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Hon'ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member(J),

Smt. Harbans Kau ur,

W/o late Shri Mohan Singh,

Hnuse No. 41/2, Xabul Lines,

Delhi Cantt-11p010. Ce Applicant,

(By Advocate Shr i D.S. Mahendru proxy for Shri S.K. Anand)

Versus
Union of India, through
1. Secretary,
Minigstry of Defence,
New Delhi
Z2. The Station Commander
Station Headguarterp
Deihi Cantt-110010, . Respondents,

{(By Advocate Shri Rajinder Nischal)

O R D E R (ORAL)

This is +the gecond round of litigation by the

applicant against the respondents, The applicant had

digpoged of by me by order dated 24.7.2000 with the

directions, inter alia, that the applicant shall vacate

T

the possession of the Government quarter in stio

Within four wee ks from the date of receipt of a copy of

that order apd hand over the same to the competent
authority, Shri D.S. Mahendru, learned counsel submits

that a copy of the order dated 24.7.2000 in OA 1456/99 wag

received by the appiicant on 25,8, 2000, However, in  the
meantime,  respondentg issued the impugned order dated
4.8.20900, The relevant portion of this order reads as




"Your case was heard in Hon'ble CAT on 24 Jul 2000
and the Hon'ble Court direc :ted  that vou will
vacate said accn within four weeks and pay double

Licence fee for the period of over

stav/unauthorised period”.

Z Learned counsel for the applicant has
submitted that on receipt of this letter, the applicant had
made a representation to the respondents to explain the
Tribunal order. 1t has been correctly alleged by the
appilicant that the impugned Annexure A-l letter dated

4.8.2000 has been issued by the respondents without proper

regard to  the Tribunal's order dated 24.7.2000 as the

crucial phrase "within four weeks from the date of receipt
of a copy of this order” has been left out, Shiri

has since vacated the Government gquarter in guestion

by the Tribunal. This O0.A. has

filed in which a claim has been made to dquash the

f the quarter in terms of the Tribunal’
Seder in OA 1456/99,and te award exemplary costs again

the respondents and in favour of the applicant who has

time
3. I have heard Shri Rajinder Nischal, learned
coungel, although the respondents have not fi led any ireply

He has submitted that as th» applicant has already vacated
the Government duarter in terms of the Tribunal’'s order,

nothing further survives in the O.A.
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4, Taking into account the facts and
circumstances of the case, 1 am unable to agree with the

submissions of the learned counsel for the respondents.
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The impugned order issued by the respondents dated

4.8.2000 is contrary to the directions isgued by the

4.7.2000 in OA 1456/99. The
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Tribunal in its order d
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applicant has indeed filed this application mainl

ing of thisg order which could have been avoided if

gquashin O ¥
the respondents had read the Tribunal's order dated
24.7.2000 correctly and taken congequential sSteps in

any appeal against 3

gquarter earlier
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Deini ©Cantt, within the period as directed in the order

ince that order has pecome final and

binding, it is needless to say that the respondents should

fully comply with that order.

o, in the result, for the reasons given above,

the impugned order dated 4.8.2000 is gquaghed and set

& Sipnce the applicant has already vaca

o

for in paragraph 8(2) have pecome infructuous. 11 the
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facts and circumstances of the ¢ ] () .

granted in

regpondents. /£4%;%>/§LA,4>4{£;~ .
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(Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan)
Member (J)

favour of the applicant and against the




