Allahabad ; Uated this 3rd day of September, 1997
: OUriginal Application No:?s ot 1993
trict . Etawah
CurtAM: ~
Hpn'ble Mr, Justice B,C, Saksena, V,C,
sone Lal $/0 shri Ram,
| Khalasi
& ﬁl‘iiﬁ‘ifézﬁaﬁ?d‘“ 10w phaphund,
(By sri R, F, srivastava o Srl PK Kashyap,Advocates)
e » o 'Applicant
Versus

1. The Union of India
QD Through General Manager,

Negtherpsstailvay,

J[. 2, The pivisionagl dailway Manager,
5 E Hfftn Bndﬁallway,

b -~ 3. The uivisicnal Engineer,

Northern Hailway,
Allahzbad, :

4 i | 4, The Inspector of works,
' Northern Hailway,
Etawah,

5, The uivisional Audit Utticer,
Northern Railway, Allahabad,

(By sri Lal Ji sinha, Advocate)
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The agverments made in the U, , do not make out

very cleagr cyse, However, it appears trom the averments
that the applicént, while he was posted at Etawah, was
allotted 5 Railway (uarter tor which the gssessed rent

was Rs, 0/- per wonth, sSubsequently, he alongwith otherg
| I- | 'r‘. was transterred to phaphund, The applicantts case is

- that he alongwith others was permitted by the lucal
authorities at Fhaphund to commute every day trom Etawah,

Subsequently, the applicant was transterred back to
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g r 3 Etawah, The responuents, however, issued notice for
deduction of rent at higher rate snd despite his

representation supmitted in response to the notice,

they started initiaily charging Rs, &/~ and subsequently

gls, 241/60 per month, The applicant has prayed that
he should oniy be charged normal rent of Rs, /- per
month,

2% The respondents have filed a counter attidavit

3 in which they have admitted that an internal order
‘i D was issued permitting the petitioner and other sttt
to gttend their duties at Fhgphund trom Etawah but it
) | hzs also been stated that due to chgnge or timing ot
train, it was not teasible tor the start at Etzwah
. to reach destingtion within the ottice hours, It also
appears trom the gverments ot the respondents that while
the a;SQESAH{_!a;; initially Rs, 20-60 they subser uentyy
charged Uis, 399/~ per month on the basis of calculation

- : g Rs, 15/- per SGin plinth arega,

35 we hyve noted rrom the gverments, however,
‘ contused they be, that the applicant was permitted
: to come trom Etawah to Fhaphund, = It is not the
EE‘ ] case ot the respondents that the apgglicant tailed to
i

- attend duty in time nor ig that matter germane to

the controversy betore us, uhat is relevant is that
that such a permission was given and, theretore, the
applicant was entitjed to retain his quarter at

Etawah en normal rent,
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rent at normal rate tor the entire period,

~amount in addition to this has been recovered trom the

o

| salary ot the applicant, then the same sh,11 be refunded
o - I - to him within a period of three months trom the date of
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