
IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEW DELHI

O.A. No. 1592 198 g

DATE OF DECISION 26~10t19B9,

Pte. Jaotar Kaur Applicant (s)

Shrl Shankar Raju ^Advocate fortiie Applicant (s) .

Versus

The Commission of Pnii ro & Respondent (s)
another

Pis. Avnish Ahlawat, Counsel for the
Shri Muktil Taluiar Advocat for/;h( Respondent (s)

CORAM :

%

Tlie Hon'ble Mr. B.C. RATHUR, VICE CHAIRMAN

The Hon'ble Mr.

1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement ?
2. To be referred to the Reporter or not ?
3. "Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement ?
4. To be circulated to all Benches of the Tribunal ?

JUDGEMENT

This is an application under Section 19 of the

^ Adrainistratiue Tribunals Act» 1985»gainst the impugned order

dated 7.8.89 issued by the Deputy Commissioner rf" Police, Provisioning

& Lines, Delhi, whereby the allotment of Govsmment quarter Mo,

C-7, Old Police Lines, Raj Pur Road, Delhi, issued in favour of

the applicant has been cancelled with immediate effect for violation

of the provisions of Standing Order No, iii/i/79 and the applicant

has been directed to vacate the Government quarter within 7 days

from the date of receipt of the said order*

brief facts as stated in the application are that

the applicant has been working as UJotnan A.S.I, since 10,7.72 in

Delhi Police and has been in occupation of Governnient quarter from

12.2.1981.

3. The applicant was suspended from service on 17.5.88 follcudng
a criminal case which is pending before the Additional District Judge,

0 Delhi, The applicant has receiued an order passed by the Deputy
P • "ommissioner of Police under which a departmental enquiry was
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initiated against the applicant for hsr alleged contravention of

Standing Order No, iii/i/79. The case of the applicant is that

the impugned order is against natural ji^tics as no notice was

given to her before issuing the eviction order, Therefora, this

order is liable tolbe quashed, Thailearned counsel for the applicant

prayed for quashing the impugned order on the ground that the

Standing Orders are not statutory,

4, The respondents in their reply have tnentioned that

one Santokh Singh was arrested in a crminal case for being found

in possession of Heroine. He was bailed out by the Court in Feb, 87

and the respondents suspected that he was living with the applicant

in the Government quarter,allotted to her. Ha was reportedly residing

iS
in the Police quarter with the applicant to avoid airrest. In such

a case, the Deputy Commiseioner of Police 4s within his right to

cancel the accommodation of the Government servant which is not used

properly. According to the respondents the allotment of GovernsuBnt

quarter infauour of the applicant was cancelled for violation of

Standing Order No, iil/i/79 because the applicant allowed Shri

Santokh Singh, a criminal who had jumped 'bail to st^y with her in

Government quarter situated in Police Colony, as this amounted to

misusihg^the Government accommodation allotted to her,

5. The point which is not in dispute is that no notice was

issued to the applicant before cancellation of the allotment of her

house as is required undsr fiule 24 Sub Rule 4 of the Standing Orders

issued by the Gomtnissioner of Police under Section 21 of the Delhi

Police Act, ^ such the impugned or^er cannot be sustained and must be
c-rL'Ui^K,

quashed. Notwithstanding quashing the orders cancelling the allotment
• A ^ •

of the hotee in favour of the applicant j the respondent will be at

liberty to take such action against the applicant as may be required

under the law.

With these observation^ the application is allowed. There

will b« no orders as tc cc^t;. *

( a.e. mATHUR )
WICE CHAIRMAN

26.10,89,


