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c.;B\IIRAJ,. ~Nisl.RAil VE TiUB~AL, ALLAHABA.U B~CH 

* * * 
Allahabad : uated this 14 th day of uecember, 1999 

uriginal APPlication No.307 Of 1996 

.ii, 5trict : Math11ra 

CuRAM ;_ 

Hon• ble +'v\r. Justice Neelam sanjiva fie:idy, y.c. 

Iw\.K. Sinha, s/_ o sri V.K. Saxena, 
worxing as w. !.M.(A) Micr~ave 
Ul'lder chief signal luspector 
Mathura un:ier Uivisional dailway Manager, 
Ra~lway, Jhansi, rl./ o rtly. ~uarter N o.R. B.II, 790 
Railway coloDf, Mathura. 

( sri H, P. Partjey, ,AA voe ate) 

2. 

3. 

• • • • • • APplicant 
versus 

union of ll'ldia through the General Manager, 
Central rl.ailway, H... Uf fice Bombay V. r. 
Divisional rlailway Manager, central Railway, 
J.R.M.•s Uffice, Jhansi, 
Assistant Executive e:igineer, Mathura, 
<.;hairman Housing c;ommi ttee, 
Railway Mathura. 

( sri u. F. Agrawal, .AA voca te) 

• • • • • nesponctents 

0 R o E R ( Or al) 

The application has been filed to quash the 

letter dated 24- 7-1995 frqu u.R.M.( P) Jhansi and 

letter dated 18-8-1995 to recover damage rent fr~ 

the a pplicant• s wages frqa 30-7-1992 to 27-11-1994, 

amountingt'b .Rs.3909.1/- treating the same as 

unauthorised. • 

2. lbe applicant is a w. r.M. (A) MicrQNave working 

u0c1er Chief ~gnal Officer, Mathura. fbe undisputed 

fact is that during the relevant peri(tj the occupation l 
of . the quarter was not authorised. The applicant, 

no dOubt, 11ade an application for authorisation to 

the concernat authori 1:f but it was not considered. 
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3. LearnEd counsel f<>r the 

that in view of the d eci si on 

applicant fairly submits 

Of the Full aench of the 

Iribunal in case of rlam t90jan Vs. lJ!lion of 19,;iia and 

another!, anct the APex court decision in Ami tabi K19ar 

and another Vs. rlirector Of Estates alld another2, · 

the application cannot be sustainEd. He further submits 

that the applicant would be in dire financial straits 

if heaV'f penal rent is levied and that would in turn 

affect the financial position of the family, ultimately 

resulting in the inefficiency of the wor kJDan. 

4. considering the above submission the VA is 

dismissed with a direction that the second responctent 

i.e. D.K.M. (;entral rlailway, D.H.M. Office, Jhansi, 

to sympathetically consider the application Of the 

applicant if submitted to reconsider for regularising 

the unauthorised occupation of the quarter by him at 

the relevant periOd. fhe applicant is directed to 

submit his f resh representation to the secOOd respondent 

within 30 days frQD tQ:iay. The sec Olld respondent is 

directEd to dispose Of the representation of the 

applicant within 90 days frQn the date of application 

thereafter. In the circl.IDstances of the case, the 

parties shall bear their <>.Nn costs. 

1· ( 1996) 34 Af(; 434( FB). 

2. AIR 199 7 s; 1308 • 

vice Chairman 
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