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"CENTRAL ADMIN ISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
BAWGALOAE BENCH

Seconed Floor,
Commercial Complex,
Indirenagar,
BANGALORE - 562 37,

Dated: 24 APR 1995

APPLIGAT ICN NO. 228 of 1995.

APPLICANTS: Sri.D.Vasanthaseelan,

v/s.

RESMDH\ITS The Estate Manager,Research & Development 0rgn.,
DRDO Complex, Bangalore and two others.

To
1. Dr.M.S.Nagaraja,Advocate,No.11,
First Mzim Cross,Secnd Floor,
S ujatha Complex, Gandhlnagar,
Bangalore~560 009,
'2._;' Sri.M.S.Padmarajaiah,Senior Central - -
= . Govt.Stng.Counsel,High Court Bu1ld1ng,
S Bangalore-SéO 001. _
o -.:‘t . ’
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH: :BANGALORE

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.228/1995

MONDAY, THE TENTH DAY OF APRIL, 1995

SHRI V._RAMAKRISHNAN, MEMBER (A)

Shri D.Vasanthaseelan,

Aged 36 vyears,

S/o Shri D.Doraiswamy,

B-22/14, DRDO Complex,

C.V.Raman Nagar,

Bangalore-560 093. -« -Applicant

Advocate Dr.M.S.Nagaraja
Versus

1. The Estate Manager,
Ministry of Deferce

Research & Development Organization,
Estate Management Unit, - o
DRDO Township, C.V.Raman Nagar,

T ST T

o Bangalore-560 093. '
2. The Garrison Ergineer (P) (1),
Research & Development (East),
DRDO Complex, c.V.Raman Nagar,
Bangalore-560 093.
3. Unilon of India,
represented by
Secretary to Government,
Ministry of Defence, ) ]
- Government -of India, o e )
. - New Delhi. - - .. Respondents - '
T By Shri M.S.pPadmarajaiag, ' :
- _ . : - - Shri VY.Ramakrishnan, Membeq_(ﬁ)"-,iﬁ;
.‘ o ~
/g; . ,,' - 1 have heard or. M_SiNagaraiaf'ﬁor the
H oy .
EU( ficant and Shri M.S.Padmarajaiah, the learned senior
w( D,

iding counsel for the respondents.
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- perspective..—The lea

the-

2. fhe applicant has. 'challenged the order of
eviction from the Government quarters vide order dated
ZN.12.94 as at Annexure AéH. 1t transpires that the
Stapding Committee of the Subletting of ﬁccommodatidn
SLOAN Committee for short) had inspected the premises
and had submitted a report, on the basis of which, the
Board of Inquiry took thé view that the applicant had
totally subletted his quarters in violation of relevant
allotment rules. He seems to have appeared beforevthe
Board of‘Ianiry'and the Board, which met on.28th June:
1994 concluded that the materiales furnished by the
applicant in support of his case that he ¢ontinged to be
in occupation of the quarters could ﬁot be relied upon.
The department proceeded to issue orders evicting the

applicant on 20.12.19%24 ags at Annexure A&,

. Or. Nagaraja for the applicant submits

Ot

upon by the department while sesking to evict the
apprlicant. He refers to the representation of the
applicant dated 16.17.94 as at Annexure AS, where he had

specifically requested for.a copy of SLOAN “Committee

report to enable!ﬁim.tﬁéﬁptforthvhi$ dafence in

~department had’™
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W-_;;éftéffthought;on the part»ofiﬁhégm

“Vfg; the appilcant OF- the—relevani_par 1onAwe"e_re'”

_says that on 16.12.1994 the applicant had specifically

requested for a copy of the report so as to help him to
make out a proper defence and he also does notbknow as
to why the reply gqiven by “him before the Board of
Inquiry has been held .to be  unsatisfactory in the
absence of any speaking order. For these reasons,. the
learned counsel says that the eviction order should be

quashed.

4. The learned standing counsel refers to the
reply' statement of respondents, which states that the

Board of Inquiry read out ths relevant portion of the

SLOAN Committee report- to the applicant as also shown

the report to him. "VVDEJ . Nagaraja  denies  that the>

report or that thu relpvant porrjun wgre‘ read ~out  to

him. Hé says  that it is clear from the various
communicationA received by the applicant from the
department that this aspect has never been brought out

nor is there any reference in - the procmedlngf' of the

Board of . 1nqu1ry fwhiéh are'givan as dnnﬂvureé"to“thci

applicant was"éﬁéﬁ"éHEWH a copy of the SLOAN rommltte@_h

“]replv @t«t@menf\fo the nffert thdf th@ rﬁport wac'léhowna”

| 't‘?‘_;'hifni-' ,, mcord:mg"to“'or~ Ragar

Committee report, the-prbCeeﬁingg of the Board of

EL c-after hearing. both sides “and . taking dnte

.account the fact that the relewvant extraQtS'éfithe“3LOANf'
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Inquiry a

nd a copy of the statement stated to have been
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given by Smt. Manjula, who claim’that she te staving in
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made avai

ses allotted to the applicant have now been

lable to the applicant as annexures to the

reply statement of the respondents in the present 0O/ I
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eviction order dated 20.12.94 as at Annexure

liberty to the respondents to proceed in the
per law, after giving a further opportunity to
ant. Shri Padmarajaiah for the department
at the department would do so by summoning the
and hear his further submissions on the b#éis

- - - - < “.—‘“?;"
erials now made available to  him within _gge

today . While summoning the applicantf"fﬁé
should give reasonable notice of atleastv;a
to the applicant. After giving an opportuniéy
pplicant as referred to above, the respondents
& further action as per law and to pass  an

& speaking order.

=z
With the above observations, the appli¢§§§§£

disposed of—%vfh-ho ofder as to cout.
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