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Tn this app] i.ction, the applicant has impugned the 

i1g1ity of th P order dt.d 0.72002 issnd by the  

respondent. i.e., Directorate of Estates '. Ministry of Urban 

Affairs and Poverty Al ivation, Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi. 

(Annexure A. i ). 	He seeks an order in the nature of 

mancm 	direct the respondent to alot hm the i  

entitled Type-Ill resident ia].. accommodation under the quota 

ar-mar.ked for the physically handicapped persons as per 

the policy of the Government (Annexure A-2). 

2. 	one main priiminry ohj.tion tkn by th 

respondents in the GA. is that the Tribunal has no 

jurisdiction rgrding R1iot.rnnt of (Thvt..commodt.ion as 

this is not 	srvicp condition or service matter within 

the provisions of Section 3 (q) of the Admini.strative 

Tribunals A ct. 1955. 	Thv have r1i.d on the iiida.m.nt of 
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the Iion'bie Delhi -iiah Coiirl-  in Smt.Babli and Anr. 	Vs. 

Govtof NCT of Delhi and Ors. (95 (2002) Delhi Law Times 

144 	(T)R). 	In this case1  1- he Hon t hle High Court has he]d 

that this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the OAs 

claiming allotment or reglrisation of allotment of 

accommodation unless such a claimis shown to he 1 

condition of service. 	They have also referred to the 

jucigemeri-. of the Hon'hie Supreme Court in UOI Vs. 	Rasila 

Ram and Ors. 	( JT (2000) SC 03). The jiidgement of the 

Delhi High Court has been followed in a number of decisions 

of the Tribunal (Division ench an.d Single ench.). 

including in the case of Khantwal and Anr. Vs.UOT and Ors. 

(OA 208E/7002) decided on 17..200. copies placed on 

record as well as the other cases mentioned in Para 1 of 

the counter reply. They have also taken an objection that 

the OA is barred by limitation, delay and latches as the 

impugned order is dated 0.720021 whereas the OA has been 

filed on 28.1.200. 

. 	As the question of issue of allotment has been 
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	raised in the present apPlication. it is considered 

appropriate to deal with this matter. 'the first instance. 

4. 	Taking into account the facts and circumstances 

of the case1  as given in the OA and the reliesought for 

by the applicant. namely, for ailotmept of residential 

Type-TTT Accommoda1- ion immediately to him1  T find that the 

aforesaid judgements of the Delhi High Court as well as 

those of the Tribunal referred to above and relied upon by 



th 	respondents are appli.cahl.e to the facts in this case. 

in this view of the matter, as the O. is not, maintainable 

in this forumas the Tribunal has no jurisdiction to give 

any such direct.ionas prayed for by the applicant, it is 

not, considered necessary to deal with Uie other issue 

raised by the resDondents, includina oreliminarv ohiect ions 

and/or merits of the case, 

5. 	Tn the result, for the reasons given above, the 

Q 	is dismissed on the ground of lack of jurisdiction of 

the Tribunal to deal with the issues raised in this O. In 

this view of the ma. tter, Pegist.ry is directed to return the 

documents to the applicant, retaining one set of documents 

for record purposes to enable him to proceed in the 

mtt.er,as advised in accordance with law. No costs. 

do 

Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan 
Vice Chairman (J) 
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