T Y T ey Hemym oy

‘ Cﬁﬂfﬂak A&ﬂiﬁlﬁ?ﬁﬁ?lﬂi TRIBBN&L PRINCIPAL BENCH
s 0k Mo 409{1992
~ New Ba&ha <£h§s iﬁth day of September, 1996
‘Hon'ble Mrs. Lakshmi Swam1nathan, Menben(ﬁ)
Shri Tek Chand Chaudhary
s/o Shri H.L. Chaudhary ; 1
A-389, Paschimpuri, New Delhi-63 .. Applicant

(Applicant in perSoh) J : ,' £ ‘ :}f
v Bl Vi : A P -

Union of India, thfeggh

1. General Manager
Northern Railway g
Baroda chse; New Delhi A

b D1v¢stona1 Railway Manager
. Rorthera Railway, Al]ahabad

3. Divisiona1 Manager 1A
e Mnrthern Railway, New Delhi
o 4. FasCAD  Baneda oSt E
~ Northermn w‘tuwiNen Delhi .. Respondents
(Shr1-B‘S.'Jaiﬂyfﬁdvacate) ,
o ORDER(oral) ‘
- The applicant, who has retired from . sgrvice} - PR
30.9.95 with the Northern Railway, is agrrieved ihat
i certain amounts due_t§ ﬁim,by way of gratlity and ogher‘
bt reiireicnt Vbenefits, which have‘been withheld, have nefr
: - been paid to him so far. ‘ : g -
. g : , 5

2.v"Tha{brief.fabts,of the‘caﬁe are that the appTicént, :';%
while in service, was transferred to Kanpur from 'Dé]hi » el i
on 10.4.81 and he retired from service on 30.9.95, from
there itself. Ho was allotted Rai1wa§ quarter No.ZQ/S;."
Kishan Ganﬁ, which according to the respondtnté,f he

unauthorisiedly - retained while he was posted at Kanpur.

 He finally vacated this quarter on 12.8.96, i.e. neény

o 12 months after his retirement.
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3. The respondents have subﬁ%fted;; that they had
uithhejd' certain amount from tﬁe.DCRG on account of
penal rent recoverable from the applicant fo; the
unauthorised fetention of the railway wuarter from
10.4.81 to 22.9.86. Accofdﬁng to them, after adjustment
of the penal rent, all thejdues have been paid to the

applicant.

4. The applicant, however, submits that during the
period of his retention of the quarter at New 'Deihi,
normal rent for the above period had been deducted from
his salary by the office at Kanpur and 1ater on Delhi
0ffice had also deducted penal rent for the sahe quartek
for the same period. He, therefore,-submits“ that in
spite of several representations having been made to the
respondents, none has Tlooked into this part of the

grievance, although he does not deny the fact that an

amount of Rs.3200.61 P. on account of excess of penal

rent and Rs.2,000/- on account of anticipated

electricity charges for the said quarter have been
returned to him by the respondents in 1987.  However,
Shri Jain, learned counsel for the respondents, submits
that as seen from the extracts of R-III, normal rent
deducfed by the DRM, Allahabad for the period of
October, 1981 to September, 1986 has already been taken
into account in calculating the amounts due to the

applicant, which have also been returned to him.

5. After hearing both the parties and after seeing the
records, 1 am of the view that the details of the

calculation of the penal rent deducted in respect of the

~ quarter for the period in question placed in the O0.A.




ﬁ%s,potﬂ;clearf{i The applicant is a retired person, who
has apparently not been furnished with details of the
calculations by the respondents of the amounts withheld,

deducted and the amount refunded to him. ‘Thqréfore; in

the fitness of things, the OA is disposed of with the

following difections:—

»pi The aap}iranfs u&ﬁ.give a detai1ga? feprssentation
together  kith_a}1 annexuras,shouing £he ém§§nt of rent
deductid* by the Kanpur office as well th; De]hi' 0ffice
in respect of the fai1way quarter-No.ZO/B,,Kishan Ganj,
whi&hn;he-uas in occupation from October, 81 to Augést,
86 to #R@sﬁuﬁdem 3 within a bérﬁod of two weeks from
the date of receipt of a certified copy of this order.
- Respondent 3 shall pass a‘detaillzyspeaking ordef-gikéng

the details of the calculation to the applicant within a

period of two months from the date of réceipt of the
representation: In case any amount is due, the same
shall be paid £0j'the applicant within one month

thereafter.

7. The 0A is disposed of as above. No order as to

costs.,

.-

- {(Mrs. Lakshmi SwaminaThan) 5

Member(J)
18.9.1996




