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“ﬁ]New Delhi-2k.

~'i"',_'_i_(through sh. R. v. Slnha _adyocate) . -

Central Administrati&e'Tribunal ' Z§§i7

Prnnc1pa] Bench, New. Delhi.

- v7
0A- l?l4f°,, oA- 124°/97 & oa- 12b4/97

New De1h1 this the. lﬁt day ‘of July, 1997.

Hon'ble Dr. Jose P. Verghese V1c= Chalrman(J)

" Hon’ble Sh. S.P. Biswas, Hember(A)

v

0A-1214/97

shri B.D. Sinha,

Block 9, Type V-61,
wndeodhi.Road. Lomple>

=~ NeW Delhi. ) f"j":I.; “applicant

(through Sh. Vikas Singh, advoéate)

versus

.1. The. Directoréte of Estates,

Ministry of Urban Affairs &‘Employment
Nirman Bhawan,
New Delhl

2. The Asstt. Director of Estates in
the Directorate of Estate,
Ministry of Urban Affairs & Employment
~_.Nirman Bhawan, Govt...of India,
o .iNew.Delhi. B PRI

3. The Deputy Director. (Policy),
Directorate of Estates,
Ministry of Urban Affairs & Employment,
' Nirman Bhawan, Govt. of India,’
New Delhi. ' ~... Respondents

. (through Sh. R.¥. Sinha, advocate) »i -

0A-1249/97

Sh. G.P. Gupta, . ‘
S/O Sh S.M. Gupta . K . (
R/0 C- 157 Nanok Pura

;App11cant

"wﬁh(through Shr1 A K Behera ave

VB rsus

1. Un1on of India through
its Secretary, : ' ‘
Ministry of Urban Affalrs and Employment
.Directorate of Estates,
-Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi.

2.. Director of Estates,'
. Nirman Bhawan,
.“‘New De1h1

.. r-sn-o Respondent:. G.olil

Cetew,




© Zh. V.K. Choubey. . . :
:.8/0 Shu Bachche Chouhpy, S D Y
"R/o 1071, vr"-f*‘Lm Bl ke R
R.K. Puram, "““-f S L T
~New Delhi-22. ... oL ii-... Applicant

(through Sh:fﬁsﬁigﬁﬁhera,fédvocate)

Lo L versus.,
1. - Unioh. of India,
- through 1t0 o@cretary
¥ = L {.1 }Ti EL‘ c’thfl : # Ly g ¥
L "Directorate of E"tates _
e -N;nmahaﬁhawan, New Delhi. I L : T -
i Lz Dlrpctor of, Estates, .. -
Nlrman‘Bhavan
Mew Dplhx,~ T L e RP pondent
: =(through St ;RmvkhSIhham agvocéte)_ '
] - ¢
. i | 'ORDER(DRAL) -
Hern ble D Jose P. Verghese, Vice-Chairman(J) .
> i
|
X i;-, orrardenstes .

our orders dated 6 o Q?Mw,I;‘wa§¢brqught,tngur nptioé:

that an Or@inahce “known as ’The,70utf0ffTufn-Allotmeht
' G R o
. ) oF Government Residences .(Validation) Ordinance, 19977

. has . beer passed . ard. it has come’into farce @t once.

L L. iie.. to say -on  21.6.1997. t.In: vi

Ordinance’ ! w

» were. resenved- for udgement~f

e sbmeaaremon.dai&y%hga"ﬁsmmda . -

~"';_-:f:__,-_,Z'_U!,"_:"Tifue-:g;:_-,,,.'~__l~;~e'an,t:ned coungel ;‘fotigthéﬁfappliééﬁtf

¢ decided by the

Supreme_ 60untﬁhﬁa$ N

l»l.lei and thereafter tie

. had changed thls date tOf

"zdlrections~ of.




,though dllotment/dllocatlon
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‘on ‘perusal

applicants.

in the order of

;pehusalmoﬁf;thé”f;i;,

" Hence the eviction
‘shall not be
" The department

“the appllhant f;

.Wifa

« would= be-evictees , dm.

“Court while

iﬁmistakeﬁappanéntpwon

C;:)

‘wherenfﬁe allotment or

-~

S

applicable only to those cases

allocation 1-4.%1;
' \

allotment was

has been made after Admittedly. in

the_ﬁreSent agase,' thé made beatweain

1.1.91 and 1.4.91. ::The learned 'coUnsel'.forv the

respondents disbuted these facts and stated that even

-.ohdér -was madp prlor to

thei actuaj *pcs slon*waq taken onJyn aTLE|

stated “that thei the

—

in the

1..4.91;‘ It was also name ' of

applicant had Béen_’inéluded final 1list of

“puBsuanca. of.the, order. of  the

Hon’blé Supreme Court. We do find'an_appaﬁent mistake

in the said list’ and on perusal of the record we find

’

that the bfin01ple applled by “the 'Hon’ble Supreme

determanng the rut of dmte BB A 421 cand

of - the record St]lL excluoe the case .of

We'order'accordingly.

- We are pa blﬂg th1° order 1n accordance with

the diﬁéctidhs‘“given by the Hon ble' 8upreme “Court

" while apblying the very'principlemand the basis stated

the Hon -Court

‘ble S

upreme and on -

g regafd.

:order iééuea,against the applicant

appllcable to h1m on thls dCCOUht alone.

is at liberty to take aotlonf'agalnst

“any other-remedyiava;labI?A'rn* law

C T survives.
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U cmmi——
(S.P. Biswas)
‘Member(a)
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.+ .. .The .respondents "counsel .in- all fairness
submitted that this was a matter where clarification

was required from Hon’ble’Supreme Court itself and

_ ‘they'.have.taken: fstep _Io‘do 50* ulnte xhe motterethjfff"

S
'

now before us. and we find that there is .a bonafide

*mistake in_ applying the cut‘of‘date; we propose to
_ pass the abovex‘order and the matter need not be

wfdragged"to the Hon ble Supreme Court on th1° account

In result,_the impugned orderlje quashed to the extent

stated abbve.

~~u: . \Hlth the ajoretdldiobsen’ ui?ng;“this: 0-A
g dlsposed of -No costs.
-

(Dr JongP; Verghese)
- Vice- Chalrman(J)




