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25.CRE sA r.-01.O1-20O2. 

Heard shri N. Routray, learned counsel for the 

applicant and S hri o.iLMishra,learn& standing 

Counsel for the espondents and have pe-used the 

reo rds. 

in this Original A4 r,licaticn, the 	ic ant 

his brayed for a direction tc 	the esponilents 

to set aside the order of recovery dated 

23l0.l999 0nd to pay the DCRG amount illegally 

recovered from the apt1cant with 12 inte.est 

from tne date of entitlement i.e. 3.2.91. 

Respondents have filed counter opposing the 

prayer of applicant.No rejoinder has oeen  fi ted. 

For the purpose of considering this petition, it is 

not necessary to go into too many 	facts of this 

cse.The case of applicant is that he was workinci 

as Key man in rwI, Go rakhanath in 1930.   on 

3.7.1932 he went on three days leave as he waS 

suffering frot Leprosy.3ecause of the gravity 

of his illness and consequent stigma from his 

cc1le.she remained sosent from duty unaurhoriscdl. 

}i 	was in oou;atjon of a quarters.A tic a0  L has 

stated that  even thogh the allotment of qrs. 

w as made to him on pen and paper it was actually 

in possession of one K.dethi.Applicant has stated 

tha he had approached the £riocnal earlier in 

CA No. 530/92 and in pursuance of the order o 	hi s 

Tribunal he was granted invalid pension w. e. f 2-2- 

1991.He has also 	received his nrovident fund 

settlement but his DCRG amount has not oeen paid. 

He has made many representations but without any 

result.In th context of that the applicant has 

come up in this CA with the prayers referred to 

earl! er. 
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Respondents in their counter have stated Lat 

the relevant auartecs was vacated by One shri 

3anamali,Chowkidar and the a:plicant occupied the 

quarters and asked that an order of allotment 

shculd be issued in his name.This was done and the 

applicant ;,,as in lawful pOsseSSion Of the quarters. 

The rent of the qrs. was also recovered from 

the 	Pplicdnt tilt Jui, I 32 Out after that no 

rent could be recovered 3ecaUSe the aliCant was on 

unauthorised aosce. iesondents have stated that 

ultimately the crs.was vacated on 23.7.1993 and 

for unauthorised occupation from July,1932 to 

July,1993,an amount of s.17,775/- has DecO c1iard 

It 	is submitted that another amount of 	3067/... 

is due to oc recovered towards festival advance, 

el ec t. C ha rg es, U to an d an k du es and 0 ye rpaym en to f 

DA.Applicant was due to get DCRG for an amount 

of .2551/.- but as the tot-al amount due to 	e 

recovered from the applicSnt is R.20,342/, thp 

DCSG amount has been &tjuste&The petitioneL has 

made several avements in this OA regarding the 

rs.a11g& to have oeen in his occupation and 

has staced that he is not requited to paj at the 

normal and higher race for aLleged occupation 

of the cuarteS from 19:32 to 193 as has oeen 

averred oy the ReSpOfldeflts.3-it even ieavin aside 

this liailit,I find char the a c ticant is due to 

pay to the authorities toiais festival, advance 

and other items mentioned earlier, an amount of 

Rs.300'7/- which is mo rethan the amount of Rs. 2 531/-

which is the amount of DCRG due to De paid to him. 

it is submitted ov 1arred counsel for the apLicant 

that the appi icant has iiia the meantime passed away 

I and his wife who was entitled to 
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was also passed away.it  is suomitc.ed oy learned 

counsel for the aliOant that aL th chilci rn 

of the a L pliant are major an1 are not entitled 

to get family psiOfl after the death of the 

pplicarit an 	his wife.AS the amount of Rs. 2551/- 

hs )eefl adjusted and leaving aside the amount 

dup for house rent, the other amount due to 

oe recovered from the applicant is mo re than the 

amount of DCRG I hod that the applicant is 

not entitled to get oack his DCRG.The otner 

wa 
asect is the remaining amoun't /according to the 

ReSOfldents are due to oe recovered ftom the 

applicant. As the aptic ant and his wife i:ave 

passed away, the Paiiway Au tho ri ties shou Ic. 

consider the writing of the amount outstandinc 

acainst the alicant in accordance with mlesIt I? 

also seen from the order dated 17.2.94 of the 

Tri;Dunal disosing of the OA No.52O/92nneXUre.2 

that the Tribunal has di reC ted that the CdSE of 
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one oF the Sons of the applicant, in Case he 

eolies, for em)lO1ment should be considered 

sympathetically.It is submitted by learned ccurw'o1 

for the applicant that O far the son of the 

appLicant has not aeen given any appointmt.A5 

tr13 is not a praer in this OA is not neCessar; 

"Co Lass any order with regaru to this pra er.Th€ 

cepartmeflcal Authorities ar4 ceitainly exeCteQ to 

carry out the earlier c r:tcr O this t'ri)Uflat 

with utmost desparch. 

with the aJOVe O)3ervatiOr1S, the CA is ciDsei 

o,NO Costs, 
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