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BEFORE[) THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATVE TRIBUNAL, ° ¢

BOMBAY BENCH. *

Original Appkication No,712/93,

Shri John Kurian & Anr, ' esses Applicants,
. V/so : ) ‘ . . e
The Estate Manager, .

0l1d C.G.0, Bldgoo
Annexe, 3rd floor,
MCG. Road, ’ hd

Bombay - 20 and Anr. ° ) «++se Respondents.

Coram: Hon'ble Ms.Lakshmi Swaminathan, Member(J). e
" ,
[ ]

Ap_ga;;ancegz -

Applicants by Shri M.A.Mahalle.
Respondents by Shri V.S.Masurkar.

Judgment: - . , .

lPer‘@éZ%hkshmi Swaminathan, Member(J)i Dt. 4~ Nev- (123
Heard Shri M.A.Mahalle, counsel%}or the

applicant and Shri V.S.Masurkar for the respondents.

2, This appliqation has been filed by the

applicants S/shri John Kurien and Bhagayya Shankarayya

Swamy under section 19 of the Administrative Tribunals

Act, 1985 impugning the eviction notice dt.24.1.1992,

and the order of eviction dt. 14.7.1993 passed under

sections 4 and 5 of the Public Premises (Evictiom

‘o

of Unauthorised Occupants) Act, 19710{hereinafter

. T
{réferred to *as’'the qasa'). . d
3. The facts of the case are that the applicant

No.1 had been allotted Quarter N?&§? at‘ngala, Bombay
on 11,4.1989. He has stated that vide leit':terOdat;d
26.4.1989 he had in;imatedgin the prescribed forg?£;
the Estate Officer through the Head of the Depaitment
that he is sharing the accommodation with Applicant
No.2 Shri Bhagayya Shankarayya Swamy, Qho is a
Scientific Officer in the service of the Naval
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Chemical and Metallurgical Laboratory, Bombay with
[ 4
whom the applicant was also working. In the notice

. issued on 24.1,1992 by the Estate Manager, it was
stated that it has been reported that the allott;;{i2
applicant No.l of Quarter No.43 has completel;
sub-let the same to some upauthdrised personijdn
contravention of the provisions contained in S.R.
317-B-20 of the Allotment Rules. The applicant |

JNo.1 ;as_also given an opportunity to represent his

case before the authority. After certain time when

the applicant states that the applicant could not

meet the concerned c¢fficer, it is evident from the T
records tﬁat the applicént No.1l was given an qgggrtunify

: _ who

to present his case, before the Estate Officé%?passed
the impugned order of eviction dt. 14.7.1993.

4., The main grievance of the applicant No.1

against the aforesaid eviction order was that C::)
(1)) he was not. furnished with the report on the

basis of which the show cause notice had been issued
stating that he had completely sub-let the quarter

and (2) G—;@ sthone= appl icant No,2 who was sharing the
aécommodation with him under the rules,was not g&ven

, . J .
: . a notice required under section 4 of theé%ﬁ%% .
5. From a perusal of the rgcords in this case
it is seen that the main issue is hot r%gArding the
sharing of accommodation of the- quarte.r ‘.allotted. to
applicant No.1 with applicant No.2, but the q&estiqp
whether the same had been completely sub-let to .
’& -7 applicant No,2 contrary tedd#& the provisigns of
SeR. 317-B-20(2) of the Rules. Before passing the
impugned'order of eviction, the applicant No.1 had been

};%92;/’ given an opportunity of hearing by the Estate Officer.
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