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\, New Delhi this the,j’é’ﬁday of August, 19299
j)

Hor ble Shri S.R. Adige, Vice Chairman (A)

Har hle Shri Kuldin Singh, Member ()
Shri Raij Kamal )
39..1) Rouse Avenue, New Delhi-2Z. .. Applicant
By Advocate Shri 0,P. Khokha

Versus

1. Union of India

Cthrough its Secretary,
Ministry of Urban Affairs,
Nirman Rhavan,
New Delhi.

i

z Directorate of Estate,

through its Director,

Mirman Bhavan,

Hoaw Delhi
Ry Advocate Shri K.K. Patel

ORDER

Hon hle Mr. Kuldip Singh, Member (I}

Shri Raj Kamal has filed this
challenging the order dated 7.11.1997 nas
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vacate the Government accommodation allotte
Rouse Avenue, New Delhi. According to Lf

action of eviction was taken in accordance

who was allotted accemmodation on out-of
called upon to vacate the house
Z. The applicant has challenged the
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the ground that this is arbitrary and

providing an alternative

(e

with the Sunreme Courf

Shiv

was also an allottee
-turn bhasis, he was
notlce Annexure A-1 on
will be thrown on the
accommodation.,




3, O Respondents in their reply have stated that the
\ }
/ 3 ~al £ Feye end ar
annlicant was working as Assistant Director General o orlgn

got evicted As such, the impugned notice has bheen sarved in
pursuance of the orders of the Hon ble Supreme Court. It is also
{, pleaded that the Government of India had also issued an
Ordinanace known as  "Qut-of-Turn Allotment of Govarnment

all allotments except those mentioned in clause 3(5) of the
Ordinance. Clause 3(8)(C) bprovides that the protection Trom
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acoommodation, earlier accommodation which was allotted him

was also allotted on out-of-turn basis, hence, no protection was
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&, \\, A careful perusal of nara 40 would show that the
!
apnlicant was entitled to an alternative accommodation of Iyne
ITT only in case he was entitled to Type JII accomodation and was
i e

;  the anplicant, has nowhere alleged that he was

8.. From whatever angle we may examine the case of the

apnlicant, we are of the considere:

Hon hle Supreme Court in Shiv Sagar Tiwari = case In view of
thiz, annlication fails and is dismisssed No costs,
\

R. Adige)

(Kuldin Singh)i (S
i hairman(A)

Mamber (J) N Y

O in
@ -
O

Rakesh




