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IN THE CENI'RAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH 
JAIPUR. 

O.A No.275/99 
Ivl.A No.l79/99 

nate of order: 6.7.1999 

suresh Chand Yadav, S/o late Shri Kishori _Lal Yadav, 

R/o C-1/7, Road No .;1, Ganpat i Nagar, Jaipur, at 

present H .T .T, in Tf.Testern Railway Division, Jaipur • 

• •.• Applicant 

vs. 

1. - Union of India through General }'Ianager, western 
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Raih:ay, Churchgate, Mumbai. 

Senior Dy .Gene r~l Manager & Chief Vigilance Off ice r, 

western Railway; churchgate, Mumbai. 

DivisionaL Railway Manager, western Railway, Jaipur 

D iv is ion, Ja ipur • 

Senior Divisional commercial Manager, DRl'-1 Office, 

Jaipur. 

• •• Resporrlent s. 

Mr.Pratap Singh Sirohi - counsel for appl1cant 

Ivir.Manish Bhan:::lari- co·~nsel for resporrlents. 

CORl\1,1: 
_/ 

Hon·'ble Mr .Gopa 1 Krishna, vice Chairman 

Hon•bie Mr.N.P.Nawani, Administrative M3mber~ 

PER HON'BLE MR .GOPAL KRISHNA,_ VICE CHAIRMZ\.N. 

In this a;Jplicat ion ume-r Sect ion 19 of the Admini­

strative Tribunals Act, 198~_, applicant suresh chand yadav 

has challenged the order at An-nexure -Al dated 28 ~5 • 99 by 

T.rJ'hich he has been relieved and directed to report to the 

Chief comrrercia1 r-"P.nager, Churchgate, Mumbai, for further 

orders;; 

2. we have heard the learned counse 1 for the parties 

and have carefully perused the record. 

3 • Applicant • s case is that the impugned order was 

passed· as a punitive measure and with malaf:ide intention 

since the applicant himself had not man-handled Rajdev 

Parrley, Vigilance Constable and the F!R pertaining to qn 

incident- of 8.12.98 did not actually contain his name. 

Only four persons, Ravichand Th..;ra~i, 3.L.t-ceena, Tufan 

Singh M=ena and Bora Ram are named in the F'IR wherein it 

is alleged that_ these four persons had beaten Rajdev Pandey 

arrl forcibly taken him to another Train. HOV\rever, a 

~tzH> preliminary enquiry was corrlucted aqainst ·the applicant 
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on 10.12 .1998 and on the next day i.e. 11.12 .98, he was 

placed un::ler suspension-. The applicant bas not yet been 

served a charge-sheet. The order of suspension bad 
' 

already been revoked. The impugned order is assailed as 

being arbitrary and unjustified and was passed with.a view 

to causing harassment to the applicant. It is vehemently 

urged that the applicant could have been transferred 

within the Division where he was serving and in the 

circumstances, his trefnsfer to a place out side the 

Division is unreasonable. 

4. The respondents on the contrary have stated that 

the irripugned order has been pas9ed in the interest ·of 

administration am that th~ applicant has not been 

transferred to the 1'1umbai Division but he has been 

directed to report to the Chief COJT1mercial f."anager,. 

Churchgate, Mumbai. It is also alleged by the respondents 

that the applicant was placed un:ier suspension in view of 

the fact .that during the course of investigation,· the 

applicant vJas found involved in the occurrence which is 

alleged ·to have taken place on 8.12.98. As per the direc­

tions of the General Manager, Western Raihvay, the 

applicant bas been asked to report the Headquarters at 

Mumbai for further orders. 

5. · In the circwnstances of the case, we direct the 

applicant to report within 10 days of this order to the 

chief commercial Manager, Churchgate, I'·1Umbai, who shall 

pass an order of his posting, keeping in view the provi­

sions contained· in Rule 226 of the Indian Raih·Jay Esta­

blishment Co::le, Vol.I, Raihvay Board's letter NO. E(D&A.) 

6SRG6-6 dated 25 .3 .1967 on the subject of transfer of 

Raih,Jay staff whose com uct is umer invest igat·ion arrl 

the Board's letter NO-E(NG)I/80/TR/28 dated 13 .4.1989, 

the Off-ice Order dated 3 0.6 .99 issued by the Senior 

Divisional commercial rv:anager and any other relevant 

instruct ions, etc. The o.A stands disposed of accordingly. 

If the appl :i,.cant is aggrieved by the order passed by the 

Chief corrmercial Manager, Ghurchgate, ~1umbai, he may file 

a fresh O.A. 

6. NO order as _to costs. 

7 . M.A No.179/99 has become infructuous. It is dismissed. 

~ 
(N .P .Nawani) 
JV.embe r (A ) • 

~~~~ . 
(Gopal Krishna) 
vice cha irman • 
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