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central administrative tribunal, principal bench

OA No.842/2001
/h M?' 7/ ̂ ) 2.C12I

New Delhi, this 9th day of April, 2001

Mon%ble Shri M.p. singh, Member(A)
Ornt. Gabli
w/o Ohri Nand Kishore
N a n d K i s h o r e
Both r/o

(By Shri S.Bisaria, Advocate)

versus

1. Medical Superintendent

■A.. Pl iC ■■ curnJoin t Secre tary
T  JLN Marg, New Delhiv-j. Medical Superintendnet

Lady Mardinge Medical College
cx vrnt. S.K.Nospital, New Delhi

ORDER(oral)

Applicants

Respondents

Applicants nave filed this GA under Section 19 of
the Administrative Tribunals Act. 1985 challenging the
o Pcisrs dateg 21.11.98 and 11.2.99 whereby the
respondents have imposed market rent on the applicants
and Memo dated 7.2.2001 whereby evication proceedings
tave been initiated against the applicant under ppe Act,
1971.

neard the learned counsel fc the applicant and
perused the recor u:r> -

^  connection, it is relevant to mention thedecision of the apex court in the case of UOI Vs
Rasila Ram ST 2000(1) SC 503, «herein it has been held
as under:



unce a government servant is +--< t.
occupation of a publi- .
unaiithorised occupant within'the®®Ln

as provided unLrthrsaid'pct Uos
?f imagination the expression anv nth-
•If sect; ion 13 fai <^ther matter-
Tribunal Act would ? Administrative
Tribunal to 3^^^ thil the
passed^ by the competent auth —ii-''^
provisions of the PPE Act 1971
of the matt'"'r thr im- ' ̂ this view
jurisdiction "1; th^ "ihunn^* °f
passed bv th- ' ibunal over an order
Eviction Ac^ the
without jurisdiction ' ihi^ and
Tribunal accordingly stands'sJt asiS'""

(0
4. I I V'lr3W 'f this■-> P"-'Sitiun, the pr-esent

0

rnaintainable and th
M  IS not

o same is

costs.

at..t_ordingly dismissed.
No

'gtv/

(M-P. Singh)
Member(A)


