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HOWY BLE sk, JU5TIG E ASHOK AGnaRwAL, CAALRIAL
HOWLBLE wiR, S, CAYaL, miBibER(A)

Jiut a/a #C years,son of Ram aviarl, resident of village
Kushahi,post, Bampur, District Ghazipur,

Ram Lakuan son of bhola ivath,afa 39 ye.rs,resident of
Chak iinota,Post Chnipadiya,allehabad,

Krishne Frasad,son of Jaydish Prased a/a 34 ye.Ts, resident

of village Jeena,Post hasrigan],District Rohtash(Bihar)

Ram Vilas aged about 33 yeaTs,son of Kaj pali,resident of
village Deokali vishunpur Post.rop&ganj,bis rict wWiau .

Rait vijai, eged about 34 years, son of rfem Kishun, Tesident
of village ;«ladariya,Baragaon,qmzj_pur_

Bajrangi aged about 4} years,son of shiv paIan resident of
wsdariya, Paragaon,District Ghazipur,

sudarshan son of somamu, resident of singslra, Ramsalia,
District Ghazipur,

Jalder Prasad wsandal, son of snankar siandal Tesident of
1,C..,iv,E,Railway,idadhosingh,

Manik Chardra aéa 33 years, son of Rall Charan, resident of
village Avarta,Post Kadtiha, District Allahabad,

»s.Applicants

( zy shri T,bhattacharya,ndvocate )
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4,

b

Yersus
Union of Ipila through Chairmar,Reilway board,hew Delhi,
general waiager, i, E,f8ilway,s0Takhpurl,
senior Uivisiounal Engineer Ist, i, E,Reilway,Varanpasi,

Ashok humar sishra, Senior Jivisional Engineer,Ist, N,E.
Aeilway, Varanasi.

Inspector of works, K,E,Rallway, wiadoo 3ingh,

Kripa Shenkarl rkardey,liuspector of works I\;.E,Bai}.way,
wiazdhao 3ingh,

Pemnanent way lnspector, w,E,Railway, Varanasi,

.. .Respondents

( By shri a.K,daur,ndvocate )



OA NO, 972/1993
1. Site fem dejari son of Bhatukki Hajari afa 45 yezrs,
Khalasi, in 1,0,w, hoTth, eranasi,

2, wdarvar, son of shiv Ji afa 35 yeers, Khelasi, in 1,0.W, North
Varanasi,

3. 5Srikant Pandey,son of 5ri Chauhari Sarara Pa:dey,saged
about 35 years,Khalasi in 1.0,w, north,Varanasi,

4., wakhodhar son of Ram AdhaT,aged arout 36 years,iKhalasi, is
1.C,w, horth, Varanasi,

5. shekh anvaer ali son of Abdul Jalil sged about 36 yedars,
Khalesi, in 1,@.w. soutn, Varanasi,

6, DLudh nath son of kisun, aged avout 52 years, Khalasi, in
1.0,w, nouth Varanasi,

7. Nhaglna, son of warayan, aged auvout 5] years,kKnalasi, in
I,G,w, wity, Varanasi,

8. oSukhrem son of Jaggan afa 51 yrs,in 1.0,w. south, Verainasi.
9. fam Prasad s/o Dal singh,Khalasi,afa 38 years, 10

10, Rem Junam s/o wiahesh Knhelari, o/ 35 yrs, both 9 & J0O are
Khalesi in 1,0, maduwadeh, Vi ranasi,

1l. Kenaihye s/o Teeglur Kheleri,a/a 34 yrs,in 1.0.i. South
N.E,Railviay Varanasi,

12. Teemal son of Laxan Khalasi,af/a 35 yrs and
13, Sudarshan s/o Be) nath Khalasi,a/a 45 yrs botn Khalasies ir
1,0,w, North,N,E,Railway, Varanasi,
« . sApplicarts
( By snmi T,shattacharya,ndvocate |

Versus
l. Jnion of Indie, tarough <halrman,vailway Beerfd,hvew Jelhi,
2. uweneral waoayger,iv, B, filway, Gorakhpur,
3. oenior Jivisioial Enginesr,Ist i, E.Réilway, Veranasi,

4, 571 anulay sharfma, seplor Jivisio al Engiceer,lst iv.BE.Railway,
Varanasi,

5. Inspector of works,n,E.mwllway, Varanasi,Ganti,horth, Varanasi,
6., Adnspector of works,iv.E,Hailway, Varanasi Gantt Soutn,VErarasi,
7. 1nspector of works,n,E.dallway, Varanasi <ity, Varanasi,

g. ~Permanent say lnspector,iv, E,Riilway,VBranasi.

9, assistant Enghneer, n, E.Railway, Varanasi,

... Respondents
'Q}\(( By ohrl a,K, Gsur,Aadvocate )
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ORNER (ORAL )

Shri S,Dayal, Member (A ):

These are two applications woich have similar issues
and facts of law and, therefore, they are besng heard 3

disposed of together by a common order.

2. The applicants have come to the Tribunal for stay
impugned

of the/order of transfer dated 16.3,1992 and to restrain

the respondents from interfering with the applicants® working

in the present capacity in the office of the Inspector of Works
N.E,Railway as also in the office of Inspector of Works N.E,

Railway Varanasi Cantt, North?ggranasi €aitt, South and

Varanasi Citv, We have heard the learned counsel for the

contending parties,

3. The learned counsel for the applicants has assailed

the order of transfer on the ground that the transfer is bad

in law because it is being mnade from one department to another,

The two cepartments, according to the learned counhsel for the

applieants are the office of Inspector of Works and the

oftfice of the Permanent Way Inspector., Thus the classific.tion

of the applicants has been changed, The learned counsel for the

applicants,however,concedes that the applicants are working in the

L

[

Engineering department of the Railways where they workﬁin the
L

officesof the Inspectorate of Works and the permanent Way

Inspectors.

4, The facts of the cases siiow that gangs of the applicants
were transfereed from the P,W.I N.E, Rallway Varanasi to

I.0.W Madhosingh fifst and thereafter they aire belny transferred
from Madhosingh to Varanasi ky the impugned order. The applicants
have not assailed the first transfer from the origlnal unit under
P.W.I. to Inspectorate of Works., If they are sent back to

théir unit from w.ich they were originally transferred, the
second order of transfer, therefore, cannot be assalled on the

ground that it could not have been made,



- &=
5. The learned counsel for bBhe applicants has stated
that there are different medical standards for those working
under the IOW and those working under khe PWI. He has brought
Lo our notice the case of Ram Vijay, applicant mo.5 in
0A No.521/1993 whose transfer to P.W.I. was cancelled because
he was found to have been suffering from colour blindness.,
thus we have no manner of doubt that while transfering the
applicants from one department to another, the respondents take
intc account their medical category. ‘The learned counsel for
the applicants'request5§ that the respondents should be directed

to cénsider it Is not valid in the circumstances cof (e case.

6, We find no illeyality in the orders of the transfer and

Lom

therefore, the applications are dismissed as/devoid of mekit,

NO costs.,

G e D

(S.DAYAL) ( A9I0K AGARWAL )
MEL.R(A) CHAIRMAN
\\\J‘




