IN THE CENTRAL ADF INISTRAT Iy TRIBUNAL /9 o
- PRINCIPAL BENCH § My orim]

N ; 0,A.1371/96 with v’
> : 0,A,1372/96
0.,A.1730/96

This the Z& 1k day ofj»“%Luthy- 1996,

1. 0.A.N0.1379/g6:

Shri Rajinder Singh
~ 8/0 Sh. Harbana Singh, :
R/o gr. No,176, Police Colony,
. Ashok Vihar,
Ney Delhi,

3 ‘ (By Advocats Mrs.Meera Chhibber)

HON'BLE SHRI R.K, AHOOJA, MEMBLR(A),

t0 0009, Applicant.

Versus

1« Union of India,through
Secretary,
L - Ministry of Home'AFfairs,
) North Block,
Neuw Delhi,

2, Dy, Commissioner of Police Hg III
M.S.83, Building, |
I.p, Estate,

+ New Delhi,

3. Assistant Director c-11,
Bureau of Investigation,
Level VIII, East Block viI,

RQK. Puram, ’

New Delhi, cevoes Respondents,
(By Advocate Shri g, Lallfor Rspdts,*§ & 3
£ ‘ Shri Arun Bharduaj for Respondent No.ib

2, OR-1372/96 —

"~ Shri Harish Chander
] : S/o sh, Kishori tal,
Q ‘ R/o qr, No, S» Type II1I,
P.S. Preet Vihar, Ney Delhi cseecns Applicant,
By Advocate Mrs .Meera Chhibber) .

; Versus

1. Ynion of India, through

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

2. Dy. Comrissioner of Police HQ II
Ney Delhi, '

3, Assistant Director C-I1,
Bureau of Investigation,

Level VII, East Block.VII,
‘R, K, Puram, :

. .'NG." 081'11. ®0evenes Respondente.
(By Advocatesshri 8run Bharduaj for RspdtgWa,?2
Ms. S.R., Khan for the Rspdts 1 & 3.) '




Rvd

0,A, 1730/96

7

S.1, Ashok Singh

S/o Shri Mghender Singh
k/o 3-CPolice Colony,.
Model Toun,

New Delhi

(By Advocate mrs.ﬁaera Chibber)

secee Applicant

Versus

1. Union of India,
© through Secrsetary,
Ministry of Home Affairs,
North Block -

New Delhi, -
-2, Dy.Commissioner of Police
HQ., III m,S¢G, Building,
I.P.Cstate, _ .
New Delhi, 4 l

1.

3. Assistznt Director C-II,
Bureau of Investication,
Level VIII, East Block VII, .
R.K, Puram, ' ‘
New Dslhi,

(By Advocate Shri Rrun Bhardwaj for Respondts.1 & 2
Me.Aparna Bhatt for Respaondert No,3,)

eseee RBspondents,

ORDER

By Hon'ble Shri R,K, Ahooja, Memts r(A).
0.A.N0.1371/96:

1. The spplicant uha is working as Asstt.Sub-
Inspector in Delhi Police, was sent on deputation to
Bureau of Immigration for a period of 3 months vide
order dated B8,1.,86 (Annexure P-IV), While working
in Delhi Police, he had been allotted Qtr, No,176,
Typs 8! Po}ice Colony, Ashok vihar, New Delhi,
Hovever, this sllotment was cgncelled vide Annexurep-I
order datedv9.5.96 and he has been directed to hand
over vacan?fpossession of the quarter, failing uhi;h
it Qas etaiéd therein that the licencé fee ét damage
rates uiil'be chérged-besides taking legal action -
u/e 27(2) of Delhi Police Act. The applicant submits

that he had made 2 representation to the FRRO




¢

”Tuho is also on deputation, uas cofeigééd to tho

._3_ 4 /é

while working on deputstion, to request the OCP,

etain the quarter.

Delhi Police to permit him to r

plicant further eubmits that he also made

The ap

further reprasentation to the ARsstt, pirector, I3,

reques ting him to allot a Qtr, from IB pool . imme-

diately., However, in spite of these ;eprqsentations,
Responoent No.2 vide order datedl19.é.96 issued an
eviction order calling upon hio to véoata the
premises within 10 days. He has nouéoomo before

tho Tribunal with a request that theiimpugned

ordore P-1 and P-11 regarding the,caéellation of the
allotment and eviction order\he.QUasﬁod.

2, The Caoe-of‘tha applicont is that he

'

had been sent on deputation to the Bureau of

Investigation which is under the administrative

Yo

control of FRRO which is, inzﬁggt, a unit of Delhi
Police itself. The FRRO himself is an of ficer of
the Delhi Police. Since the Delhi Police.Pereonnel

uorking as sUCh under the FRRO are entitlad to

i;retain the Govt accommodation, ‘the applicantj“

same facility. It is aleo aubmitted that tho‘




i
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on deputatlon have been alloued to letaln thé’

quarters,

him an unauthorised OCCupant or befo;, issuing

the eviction order. The applicant hg, further

alleged that the respondentg haye alen pot disposed

of the represent ation giyen by the apiblicant

i}

3. The reSpondents controvert the above

allegations,. In the reply they have 8tated that

the applications fof deputation to the Bureau 029

Imnigration were Cdlled for vide circulyyp dated

21.4.95 at Annexure R=1, 1t uas clezrly mentioneg

in the last para that the Officer selectey oy

deputation uwill have to vacate the Govt, accommo-
1 . .

dation of Police poog, ir any, in his possgssion

within the sipulated‘period Rule 19 ¢f S,G.

No.3/91 provides that the selecteqd officiaz shallgh

have to vscate the qut. aceommodatior yithin the g

stipulated period of 2 months from the date of

his proceeding on deputation. It is algq stated

that an undertaaking vas obtained fron the applicant

vide Annexure R-II that he will yacate the said

quarter within the stzpuxated perlod The
respondents have denied thzt gych an atcommodation

was aiven to Ashok Singh and supmit that ihbﬁia

case too orders have been iaoued for Caﬁcellation

~_aa uell as eviction of the covt quarte: alloted -

to him,
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4, 1 have heard Lear

and have also peruséd the pleadinos on record.

rrs, Meera Chhibber, councel for the applicant,

_dilatéd at length on the d

explained that actually the work was being done

on behalf of Delhi Police

was also a Delhi police Of

\

had units of pelhi Police working unoer him on

immigrationvduty; some of
gshoun on the strength of B
for adninistrative reason

it would be discriminatory

allouwed the facility of De

while the other, just because it isishoun as on

deputation to the 18, is denied the'same facility.

IMW -
gureau of Invest 3 is

control of FRRO and offici
deputed‘to special Protect
allOued to retain their De

Laarnad counsel for the ap

L

rned counsel on poth sides

uties of the FRRO and

and the of fice incharge

ficer and he weo alseo

the persons have been

, lmmmAA 0
ureau of anes& getian

only. _Inithe circumstances
if one wing of FRRO is

lhi Poiicé accommodation

-

also under administrativa
”
als of Delhi Police

ion Group(SPG) have been

1hi Police acoommodation.

pllCant argued that

besides this the respondents have been highly

fdiacriminatory inasmuch as

they had alloued oertain

'_other officers who had gone for‘deputation to

retaln their acccmmodatlon

;wiviction letter in case of

. She aleo stated that

Ashok Singh uasviagued

;Lonly'aftar the present DA vas fiied pefore this

5 jSmt Chhibber ‘also relied on the'orders




- that case were different as on notice being

- served to vacate the Govt, accommodation the

| ~/

of the Tribunagl in OAR=-1703/96 and 1704/96 de%ided
on 4,9,96 claiming that in similar cases, the

Tribunal had held cancellation of allotment

as illecgal,

S. - Despite giving csreful con&éderation
to the above subrission and arguments, I am
.

unable to find any merit in the case of the
applicant, It is an admitted fact that the circular
dated 21.4.95(R-1) specifically stated in para=3
thereof that the officers s slected for deputation
will have to vecate the Govt, acc0mmodation.oﬂ}
Police pool within the stipulated period. ‘The
applicant thereafter, applied for deputatio; in
full knouledge of this condition, Furtherm;re
as per R-2 he had alsq given an undertakinggthat
he will vacate the Police accommodation alloted
to him within the stipulated period, It does gat
lie with him now to argue that he considered this

_ &
conditions and undertakings as mere formalities

which were not meant to bs observed and that he

uaé under the impression that the rGSpondents

}uiil not insist on the implementation of this

undertaking.' The orders inIOA—17D3/96 are also

of no help to the applicant since the facts in

applicant thezein sought reversion to Delhi Pglice_




AV, and the only question remained was uhsther he was

‘ liable to be charged the damace rats for the period
subsequent ta the cancellation of his allotment and
his pre-mature return from deputatior, 1In the
present case there 4s no indication that the applicant F;
has sought reversion from deputation, Hence, thers
is neither a question of regularisat%on of the
cancelled accommodation in his favour nor a guestion
of examining his representation for not charging‘the

& - damage rate of licénce fee,

6. ! As regards the allegation.of discriminating

treatment the respondents héve certi%ied that similar |

a;tion has‘been takea against Ashok Singh and this

is admitted by the applicant in thes ¥ejoinder. Mrs,

Meera Chhibber in her argument emphasised the special
|
|

facility given to the SPG which has been denied in

i

the case of deputationists to IB, It will be seen

LGre

that the exemption has been granted to a biass of
people i,s,, those going to SbG._ As the learned
counsel fpr tha';asﬁondents submitted there are valid
reasons fotgi?iaéAa special fgcility in the case

? 1 of SPG becgdsé?}éjdéais with the proteétion of VIPS;

1 ahd_alsoAbacaﬁéplSPbimay nqtlﬁave'itg}oun separate

-~

pool for_a;i gﬁ@;éafsonnel; Be that as it may, it

xemption granted to the SPG is

is claarﬁﬁﬁgﬁi he ‘e

- R

|
|
|
|
l
_ ST ' .'F' not on éb:indlwigﬁéilbasis. _rurthermorg, there is
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2,

3.

1.

-&-

no stipuletion that in the case of deputation \&;

to SPG, 2& in the case of the IB those who apply

for deputation and are selected would hsve to

vacate the Govt. acco&wodation of Delhi Police

acc0nmodation.

7. In the light of thse above. discussion 1

find no merit in the application, the same is

dismissed accordingly, No order as to costs.

gA-1372/9¢

A‘\‘.‘.‘-y

The facts and circumstances in this Ol

are the eame as in OAR-1371/96 though there is no

proof of undertaking given by the applicant before

proceeding on deputation that he will vacate the

Délhi police accommodation allotted 40 him, Since

housver, this was a condition stipulated in the

. “Q,.
circula: inviting the names for deputation, -
uhether undertaken was actually taken or not has § -
no material bearing on the issue.

For the reasons stated ‘in OR-1371/96

this 0a ies slso dismissed.

0n-172/36.

The applicant in this case aought same

e i &7

: T
relief 28 ‘referred earlier 0&-1371/9& given an ;3

undertékiﬂg that he. u111 vacate the Police accommo—

dation allotted to him uithin the etlpulated petiod.

-
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The ground teken in this OA are the seame as in
other two OAs, By way of technical ground to
shou that the applicant is dis;harging duties
while on deputation similar to those of Delhi
Police, a copy of the comnendation card has been
annexed with the rejoinder, This commendation
card awvarded by the belhi Palice to fhe applicant
is for having done good and hard work in dealing
with foreigners who visited IGI Rirport, Neu Delhi,
The commendation card shous that FRRO is 2 DCPVof
Delhi.Police. Housver, byrgtretch of imagination
this cOmmqqdation card changes the status o} the
applicant as a deputationists from pelhi Police
to the IB. Hence ths reasons mentioneg above u
two JAs, also clearly apply in tﬁe present caseg,
2. This 0.A. also stangd dismissed

accordingly,
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