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          S UP R E M E C OUR T O F I N D I A
                 R ECO R D OF P R OC E E D I N G S

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).1 9 8 8 5 / 2 0 0 6

(From the judgement and order dated 03 / 0 3 / 2 0 0 6 in L P A No. 2 6 3 1 / 2 0 0 5   of The
HIGH COUR T OF DE L H I AT N. DE L H I)

B. R. ANAN D                                     Petitioner(s)
             VER SUS
D.D.A. & ORS.                                    Respondent(s)

(With appln(s) for permission to place addl. documents on record and prayer for
interim relief and office report)
(FOR FI N A L DIS P O S A L)

Date: 09 / 0 1 / 2 0 0 9   This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM : HON’B L E MR. JUS T I C E R.V. RAV E E N D R A N
    HON’B L E MR. JUS T I C E J.M. PA NC H A L

For Petitioner(s)              Mr.   Rajesh Srivastava, Adv.
                               Mr.   P. K . Ahuja, Adv.
                               Mr.   Raghvendra Pr atap, Adv.
                               Ms.   Suresh Ku m a r i, Adv.

For Respondent(s)      Mr. Vishnu B. Saha rya, Adv.
          for M/S Saha rya & Co., Adv.

                  Mr. D.S. Mahra, Adv.

                  Mr. V.K. Verma, Adv.

NCT of Delhi                   Ms.   Kir an Bha rdwaj, Adv.
                               Ms.   Sush m a Suri, Adv.
                               Ms.   Asha G. Nair, Adv.
                               Ms.   Anil Katiyar, Adv.

         UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                    OR D E R

                   We find from the order dated 5.5. 2 0 0 8 ,        this Court had
       directed the Central Government to do the needful to enable the DDA
       to take appropriate steps for providing relief to the petitioner who is a
       blind person, who allegedly was running an institution for the blind.
       The said direction was given in view of the submission of Mr. Saha rya,
       learned counsel appearing for DDA that though the Authority holds
       land, it could make an allotment only if a direction was issued by the
Central Government.
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           In response to the said direction, the Central Government has
filed an affidavit that there is no scheme for providing alternate plots
to an encroacher of government land, on account of disability or
otherwise.      But he Central Government was not directed to examine
the case of the petitioner as an encroacher. On the ground that he was
an encroacher, action has been taken against him and his building has
been demolished. The direction dated 5.5. 2 0 0 8 was issued in the light
of the direction issued by learned single Judge and the Division Bench
in the impugned order to find out whether some relief could be
granted by allotting a plot under the Slum and J J Cluster Relocation
Policy     or   under    any   Scheme     relating   to physically      handicapped



persons. Therefore, what was required was to consider the case of the
petitioner      as   a physically   handicapped       blind    person    running   an
institution for the blind and not as an encroacher requesting for
rehabilitation.      We hope that this clarification will enable the Central
Government to issue necessary direction to the DDA to consider his
case.    It is needless to say that if such a direction is issued by the
Central Government, that will be on the peculiar facts of the case and
will not form a precedent.

           List after four weeks.

         ( Ravi P. Verm a )                                    ( Anand Singh )
            Court Master                                         Court Master


