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Final Decision : Dismissed

Judgement

Thottathil B. Radhakrishnan, J.—The Railway establishment challenges an order
of the Central Administrative Tribunal. The respondent while working in Cochin
Harbour Terminus was allotted a railway Quarter in the Mattanchery Halt area
within the Cochin Harbour limits. He was transferred to Vaikom Road Station in
September, 1996. He retained the Mattanchery Halt quarters and joined Vaikom
Road Railway Station only on 30.07.1997, i.e., 11 months after his order of
transfer. He was thereafter transferred to Edappally Station. He joined that
station on the very next day. He continued to occupy the quarters in Mattanchery
Halt. The Railway imposed penal rates for recovery of rent etc. as regards that
quarter.

2. We have heard the learned counsel for the establishment quite in extenso. We
have also heard the learned counsel for the employee. There is nothing to show
that any disciplinary action was taken on account of non joining duty in Vaikom
Road Station on transfer from Cochin Harbour Terminus. There is also nothing on
record to show that the employee was allotted a quarter either in Vaikom Road or
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in Edappally Stations to which he was transferred, till ultimately he was given
one in Edappally following which he vacated the quarter at Mattanchery Halt and
shifted the family to Edappally on the very next day. This being the factual
situation we see that the directions issued by the Tribunal in paragraph 16 of the
impugned Ext. P5 order are well in consonance with justice and nothing warrants
interference with it at the instance of the establishment in exercise of authority
by the High Court under Article 227 of the Constitution of India. The writ petition
therefore fails, and the same is accordingly dismissed.
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