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The aoplicant in this caus

Drder of transfer deted 21.9.2007  wvide whioh

anplicant  has heen transferred from KQL (Khand
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SRK. He has polinted out that when the 04 wase Filed the
Tribunal had passed an interim order direeting thet  fhes

transfe order be held in abevancs. However wide order

dated 16.4.2002 the Trikunal wvacated its emrlisr o der
and  the applicent had then complied with the tranefer

order - and had joined the duty, but still the anpl i osnt

2 owmggrieved of the transfer oarder on the aground tha
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of tranzs¥Fer is a punitive one se the applicant was

lssued @ chargs sheet dated 2%5.2.2001. In the st

of  lmputations  snnexed with  the ohsrge-sheet 1t was

mantioned  that the

EMKQL

vigilance check and

DErtEin #e 1t was  Tournd

that Bhoosa/Fodder was stored in Quarter Mo, Tyvps 1%
(%8)  and  some  sconters were

auarter whioch was found to he

ard  the wmpplicant was wWorking as o

premises and should have stonned the unauthorised use of

Railway Premises.

7. Thie oharas

ny  the department wherein the wsoplicant
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rejected  whersin  the penalty has heen reducec

3. The learped counsel for the anplicant nleads

that the order of transfer itself makes it olear that e

Ssme s b

department  who had recommendsd hie nosting from KL

BWK mpd i

anly on the hasis of the viaoilznes

by

departmants comnlaint  that the annlicant had b it

From KOL  to  SMK and  in supnort of  his

he has referred to & letter, Annexurs fe?
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hasis of the reocommends

iz om punitive order pa

nunished so this amounts Lo &

station Masher 1 q

remain

& In this reg that the

it

vigilance department hss not

are

Funotioning of
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the tranafer

on the recommendation

ot  the  emnlave
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smeeking  to  challenge the irpitiation of dis inlinary

{0

aroceadings  to transfer an employee on the hazis of  tha

renart  of  the vigllance chenk which is not permissible

hecause 1t is an administrative declsion 20 the
arder  in this ocase seems Lo have been  lssuead  on the
recommendation of the vigillance depariment who on seehng
the  working of the applicant, which was not found to he
satisfactory  at KQL and 1t 1s an adminiztrative deolshorns
of  the Railway Authoriltlies to tranefer the applicant

which cannot bhe challenged.

7. In  wisw of the smbove, I find no  ground to

Acrorohinghy .

interfere and the 0A has to b dismi

the 0OA te  diemissed. However, at the reguest of 1
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Q
learned counsel, it is made clear that the rasponcents
Wwill not tske into oonsideration the observation made in

this order while disposing of the revision petition Wity

iz pending before the r"”ﬁand nte,  No oosts.
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