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IN TH£ central ADMI NX ST R AT I U E TRIBUNa

principal bench
NEU DELHI.

O.A. No, 2039/9S Data of dacision 12-9-9G

Hon'bla Smt.L akshmi Suaminathan, flsmber (B)

flr.Aliois Tirkay,
S/o Sh.BoQQa Tirkay

i^lr.Valsrian Tirkay
3/0 Sbri Allois Tirkay

Rasinent of D-900, Netaji Ngr,',
N su Dalhi,

(None for tha applidgnts)

y s,

1, Union of India through

Sacratary,
flinis-ry of Food,
Krishi Bhavan,
Neu Dalhi-TiOOOl

2. Tha Directorate of Estate,
Nirman Bha^an,
flaulana Azad Road,
Neu Oolhi-I 10001

. .. Applicant

R espond ant a

(By Advocate Shri B.Lall)

0 R D E R (oral)

(Hdb'bla Smt, L akshmi Syaininat han, flamber (3)

This Casa uas listsd as item No,6 in today^s

Cause list, Nona has appeared on behalf of the opplic :n"

till about 4.0dPn,

2. I have Carefully considered the pleadings and

the submissions mado by Shri B, Lall, learned counc-1 fo:

the respondents,

0.

A

This io^second round of litig-tion filorl by the

applr ants. In the aorlier O.A. No, 2515/92 decided on

12, 2, 1993, tha Tribunal had given the fol'cuino d;.r:ot:.
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(a) Tha raspondants ara diractad to allot tha
prasnisas No® £—1495 Nataji Na9ar» May Oalhi
irv tha naffia of applicant Moo2 and in tha

auant tha said pramisas are not a^/ailabla^

than any other eligible type of pramisas in
the saBje locality to applicant No® 2 or in

the nearby locality uithin a period of
preferably thraa months from tha data of
recaipt of a copy of this judgraant®

(b) The respondents shall raaliaa only tha normal
licanca fee as applicant No®1 was staying

before his ratiramant on 30®4®89 for the

period he remained in occupation of tha
said pramisas No®£-l495, Nataji Nagar, New

Delhi® Notica of recovery dated 30®4o92 is,

therefore, quaahad®

4® Tha applicant has in this case claimed tuo raliefa^

.namely, quashing of demand for recovery of te 9990/-a3 rant

payable by tha applicant upto 2Q®8®92 in respect of quarter

No® E-1495, Nataji Nagar,Nau Delhi (ii) Tor a direction

to tha respondents to pay a sum of Rs 96000/-as damages in

respect of^claim of applicant for destruction and damages

to his property at the time yhen they were eoicted from the

aforesaid fiovt® accommodation® The respondents have raised

the preliminary objection that ttw multiple reliefs cannot

be clubbed together® Having regard to the provisions of

Rule 10 of the CaT(Procedure) Rules, 1985, I alloy this

plea and only the prayer for recovery of amount te 9990/-is

therefore, taken up in this OoA®

5® The respondents have stated in para 9 of their

reply as follows:-
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0in^tha maantims, as par the aaictlon orders
^  passed on_^3jjl.90 the appUcants uars already

ayicted^Qr,«o.E.i495, Matajl Nagar on 20.8,92

rrt^i' ''•P''>ct..1971. Tha applicant, hoaaver,rrtainad tha praalaas No. £.,495, Netajl Nagar.
uhauthorisadly from 1.,.90 to 20.8.92 for uhlch

ay are liable to pay damages to Respondent No,2

It is Clear from tha above reply, that the respondents
stand is that tha applicants era liaola to pay damaoas
for tha period from ,.,.90 to 20.8.92 ahsh thsy aara

retaining tha premises onauthorisadly. 43 it can be seen
Tom tha jodgmento of this Tribunal in OA 25,6/92, i„
Psfa 8(b) it had bean directed that "the raapondents shall
realise only the normal licence fee as applicant no ,
use staying before his retirement on 30.4.89 for th

period he remained in occupation of the said premises
«o.5.,495. Neta)i Nagar. Neu Delhi uhich actsittedly caa
V-§Cated by the applicant only on 20 8 99 a vk •on 4;u.b,92. A3 the impugned

recovery order dated n 9 oc; 4- 4. i. ^aaced .8..2.95 states that fe 999G/^found
payable by the applicant opto 20.8.92 , shri O.Lell ,1 earned
counsel for the respondents faiily aubmits that this is
demage rent and not normal rent, this recovery is contrary
to the directions given by this Tribunal in the earlier
OoA« 2515/9 2 decided on 12 2 iqq7 ti,-
<^inal and binding, '^0 1993, This judgrent has b

I e

I ecorae

I^he^bave facts end circumstances of the case,
this D.A. is^dilcuad to tha extant that the impugned drtand
letter dated 8.2.95 is guaehed and set aside. Houaver,
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.4. [JfJ
it is made clear that the respondents can recover

^6 , normal rentaa already ordered by the Tribunal

in earlier O.Ao 2515/92 dated l2o2o1993: for the

period of retention of the quarter upto 20,8«92o

7o OoAo is disposed of as adov/e« No order as to

COstSo

(SigtoLakshmi Suaminathan)
PI ember (3)


