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Mew Delhi, this the 9th day of July, 2001
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RS Duartar
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z. The Commizsionair of Polilos,
Policse Head Quartsrs, 1.P. Estats,
Mew Delhi.
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By Hon’ble Mr.Kuldip Singh.Menber(Judl)

The applicant has  filed this 08 a8 he is
sggrieved of  the order passed by the respordents  with
wodrad to o cancellation of allotment of  the Government

auarter allotted ko him.

arg that the applicant being a

member  of  Delhl Police got emplowment as Constable
was  allotted Governmant aocommodation  bearing  Quarter
Mol 1050 Twype-I11, 3Sgctor-3, R.K.  Puram, MNMew Delhi. e
received & show  cadse notice dated 8.20.9% alleging
therein that. he has sub-let his quarter to | some  obhse

parson unauthor ises

in contravention of S0 2/98 and as

such i liable for action.
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3. The applicant contested the show causs notice
and denied the allegation of subletting wide his  reply

datesd 26.10.99, Howswver, ths respondants

impugned  ordsr holding that the applicant had  admitted

~

that his cousin brother Shri Baochan Singh was staving In

1 gquartar, therefore, the allotmanl was cancelled.

The applicant preferred an B alsce  befors  Lhe

superior officer, but ths sams was also rejected.

E The applicant has challenged those orde

O In the grounds to aszsall  Tthem, Cha

applicant  has stated that hs has not sublet hisz  guarts;,

e anyvons  nor e has acdmitted the sams Lo e

authorities.

i~

rmaim .,

o Besides hat he has also asubmitted That

the  wery First day he had denisd that he had sublst  the

guarter  to anyone so therse 1z no guestion of  admizsion

ma e

foreg the authoritiess with regard to  the

and as such  the applicant

sublatting  of  the prami:

pravs for cancellation of the sams.

S In reply to this, the respondents pleac
a complaint  regarding  subletting was received in  +he

cffice  which was got inquired into and it was Found that

The guartser had besn sublet to one 3hri Bachan Singh s

sonoraingly  a show causse notice was issued and since the

applicant has admitted that his cousin was residing there

0 the complaint was stated to hawve besn provwecd  and,

therefors, the cancellation ardsr was
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for The

7 I hawve  heard the lsarnsd counse

and gone through the records of the

-t
ot
e

S Fraom & perusal of the show causs notios

clear  that the show cause notice iz gquite wvagus bLecause

there was no allegation that the

in the show cadse nobic
applicant  had  sublet the quarter to Shri  Bachan  Singh
rathar it =mawvs  that the applicant had sublel to  zome
wther LErS0n . The applicant Was never glvan &n
oppoertunity In specific terms to  explain  aboult  The
subletting of  the sccommodation and Immadiataly  on
recaipt of  the show causs notice he has given a  reply

wharain he  has stabted that zincs his wife had joined a

DIET Courss (Basic Teacher Training) at Keshaw Puram ang

e laawves  the

with the nelighbours at the quarter

ai use to look after them  In

wife, That too only during the working

hours becauses his sister i also

Cpaar

Jector-% and he denied that anwbody

cplartear., Thare iz no documsnt on

applicant  had made any adnission befors the authoritiss

concerned that  he had sublet the gquarter though 10 the
reply  the  respondents hawve submitted an enquiry  report

that one person namely Sachan Singh iz residing

. I hawve gone through the same also but this

dogz not show whom the Enguiry Officer had s

ami Migtte

e had  recorded  that ane Shri Bachan Singh Iz in

cooupation  of  the premises . The report di

ol mhow that

N~



Shiri Bachan

that he iz the bhrother of fTha
there  and The allothes was

o~

of  Shri Bachan 3Singh was recordsd and this

glso not been supplisd to the applicant,

notice was Issuss s The

N

applicant. Hsnoe,

not  swven prowided proper

The counsel for  ths

-

g iwen

zhow cause notice was

alleged to have bgaen mads

Room beforsa OCP in that O0a.  éAccordingly,

allott o the applicant was cancall

caurt odid not rely upon the notice show caus

quashsd the sams.

10 PR S

o P

uming for the arguments
cousin brother of

amount To =nar

e pramis hen that will

and It will not amount to subletting and ©
i accommodation doss not Fall within the
2498 under which the allotment

nas g noted by the Judgment

for the applicant.

11, Ty s the =ubmis

sions

1

partisez, I am of the considered opinion ths
the case iz basaed on no evidence as

alao

"acimission” relie

oot of slatting and

respondents to cancel the allotment

Singh himself had told the Inquiry

WS S

applicant has also re

Co-ordinate Bench cin O/

The applicent was

not residing but no statement

report has
CEUEE

aoplicant wass

opportunity to defend his casze.

wlied  upon &

Mo ZEEE /59

itled as Jagdish ws. RHCT of Delhi and Others whersln

and a8 =imilar
Tl Ol
the  guaicter
Mowesr, s

s notios, but

ing of

he sharing of
pUryLaw of 50
elled as it

the counssl

o

@

macte Dy
toin this case

thers  1:
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aoupon ey e

not  seems to
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made particularly when the allottes himzelf iz

nave

contesting thse notice from the day one  when  he  has

1. In wview of e abowe D&, sucoesds and is
allowsd, The iImpugned order is guashed.  The applicant

will  continus to ocoupy the gquarter in  suestion. i

costs ., (z

{ KULDIP SINGH )
MEMBER (JUDL )




