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1IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIEUNAL
HU TT F{CL( BE: 'rﬁllo CUTT:‘;C I\. &% b

QeA. NO, 976 of 2002 .
Cuttack, this i'ue).ﬂ__day of April, 2004

Udhab Cnandra Sahoo,

w5 5e Aoelicant,
-\ L5, -
Union of India & others, ees Respondents,

FOR INSTRUCTIONS

1. wnether it be referved to the remorters Fr not? Ne
23 Whetier it be circulated to all the Benci .esfof the
Centyrzl Administrative Trisunal or not?  JC .
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VICE~CHAIRMAN
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
SULTACK BENCH: CUTTACK, 2

0, A N0, 976/2002,

Present: lion'!ble Mr;B.N.SOm,Vice—ChairmaQ;” “
Hon*kle Mr.M.R.Mohanty,Member(Jual,)_>@

Udhab Chandra Sakoo, «vs Asplicant,
~-Vrs,=-

Union of India & Ors, ees Respondents,

For Annlicant, ¢ Mr,3,5,Trisathy,Counsel,
Por Respondents, 3 Mr, S, B. Jeng, Counsel,
-
Date of decision: 3 / &= /2004,
3
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MR, (AN KANJAN MOLIANTY, MEMBEL (JUuluIAL):

s
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b L3
policant :wﬂmcﬂe as’ ﬁ%itor in the uVlatlﬁn
Research Centre &t Quarib: 1¢ﬁ(0fluud) was allo*tem with

RIrs.lo.28A-207 on 25,08,1592,0p the allm@%tx on of subleft ng

ng

the said guarters, the allotnent was cancelléﬂ%yith'a

direction to the Asnlicant to mav

the nomal
of vacation

for allotment of

)

any residential accommodation for the remaining seriod of

e
in

) o -
service,In the said >remises,he Las fileq this_crlginal

Amplication under section 19 dfthe Administrative Tribunals

4Ct, 1985 seeking relief,
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€ard learned counsel for both si

perused the materials aslaced on reco ré, Learned COll_l-"z sel”

for the Apolicant submitted that the order under
Annexure-7 dated 22-10-2002 was sassed basing on the

ement of a »erson (who was allege edly allowed to
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stiare the quarters with the Applicant) and checke reso r-
L 7 ramo o

p

submitted by the security wersonnel, It is the case of

-

the Advocate for the Asolicant that éocuments, relie

ey

-5 were not sufificient to prove
the subeletting of the quarter s Dy the Apslicant and that

. " .
were now

conZlusive sroof of subletting
of quarlers;vecause those =re contradictorv,It was

alleged by the Advocate for the apnlicant that statements
(of other sersons) were obtained by the Department/
b &% A &

ol ® .
uthority forcibly and the same have been obtained lonc

ter the zecurity checkinc: that 4ur1ua securlty checking
iy,

i

signature of Aasnlicant was not O‘tmlnp‘ an@ that th@ygk

the documents show that the other nerson was stavzng in

-

rs,in guestion,till sesteuber, 2002, o statement of the

- D

«

neighbourers were obtained.Finally,it was argued by hWim
/ s &
that tie resresent ition of the Apslicant was rejected
%
mecianicslly by tlie Ressondents without any encuiry and,

as guch.,the order under asnnexure-7 iz liable to hﬁgquaqneﬁ

On the other nand,lesrned Additinnal Stanading Coﬁn%el
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appwearing for tie Res»onudents subuitted that th,

subletting of guarte in question and dtaying in

Ll

tite quarters Ly the subletee alongwith his family
menwers were sroved d@uring the dogr-to-door checkiqyg.
undertaren (by the security personnel of ARZ,Charibatisa)

on 11,09,2002;whick was also corroborated by Voters

list of 1999 and 2002; letter dateé 18,10,2002 of BSIL

o3
m

installing teleshone in the said cuarters, statements of
neighbourers and the National Savings Certificate
surch.ased in the nane of the subletee,linwever, after

viving due osocortunity and considerinc the resresentation

=

submittend by the Asslicant tihe imiugned order undeg
Arnevure=7 was passed and tiat,therefore,the case warrants

= 1

- B = &= s s T ] 8 -~ < i -
no irnterfersnce of thisz Tribunal,

1 el B ; . » ooy, i T gvgs T 4= Ly ~ (-

4, After neariny tiie counsel for both the

- et S | - = R S T T e T 3 - 3 T e T o
partics and on perusal of tihe records,it is seen tihiat the

imoucned order under Annesxure-=7 was passed after proving the

atter to tie Lilt,It is seen thnat adeguate QJ,,rthltiea

54 In our considered opinion, since there is no

breach oi any rule

m
£
-

or orincinles of natural justice #n

the matter, tie interference, as sought for by the Apnlicant
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is unwarranted

-

is dismissed, o costs,

D, N,S0M)

VICE-CHAIRMAN
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| and, tiierefore, this Original Application

ze{eu oY
( MANGEEAN JAN MOHANTY)
MEMBER( JUDICIAL)
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