . On 27.5.87 Appl icant made a

representat ion to respondents (Dte. of Estates) for

reguIarisation and/or al lotment of alternative

accommodation in her name in l ieu of the aforesaid

accommodation occupied by her, and Respondents

sanct i oned ad hoc a I Iotment of Type I I accommodat i on

in Lodhi Colony vide letter dated 14.3.88 without

floor restrict ion to her.

3. Shri Paracken further states that despite

appl icant's best efforts to secure occupat ion of the

aforesaid quarter she was not given occupation of the

same and meanwhi le Respondents by letter dated 7.12.98

(Ann. P) had issued a letter toappI icant's late

father Shri Bhattacharjee asking him why he should not

be evicted from the premises Block 22/1050, Lodhi

colony. New Delhi . Shri Paracken further states that

Shri Bhattacharjee in the meant ime had unfortunately

expired on 6.9.90 (Annexure N), which fact, was known

to the Estate Officer and appl icant had submitted her

reply dated 10.2.99 (Ann. Q) to Respondent No. 3

fol lowed by another detai led reply on 19.2.99 (Ann.

R) , but Respondents without considering the same have

issued the impugned order dated 17.6.99.



4. I note that by the aforesaid impugned order

dated 17.6.99, appl icant's late father Shri

Bhattacharjee had been directed to show cause on or

before 21.7.99 why he should not be evicted from the

aforesaid quarter. Shri Paracken states that

appl icant has herself appeared and explained the

entire position to the Estate Officer and the case has

been adjourned to another date during the current

month.

5. In this connect ion Shri Paracken has urged

that issue of the impugned notice dated 17.6.99

itself is i l legal ab initio as Shri Bhattacharjee is

no Ionger a I i ve.

6. This O.A. is disposed of with a direct ion

to Respondent No. 3 to keep al l the aforesaid

averments made by Shri Paracken clearly in view whi le

passing the order pursuant to the show cause notice,

and whi le doing so also Directorate of Estates' order

dated 14.3.88, al loting appl icant Type 1 1

accommodation in Lodhi Colony without restriction of

floor which as per appl icant's submission was not

given possession to her so far.
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