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Jiut a/a 310 years, son of Ram Avtar, resident of village 
Kus ha hi , Po st, mpu r, District Sha zi par, 

2, Ram La kLian son of bhola 	th, a/a 39 years, resident of 
(Tha k iiinota,Post Chnipadiya,Allahabad. 

3. Krishna Prasad, son of Jagdish Prasa a/a 34 ye:., rs, resid en+ 
of village Jeena,Post Nasrigarij,District Ro'ntas'n( Bina r) 

4. Ham Vilas aged about 33 yea rs, sou of Raj ball, resident of 
village Deo kali Vishunpur Post.Popaganj,Dis Hrict 

5, Barn Vijai, aged about 34 years, son of Ram tcishun, resident 
of village iladariya, baragaon,Chazipur. 

6. Baj rangi aged about 41 yea rs, son of Slily Baran resident of 
da ri ya, Pa ra gaon, Di s tri ct Gha zi pu 

7. Suda rshan son of Soma ru, resident of Singai ra, Barasalia, 
Di s tri ct Cina zi pu r„ 

8. Jalda r Prased ,viandal, son of Shankar Mar:dal resident of 
,i\ .E.Railway,Madhosingh. 

	

ivianik Chandra a/a 33 years, son of Kali 	ran, resident of 
village Ava rta,Pos t Ka dti ha, District Alla habad, 

..Applic an ts 
( by Shri T. bha tta c'na rya , vo ca te 

Versus 

1. Union of Iniia through Chai rmar,, Railway Boa rd Ne..4 Delhi. 

2. General 	 E.Railway, Gorakhpur, 

3. Senior Divisional Entineer 1sT, A;,E.Railway, Va ranasi 

4. Ashok Kumar 14i shra, senior Di visional Engineer, Is 	N. E. 
Railway, Va ranasi. 

5. Inspector of e4o rks , 	E.Railway, 	doo Singh. 

6. Kripa Shankar kand ey,Inspector of or ks N .E. Hai hvay, 
ia dhao Singh. 

7. Permanent vay inspector, AI.E.Railvvay, Varanasi . 

...Respondents 

( By shri 4-.K.,:aur,Advocate ) 



OA NO, 972/1993 

1. Si ta &Ica Ha ja ri son of L'na tukki Ha j a ri , a/a 45 yea rs, 
Khalasi, in 1.0.i.. North, Varanasi.  

2. sarvar, son of ahiv Ji a/a 36 years. 'Cholas 1, in I.O.W. North 
Va ranasi, 

3. Sri ka nt Pand ey, son of Sri Unauhari Sarana 	dey, staged 
about 33 years,Khalasi in .0.v.. No rth, Varanasi, 

4.'Lida khodha r son of Raul Adha r, a g ed about 36 years,Khalasi, is 
1.0.a , No rth, Varanasi . 

5. Shekh Anvo r Ali son of Abdul Jalil aged a_out 36 years, 
Khalasi, in 	South, Varanasi,  

6. Dud h nath son of Nisun, aged a oou t 52 yea rs, Khalasi, in 
I.O,aa, south Varanasi. 

7. vagina, son of Na rayan, aged about 51 yea rs,Khalasi, in 
1 	City, Varanasi 

8. Sukhram son of Jaggan a/a 51 yrs,in 1.0.,a. south, Varanasi. 

9. Ram Prasad s/o Dal Singh,Kholasi, a/a 38 yea rs, 10 

10. Ram Janata s/o .iahesh Khalari, 	35 yrs, both 9 & 10 are 
Khalasi in 	 duwad eh, Varanasi.  

11. Kanaihya s/o Teeglur Kiaal eri, a/a 34 yrs,in 1.0. . South 
iv. E,riailv:ay Varanasi. 

12. Teemal son of Laxan Khalasi, a/a 35 yrs and 

13. Suda rshan s/o BaLi Nath Khalasi, a/a 45 yrs both Khalasi es in 
1.0." , North, 	E. Railway, Va ranasi 

...Applicants 

( by S hri T.'dna ttacha rya ,Ad voco te ) 

Versus 

1, union of India, through Chal rman,T.ailv,Jay Scard,h: 	D.-1 hi , 

2. C2en era]. 	g er, N. E. Hallway, aorakhpur, 

3. :th enior Jivisioual Engin eFr, Is t N. E.R.-ilway, Varanasi. 

4. Sri Anu rag 	rma , Senior aivisio. al Engi eer, Is t .E.Rai 'way, 
Varanasi.  

5. inspector Of no rks, 	 Va ranosi,Cant t,, forth, Varanasi .  

6. inspector of orks,N. E. !Railway, Varanasi Gantt South, Va rauasi 

7. Inspector of r,orks,rv. E. Railwa y, Varanasi Gity, Varanasi. 

a. Permanent nay ins p ecto 	E.Railway, Varanasi. 

9. Assistant Entineer, N. E.Railway, Va ranasi . 

„ Res im nd en ts 

By Shri n,K. Cid u r, wed te ) 
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ORDER(ORAL) 

Shri S.Dayal, Member (A ):  

These are two applications which have similar issues 

and facts of law and, therefore, they are be ng Ma.sa- rn3 

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. 
and 

Railway Varanasi Cantt. North/Varanasi Cadtt. SoUth and 

Varanasi City. 	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 made from one department to another. 

The two departments, according to the learned counsel for the 

applieants are the office of Inspector of Works and the 

office 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 

e Engineering department of the Railways where they work4  in the 
A 

offices of the Inspectorate of Works and the permanent Way 

Inspectors. 

4. The facts of the cases show that gangs of the applicants 

were transferred from the P.W.I N.E. Railway Varanasi to 

I.O.W Madhosingh fitst and thereafter they are being transferred 

from Madhosingh to Varanasi by the impugned order. The applicants 

have not assailed the first transfer from the original unit under 

P.W.I. to Inspectorate of Works. If they are sent back to 

their unit from wssich they were originally transferred, the 

second order of transfer, therefore, cannot be assailed on the 

\eround that it could not have been made. 
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5. 	The learned counsel for the applicants has stated 

that there are different medical standards for those working 

under the IOW and those working under the PWI. He has brought 

to our notice the case of Ram Vijay, applicant no.5 in 

OA No.521/1991.whose transfer to P.W.I. was cancelled because 

he was found to hat:e 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 

into account their medical category. The learned counsel for 

the applicants request 	that the respondents should be directed 

to consider it Is not valid in the circumstances of the case. 

6. 	We find no illegality in the orders of the transfer and 

therefore, the applications ate dismissed as4devoid of metit. 

No costs. 


