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for allotment of the said accommod

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
ALLAYAPAD.
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Registration T.A.No, 900 of 1986,

Pratap Narain Singh , ,vs, + Union of India

and another,

'-l-—-._

Hon'ble Justica Shri S,Zaheer Hasan, Vica Chairman,

t ™~

A
*

(Delivered by Hon 'hle

.

Suit No, 1719 of j}o

32, pPending in the
court of

Munsif, City, Fanpur, has been

transferred to this {ribunal under Section 29

of the Administrative Tribunals get (

XIII of
1985),

Plaintiff Pratap Narain Singh Was posted

- Manpur, He hag NO residen-
tial Covernment dccommodation,

ds Sorter in R.M,S

SO he applied

for the same in 1977 and the Tequest was repeated

in the next Yeér, OUn retirement of one Lajja
Ram.Bajpai, Sorter, his Quarter No, B/8, P.& T.
colony, Old 10 Compound, Cantt, Kampur, fey:
vacant and the plaintiff occupied the syme on
14th and 15th October, 1973 were

?%Eiﬁﬁﬁggiig@njiﬁuI@@l978 the plaintiff applieq

S.Zaheer Hasan, VG
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iihQEMl --ry Proceedings would be taken,

SR S ;f aintiff occupied this quarter from

..i%vﬁiflc 1978 to 22.q 1981. It'was orderad that

ﬂﬁpenal rent be recovered st the Tate of 4% times
Lo

the regular rent, Subsequently thls order was

modified and the rent was ordered to be deducted

deuble the standard rent ,  The pleintiff Was

sheeted for unauthorised occupation of
this quarter

charge-~

and he was punished by reduction

In

Pay 1in three
steps was modified to only one step, The

4 Oof pay up to three steps for three ycars,

dppeal the order of reduction of

plaintiff filed +the pPresent suit for declaration

that the order of punishment

'.‘
as well as the i
order of the

appellate authority are illegal
and the deduction of rent at the rate of double

the standsrd rent of Rns. 54/~ was illegal ang

38 arbitrary and at the most the Department
S 4 #

S —

could \\ :
realise rent at the rate of Rs. 33/~ per month
| (that is 10% of the basic pay). As regards {

the punishment order, the learned counsel for

]
the plaintifs simply stated that he could not i

;;;pgint nut any 111egality eta, to justify the ;
A

‘;Eaﬁ&f ffﬂrﬁvrance e£09pt[$he puhishment awarded is |
Sy asgsive* Originally the red®tion of pay by
e B @;wn,g,ﬁ S ordexed for three years. This

* | ]ut! tr’r i}-'i'f Jt‘ f *.-}

h:Jﬁﬁaftﬂ one stap only in




Plaintiff OCcupied the Premises jip
- question wilthouyt any Permission,
Several times to vacato

to do SO,

He was asked

Passec against hip On 3.3.1981 ang then  this
Quarter WaS vacated on 22.5.1981.

So, it Cannot
be szid that the Senctence jis excess

ive ¢
AS regards +the deduction of rent

rate of double tho Standard Tent
that there was

at the
w3

it was Contended

No such law under which doubl

e of

In '‘Swemy 15
Compilation of F,R,S.R. (Part-I Ceneral fAules) ! |

m‘h‘—hp;-‘-"-qh' i

9t page 153 we find the follouing Tule ;-

e

"Where, after an alio

tment has bezn
Cancelled O i'c

deemed to be Cancelled under

to whom it W3s allotted or of any persons

of the Tesidence, service charces, furniture

garden cherges, ‘8tcd. -The dama e
ERATINES

€ equal to double the standard licence
fee under r.p..

cherges,

PO0led, whicheyey is

higher) pius single other charges (i,e,




D e T S plaintiff was

arges, garden charges, charges for scale

furnlture and extra furniture and electric

dppliances, etc.) under F.R.45-E includang

e departmental charges., The edditionsl licence

” fees for additions'and‘aiteratians are also
to bhe doubled in the Séme méenner as for the
building:n

In view

of the above it cannot bo said that the

authorities could not fecover damzges equal to
double the standard fent, The plaintiff OCcupied

the premises wrongfully. He refused +o vacate

the same inspite of severs] orders, Therefore, ”

thele was no question of hie entitlement to pay

only 10% of his basic salary as rent, In the

circumstances referred to above,

G e R —

the authorities

were justified in deducting damages equal to

double the standard renth

The only conienticn raised on behalf of

Plaintiff was that since penal rent was

realised, the punishment awarded in the departmental

pProceedings was eXcessive, We have already held

that the punishment W3s not excessive, However,

B

r.,>pﬁqishmEnt_waﬁ'aﬂﬁﬂﬂed'first end thereafter

]
: o1

o h -

-
L

entally for his misconduct in

grter without permlssion and in not
i'é éﬁme inspite of various orders,

,“u gfter he was made to Pay the damages fop
: *_;;.' I
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?nrised-occupatian of the premises equal
m’fflﬁ%&fﬁbuble the standard rent,
Zfﬂifw'filiﬁgality in passing the afor

e -f’_“_

There was thus no

csald two impugned

.
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P
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orders (i.e. payment of penal rent for unauthorised

d
!

the departmental Orders), 1

we find no force ip pleintiff's

occupation and, reduction ip Pay for his mig~

conduct in not Obeying

Therefore, claim,

SR this application (Suit No. 1719 of 1ogp) |

is dismissed with COsts on parties,

(3 Uiz/l;h;:m A : A
mrch t-j , 1987. Er( )i
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