CENTRAL ADM.IN ISTRAT IVE TR IBUNAL, o JABALPUR BENCH,
CIRCUIT CAMP AT BILASPUR (CHIATT ISGAR H)

al A a No., 3 2

Aoomn
Bilaspur, this the 23rd day of September, 2003

Hon'ble Shri Anang Kumar Bhatt, Administretive Member

Awadhesh Kumar Shrivastava,

Son of late Shri A,p, Shrivastava,

Aged about 56 yedrs, Retired Fireman

Instructor, South Eagterm Rajlway,

Loco Shed, shahdo} (M.P.), Resident

of C/O Bl'npesh Shrj.VQSﬁva‘ Qre. No,

188/1, Railway Colony, Shahdo),

District-Sl'Bhdol (Mopo)o seee “Qplicans

(dpplicant in person.)
Yersugs

1. Union of India,
Through s The Genera)l Manager,
South Eastern Railway,
Garden Reach, Calcutta (W eBe),

2. Senior Divisional Personnel
Officer, South Eastern Rajlway,

Bilaspur (Mopo)o sees MM
(By Advocate - Shri M. Banerjee)
Q R D ER

The applicant is aggrieved about the recovery of the
pendl rent from the retained amount of DLLR G,

2. The facts of the case in brief are that the
applicant took voluntary retirement on 01, 05.1995 after bn-t»?
medically decategorised. He retained th:@:arter till
24.12.1997, whereas he was officially pemmitteqd to stay for a
further period of g months beyond the date of retirement, He
had applied for compassionate appointment for his son. The son
was given appointment on 30.01.1997 at AR uppur, He applied for
transfer back to Shahdal, where he was ultimately trensferred
on 14.10.1998. Another quarter was allotted to the son after
his transfer to Shahdol. As the app]icant retained the quarter
beyond the pemiséible period, damage rent was charged on him,
| Contd. 2/-
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The applicant's case is that as he Spplied for compassicnate
- Appointment for his son after his voluntary retirement, his
retention of quarter was Justified.

3. ~ The ledarned counsel for the respondents on the
other hand has stated that Campissionate appointment is not a
Fight 3nd the applicant cannot claim any benefit o that
account. The son was given campassionate appointment on
30.01.1997 at Aamuppur, whereas the applicant retained the
quarter at Shahdal, After the permissible period of 8 months
ddmage rent was charged. The quarter was vacited on 24.12.1997
and the DLCRG. was paid on 19.05.1998. Therefore there is no
delay in the payment of D.CeR.G.

4. I have geen the Pleadings on both the sides and
A~k W ahhW e t”
has heard the learned counseJ.Lfor the parties.

not
5 The ground taken by the applicant that he shoulgy/

be charged damage rent as he hag appl ied for compassionate
appointment for his son is not convincing. As rightly pointed
out by the learned counsel for the respondents, compassionate
appointment is not a right and in any case the campassionate
dppointment was given after the pexmissible period for retene
tion of the Railway Quarter for 8 months and that also not at
the place where the applicant was retaining the quarter. After
the son was transferred back to Shahdol he was allotted another
quarter in hisTZ:avme. The applicant was allowed to retain the
quarter for the maximum permissible period of 8 months and any
plea of 1gnor§anclo this‘r\u.e on the part of the applicant
cannot be accepted. dny Lbalance amount of D.C .P:J.t Z;: :f;;:
back to the applicant within a8 reasonable time ang there is no
case for payment of interest to the applicant,
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6. In the result the Original Application has no

merit and is accordingly, dismissed. No costs,

(Anand kumar Bhatt)
Adninistrative Member
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