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Jabalpur, this the 3lst day of January,2003
Hon'’ble Mr.R.K.Upadhyaya—Member(Adminiqtrattve)

Janardhan Prasad Shukla, $/o0 Shri U.iéSh:klz.
aged 39 years, Passenger Driver, resident o
F/29-A, South Civil Lines, Upper Line,Jabalpure= APPLICANT

(By Advocate~ Shri V}Triﬁathi)

Versus

l, Union of India through the Secretary,
Ministry of Railway, Railway Board,Mew Delhi,

@ The Divisional Railway Manager,Central Railway,
~ Jabalpur, = RESPONDENTS

(By Advocate= Shri SePeSinha)

ORDER
BY the present application notice dated 2743.1998
(Annexure=a=1) as well as‘order dated 1774%1998(Annexure.
A=2),g9iving temporary allotment of railwa§y quarter.to the
applicant, have been assalleds

2y It is stated that the applicant while working

on the post of rassenger ¢river was allotted railway quarter
NooF¢29=A,Jabalpur trom l§ﬁ5§1992%=6n account of earth
quake on or about 22.5@1997)the railwgy quarters at
Jabalpur got damaged, Therefore, the respondent nos2
issued impugned order dated 27+341998(Annexure=-a-1)

asking the applicant to Vacate the allotted quarter
temporarily for three months and for that duration the
applicant was allotted another quarter by order dated
17941998 (Annexure-a=2)§ It is stated by the learned
counsel of the applicant t#at the applicant’s quarter

was not in the list of damaged quarters as can be seen
from the official records dated 28%5%1997(Annexure-hp5)@
The alternative accommodation which was allotted to the
applicant was not.of entitleqd Category® He also stated that
recovery of damage rent of Ps%4977/- Was effected from

the pay of April 1998 ang b& order dated 855.1998 passed
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by this Tribunal as an ihterim measure, subsequent
recovery was stayed, The learned counsel further stated
that subsequently the applicant has vacated the railway
quarter and shitted to hig personal accommodations According
to himbon the facts of this Case, no damage rent should
be charged and the recovery already made should be
rerunded.
3. The learned counsel of the réspondents stated
that it was in the interest of the applicant himgelf that
the damaged accommodation was to be repaired and the
alternative accommodation may not be of entitledq Category
but thelsame was a tempar ary arrangement only for three
months; Theretore, no Objection shouid have been takeny:
According to the learned counsel, the applicant having
not complied with the order tor Vacating the accommodation,
is liable to pPay the damage rent,

4ﬁ-‘ After hearing the learneq counsel of poth the

rom the records of thig Tribunal. it is noticed that
similar matters were agitateq in this Tripuna) earlier alsoe

45 Respecttully following the deot sion of thig Tribunal
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directed to be charged from the applicant in this case
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also,as the applicant has already vacated the rallway
quarter before the decision of this OeAe. The damage
rent already recovered trom the applicant may be refunded
to him without interest within a period of two months
from the date of receipt of a copy of this ordery

5¢ In view of the decision in the preceding
paragraph, this O.A. is allowed without any order as to
costs’ Q
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