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The main grievances|of the applicant appears to

be as mentioned in this arplication, inter-alia, that
/
the applicant should not be saddled with the respons-

ibility for praying markeF rent more than double ~—=-

licence-fee for the period in question, and according
| .

te the applicant, the impugned order dated 19,9.91

(Annexure-1),uhich calls tpon the applicant to pay

more than the double lice%ce fee be quashed.

2. The respondents in the Counter-Affidavit have
resisted the claim of the applicant and inter-alia
have given a detailed chaft showing therein the amo-
unt of Rs. 13,608,85 pais% to be recovered and it has

further been contended thTt the applicant is required

to pay, market rent from 21.10.80 to 31.8.87 and dam-

age charge from 01.9.87 to 04.8.88 and service charge
from 01.10.80 to 04.8.88 ;s detailed in the Counter=~
Affidavit and as such thege is no illegality in the
impugned order and the aleicationgoF the applicant

has no merit and as such the application of the app~-

licant be rejected.

3. I have heard learnad counsel for the parties and

have thoroughly gone through the records of the case.
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4, From the perusal of{Anfdexure R=-1 & R72), Eé'is
[

apparent that the appeal of ghe applicant against .the

order dated 21.10,80, passedfby the State Officer un-
der Public Premises and evigLion of unauthorised occ-
upantg)Act 1971, was dismis%ed‘and however he was all-
owed further time of 60 day% to vacate the premises
in;uastion. Annexure R=2 t% the Counter shows that

/

|
as per extant rules the ratL of market rent to be re=-

covered in respect of typefII to type IV quarters is

i
S Having considered all the facts and circumstances
|

I
of the case and. all the a%bects of the matter, I find

[
that the applicant was ri&htly called upon to pay mar=-
ﬂ ~ forreh tan e
ket rate of rent as per extant rules order dated 19.,9,91
, ~

is no illégality and invalid-

~ ~
i (Annexure=1), wzd there

|

ity in this regard. Houeber, I find that the calculation
f
[

chart as given in Counter=-Affidavit by the resnondents
I
i (a5

does not appear to be quite == accurate and as such the
|

matter regarding calcula#ion of rent for the period as

|
specified above at the above rate shall remain open be-
[ aLlef ~
Ifind it expedient to therrespon-
! N
dents to calculate the #ent at the above rate fraom the

period i.e 21,10,80 to 4.8,88 and recover only that much
. |

tween the parties.,and I
{

amount which is found appropriate and accurate as per

’ » .
extant rules and regulgrlsatlons.

|
[

6. With the above observation the application of the
|

applicant is dispossd kf as above without any order as
|

to costs.

Member (3) /77‘77—-

Lucknow, dated 17.9.?2

(m.m,)




