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JUDGEMENT
(Mr SP -Mukerji, Vice Chairman )
In this applzcatlon datad 24, 4 1989, the applzcant
who is now uorklng as Electr1ca1 Chargeman—A has prayed

that the respondents 1 to 3 may be directed to transfar

him to Ernakulam Diesel Locoshed as Electrical Chargaman-A

‘without loss of emoluments or seniority. He has also

challenged the transfer of respondent No.4 to Ernakula@..

‘The main ground taken by the applicant is that ha had gat

himself.ragistered for transfer from Erode to Ernakulam
evanvaé Chargeman-B in 1982, Qheraas respondent No.4 got
himéelf registerad for such a transfer later in 1983, His

grievance is that respondent No.4 was -transPerred Prom Erode
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to Ernakulam as Chargeman-B in 1982 overloocking the

applicant's prior claim. Respondent~No.4 was again

‘transfarraed at his request on his promotion as Chargesman-A

frbm Krishnarajapuram to Ernakulam while the applicant, uwho

had besn promoted similarly a%Fhargeman-A at Ernakulam itself

Net~ ,
in 1987 has not been given such a transfer. Respondents 1 to 3
, -y

have rebutted the averment made by the applicant and have

Mol m 19% R buk
stated that the applicant got hxmsalf reglstared only on
o

24.11.1983. As regards the transfer of respondent No.4 to

Ernakulam in 1982, it appears that in October, 1982, willing-
ﬁro'm W/)hj-]’ f

- ness was called for for transfer to Ernskulam and both the

applicant as well as the respondent No.4 expressed their

willingness to be transferred to Ernakulam as indicated at

'Exhibit-R1(b). ‘While respondent No.4 was transferred to

Ernakulam, the applicant uwas th. The applicant houwever,
did not protest agéihst hié not.being picked up for transfer
to Ernakuiamf Later, respondent N6.4 was proﬁoted as
Chargeman-A and transferred to Krishnarajapuram in 1987

and immédiately thersafter he got himself régistéred for
transfer to Ernakulam and he was so transferred in 1989.

» 0
The applicant on the other handb.uashpromoted e Chargeman-A

i 5.
ha o-ij
in 1987 bat got himself registered for transfarhln 1989.
e 4

Respondent No.4 was transferred as Chargeman-A to Ernakulam

on the basis of his earlier registration for such transfer.

2. We have heard the arquments of the learned counsel

Por both the parties and gone through the documents carefully.
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Tha‘épplicant cannot at this late stage challenge the transfer

of respondent No.4 to Ernakulam as Chargeman-B which was

1 .

@ffected in October 1982, The learned counsel for the applicant
6

concpdad that the applicant did not challenge respondent No.4's

ol ok Tome | o
transfer, on the presumption that the applicant also would be

I

transfered to Ernakulam on the basis of his registration. He
houe?er, could not produce before us any document to show
! : ?d‘ : ' .
that the applicant had wetb himself registered for transfer to
s 5

Ernakulam in 1982 itself. In the circumstances, we feel that

“he dannot be allowed to reopen transfer of respondent No,4

q

to Ernakulam which was sffaected in 1982,

3. L As fegards his transfer to Ernakulam in the next
promgtad grade of Chargeman-A, since the applicant did not

ask for a transfer sarlier than respondent No.4, he cannot
chalfenga_ths érénsfer of respondent N0;4 to Ernakulam,
HoueQer, considering that the applicant has got himself
regiétared to Epnakulam in 1989 ;nd as indicated by him, his
uifeiis uark;ng at Qﬁilon from uhere she cannot be transferred,
while éismissing the applicatt)pe hope that the respondents 1

to 3huiil consider the applicant for transfer W%E as Chargeman-A

»

m . .
e the next available vacancy at Ernakulam Pavourablg}on the
3 :

basisﬂof his registration and on the vﬁgés ground of his wife
beingiin service at Quilon. In accordancse with the Railway
Board?s circulafs, the transfer policy admits of keeping
husba%d and wife as near as possible.' There will be ﬁo order

=/

as to: costs. p
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