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CORAM :

The Hon'ble Mr. B.C. Rathur, Uice-Chairman (A)

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 1

JUDGEMENT

( audgcmcnt of tha Bench dsliuBred by tha
Hon'ble B.C. Mathur, \/icB-Chairm«sn (A))

This is an Application under Ssction 19 of ths Administrative Tribunals

Act, filed by Shri Shiu Raj Singhj Head Conatablftj Police Station Hari Wagar,

Uost DBlhij against ths impugned ordsr dated 2B,9«1988 and final order dated

22.11.1988 by tho Dsputy Commissioner of Police, West District, New Delhi

cancBlling the allotmEnt of Gouernment accommodation. The facts of the

cass arB that ths allotmant order of the house has btatn cancellKd without

giving a show causn notice to the applicant at his back and without disclosing

any reasons. The allotment order of thfs house has been cancBllod illegally.

His rEprnssntation against the cancellntion has also btjen reject&d in ^

arbitrary manner.

The nsspondtsnts in their reply have stated that thes allotment was

cancelled on the basis of a Vigilance Enquiry. During Vigilance Enquiry,

it was found that the applicant was mipuing thf? quertar. On rsceipt of a

complaint from one Dhrarms Singh, Social Worker, Hari Nagar, the applicant^
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discrcet enquiriEs were conducted by a Wigilancc Inspectar, After the

cancellation order was passad, the applicant sought permission to be

heard in person and on his application for retention due to Education

of his son, he was allowed to retain the quarter upto 31,3.1989, but hs

did not vacatB the quarter after 31,3.1989.

I hau(8 heard thn counsel on both sidss. Whether the facts brought

out besfore the Vigilance Enquiry are correct or not, it is clear .^hat

the applicant has not been given any opportunity before the ordsrs of

cancellation warfi passed. As such the ordffirs arts clEarly void and

cannot be sustained. In the circumstancess, thn impugnGd orders cancelling

the allotmisnt of the quarter ar« quashed and the applicant is entitled

to continue in tho GouBrnment quarter Wo. DA/36-A, LIG Flats, P.S, Hari

Nagar, New Dslhi on normal rent. In cassj the Government have any case

against him, they should hold a proper inquiry and taks such action as

is legally p»rmis3iti3)l«, but the prtsscnt order without giving a reasonable

opportunity to the Applicant cannot be sustained. The application is

allowed accordingly.

( B,C, f'lathur )
Wice-Chairman (A)

6.9.1989


