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J'UDGEMENT
In this application under-Section 19 of the

AdminiStrative Tribunals.Act, 1985, the applicant, who

- " was dismissed from service vide order dated 18.6.1985
and which order he has challenged in O.A. 1594/88, which
is pending disposal, has assailed order dated 14.3.9C
{page 7 of the paper bookj and has prayed for a direction
to the respondent No.3 not to implement the impugned crder

oo dated l4.3)90_and to allot Government accommodaticn
| No.3V/613, R.K. Furam, New Delhi, to the applicant in

case he succeeds in G.A. l594/88.' As an interim measure,
stay of the impugned order has been prayed for. |
2. The relevant facts are that the father of the
applicant was alloftee of the aforesaid Government
dccommodation and Assistant Director and Estate Cificer,
Directorate of'Estates, New Deihi, vide the impugned order
dated 14,3,90 passed under sub=section (1) of Section 5
of the Fublic Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised Cccupants)
Act, 1971 ordered the allottee and 2ll perscns 'in occupatior
of the s2id premises or any parf therecf to vacate the
sameé within 15 days. The father of the applicont, i.e.,
the allottee of thé afcresaid Government accommodation
retired from se:vice on 26.5.89. The applicant was
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office cf Hespondent No.2 and is said to have been
deciared as quasi~permanent also. He was dismissed
from service, which action is the subject-matter of
another C.A. 1594/88. |
2. Ae have perused the documents on reccrd and alsc
heard the learned counsel for the parties.

3. The only question which falls for determination

in this case is whether the GCentral Administrative
Tribunal has jurisdiction to interfere with the impugned
order paséed by & statutory authority under the provisions
cf the Public Premises'(Eviction of Unauthorised Cccupants)
Act, 1971, The learned cbunsel for the appliéant submitted
that the Tribunal is vesteé with all the powers of High
Ceurt end, as such, the Tribunal has the jurisdiction

in the matter.

4, 4 Full Bench of the Central Administrative

Tribunal in the case of Rasila Ram VS.»Union of India

& Othérs (0.A. No.£9/88) and three cther cases (0. A
Nos.1667/87, 1497/88 and 1802/88), had held that the
Tribunel had jurisdiction over the proceedings under the
Puplic Premises (EBviction of Unauthorised Occupents) ﬁct,
1971 {for short, the Act of 1971). However, in the
special Leave Petitions(Civii Nos.. 9345 tc 9348)with
interlccutory applications No.l to 4 in the above 3pecial
Leave Petitions, in the cases of Union of India Vs. Rasila
fam, the Hon'ble Supreme Court passed the following order
on 4,2,.1989; -

HO TN L S sy N —~ - - s i B AL P TR o T
TLHL veT TN PO S42Cial LEAVE TO APPeAL U THE

ACPLLCT o NS FUROATAY apove-mentioned beiny cnlled

LaoTor aeyring before this Gourt on. the 4+h Gay of
sepLonder, 1989, UJSLN hesring cocnsel for -he
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by this Court of the applications for stay after
notice, the operation cf the impugned Judgment
and Order dated 5th May, 1989 of the Central
Administrative Tribunal, Principal Bench, New

- Delhi in O.A. Nos.89/88, 1667/87, 1497/88 and
1802/88, be and is hereby stayed.,® '

Reference to the Full Bench of the C,A.T. in the case

of Rasila Ram and Others (supra) was on the point of
jurisdictién and iﬁe judgement of'the Tribupal in that
case is also on the point of juriédiction. That judgment
having been steyed, the Tribunal, at present, has no
jurisdiction to interfere with the orders passed by the
competent authority under the l97l Acte In véew’of this,\
we have no jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the matter

in this dppllcatlon and the applicant can avail of

alternatlve remedies under the 1971 nct. The applicamttar
is, therefore, Eéi%sp@i"‘ Lieraead

I
(P.C. JAIN) - (D K. AGBAGAL) (080"
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