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CENTRftL AmNISTRATIVE TRIBOHaL PRINCIPAL BENCH

O.A.No. W97/9 2

New Delhi: this the Novewb8r,1997.

HON'BLC WR.S.R.ADlGCf VICE CHaI fW AN ( a) •

HQN*8LE OR. A.VEDAVALLlfW EnBER(3) .

1. The ODuncil of Scientific &
Industrial Resenrch^
Rafi NaiOt
Neu Delhi*

2* Central ftoad Research Institute
( a constituent Unit of CSI R )•
Nathura R3ad»
Neu Delhi Applicants*

(By Shri U> K. Shali, Ad\A»cate)

Versus

K.N.Bahuguna*
C-14, CRRl.f Flats,

flaharani BaQh ,
Neu Del hi • . Respondent

(Respondent in person)

DUDGWENT

BY HDN*BLE WR,S.R.ADIGE. VICE CHaIRIANCa)

Appli Cants ( CSl R) seek a direction

to respondent to vacate Flat No*Ol4 CRRI Flate,

Nahartfti Bagh, declare retention of the saee

beyond 1.3*90 unauthorised* and direct respondent

to p penal license fee • ib*2000/- p.a* i^to

the date of its vacation* uith costs*

2* AcMittedly applicants have secured vacant

possession of the flat on 10*11*93, snd what

survives therefore is the cl aim forp^nent of

penal license fee froai 1*3*90 to 10*11.93.

3* Respondent was.foimerly gh employe« of
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flpplici#its> it is not donlod by hi* that

upon talcing voluntarily retlremont u*e*f»

ha oould retain tho said praeisas under Ftila 11

(2) (il)of the CSIR Rtilaa for alloinent of

residential acconnodation to their staff

(Annaxure^B) only fo r 4 months beyond that

date ^d uas therefore required to vacate

the sdss on or before 28«2«90« Instead*

applicants secured vacd^ t po ssession only on

10.11,93#

4. Respondent has challenqed the

maintainability of thisOA before this Tribunal*

but in the judgment dated 23«7.92 in 0 A No •2415/89

CSIR Vs. R.B*LaI (Oopy on record) uhich itself

has relied upon earlier judgment s* it has

been conclusively held that the cause of action

in respect of the reliefs preyed for falls within

the definition of service matters, and ths

application falls within the jurisdiction of the

Cat* Nothing has been shown to us to lead us

to conclude that the said judgment dated

23*7*92 has been stayed* modified or set aside

and hence is deemed to have become final. Hence

respondents •challenge to the maintainability of

the Oa is rejected#

Validity of the aforementioned

allobaent F^les have nowhere been challenged
by respondent * end because as per these allotaient

rules whose knowledge he cannot deny, he waS

allotted the premises in question; he was required
under Rjle 11(2)(ii)of those Rules to vacate the
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prinisss yithin 4 Months of his rstifMMMty

is OR or bsfors 2B ^2*90 As adiitts^y tiiM

Said prsMisss which is a TVpe *C* qusrtst

located in Delhi (*A* Class City)t hs is

rsqwirad to p aQT psnsl lincsss fss • p«M4

fiOM n3.90 tol0.11«93 vids Rtila 11(2) (xi)(»)

of those Roles, which applicMits seek fioM hi»«

fb Respondent asserted doriiif

that ^plicsnts had not released his retirei

dues Including gratuity and psnsion. In order

dated 11*5,94 in C*P •No *391/93 arising out of

the judgnent dated 23«7,92 in 0 a No.2415/S9,

(copy on reoDrd)t the Tribunal had pemitted

applicants to adjust the psnal license fee

against the gratuity and pensionary giount

retained by then# Nothing has been elMawn te nmi is

suggest that the said order dated 11«S«94 lAaS

not becoMe final*

?• Under the ci roue stance this Oa succsMids

^d is allowed to thia extent that re^ondsnt is

held to be liable to p gy applicants' pamal liesnse

fee for unauthorised retention of the prMsiees

in question • lb*2000/-p.a. u.a.f. 1»3,98 to

10,11,93. Applicants arepemitted to edjMSt the

aforesaid dues against the gratuity ^d pensionary
aMount adsissibls to reapondant and release the

balance to hin within 1 nonth fion the date of

receipt of a copy of this jut^eent* If any dues

fioM respondent still remain reoo werdilo tllersafter,
it will be open to ^plicants to reooser the sgse
in accordsnee with law#
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0^ This OA Is disposed of In tews of

the contants of para 7 ehova* No costs#'

( OR.A.VrtSlfiMLLl )
MEjnBER (3)

/tig/

( s.r.aoige')^ ^
VICE CHAlRnAN( A)


