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without permission, the Estate OFficer, baing the authoe
rity under the PFublic Premises (Evidtion of Unauthorised
Uccupehts.) Act, 1971, determined damage raent zs per the
‘order containad in the lstter dated, 25th duly, 1996,

as at Appexure-R/3, and, accordingly, the aforesaid sum

of Rse 1452,30/» wag deducted from the applicant's salary,

4e | Insofar 834,‘ the proceeding initiated
against the 8pplicant in terms of the pruvisidn of Public
Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised Hccupah'ﬁl) Acty, 1971, as
per notice dated, 19 th July, 1996, vide Amexure~R/4,
andthe ordefdated, 25th duly, 1996, of the Estats OFficer
(Annexure=R/3), determining the amount of‘. da'inage rent,
wﬁa(e.:cmr:erned, there was no controversy i:aised, nor it
could have bean thet this Tribuna’l has no jurisdiction to
entertain any objection in regard to the steps taken

or the order passed under the provisions of Public Premises
(Eviction of Unauthorised Gccupan}béi) Aoty 1971. We

would, therefore, abgstain ourselves expressing any opinion
on the issue of treating the appliceni's occupation of |
the guarters in questicn as'unﬁéﬁhnriéed, and also the
order of the Estate Of ficer determining the amount of

damege rent , for want of jurisdiction.

Se However, the instant G, A, was simply
confined to the mode of realisimy the damage rent as
determined by the Estate Officer, It was urged' on behalf
of the applicant that the Railuady respondents were not
entitled to realise the damege rent by way of deduction
from the salery for the reason that they had taken the
matter to the authority concerned in accordence with the
Public Premiseé (Eviction of Unauthorised Occupafts.) Act,

1971. Gur attention was drawn to the provieion as
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con tain ed in Section 14 of the aforgsaid f-\ct'whiéh pY &=
scribed the mode of recovery.ef r-er;t, etcey 88 an arrear
~of land revenus, Under such provisiqn, the Estate Off icer
could havg issued @ céri‘.if‘icatev Fat the amount due to the
Collector yho shall proceed to recover the same as an

arrear of land rsvenue.

6 | In order tc better eppreciate the point
'raised' above, our ~'attentioh has. been rightly draun to a
decision of the'Hon"ble Supr eme Court in the case of Union
of India VUs, Rasila Ram & =0ra,;', reporhed in 200.1 (1)
Administrative Total Judgments Pe 26'1, t.herem, it was
cccupétion
held thet once @ Government servant is held to be in/
of Government premigces &.é}% a.,an:’ynauuhcrleed occupants,
within the mean ing 'of the said»Evict_ion Act, and appropriate
orders are passed thereunder, thé,remedy to such occupants:
lies s provided under the said Acts Further, ue have
taken note <) thatimeeding 'on‘suc‘h a guideline this
Tribungl on an earller cccasion by an order dated, 17th
April, 1996, passed in Gi\ No.|029 of 1995, took a vieu
that the Railuay respondsnts m_stead of making deduction
from the salary ought to have apprqached the .f‘or‘um of

Estate OF Picer in the matter of realisation of penal

and damage rent.

Te Thug, even éonf"in ing ourselves only to
the objection' raised uith‘regar.d to the mode of realisation
of the ) damage rent, we find no altemative then to

accept the contention raised on behalf of the appllcant and,’

accordlngly, this O, A, rrust succseds -

B In the I‘PSUlt, this 0.4, is 8llowed to

the extent that the Railuay respondents were nOt,entitled ;
P

to make any deduction from the applicant's salery instead, 3
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pop the reslisation of the damage

they should have mov ed

provieions contained in tne public Premises

rent as per
{Eviction of Unauthorised ﬁccupam@é‘;) Act, 1971 The
respondente are; accord inglys directed to refund the

pady made from the aepplicant's salery with

recovery alr

erms of the prwis:‘s.un.of fublic

liberty to proceed in t
jsed Occupantd) Act, 1971

sgs (Eviction of Unau thor

Pr emi
no order as to costse

There shall be, howevels
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