' CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
7/ PRINCI1PAL BEMNCH

0.A.NO, 2032/95 b

Hon'ble Shri A.V.Haridasan, Vice-Chairman(3)
Hon'ble Shri R.Ke.Ahooja, Member(A)

New Delhi, this 15th day of March, 1996

' : Shri Roshan Singh
s/o Late Shri Khushal Singh
working as Lab Cleaner
in the Department of Prevention of food
Adulteration
A/20, Lawrence Road
Industrial Area
DEL-I - 110 035,
R/o G-905, Shakur Pur

DELHI = 110 034, cee Applicant
\////7' Q&} ' (By Shri R.,R.,Singh, Advocate)
. ) Versus

1. The Joint Director
through Director
Department of Prevention of Food
Adulteration, A-20
Lawrence Road, Industrial Area
NEW DELHI.

2. The Assistant Engineer(Civil)
, Ppublic Works Department
/ NEW DELHI,

: Govt, of N.C.T. of Delhi
\ S, Sham Nath Marg
DELHI - 110 054,

& 3. The Chief Secrefary

4, Shri Narender Singh
Driver of Director
PFA Department
A-20, Lawrence Road
Industrial Area
NEW DELHI, cee Respocndents

(By shri Arun Bhardwaj, Advocate)

0 R DE R(COral)-

Hon'ble Shri A.V.Haridasan, vice-Chairman{J)

who
The applicant}bas work ing as Lab.Clesner in the

Department of Prevention of Food Adulteraticn has

filed this application aggrieved by the order dated

13.10.1995 by which the first respondent has cancelled

o
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the allotment of a Type=1 (Flat No.1) quarter which was ’fk’} ﬁ

allotted him by order dated 31.5.1995, before issuing
possession slip to the applicant, It is alleged in the
application that the-quarter in guestion constructed for
the residence of Class—IV employees of the said department,
was aliotted to the applicant on his entitlement and that
the cancellation of allotment of the said guarter and that
sub59quent‘/allotment to the Respondent No.d is arbitrary,
and totally unjustifiable, Therefore, he has filed this
application seeking to quash the impugned order dated
13.10.1995 and also for a direction tc the PUD, Respondent
No,2 to vacate the flat No,1(Type=1) staff quarter and to

handover the vacant possession to the applicant.

2, When the application came up for hearing for
admission, notices were issued to the respondents 1 to 4

and an order of stay was also granteds The Respondent No.4

despite service of notice did not appear. 1he respondents No.1.

to 3 appeared through counsel Shri Arun Bharduwaj ana have
filed a reply. The impugned Erder is souoht to be justified
on the ground that through initial:iy taking into account of
, a —
the fact, the applicant had Meolito perform the duties or
tne Chowk idar also, later founding that there was no such
requirement and considering the reques% of respondent No.4
who is the driver of the Director sympatheticaliy as his
wife was ils the aliotment in the name of the applicant
was cancelied alloting the same to the fourth respondent,
As the duties of the 4th respondent being more important
than that of the applicant the respondents contended that the E

action is fully Jjustified.
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3, Having hea
perusal of the pleadin

that the impugned orde

L%thich the quarter v

rd the counsel on either side and ©
gs and the mater ial on record, we f ind
r is wholy unjustified. In the order

a8 aliotted to the applicant there is

no mention that the allotment was made tak ing into considerations

of the fact that he had to perform the duties of Chouwkidar

also, in the impugne
in the circumstances,
is admittedly entitled
Class-1V employees, 1
has to be cancelled th
in accordance with the
heard tg. the applicant
A,

immeﬁé%fi Yy cancelusdl
applicant without noti

ig arbitrary, descrimil

d order there is no mention of any chenc@
The applicant is a Elass-1V employeT
to allotment of the Quarter msant for
f for any valad reason the alictment
at can be done only for sufficient reason
ruies and aftef notice andopportunity to bg:“‘
. The impugned order in this case
ng the allotment in favour of the
ce and alioting the same to 4th Respecngent .

natory and therefore, wholy unjustified,

for

4 uf the four quarters constructeo / alrotment to tha

i r
ClaSS-IV employees two are I‘etained bY the CPWD, The (ounael’

for respondents argued

quarters, it is necess

that for maintainance etc. of the

ary that the CPWD has to retain twe

quarters, we find no justification for such an action, If 5C% 3,3

of the quarters is ret

maintainance has to be

construction of quarters itself, The retention of the Qu3rtgrﬁ'

by the CPUWD even after

i

: 2 el
ained by the CPUD on the Qgesidcn -~ that
A

done that wils defeat the purpose of

the allotment in favour of the

applicant, therefore is improper and unjustified and the

second respondent is liable to vacate the same withaut delay.

Se . In view of the what has stated in the fore-~gbing

paragraphs, we find no

justification for the impugned orcers
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cancelling the guarter in the name of the applicant, an
alloting the same to Respondent No.4. Therefore, the
jmpugned orders are quashed and set-aside and the
order dated 31,5, 1995 regard;ng allotment of the guarter
in the'dame of the applacant (at ANNEXURE-B) is maintained,
The second respondawf is also directed to vacate the guarter

in question and put the applicant in premisses thereof within
a period of one month from the date of receipt of a copy

of this order. No costs,

A.V,HARIDASAN)
V TCE=CH A IRMAN( 3)




