
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
O  F' RIN CIP A L B E N C H , N E W DEL U1 -

OA-396/96

Ne« Delhi this the 6th day of November, 1997.
F-!on'ble Sh. S-PL Biswas, MeinberCA.)

Shri Ram Roop Singh,
/ o S h. B h o p a 1 S ;1 ri g h,
R/o 945, Mangol Puri, Applicant
New Delhi-

(through Sh. B. Krishan, advocate)
versus

f h e D i r c c t o r o f b s t a fc e ,
D i r e c t. o r a t s o t b s t a L e t.,,
Ministry of Urban Development,
41. h F o o r " C ■' W i n g,
Nirman Bhavan, Respondent
N e w 0 e 1 h i ~ i -L -

(through Sh., S.M. Arif, advocate)

ORDER (ORAL)

,„.h. , , ,oc- ri? I lotted a Govcr nniert i :T h e a p p 11 c a n t w <1 s a j, i. j l l, c;

quarter No.1/202, Sarojini Nagar in June, iv9u. But
received the A-2 impugned order dated 27„9.,v.|
cancelling the allotment, of the above premises
retrospective effect from 27.7.92, on grounds of
non-payment of^ licence fee as well, as allegatior, of
sub-letting of the said quarter. A notice of recovery
(A-l dated4.:L2.95) for Rs.67,513 has also been served
on him.. • He is aggrieved by both.

.  The short question for ■ determir,ati or, is

whether an allotment of a Government accommodation can
be cancelled on the basis of (a) mere allegation of tfie

.  Licence Fee not. being received and (b) r.on-compl iancc
of pre-reguisites ^ laid down for physisal eviction
following an establislied case of sub-letting..



t
V

3. A perusal of the records indicates that the

applicant: has been getting licence fee regular ly

deducted from his salary right from Novembers, 1990 and

the same was being sent under an appropriate Bill

Number iA'ith a date" to the respondents- 1 he applicarit

had also taken the protection of altering the

respondents about the licence fee having recovered f r orii

his salary on montlily basis through a communication

dated 7.2.95.. This did not wake up the respondents.

4  T o a eld" iTi i s e r- y t o t h e rn i s f o r t u n e , 11 'i e

allotment was cancelled on grounds of sub-letting by

A-2 order dated 29.7.94.. Su r pr isingly,, . thrs

communication indicates cancellation of the allotmcrrt

wi :i 1.1' I r e t. r o s p e c t i v e e f f e c t f r" o rri "2 7 .7 .92. 1 fi e

c a n c e 11 at ion o f a 11 o t m e n t, on g ro u n d s o f s u b ■ 1 e 11 i n g ,,

and i^'hysical eviction froiTi the premises are SL!i>po3sd l;o

be preceded by formal letter of warning/opportunity of

representation as per the law laid down under Section 4

of Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised Occupants)

Act,, 1971, Thus, the essential legal requirement lias

n o t b e & n c o n i r.i 1 i e d w .i t. h .

'I

5.. I also find a communication gap between the

Direchorateof Estates (Respondent No.l) and Directorate

laf Survey resulting in n on-receipt of Licence f-ee

t hough t he app 1 ican t had been pay ing t he arvioun t <:iu e

through deduction at the source of monthly salary..
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■  rii'i f'las noc

[ji

-1.'af.'ij L0-..I bvtI'lG
roGponden t:.-. nor Lh

roct",o "ri t:.v- n-r Pc--r ua .. .. io.^Lareo ca r»?d to reply back iu

appi .1 c an t" o aDmmunication of -February, 1995. j

f Ind ari oti'1 crwise o 1.. a o J. 1 s I'i 0 d C' a. s e o f
iub-lett in a

bcBi'i hai'idlerj Pv kl-iP-^ u ... -- ../ L. 1 1 .... I ... o. 1 ..' u 11 u (i r u. -1j i r e c t o i - a t e o f

without adherence to the rules 1;
.axooown on the

:'!

sub,ieel.

%

-.n Lha background of tha .deta-ifs afor oca i ..I
the O.d. deserves

consioeration on it'ierits and i:.
a c c o r d .1 n g 1 y all o w e f i. ri'ie iiiipucii-ied orders rrL A-]

snail stand guashed^ i leave
11

.■■pOi'i (JOn i_; -Qi |-i;ee LOT ate of F;. s L a c c s t o t a Ic c depart men t,aj
action ag,:ilnst those Who have erred in dealing with
t h i s issue without any care for the foimalitirs
LIr 1 ci\.'I.Ji I;■) p. ^ p j j t ,

M  'i'o. L Ler .-i „ No COsts.

O-O-w—s

Id, }-', ^wrc^^asj
Member(A)

/•, ..


