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Union of Indiap
through
SBcratary

to tho Gout, of I""*®'. .
nlnlstw of Urban ftffalra,
fjiiman Bhauan,
NatJ QBlhio

2. Director of Estatas,
Qd vt. of In di8p
Nirman Bhayan, ^
New Delhi#

3» Director General (iJ) tka) CP U0»
Nitraan Bhayan,
N eu Del hi o

Respondentso^

Di re cto r» \
Intelligance Bureau,
(MHa),
North Block,
NeuOelhi

(By *AdyDcate* Shri S^f'^Arif)
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In this OB fllad on 13.1.98 applicant seeks
a direction to respondents to allot him general p
accommodation a, par his entitlement In lieu of
ar.N0.S.«/52l, pushp Ulhar and to fix responsibility
for the allegedly arbitrary and illegal oulction
of his family from the aforesaid quarter and
compensate him for the hare sen ent caused to him.

2«. ^plicant who as ACIO''!(T&ch) 1. S.flHfl

L_.
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the quart®'*
= fha allottee iNeu Delhi ue ^ jula3,33 transferred to Neqeland 10 1991. P

K« .as allouod to

and executlv/e Instructions, ̂ of
retain the eforesald q" ' ̂ aiand . H*® ^
nls family durlnq his postl D ^
rsleeaot records disclose that ^00 CO p

receleed that the pr^i®®® ''®^,3tnq recelee ^
to a person uho yas do 4  4.<nn of 2 offlcere of
Ooerator , a team consisting

.  .e.4-iaf4 thessstt. Director's rank inspected the p
■  P aforesaid date discloses

19,1.95e repo r o Rajender
that they fo.«d it to be occupied
Kumar, a Cabl e Op ersto r
.P.„ents to establish the ualldlty of t el
occupsncy.and could gl>« no Information about t o

-  1 j«.4 fhat it uas a case
allottees and hence concluded
of full subletting. » is true that no signs

taken on the aforesaid report dated 19® '
.  applicant has not specifically alleged any

against .he afo resaid 2 .Ds; it is not a case of
prevdoua enmity and hence prima facie there
^od grands to impeach the -qood grounds t,u

Itents Of the Sforsssld report dated 19.1. 9S a-
^  . . _ — Qrt O f

cont^enuo w «

t„^r offirials in the perfoxjnance ofsubmitted by^^tuo officials i

their dutyo

3, A ehou cause notice dated 15.2.95 ss to
action should net be taken sgalnet applicant

.se issued by ole. cf Detatee to be serued through
his parent office uhl ch uss foruerded to applicant y
his parent office on 8.3.95 (^nexure.«3). (^pUcsh
.IPS sppesred before the Director fOr personal
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She showed him the ration oc
"""" "'"'les of appfioanf. wife an.

p. fwo .one ■

t,,ee daughter . and
daughtere, he nation cards.

their r,ames are ^ „hlch there is
Respondents state i ' ^ ticanfs wife

a  a n reioinder, t-na
^ific denial m rej ,.^gspeciric u stating tnau

a-u^ rr,ns caru,

- hot --"- "^tppiioanfs office uPOhdeposited m appii
same was claims thai

w  anolicant
transfer. Aithoug

family "embers midh . the
.  ̂ shopping etc. o _relatives, ^e

■inspection is allege
hy a detailed ofDirector 3 case

iaspectgion nepor ^ ,3^,3
subletting, because premises

^mViPrs were found mnone - of its rn ^ occupied
instead it wai>

■ ■ during inspection and 1 pp„,plaintb, a cable operator as menti
itself.

IV the competent authority0. ■ According V , . ppder dated l-A-^A
(-ho allotment^ videcancelled -i -irant from further

a  debarred applicant(Ann. .R-1-^ copies of the aforesaid
t  for fi^e years.P  ro applicant at the

<-pnt not oniyorder were^ .e administrative
- aforesaid address, vigilance

r e New Delhi as welloffiochr '• • • ' . Phis order specifically
T  D New Delhi.

Tat' applicant had anv grievance
p  pp^e he could file an appeal against

,0 days. This order was Issued under
it within bU odv-
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017-B-2O and 31
rotary Ru^es 3i' tbeSupplementary rejoinder

_ 1 ® v*v^p CB.S61General P ' . the brief facts of
rits' reply to aforesaidresponden receipt of the

does not deny receP
order d.ted ^canoellation

""Z.contents

„  rhe cancellation
.  r of a copy of the

on receipt Directorate
^ qpction of tne

„,,er in tne Lit.sat-

"tJuoant to sno. oaose nnder Section
calling upon aPP „ot.

" lepreiaisea. Tnere isan
,ir-ted from the pi 0pnvsicallv ^ process

endorsement dated 3 . ■ p^,,ed

,0 indicate tnat a copy o ^ ^ ,„eture ol
A  1-hpre IS aisuon the premUes, an the w°rd

and he low that
one Kajlnder

'kirayadar •

, nled by applicant, notice.
AS no reply wa ,4 a 95. The

^  t was issued on
/  =;(1) PPCEUO)' Act wau/s SCli r notice is

.  the back of thatendorsement at ^ pad'

...... •• -
locked upon wbic

door.

/c 5(1)PPThereupon an order u/
■eel eviction ot the occupantsissued for physic ^„,orsement on the
There is

the premises.



(5)

reverse of the aforesaid order which states that on

25.9.95,the team which went to enforce the
aforesaid order found that the door of the quarter

was found padlocked, and the neighbours stated that

the occupants had vacated the premises with their

belongings. Accordingly the lock was broken open
✓  ̂

in the presence of the local CPWD Officials and was

found empty, upon which vacant possession was taken

and then handed over to the CPWD officials.

8. Applicant's counsel has alleged that the

impugned action of the respondents is illegal,

arbitrary and malafide and has cited a number of

rulings to support his contentions including AIR

1966 SC 1313; AIR 1963 sC 395; 1994 (26) ATC 293;

1993 (23) ATC 13; AIR 1980 Karnataka High Court

Page 186 and 1990 (2) Delhi Lawyer DB 98.

g_ I have considered the matter carefully.

^  The recital of the aforesaid facts at some length

makes it clear that respondents' action is not

arbitrary nor malafide, and indeed there is no

illegality, irregularity, impropriety or infirmity

that can be detected , in their action to warrant

judicial interference. Applicant has not succeeded

in satisfying me that he had not sublet the
/

aforesaid premises^and the very fact that he chose
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to file this O.A.

impugned action , is fet

rulings relied upon him
application to the facts

particular case.

(6)

•11 after two years o
The

no

1  to his claims.

have, therefore, ,

and circumstances of this

10.

costs.

In the result this O.A. is dismissed. No

(S.R. ADIGE)'
Vice Chairman (A)

/GK/


