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IN THE CENTRAL :DM1NiSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

O.A. No. 	616 	OF 	I 9 a 

DATE OF DECISION 13.2 JiOi:L. 	- 

Petitioner S . 

Advocate for the Petitioner(s) 

Versus 

Respondent s. 

Advocate for the Responueiu(s) 

Co RA M 

The i-lon'ble Mr. 	i:.:.i, 

The Hon'ble Mr. 

t S/') 
'—(LI 

Whether Reporters of local papers may be allowed to see the Judgement? 

To be referred to the Reporter or not? 

ft 3. Whether their Lordships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgement? 

Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal? 
RRN) —12 CAT/s6-3--.-15OQc 
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We 
Nadan Armugarn, 
Nadari Motian, 
Nuniari Nuthian, 
irichamuth. I, 

All are working at 
Jakhwada, under PWI (C), 
Ahmedahad. 

(Advocate: Iiri.V. hah) 

Versus. 

Jnion of India, 
through the General Manager, 
Western Railway, 
Churchgate, 3ombay-20. 

hr. Panchore or his 
successor in the office, 
Executive Engineer(C) I, 
estern Railway, 
hmedabad - 2. 

(Advocate: Mr. N.. dhevde) 

Petitioners. 

Respondents. 

J U L C ii E N T 

O.A. No. 616 3F 1988 

Late; 13.2.1990. 

Per: L -iofl'ble r. h.i. Singh, Administrative Memoer. 

The four applicants, c as ual labourers working 

at Jakhwada in 3a.roda Division of estern Railway, 

filed this application under section 19 of the 

Administrative Tribunals ct, 1985 challenging the 

oral order of their transfer to Jhuj in jmer Division 

of hestern Railway. 

2. 	cording to the applicants, they were 

recruited in Rajkot Division from where they were 

transferred to Jakhwada in 3aroda Division in the 

year 1985 to work on Viransiarn hahibag Douoling Project. 

The applicants' say is that they never requested for 

such a transfer and that according to para 2501 of the 

Indian Railway hs tablishment Manual, they are in a post 

from which they cannot be transferred. The application 
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Undeniably the spouses of the applicants had 

represented for their own transfer to facilitate their 

living with their husbands, the applicants. The 

Railway administration, keening in view the availability 

of work at various places, transferred the applicant 

husbands to be where their wives are. As such, the 

transfer order basically assumes the characteristic 

of request transfer and would not be legally bad just 

because the Same came to be issued on the representation 

of the spouses and for a place different from the two 

places the spouses had in their view. The order 

expressly mentions that "the cases of above labours 

for transfer to Bhuj have been considered, being their 

spouses working under Dy. OE(C) BVJ, All the above 

lahours should note that they will finally be absorbed 

in Divisions concerned RJT as case may be where their 

seniority is maintained as per extent rules." 

in view of the above, the challenge to the 

order is for flimsy, insufficient and unacceptable 

reasons and in case the challenge is allowed on grounds 

of any rigid legality only, it will prolong the agony and 

the stress of the spouses of the applicants who, without 

any say on record in this application, are living 

separately and working as casual labourers. 

In view of the above, the application is hereby 

dismissed with no order as to costs. 

( 	M. N. 3 INGH ) 
Administrative Member 


