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IN THE CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEUW DELHI 4

0.A. No. 482/96 \Y/
New Delhi this the 8th day of Novembcr 1096
ton'ble Shri R.K.Ahooja, Member(A)

Fateh Singh

5/0 Nanhe Ram,

R/o D-117,Kidwai Hagar,
New Delhi. .....%pplic&nt

(By Advocate: Shri U.Srivastava)
Versus

1. Union of India through
The Director ‘
Dirsctorate of Estates(Engquiry Section)
Nirman Bhawan,
New Delhi.

2. The Asstt.Director of Estates,
(Litigation)
Directorate of Estates,
Nirman Bhawan,
Ney Delhi. .
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(By Advocate: Shri Mefl.Sudan)
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ORDER (Oral) e

Hon 'ble Shri R.K.Bhooja, Me mber { &)

The applicant who was allotted a Govirnment
'accommodation No. D-117, Kiduai Nagar, New Delhi is
aggrieved by the order of cancellation of allotrent and
the order of eviction at Annexure A=1 passed by the
respondents. The applicant submits that the raspeondonts oo
madé é surprise checking on the basis of ke Talse .
complaint. He further submits that when the checking héﬁjii
taken place, he was in the office and his wife and childxbﬁ%@iﬁ
gone to his in-laws house and only his sister wes ;:éscﬁtji',
at the quarter. HAs she was 1ill and had cone ‘to Jelki, sh;:‘
was taking treatment from Safdarjung Hospital. 1t is Qﬁ}§ ¥'

basis
. thdy/ that the inspection team had come to a8 conclusicn
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that the quarter had been sublstsed. The applicant

states that he gave a representation to the respondents

as per Annexure -A-=2 yith which he had also enclosed a

photocopy of the ration card and the CGHS dispensary
card. As per Annexure A-3, he had made a reply to
the shou cause notice, klleging that the explanation

given by him has been rejected without application

" of mind which has resulted in issue of the impugned

order Aw 4eclcy 2 beure Al wh,,{( . de y

2. Ld counsel for the respondents statess that
a.su;prise inspection was conductad by a team of”

two Asstt.Directpr of Estates who vide their inspsction
report dated 4-8-95 reported that the quarter, in
question was found in occupation of Shri Prithui Dhar
uorking in DESU, Smt.Kamala Devi, Shri Sunil Kumer,

Shri Pauwan Kuﬁar énd Km Mamta., Shri Sunil Kumer gave

a signed statement to the Inspection Team stating that
he along uith his mother and father is residing there
for the last 4 months. The Inspecting Team reported

full subletting suspected. After affording an opportunity

. of personal hearing, the Dy.Director of Estates concluded

- that the quarter had been fully subletted and ordered

for imposition of penalties for subletting. ®rders
dated 20-10-95.uwereissued. Since the applicant

did not vacate the premises uithinAa'period of 60 days
alloued to him vide order dated 20-10-95, eviction

prbceedings were initiated against him.
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3. I have heard the learned counsel on both

sides. Shri U.Srivastava learned counsel appsaring

L]

for the applicant submits that the applicant's siste
wvas suffering from seriocus illness and she cams to
Delhi for treatment at Safdarjung Hospital. On the
day of the inspection, the family of the applican® uas
not in the house and his sister with her family uho
came for medical treatment, were present. In thcse
circumstances, the inspection team had wrongly conclodad
that the house has been subletted. He drew my atiention
to SR=-317-B-21 uwhich provides that before any panalty
under these rules is imposed, the aggrieved person shou'd
be given 60 days to file a representation to tho

* Directorate of Estates. |
4. I have careFuily considered the argumecnts
advanced by both sides. As the learned counscl for thoe
respondents points out thai the Inspection Team guve
its report that the premises was sub-let on the basis
of the signed statement of one Shri Sunil Kumar wha
was residing there with his parents and the explancticn
given by the applicant was duly considered by the
respondents and rejected, I am satisfied that the
Inspection Team gave the correct report and there is

no infirmity in the same.

5. In the circumstances; .the application is

dismissed. No order as to costs.

CCo.




