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No. CHB/AO-C/2024/
To ‘
' Sh. Brij Mohan and Smt. Raj Kuman/()ccupant
“Small Flat No.1489, Dhanas
Chandlgarh
s Subjeci‘: - Cancellation order of Allotment of Small Flat No. 1489, Dhanas, Chandig’arh‘ under the
- Chandigarh Small Flats Scheme-2006.
1 ) “The Chandigarh Administratio: a has floated "The Chandigarli Small Flat Scheme-2006" vide -

: 8 Jan Mar;, Scctor 9- l)r
= CHAN. GARH Chandlgarh, :

== HOUSING BOARD | 172251115130
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notification No. [A6/106-UTFI(2)- 2006/6813 dated 06.11.2006 for ‘providing living space which is '_

hygienic, snfe canymg basic amenities for the rchab|]|tanon of Slum Dwellers Co-
i ; ‘I i

2. On 1hc tccommendahons o‘" Screening Commmee Estate Office, U T Chandlgdrh Small

- Flat No." 1489, Dhanas, Chandlgarh was ailomd o 'Sh! Brij Mohan S/o. Sh.-Ram Sumier and Smt. Raj

Kumati Dfo. Sh. Madho Ram vide Al]otmem letter No. .CHB/CHFS/2006/900 dated. 0" 09.2013 on ilceni,“
baclq ..31 a per l()d of20 years on certain con(l tlons mentlonnd in Allotment !ener angd Deed OfLICEI'le '

3. ' ~As per Clause 10 of Deed of License wherem licensees shall abide by the ‘terms and

conditions of Deed of License and Chanidigarh Small Flats Scheme-2006 and shall also abide by tha
provision of the Capital of Punjab (Dcvelopmem & Re”ulatlon) Act, 1952 and rules made thereund'zr. A’
general survey was conducted on 06.11 2022 for verifying the original aliottees, whether they were residing
in their allotted small flats of various sectors/colonies under the-Chandigarh Small Flats Scheme 2006 and

_during the survey, it has been intimated by the oceupant to the survey team that said flat has been. sold by

original allottee/licensee to other person and there is a court case between licensee and occupants, As evident
from the case titled Brij Mohan Vs. Suman, CS CJ 22£6-2020 pending in the court of Dr. Aman. Inder Smgl’

_ Addmona] Civil Judge (Sr, D1v151on) Chand:gdrh vide Zimai order 27. 10 2023

~ and Sh. Btij Mohan wherein Smt. Rajkumari stated that her mother was sick and she needed moncy for her -

A, Whereas an apphcatlon dated 16.09.2022 was re:’:el\-'ed by-this ofﬁc-e fr():mls‘mlt. Rajkumari

mother tréarment. Therefore, éhe mortmged lier Small Flét No. 1489. Dharias to Ms. Suman for Rs. 90000/-'.

ST Whereds therc is.no prowsmn in- Sma!l H its Scheme- 2006 to mortgage sald ﬂat to. anyone

'bemu the said flat was aliotted on license bdbh l"or a per iod of 20 years. _ o

6. Whereas, this office recei\-'_c_:d another application on 10,10.2022 :‘["I‘L'Jm-Sh. B3rij Mohaﬁ and :
Smt. Rajkumari, wherein they have requested to cancel their Smali flatf and to allot them- ground floor in
. Maloya, Chandigath in place of Small Flat No. 1489, Dhanas, Chandigarh.

7. Whereas, this office again received another application on 05.01.2024 from Sh. Brij Mohan -
and Smt. Rajkumari alleging that Mohammad Tahir ard Ms. Suman have unlawfuil\ and forcefully taken the

possession of your smali Flat no. 1489, Dhanas, Chandlgalh
+ I

8. In light of the above, it is evident that the allottee has unautherisedly and illegally rarted

- with possession of Smalil Flat No. 1489, Dhanas, Chandigarh to Ms. Suman & Mchd. Tahir, Therefore, the

aliottee/licensee was called upon to Show Cause ds tc why the license of allotment of Smail Flat No. 1489,
Dhanas. Chandigarh should not be cancelied for violating terms and condition of clause 5 of the deed of
license. The retevant part of the clause is reproduced as fellows:- :

“The Licensee shall not cub!e! assign hy way of General Power of Attorney or oﬂrerwwe par!
witlh pas.semon of the flae”. :

9. The ongmal allottee and Co-zllottee i L.e. Sh Brij Mohan and Smt. Raj Kumari attended the persenal
hearing on 09.07.2024. As per record, at the umc of Survey, the occupam stated that this ﬂat has been sold..

! ,
Thereafier, three different applicatlons dated 16.09.2022; 10.10.2022 and 05.01. 2024 have been received

' from Sh. Bru Mohan and Smt. Raj Kamari on ‘the fol]owmg issues:- : b

(i) Smt Raj Kumar & Sh. BllJ Mohan vide application dated }6 09. 2022 mennoned that 1hc\
have mortgage her small flat No. 1489, Dhanas. to Ms. Suman for Rs. 90.000/- and Ms>
Su] nan not vacating the said home nowW. , -
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A posses&non was gwen to the mortgaoee

g (11) T Sh BrU Mohan and Bmt RaJ l\uman asadm mentloned in thelr request ‘dated 10.10.2022 that
' :.1116 said house. was gwen to.Smt. Suman for take care durmg their. visit to. their village due to

intestate demlse ‘of their son. Now they are ‘not vacating their house and. prepar ed a
Agreement of this house of Rs. 1,50,000/- and further requésted to cancel the Flat no. 1489,
Dhanas, (,handmdth and further (o allot Small Flat on ground ﬂoor at Maloya.

(iii).  Sh. Brij Mohan and Smt Raj Kumari stated in their rcqutsted ddted 05.01. "{)”’4 that in the -
year 2015 they entrusted the care: and over51ght of their property Mohd. ldl]ll ‘and upon their
return he refused to vacate- the said Small Flat. Both Mehd. Tahir and ‘Ms. Suman have
'unlawl’ullv and forcefully taken the posoossmn of their properw '

_ Durmg the personal’ hedl ing held on 09. 07 2024 allottee and co- allottec stated that they had
lnortg__‘agcd the Small Flat No. 1489, Dhanas, Chand1galh 1o Ms. Suman on-15.10.2015 for an amount of R:.
0,000/~ Reﬂaldmrr possess&on of the ﬂat Ihcy e:\plamed that in heu ol interest on the said- amoum :

£

llowever |t has come 1o our nouce thdt both allottee and co- allottee l]legally mortgaged the
- flat a.nd dllowed another: pelson o Sl.d)’ Lhem perm’menlly Rule 15 of the Chdndlg,arh 9m 11 Flats Scheme- -

_'7006 expllcltly states 1hat

_ s [he allolmenl oflhe ﬂal circrh’ s!cmd au'omancaﬁy revoked in the event o/ (.(JHII'CWEI?HOH
Ty ofany offhe lernu ana’ condr!tom oflheocheme :

' Furthermore, \/ls buman and \/[ohamnmd lahn the preseut o.,cupants of the llat were also -
_ +1ssued HOU\..E!S to appear in the personal hoarmu In response, Mohammad Tahir appeared-and statec that Ms,
“Suman is cum,mly put of station, He further clarified that Sh. B[’!_] ‘Mohan and Smt. Raj Kumari had
mortgaged the Small Flat No. l489 Dhanas, to.Ms. Suman for Rs. 1,50,000/- at an interest rate of 3% per ‘
month- (i.e., Rs. 4500/-) for use and occupation of the property. He submitted a copy of the Civil Suit titled -
“Brij 'Vlohan son of Sh. Ramt’ Sumer Raj Kumari daughter of Madho Ram™ both residents of house n0. 501-
c Small Flat, Dhanas, Sector-41 B, Cl‘lal"ldlgdlll Vs, Suman Daughtel of Sh. Fula Ram Resident of house no.
489 [WQ Flat thnas Lhandlgarh agdmsl Vls ‘Euman along with the counterclaim filed by Ms Suman '

In view ol factq prcqenicd db:)\ e dnd rule pOS]UOﬂ it-is ewdem that aliotiee dnd co- allottec
- have violaed the terms and conditions of the Deed ol hunse under-the: Ll"andlbmh Small Flats.Scheme- ~ .
2006. Therefore; lhe allotment of Small Flat No. 1489, Dhanas, Chandmarh is hereby cancelied. They are - .
"advlsul to hand over the phvslcal possesmon 1o the (,l'll"l Engineer, CHB within 30 days from the issue of -
" this order failing wluch tht.y w1ll be evicted. lrom the ﬂat s per law.

_ 'Bcuetary com-Competent Aulhorllv
o . : . ) ; ; E‘ Lnder the Chandjgarh Small flats Scheine- 4006
' A S Chandlﬂarh HousmU,Boald

L,h?ndlgarh .

* . Endst. No l050"l o o - Dated: 23 /04/20%
' A Lopv is forw aldcd to the Followuws f01 infor mdllon and necessary action:-

T

1-% The Chief Engineer, CHB: Chdndloalh

2. . The Enforcement Officer, CHB with a lequexl 0 mmdle thL eviction proccedmgs wirt, Small
- Flat No. 1489, Dhanas, Chandigarh.
3. PA to Secretdry, CHB for kind ir formation,

The Chief Account Officer, CHE.
_ The Computer Incharge, CHB.

Seuuar) -cum: Compctem Authonr)

* Under the Chandigarh Small flats 9(.h€me-2006
i Chandigarh Housing Board

Chandlgal h
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