
/

BaJCHy iT&Ratpttp

I  ,

AppIAcanfc

central ADMINIsTRaTTVi:: TRIBUKal.^

P«A» NO. 779/1998

Ghanshy^ Dutta sharma. s/o.
La^ Shrl sharabhu Dutta Sharraa.

years, office

central Rall^;,''jibapu?f^J2ldent
Si'jJSSr,
V e r 8 u s

UdloQ of India, Through,

1. The General Manager,

Railway Manager,
fS B ? ?®^^way» Jabalpur(M.P.) Pin - 482 001.

J^e^Deputy chief Engineer.
(Construction), Central
Railway, mn's office Caropus
Jabalpur (m.p.) 482 OOl,

s;J it. 3r«%sas;.
Cor am j

Hon-W, shrl R4C. gpaahyaya -- „a«ber
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The applicant Is agcrleveir^ Ki» <
^  . aggrxeved by la5>ugned notice

IZ J he has beenasRed to vacate the Rallwav nHea^n.
Quarter No. rb ii 292/d for

repairing being damaged! on aceoont o<= »«  on account of Earthquake. The
earned ccmnael of the applicant stated that this

was allotted to the applicant while he
TV, wnxxe he was posted at
Jabalpur in Which he was staying. „cwe,a,
applicant was Informed that the same
repairing, he vacated the sam "the same on IS/Oi/isgg and shifted
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to the alternative acKzomroodatlon bearing No* h/216/c

provided to hira by the respondents*

2* The learned counsel for the respondents states

that on account of severe Sarthgu^e at Jabalpur in the

month of May 1997^ several quarters were badly damaged and

they were required to be repaired* For this purpose a

general circular dated 05/08/1998 (Anne:£ure a-4} was

issued in which it was stated that alternative accommoda*

tion was being given to the persons naned therein includ

ing the applicant* The learned counsel informed that since

the applicant did not shift to the alternative accommoda

tion^ he is required to pay damage rent •

Y> V, VTl

3* After hearing the learned counsel of both the

parties and after perusal of the records it is noticed

that the applicant had vacated the quarter No* RB II 292/d
^  ̂ in quarter No* h/216/cand also has shifted to the alternative accommodation/

finally given by order dated 06/ii/i998* There might have

been a slight delay in vacating, but this Tribunal in the

similar circumstances in the case of M*K. Ahirwar Versus

union of India and others in oa No* 198/1998 held that no

penal rent was to be diarged in respect of the cases i^ere

the accommodation was to be vacated even after receipt of

copy of the order of this Tribunal dated 16/07/1999. m the

present case,the subject quarter has already been vacated

in the month of January 1999. since the facts are similar

and the applicant has vacated the subject quarter much

before than that^the case of Ahirwar In OA No. 198/98.
It la oonsldered that no penal rent should be charged In
this case*

4* In view of the reasons given in the preceding
paragraph this Original Application Is allowed, without any
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order as to cost*
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