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iwBUaspur, this the day of September, 2003

Shrt heand «r»r Bhatt. Adeiwetretive M«ber

^wadhesh KUmar Shrivastava

^ed about 56 years. Retired Piranan
Instructor, South Sastem Raiiv>av

Shahdol Resident
5?o S^pesh Shrlvastava, Qr, uo.188/1, Railway Colony, smhdcd,
Dlstrict-Shahdol (M.P.K '

A
(Applicant in persons)
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1* Union of Itadia,
General Manager,South fiastem Railway,

Garden Reacl^ Calcutta (w«B.),
Divisional i>ersonnel

Railway,Biiaspur (M.ff,), -w-w-jf,
(By Advocate - Shri HM. Banerjee)

order

2?he applicant is aggrieved about the recovery of t
penal rent from the retained amount of D.C.R.G.

2» The facts of the case in brief are tl»t the
applicant took voluntary retirement on 01.05.1995 after
oodicauy <Je<»t.s,oris.d. H, retained tUl
2«.12.1997. „l»reas he was officially permitted to stay for a
further period of 8 months bi^ood the d>te of retirem«it. m
had applied for compassionate anointment for his son. Th. so,
-as given appointment on 30.01.1997 at hnmtppnr. H. applied f,
transfer baoh to Shahdol. where he was ultimately transf.rr«
on 1«. 10.1998. Another guarter was allotted to the son after
his transfer to Shahdol. As the appiioent retained the .part.,
bbyond the pemlssibl. period, damage r«,t was charged on him.
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The epplieenfe oeee ie that « he eppn^a for oo«pe»elooet,
appolnt«eat for hU eon after hie voluntary retireoent, hie
retention of quarter was justified.

3. The learned oouneel for the reepondente on the
other hand hae etated that ocnpaeeicnate appointment ie not a
right and the applicant cannot claim any benefit <« tlBt

account. The eon wae given compaeeionate appointment on

30.01.1997 at Annuptur, whereae the applicant retained the
(Tiarter at Shahdm. After the permiseible period of 8 mcnthe
damage rent was charged. The quarter was vacatwi on 24.12.1997

and the D.C.R.O. wae paid on 19.05.1998. Therefore there is no
delay in the payment of D.CmR.G.

^ have peen the pleadings on both the sides and
has heard the learned counsel|for the parties.

ground tajcen by the applicant that he shoulS?^
be charged damage rent as he hacJ(applied for ccmpassionate

appointment for his son is not convincing. As rightly pointed
out by the learned counsel for the respondents^ compassionate
appointm^t is not a right and in any case the compassionate

appointment was given after the permissible period for reten-

tion of the Railway »iarter for 8 months and ttet also not at

the place where the applicant was retaining the quarter. After

the son wa^ transferred back to Shahdol he was allotted another
quarter in his^e. The applicant was allowed to retain the
quarter for the maximum permissible period of 8 months and any
laea of ignor#anc^ o^^is rule on the part of the applicant
cannot be accepted. A^^baiance amount of 0.cit
back to the applicant ulthin a reasonable time and there 1. no
case for payment of interest to the applicant.
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6. to the reeult the Orlalnai /kpHJcatlon tee no
merit and ia accordingly, dismissed. Ho costs.
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