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IN THE CENTRAL ADF INISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH : MW DEAMI

0.R.1371/96 with v’ e

0,A,1372/96
0,A.1730/96

This the 7221k day orj»*££Uxﬂ4ﬁx 1996,

HON'BLE SHRI R,K, AHOQJA, MEMBER(A).
0,A.NC.1371/96:

Shri Rajinder Singh

s/o Sh., Harbana Singh,

R/o qQr. No.176, Police Colony,

Ashok Vihar’ .

Neu DElhl' KRR Applicant.

~ (By Advocate Mrs.Meera Chhibber)

Versus

1. Union of India,through
Secretary, _
Ministry of Home Affairs,’
North Block,

New Delhi,

2, DOy, Commissioner of Police Hg III
MeS.0, Building, .
I,P, Estate,

New Dselhi,

3. Assistant Director C-II,
Bureau of Investigation,
tevel VIII, East Block VII,
R.K, Puram, _ »
New Delhi, escsee Respondents.

(By Advocate Shri B, Lallfor Repdts, i &3)

Shri Arun Bharduaj for Respondent No,

[

OR-1372/96 —

' Shri Harish Chander

s/o sh, Kishori tal,
R/o Qr. No, 3, Type III, '
P.S. Preet Vihar, New Delhi = ,,..... Applicant,
(By Advocate Mrs.Meera Chhibber) :

1 Versus
1.§ Union of India, through

Secretary, Min, of Home Affairs,
North Block, New Delhi,

2, Dy. Comriissioner of bolice HQ III
f.S.3, Building, I,P, Estate,
New Delhi,

3. Assistant Director C-I1,
"~ Bureau of Investigation,
tevel VII, Last Block,VII,
R.K, Puram, E
i New Delhi, , ssecssee HRespondents,
(By AdvocatesSShri Arun Bharduaj for Rspdtgbo,2
ms., S.R, Khan for the Rspdts 1 & 3.)

contd....
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3. 0,A, 1730/96 . \\
' \

S.I. -Ashok Singh ‘
" S/o Shri Mghender Singh

N\ ' k/o 3-CPolice Colony,
B Model Toun,
.NEU Delhi AR Applicant
- (By Advocate Mrs.Meerz Chibber)
Versus |
1. Union of Indie,

through Secretary,
"Ministry of Home Affairs,
North Block -

New Delhi,
o -2, Dy.Commissioner of Police
ha o HQ. III 1,S506, Building,
.TC{ - I.P.Cstate, |

New Delhi,

3. Assistant Director C-II,
Bureau of Investication,
Level VIII, East Block VII,
R.K, Puram,
New Delhi, esee.e Respondents,

(By Advocate Shri Rrun Bhardwaj for Respondts.] & 2
Me.Aparna Bhatt for Respondert No,.3.)

ORDER

By Hon'ble Shri R,K, Ahoocja, Memts r(A).
1. UoA.N0.1371/9§: V

5.' - 1. The applicant who is working as Asstt.Sub-

- Inspector in Deiﬁi Police, was sent on deputation to
Bureau of Immigration for a period of 3 months vide
order dated 8,1.96 (Annexure P-IV), While working
in Delhi Polfca, He had been allotted Qtr. No,176,

Typs 'B' Polite Colony, Ashok Vihar, New Delhi,

Houever, this sllotment was cancelled vide Annexure P-I

“order dated 9.5.96 and he has been directed to hand
over vacant possession of the quarter, failing which

it Qas stated therein that the licence fee at d;mage
rates will be charced besides taking legaliactibn
U/e 27(2) of Delhi Police Act, The applicant submits

OL that he had made a representation to the FRRO
A

f
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while working on deputetion, to request the OCP,
Y  Delhi Police to permit him to retain the quarter,

The applicant further submits that he also made

further representation to tha Aestt, Director, I8,

reques ting him to allot a Qtr, from 18 pool.imme-
. dietely, However, in spite of these representations,’
Respondent No,2 vide order dated 19,5.96 issued on

i}

eviction order calling upon him to vacate the

premises within 10 days., He has nou come before
the Tribunal with a request that the impugned

orders P-I and P-1I regarding the_cacellaiion of the

i
1
!

allotment and eviction order he quashed,

2, The case of the applicant is that_he%
had bsen sent on deputation to the Bureau of
Inuestigation uhioo.is_under tho 3goinistrat1vo
_oontrol of FRRO which is, 1n§#§§€, a unit of Delhi
O - ‘ o Police itself, lTho FRRO himeelf is an officer of

the Delhi Police. thco the Delhi Police Personnal

' uorking as BUCh under the FRRO are entitled to

rotain the . Govt. accommodation, tho applicant

<
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as well as eviction of the Gout, quarter allcted

.fo'him.

-l -

on deputation have been allowed to retain the
quarters, The applicant also alleé8d th;??no

éhOu Cause notice was issued before declaring

him an unauthorised occupant or before issuing

the eviction order. The applicant has further
alleged that the respondents have also not disposed
of thearepresentatidn given by the applicant,
Je - The reSponients controvert the above | P
~allegations.. In the reply they have stated that
the applications forédeputation to the Bureag of
Imnigration yere calied for vide pircular dated
21.,4,95 at Annexure k=1, 1t was clearly mentioned

in the last pars that the officer selected for

deputetion will have to vacate the Govt, accommoe

'
i

dation of Police pooﬁ, if any, in his possession
‘ ! A 4
within the sipulated period, Rule 19 of s. 0.

§o,.3/91 provides thatvthe selected official shall
have t& vacate the Govt. accommodation within the

stipulated period of 2 months from the date of

his proceeding on-deputatioh. It is also stated

that én.undeifaaking wag obtained from the'applicéhtf

vide Annexure R-II that he will vacate the said
quarter within the stipulated period{ The
respondents have denied that such an GC¢ommodation

was civen to Ashok Singh and submit that ih_his

.case too orders have been issued for cancellation |

—~




4, 1 have heard Learrned counsel on B sides LR

and have also perused the pleadings on record.

rrs, Meera Chhibber, councel for the applicant,

n the duties ~f the FRRO and

R aets =
gttt o et T

dilated at length O

P

expleined that actually the wvork was being done

on behalf of Delhi Police and the office incharge

was also a Oelhi Police Officer and he wa¥ also

\

had units. of pelhi Police working under him on

f the psrsons have been
latad W n—
reau of Iovest gation

in the circumstances ‘?E

immigration duty. Some O

shoun on the strength of Bu

for administrative reason only.

it would be discriminatory if one wing of FRRO is

allowed the facility of Delhi Police accommodation

while the other, just because it is shoun as on

deputation to the 18, is denied the same facility.

C
Bureau 2f Invggxiggiﬁsn is also under adminletratlva‘

control of FRRO and officials of pDelhi Police

deputed to Special protection Group(SPG) have been

allouwed to retain their pelnhi Polica acgommodation.

Learned counsel for tha applxcant argued that

besxdes this tha reepondents have been highly

diecriminatoryhinaamuch as they had alloved certain;

other officers who had gone fo: deputation to

retain their accommadation. She also stated that

g@viction latter'inféése of Ashok Singh was issued

only after the present DA wves filed before this

Trlbunal. Smt Chh bber also relied on the ordere no
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of the Tribunal in OA=1703/96 and 1704/96 decided
on 4,9,96 claiming that in eimilar cases , She
Tribunal had held caﬁcellation of allotment

as illecal,

S. Despite qiving csareful con}éderation
to the above subnission and arguments, I am

unzble to find any merit in the case of the

. gpplicent, It is an admitted fact that the circular

dated 21.4. 95(R—1) specifically stated in para-z’>
thereof that the officers s elected for deputatloF
will have to vecate the Govt, accommodation of
Police pool within the stipulated period. The
applicant théreafter, applied fof deputation in
full knouledge of this condition, Furthermore

as per k-2 he had also given an undertaking that
he will vacate the Police accommodation alloted {

to him uithin the stipulated peried, It does not

~lie with him now to argue that he considered this

conditions and undertakings as mare-formalities
uhiéh were not meant to ba observed aﬁa tﬁat he
uas‘under'fhé imprggsiQﬁ that ﬁhe régépndectgla.
-uill not insist on iheﬁimpleméntatidniof.thisf
undertaking.. The orders in 0A-1703/96 are also

of no help to the appli»ant gince the facts in

that case were dlfferant ¥:1] on notica’being '

served to vacate the Govt. accommodat on.tha

[ S

P PO R T
UL R I roigey
._.,4.,?“ Pk ety " a




(=

-7~
and the only question remained was whethsr he. was
liable to be charged the damace rate for the period

subsaquent to the cancellation of his a2llotment and

his pre-mature return from deputatior. In the

present case there 4is no indication that the applicant :

has sodght reversion from deputation, Hence, there
i§ neither a question of regularisstion of the
cancelled accommodation in nis favour nor a queétion
of examining‘his_xepresantation for not charging the
damage rate of licence fee,

6. As regards the allegation of discriminating'
traatmentlthe :espondents héve certified that sﬁmila¥
action has been takeﬁ against Ashok Singh and gbis

is admitted by the applicant in the rejoinder. MMrs.,
Mmeera Chhibber in her argument emphasised the special
facility given to the SPG which has been denied in
the case of deputationists to 18, It will be seen
that the exemption has been granted to a blasé'qf'
people 1.8.¢), those going to SPG. As the learned

counsel for the respondents submitted there are valid

_raasdns for giving a special facility in the case

of SPG because it deals uith:thazprotaction of ViPs.
and also because SPG may not have ité oun separaﬁe:
p5ol for all the per;onnel. Be that as it ma}, it
is clear that.the exenption granted to the SPG ie

not on an individual basis. Furthermore, there is

IS

N

s
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no stipuletion that in the case of deputation
to SPG, as in the case of the IB those uho'ﬁfply
for deputation and are selected would have to

vacate the Govt, accommrodation of.Delhi Pdlice

acconmodation,

7. In the light of the above discussion I
find no merit in the épplication,fthe sare is

\ | o
dismissed accordingly, No order as to costs,
‘ | ,

| S

OA-1372/96 !
The facts and circumstances in this OA&

}

are the same as in OA-1371/96 though there is no

proof of undertaking given by the applicant before

proceeding on deputation that he will vacate the

Delhi Police accommodation allottad ‘to him, Since
houever, this was a éondition stipulated in the :
circular inviting thé‘names for deputation,
-.whether undertaken was actuall; taken or not has'A 
no material ba;ring an the issue,

For the reasons gtated ih'DA-1371/96

this OR is also dismissed.

0R-1730/96

7 The applicant in this case sought same

N ) J\/
relief as referred earlier 0A-137J/9&kgiven an

.

-uddertaking fhat he will vacate @ﬁe Police accommo~-

dation éllotted to him uithin the.stipulated périod.
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The ground taken in this DA are the same a8 in

other two OAs, By way of technical ground to

shou that the applicant is discharging duties

while on deputation similar to those of Delhi

police, a copy of the coms endation card has been

annexed with the rejoinder. This commendation

26
}43\ is for having done good and hard work in dealing

|
card auarded by the pDelhi Police to the applicant
-) | with foreigners who visited IGI pirport, New Delhi,

The commendation card shous that FRRO is a OCP of

Delhi Palice., Housver, by % tretch of imagination
i
this commendation card changes the status of the

applicant as a deputstionists from Delhi Police.

?f ' to the 1B, Hence the reasons mentibned abovs “n
& two OAs., also clearly apply in the present case.
2. This D,A. also stand dismissed

accordinglye.
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