
!&en Court

~iginal Application no. 47 of 1992.

Hon'ble Mr. Rafiq Uddin, Judici.l N~mber
Hon'ble Mr. ,j, Biswas, Mmiristratiye Member ..

Mohd. ,jh.fi, ,j/o Gh.zi, (Retd. Gr.de A ~peci.l (Slect.)
Northern R.ilw.y, All.h.bad) rlo 104/250, R.japur,
All.h.b.d.

••• i1pplic.mt •

CiA. ~hri G.P. Gupt.,.jhri M.nd Kum.r

Versus

1. Union of Indi., through ~ener.l M.nager,
Northern RaiWiy, Barod. House, New Delhi.

2. Divisional R.ilwa, Manager (~e't),
Northern Railway, All.hab.d.

3. Estate Officer (;;iriR.P. ,jingh, ACN, I<anpur)
(1st floclr ~t.tion Building) All.hab.d .t K.inpur
DRM Office, Allahabad.

4. Divisional Engineer (HO),
Northern Railw.y,
J<anpur.

5. Loco Forem.n (CTfO/fbO) ,
Northern R.ilway,
~npur.



II 2 II

6. The District Magistrate (fin & Rev.),
All.h.b.d City.

• • • Respondents •

CIR ~hri A.C. Nishr ••

Hon' ble Mr. R.if ig Uddin, .Member-J.

The .pplicant retired as Driver Grade 1
on 31.01.82 from RailwlilyDep.rtment. It .ppe.rs that
the fst.te Ufficer, Northern RIiIilway,~npur p.ssed an
order dated 22.12.1991 ~der section 4 .nd 7 of Public
Premises (.fviction of- i.klauthorised 0ccup.nts )JCt, 1971

wereby. he h6ld thdt t~ .pplicant w.s un.uthorisedly
o~cup.aing two Hailw.y Ql.rters nos 355 E Diggi Colony,
~npur and 11 }\Be, Loco Colony, ~npur and, therefore,
the respondents were enitled to t.ke possession of .fors.id
Railw.y Quarter. The Estate Jfficer a Iso h41.d that the
.pplicant was 1i.b1e to p.y ~. 23012.70 P .nd 56373.90 p
as dam.ges to the resppndents in respect of unauthorised
occ uparrts of afors.id VJ 0 quar-te rs ,

2. In execution of .forsaid qu.rter the Estate
Officer .1so issued recnvery certificate under section
14 of Public Premises ~t, 1971 on 25.09.1991. The
.pplicant in this O.~_,h s challenged the velidity of
afors.id order before this rribun~l. The .pplicant has
aIs0 sought directions 10 the respondents to s ubmi t f ulr
and final accourrt of hi:J settlement of pension and pens Lonary

benefits and det.ils of rent of qu.rter n o , 11 ABC Loco

Colony, K.npur, which h;i s been decucted and compli.nce to
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deducted, det.ils from ~.rent to be deducted from the
.pplicant.

3. ~e h.ve he.~ ~hri C.P. Gupt •• nd ~hri Anand KUmar
for the .pplicant .nd ~hri A.C. Mishr. learned counsel
for the respondents.

4. It has not been disputeJ..before us that the

••

validity of orders p.sssd by Estate 0fficer c.n not be
challenged before this Tribun.l .s the .ppe.l .g.inst the
order passed under sectton 9 of Public Premises Act, 1971
lie before the Uistrict Judge concern4- Therefore, the
present 0.•1'\•• is not m.i1 tdin.b1e before the T ribun.l
reg.rding relief mentioned in cl.use 1'\ .nd B of the relief
cl.use of the O..~. ~ reg.rd< the relief cl.use ~ which
is in respect of fin_d. sett lement of .ccount,,, .,::pension
.nd pension.ry benefits, it h.s been st.ted by the learned
counsel for the .pplicant that .pplic.nt h.a been gr.nted
only provisional pensi~ .nd he b.s not been p.id full
pension. This Tribun.l in OA 509 of 1986 filed by the
app Lfcarrt has issued directionS regarding settlement of

pension and pens Lonacy benei ts of the app liccmt vide
order d.ted25.01.1991. Hence the s.me relief c.n not.

, ....re;gdated in t he pres ent O..A..• dence, no other fin I
order/or directions .re necess~y in respect of final
sett lement of pensionary benef it of the app liccmt.
~cording ly t,i)eO.•A,. is liable to be dismissed. It is
open to the~plicdnt to move ~ivil Court h.ving jurisdt tion
ag.inst thecrder of Sst.te Officer. No order as to costs.

\2-~~~
Member-J

Ipcl


