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CENTRAL ADI'IINISTRATIVE-T}ITBUNAL. PRII.{CIPAL BET'ICI{

TA No -,17/2oo2 with OA No.- L4o7/2oo3

New Delhi, this 1{ the day of January, zooq

l'lon'bIe Shri s-K- Nait<, l'lember(A)

LtJLZLZAQ3 _
Dr- Subhan Khan
TRSA 56, NpL Colony
Netar Raj inder Nagar-
l.lew Del hi Appl icant

aa_L.lg7.i:aaai-
Vinod Kumar Gupta
TRSA-6.1, Sclentists Apartments
NPL Colony, Now Rajinder Nagar
New Delhi Appl icant
(Shri -Gagan Gupta, Advocate)

vergug

L- Director General
CSfR, Anusandhan Bhawan, New Delhi

2- Director
National Institute of Science, Technology
& Development Studies, N€H Delhi

3- Director
National Physical Laboratory
Dr- K.S-Krilrhnan l.targ, Ncw Delhi -- Reepondents

(Shri C-D- Singh, Advocate)

ORDER

I propoee to dispoee of these two applications by a

slngle order as the reliefs sought in both the
appllcations ar€ similar and have been frled agalnst
similar orders of eviction from the accommodation

allotted to tham which have been passed by the
respondents- t.lhile Dr- subhan, appllcant in TA 4z/zooz
originally f iled a writ petition before the Delhi t.tigh

court, who vide their order datcd 1.x-11 -2oo2 remitted the
cas€ to this Tribunal, shri vinod Kumar Gupta is the
appl icant in oA L,1o7 / 2oo3- The char renge in both the
applications is to the orderE passed by the respondents

directing the applicants hsre to vacate thc accommodation

al lotted to them and to pay penal,/damage rent for
overstayal and unauthorised occupation as per csrR

€esidente Allotment Rules, tgg7 (RULES, for short)-
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?- In their applications, they have challenged several

other orders, not necessarily connected to each other'

viz- in the case of v-K- Gupta the challenge is to the

vires of the RULES and in both cases apart from quashing

,cf a number of decisions and letters of the respondents

algo include a request foi^ direction to the iespondents

to aIIot them accommodation of appropriate entitlement'

These rel lef s E,-3 *,LtipIe in nature not necessarily

consequent to eech oEher and therefoi^e hit by -Rule 1O of

the CAT(Procedure) Rules, L987 -

3- Even though the counsel for the parties have made

robust and lengthy arguments in support and against each

other, I find that the guestion of jurisdiction has not

been addressed by either of them- It would be relevant

to mention here that another single Bench of this

Tribunal in oA 3046/2002, which was filed by the csIR &

ors. (respondentg herein) and was decided on zL-]-o-2oo2,

in which they sought eviction of some other employeee

fi-om the premises allotted to them- The Iearned single

Bench aftei^ a thorough discussion of various issues

before him and after carefully conEidering as to whether

the accommodation,/premlees betonEing to csIR a; e to be

Ereated to be public premises or otherwise and after

discussing vai^ioug judicial pi-onouncernants viz. s[!E*

gah.Ll_ *e_ _,1n L - - - -[g - - -QSUL
of Tof _qe.LbL-a Ors - Q5

(eqqal--D-l-f--,1-t-.-E[e--Ae,Lh.L-tJi-eh*Qgurt--a,ad-UQ.L-Yg'---Bae-LLa-

Ea'!.--L-*Q.LE**-J-Lj@Q-LIQ.I-9Q--IQtr of the apex court, held

that the premises of CSIR which ie funded by the
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Government of rndia have to be treated as public premises

and evlction thereof will fal1 under- tne iurisdlction of

the Public Premises Act' The said oA was therefore

dismiseed for want of jurisdiction' The relevant part of

the iudgement in the case is reproduced below:

"2a- In thie view of the matter as accommodation in
possession 

-or re=ponoeni is a pYblic premisee' the
reliefs prayed for de ""1 

iafl within the ambit and

- jurisdiction - of this C=,iri ;r-id is not a service
matterwithinthedefinitio-.";sections(q)ofthe
AT Act, 1#;: Accordinsrv' oA is disnissed for want

of jurisdiction-"

4- If that be the case' and in the absence of any

decision to the contrary by any court of hlghcr

jurisdiction, I have to hold that this Tribunal has no

jurisdlctioninthematterofallocatlonorvacationof

accommodation by CSIR' Both the applications 8re'

therefore, dismissed on the ground of lacl< of

jurisdiction as also hit by Rule 10 of CAT (Procedure)

Ru les , L987- l'lowever, this shal t not preclude tho

applicantsfromtakingupappropriateproceedingslnthe

matter, i]l accordance with law. It goes without gaying

Ehat the interlm orders paesed earlier shall

automaticallystan'Cvacate'C'Thereshallbenoorderas

to costs-

rs-xffii[-)
Flember (A)
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