CENTRAL ADMIMISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NEW DELHI.

‘ﬁ’ : 0.A.ND.334/2000
New Delhi, this the "18th day of February, 2000.

HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE V.RAJAGOPALA REDDY, Vv.C. (J)

1. Sh. Durga Dass, S0 Sh. Kagho
Ram, Working a8 Confidental
fasistant, Ministry of External
sffalrs, South Block, NMew Delhi.
(Presasntly postaed as Persongl
assistant to the High Commissioner

of  India, Islamabad, Pakistan anx
RADoof 0192, Mot Bagh—1, Mew
Delhi -~ 110021, Thirough his
father and i Ly constituted
Attorney to Sh.  kMesho Ram.

Z Sh resho Ram, 2,70 Sh. Sk
Ram, R/Q D~-1%2, roti Bagh-1, Hew
Celhi -~ 21 and duly constitutsd
attorney of his son of Sh., Ourga
T fBpplicants.
T - - (By Advocate: Sh. P.m.ahlawat)

WERSLS

el fanet

1. Urion of  India, thirough the
Seocretary to thes Gowvbt. of India,
Ministry of Urkban Development,
Mirman Bhawan, Mew Delhi.

2. fssistant Oirectorate of Estates,
Cirectorate of Estates, Ministry
at Urian Developmant, MIrman
Bhawan, Mew Delni

A Estates Officer, UOirectorate of
Fstates, Mirman Ehawan, New Oalhi.

4. adm. OFficer to the Government of
India, Mimistry ot Ewtarnal

agffairs, South Blook, MNew Delhi.
v CREspondants.

0O RDER (ORAL)

This O0a is filed challenging the order of  the
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Eastate Officer, Directorate of Estates, Mew Oelhi, ds

rosp

FLRLRonn Cannewdrs &1) .

The impugned ordsr  of raspondent Mol3 o

.3

7 = woo0 states that the applicants wers in unadthaor riseq
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oocupation of the premizes. Accordingly. bhe cancel lad
the allotment, mads in their fawvour undsr the Public
Premisez (Ewviction of Unauthorised Oocupants) act, 971

CFor Shoft the "aot").

. The applicants hawve got statutory ramacy Dy wWay
af  an  appeal under the fct and without gxhausting the
said remedy, the applicants filed the present OA. They
are also entitled to seek an interim direction or  stay
bators +the appellate authority. In the circumstancas,

this 0a is nolt maintainables.
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4 Learnad counssl for the applicants szek

T

upon the Full Bench Judgemsnt wherein it iz hald that the
Tribunal has got jurisdiction in the matter as allotment
of guarter to an enployvee iz a service matter. The sald

decision cannot ke disputed but the applicant can  only

this Tribunal after he
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invoke the Jjuris:

<
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exhausted the remedy of an appesal provided under ths Aot

5. With these directions, the O/ is dismisssed., No

(v.Rajago
Vice Chairman (J)

Ssunil/




