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1 . CENTHAL ADMINISTRATLVE TRIBUNAL
S PRINCIPAL BENCHINEW DELHI

w RA.No. 369 of 1994 : ; }ff
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04 No.1180 of 1594
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Detzd New Delhi, this 338t day of éﬁi@%ﬁr'gé

&L L
hon'ble ShriJ. P. sharma,Membar(Jd)

Hon 'ble 3hi B, Ke 9ingh, Membar(A)

shri Pratap Jiagh ‘
fle oth -‘;i%%gz%ad Complex  ___ Review Applicant
By Advocateid dhri B. Krishnan

| Versus

1, Union of Indie through
Director of tstate
Directorate of Lstates
Nirman Bhawan
NEW DELHI

2. The tstate Officer and
Assistant Directorofistates
(Litigation), Nirman Bhawan ]
NEw DELHL , -ww HRespondents

JUDGEMENT(by circulation)
shri Be K. 3ingh,M(A)

This Review #Application No.369/%4 in OA.No.1150/54
has bsen filed by the applicant against the order and
judgemant dated 23rd Ssptember, 1994 inxﬁﬁgwgﬁiﬁan/ééa
After being fFully sastisfied that the pressnt review
applicent had fully sub-let the house to another person,
the respondents passed the eviction order against the
applicant from utr.Np.C=28, Minto Road, New Oelhi.

The applicant had appsaled against thébeanceilatiﬁn
order dated 27.10.868 to the appellate authority,
i.e. HAdditional District Judge, Tis Hazgri who does

not have any power either for &al'otment eor for
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cancellation of the allotment. The appellate authority - 7
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can interfere only when the procedure laid down undsr
sectipn 4 & 5 of the PePeb. #ct, 1971 is not obssrved.
irorder to glwe the applicant Further ocpportunity, the

fdditional District Judge remanded the case fFor fresh

&

consideration and directed the review applicant to

appesr before the Lstate OFficer om 29,.7,69. The

egpplicent did appear before the fstate Officer end made.
submissions crally and alsc in uritiﬁgs' Even &fter the
second hearing the respeondenis were sstisfied that the
review applicant was not in occupteaticn of the house
altotted to him and that the Negi Family was unauthorisedly

Tiving irn that guarter, These were based gn thre
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thet nelither his widow

o

ister nor &ny of his tup sons

ware found in the guarter at the time of inspecti

»

It is nnt necessary that 11 the three should have

been present but certainly one of them coulc haye been

prasent st the time of inspection. True that the

gpplicent had a Ration Card and Looking Gas Consumer Np,

2t the address pf L-28, Minto Rozd, New Bsthi, but that

#% et @ conclusive proof of somebody actualiy Tiving in

L g s e y ™o . °
the guarter zllotted te him.  The respondents alsep
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thet Lhe varieus statements mede by ths revieuw 8ppl icant

VETE Conblradictmry amd & N X ‘
e toniradictory and the Oeputy Directesr(P) coms te the

Finding thet he had fully sublet the

fFamily, %
W/

<—/’ gg‘jﬁ%ﬁ;ﬁossg

house te thae Negi
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2. we have gone through the Review Application and
ve do not find any error factual or legal apparenti on
the face of recerd end we also do not find discovery

of any new and important fact né evidence which was
not prcduced at the time of hearing, and &lso we do
ﬁﬂt:fiﬁd any other ground &anzlogous to those specified
under Order 47 HRule 1 of CPC or under the previsions of
section 114 warranting @ review of the applicetion and

the same is summerily rejected under Order 47 Rule 4(1)

of the Cpca
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