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Noii352 of 199^

Jabalpur, this the 31st day of January, 20^3

Hon*ble Mr,R*K*t^adh(yaya-Meinber(Ad2alnlstratlve)

Janardhan Prasad ShuJaa, S/o Shrl U*S,Shulcla»
years, Passenger Driver, resident of

P/29-A* South Civil Llne9, Upper Llne,Jabalpur- APPLICA2IT

(By Advocate- Shrl V,Trl^athl)

Versus

1. ̂ ion of India through the Secretary,
Ministry of Railway, Railway Board,Mew Delhi,

Railway Manager,Central Rallw^,
owaxpur, ^ RESPONDENTS

(By Advocate- Shrl S,p,sinha)

order

By the present application^ notice dated 27p.i998
tAnnexure-A-i) „ well as oraer dated 17a4iai998(jume»ire-
*^2).glvlng temporary allotment et railwj^ltuarter.to the
applicant, have been assailed^

It Is stated thaj: the applicant idille working
on ».e post of Passenger i^iver was allotted railway quarter
llo.Psa9-A,Jabalpur ttom lSi5?1992i On account of earth
quake on or about 22.5S1997,the railww quarters at
Jabalpur got damaged. Therefore, the respondent no®2
issued impugned order dated 27.3il998(Annexure-*.l,
asking the applicant to vacate the allotted quarter
temporarily for three months and for tthat duration the
applicant was allotted another quarter by order dated
17S4,gl998 (Annexure-A,2)i Jt Is stated by the learned
counsel of the applicant ttot the applicant-s quarter
was not in the list of damaged quarters as ian he seen
from the official records dated 28«a997(Ann«c„re.i^s).
The alternauve acco^odatlcn which was allotted to thS
applicant was not of entitled category® Be also stated that
recovery of damage reit of Rs:t4977/- was effected from

pay Of Aprll.i99g and b^ order dated 8..5.199, passed
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bjT this Tribunal as an interim measure, subsequent
recovery was stayec. The learnec counsel further statec
that subsequently the applicant has vacatec the railway
quarter and shifted to his personal acco«»odatlonp Acccrdin,
to him.on the tacts of this case, no carnage rent should
ue Charged and the recovery already made should be
retundea*

3. The learned counsel of the respondents stated
that it was in the interest of the applicant himself that
the damaged accommodaUon was to be repaired and the
alternative acco«odaUon may not be of enUUec category
hut the same was a temporary arrangement only for three
«0hth.,. Therefore, no obJecUon should have been taken.
According to the learned counsel, the applicant having
not compliea with the order tor vacatina the

vacating the accommodation.
liable to pay the damage rent.

After hearing the learned counsel of both the4®
corn the

iaartles and after perusal of the renar-n
the records made available

at the time of hearlna if- .aiug. it is nouceo that the learned
~ Of the respondents has not been fully nriefed by
the respondents. There is nothing on record as to suggest
What Is the date of vacation of tte raliw
There 1 railway accommodation^IS also nothing on record to suggest as to ror which
period the respondents wait to eharrr
,  . charge damage renti: It isactvlsable that respondent no.2 make suitable arr^
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the same in^pugned order was ehaii
iv-(K , challenged and thisIbunal In o.A.Nopl98 of igga m v

19^>M.K.Ahlrwf,T. .
Plylslorial RailwavKail way Manager t w ,
aecided on 18,7.1999. ordered th.. '

— « the ao^^odeuon waTvac tT" "
from th. - vacated within one monthtrom the date ©f order.

^  Respectfully foiiowi^
Of this Tribunal

ase of M-if^ the case c£ JWCjAhlrwarCsutr s>
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dlrectM to be charged from the epplioant In this case
also.as the applicant has alrea^ vacated the railway
quarter before the decision of this o.*.. The damage
rent already recovered from the applicant may be refunded
to him without interest within a period of two months
trom the date of receipt of a copy of this orderf

In view of the decision In the preceding

paragraph, this g,A. Is allowed without any order as to
costs^
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