encroacher, that he should be provided with ‘an
alternative accommodation at the expense uf the State
which if given due ¢redence, is 1ikely to  result ip

abuse of the judicial process, Biut no absolute

“princip1e of universal application would be taid in

Ehis ‘beha1f.‘anh case'is:required to Be exaiined on

the given set of facts and appropriate " direction or

Feﬁedy be evolved by the Court suitable to the facts

6fF  the Case. Normally, tLhe Court fiay not, as a ruyle,

dﬁﬁeqtﬁ that - the encroacher should be pruvided u1th an
alternative accommudﬁtmun before sjectment when they
éncroached pub11c sProperties, but, as stated eaflier,

each case requires exaﬂination and suitable direct ion

appropriate to the facts requires modulation,

Cunsﬁder§d from thig perspective; the apprehensiohs af: e

“the appellant is without force.

As  regards the direction given by' the High

Court to provide accomodat1on as a cond1t1nn to remove -

the encroathmpnt, as held earlier, since the Hunicipal
Corporation has a constitutional and statutory duty to

pravide means for settlement and residence by allotting

the surplus land under the Urban Land Ceiling Act and .

if necesdary by acquiring the land and proVIdang hquse

sites or tenements, as the case may be, according tr
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