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IN THE CENTRAL ADHINISTRATIUL
PRINCIPAL BENCH

NEW DELHI

0.A.Noo 974/94. Date of decision. ^7^ . r

Hon'bl© Srato Lakshmi Suaminathan, Plember (3)
#

Inspector Rohtash Singh Tanuar,
Through. 1*12. Mukta Gupta (Ad\/ocata;,
236, Lawyers' Chamber,
Delhi High Court,
Neu Delhi. '^apl^cant

I.

By Advocate l^s. Plukta Gupta)

versus;

1. Governmsnt of National Capital
Territory of Delhi,
ThroughS Commissioner of Police,
Delhi, Police Headquarters,
M.S.O. Building,
I.P, Estate,
New Delhi-110002.

2. Smt, S. Sundri Nahda,
Oy, Commissioner of Police,
Hqrs. (ill), I.P. Estate,
Neu Delhi-2.

3. Shri Ram Niuas l*leena,
Asstt. Commissioner of Police,
IX th Battalio n DAP, through
Commissioner of Police,
Delhi.

(By Advocate Shri O.N, Trishal)

0_R_D_E_R

(Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Suaminathan, Member (3udicial}|

The applicant, uho is working as Inapector

the Respondent*0
with Delhi Police, is aggrieved by/order dated

earlier

13.4.1994 by uhich thei-r/order dated 8.11.1993

relating to the mutual exchange of Government flat

No. B'-2, Type IV, Neu Police Lines, Kingsuay Camp

«th Go„.rnn..nt riat No. 8-6, Ne. PoUce Linos, Doihi
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\j yas revoked (Annexure-A). His representation dated

25.4.1994 addressed to the Additional Conranisaianer

of Police (Annexure-L) has also been replied vide

communication dated 29.4,1994, uhich is roprodjcsd

belou

" Spoken to DCP/HQ (III). The exchange cf
house was on paper only. As such no need

to refer the case to DCP/HQ (III),"

2. The facts of the case are that the applicani;,

uho was working as Inspector in Delhi Police, was

allotted Flat No. B-:6, Type lU, New Police line?,

Kingsuay Camp, Delhi, As the wife of the acplicani

is a heart patient, he moved an application For the

to hirn

mutual exchange of Government quarter allotted/with

Government quarter allotted to Smt. Santosh Thukral, ACs^

O No, 8—2, lype IV, NeU Police Lines, Kingsuay Camp,

Delhi, which was on the ground floor as per th3 appli

cations placed at Annexures H-1 and H-2, On these re-

requests, the Deputy Commissioner of Police vide hip

order dated 8.11.1993 allowed the mutual exchange of

the quarters with immediate effect(Annexure-I), , Accord

ing to the applicant, he took possession of flat

No, 8-2. Type lU on 11.1,1994 as per the information /

• given by him in D.D,No,79 (Annexure-J) and Smt. Santosh
" /

Thukral, ACP shifted to Flat No. B-6, Type IV, By
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Annexures K1 and K2 orders dated 25,1 .1994 tha change

of flats by the applicants had been noted,

3, Subsequently, the impugned order dated 13,4,1994;

had been passed by respondent No, 2 and it ia alleged

that this has been done with the connivance of respon

dent No. 3^ cancelling the earlier order dated 8,11.1993^4.

The learned counsel for the applicant has impugned the

revocation order dated 13.4.1994 on the grounds °

M.

(i) that it is illegal as no shou cause

notice uas issued to the applicant

before passing the impugned order

thereby violating the principles of

natural justice;

(ii) that no reasons have been given for

revoking the earlier order dated 8.11.93

u =allouing the o^ual exchange of the

quarters; and

O (iii) that the applicant's representation

(Annexure—N) though addressed to Adfli<=»

tional Commissioner of Police has been

rejected by the DCP (vigilance) on a

flimsy ground th^ the exchange of houses

uas on paper only without giving any

opportunity of hearing the applicant.

The representation .ad. by the appXieent pao

put before the Additional Commisaioner of Polios s

. b.t the decision had bean taken at tho le„ei,f ccp

(WgHanee) who had rejected the repreaentation/^rply
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' ' Speaking to respondent Noo 2 as soen ffoiri th?i

communication dated 29o11»l994o

4« The learned counsel for the respondents

has admitted the fact that the applicant, yho

uas occupying quarter No, B-6', Tyo® IV, Ney Polled

Lines, Delhi and Smt. Santosh Thukral, ACP, yho bad

been allotted quarter No, 8-2® Type IV, Nau Polica • ? ;

Lines, the latter quarter being on the grouhd flcoCj

mere alloued to exchange the Government quarters

11,1

mutually vide order dated 8< 11.93 and.D.QiNojTS Cattd/

The ! report lodged by the officer regarding occu*» - >

pa Won/vacation of their Government quarteirsis also

admitted, Houever, the learned counsel fo? the

respondents states that later on yhen an inspection

O conducted ^recently" it uas found that thsy have ;

not actually exchanged thair quarters as stated in the

D,D, Entry, Accordingly, the mutual exchafiQQ order

dated 8,11,1993 in respect of the two Government

quarters uas revoked by the order dated 13,11«1g94,j

5, The respondents uere directed to produce

the inspection report by 14,11,1994, They have failed

to produce the same for my- perusal. Admittedly, tho

respondents have revoked their earlier orden dated

8.11,1993 based on the enquiry officer's reports
uhich uas not supplied to the appUcnt and
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I

uiithout giving a shou-cause notice to the applicant,

theraby clearly violating the principlaa cf natural

justice. On this ground alone, the impugned order

dated 13.4.'994 whereby the earlier order dated 3,11.93

uas revoked, is bad in 'lau, and is hereby quashed and

Set aside. Consequently, the rejection of the apoli-^

cant's appeal by order dated 29.4.1994 is also quashad

and Set aside,

6. In the result, the application is allowed uith

a direction to the respondents not to dispossess she

applicant from the quarter No. B-2, Type IV, Nau Police

Lines, Kingsuay Camp, Delhi which has been allotted

to him by order dated 3,11.1993 except in accordance

with law. There will be no order as to costs.

(Smt. Lakshmi Swamiaathan)
Member (3)


