dare able to 90 about their daily affairs with a

reasonable - measure of safetyvis and Securilby., That
facility, : which has matured into a5 right of the
-pedestrians, cannot = bhe set at naught = hy dllowing

éncroachments to hbe made on the Pavements, The " clain

of.. the pevenent dwellers to Eonsthucts Bt s i the

pavement o roéd is a permanent gbstruction to ffee
bassage of traffic  and pedestrians” safely ard
security;‘ _Therefure, it would bpe impernissible Lo
Permit “or to make use of the pdVement far  privata
pur#0$e, They shou1d allow Passing and re- pasq:ng .by
the pe 1e=trldn%. No one has a right to nake use of 4
public Property . for the private Purpose * without the
requiéita, authorisation from the competent authority,
It - would, therefore, be but the duLy of the conpetent
authority to remove enurodchmenL\ on the pavemeqt ar
footpath of the public street obstructing free Flow of

traffic op passing or re-passing by thae pedestrians,

This view was f1rmly 1d|d down by this Court

in 104 Tellis case thus:

"No person has a right te ®rcroach by
erecting a ‘iru(fure or otherwise op
footpdth;, and pavements or dgther place
reserved or’' earmarked for a public
durpose like, (for e.g, garden . . or
playground) and that the provision

s



