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IN THE CE.!'.JTR.i\1 ADMINISTR.i\TIVE TRIBUN.AL 

JAIPUR BENCH, JAIPUR 

Jaipur, the October, 18, 2006 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 87/2006 

CORi\IVJ: 

HON'BLE MR. KULDIP SINGH, VICE CHAIRMAN 

Sualal son of Shri Telia aged about 53 years, resident 
o£ Hameerpura, Kachi Basti, Tonk Road, Satvai Jvladhopu_r_· 
(Raj as than) at present employed on the post o£ Head TTE, 
Central Western Railway, Kota Division Kota . 

. - By Advocate: Ivir. Shiv Kumar 
C-

.... Applicant 

Versus 

1 Union o£ India through its General Manager, Central 
Western Railway, Jabalpur. 

2 The Divisional Commercial Manager, Central Western 
Railway, Kota Division, Kota. 

3 Chief Tickert Inspector, Central Western Railway, Kota 
Division, Kota. 

f!l-By J:.._clvoca te: Mr. . V. S. Gurj a_r 

.... Respondents. 

ORDER (ORAL) 

The applicant has filed this OA to assail the order 

dated 02.03. 200() (Annexure A/1) vide \•lhic.h he has been 

relieved !transferred £rom Kota to Jabalpur. 

2. The applicant has challentJed the order dated 

02.03.2006 on the ground that his service has been 

satisfactory on the post o£ Head TTE at Kota. Hov.rever, a 

vigilance vas conducted 9-nd the applicant \tfas caught by the 

vigilance. The applicant was put under suspension on 



18.08. 2005 lrrhich 1.r1as later on r:evoked. A charge sheet was 

issued to the applicant. Ho1~rever, the applicant was taken 

back on duty. The applicant further alleges that his son is 

studying in the B.A. First Year at Sawai Madhopur. Besides 

that, he has also contended that Railway Board has is:::uecl 
~r;~ \v -

a circular lnrherein it has been 
(~CVI $f rv-

l~:l that the non-gazetted 

raihray staff ,Ow-hom disciplinary case is p1:!ndin9 should not 
I 

normally be ."'transferred from one Raihray j division to 

another RaihJay division till after the finalization of the 
; 

' departmental proceedings, irrespective of 

~---h 't' ...... .±- ' ' c arges merl lmposl •-lon o a maJor or a rnlnor 

applicant has also contended that since 

whether the 

penalty. The 

the inquiry 

proceedings are going on 
; ~ 

smoothly, there is no likelihood 

of ~ ternper~1~<tl a.n~ 
on Wltnesses and even lf 

evidence or creating any pressure 

the applicant is kept at Kota for 

the purpose of inquiry, this \¥ill not effect the inquiry 

proceedings. The applicant further contends that he should 

be kept at Kota and should not be transferred from Kota to 

Jabalpur. 

The respondents are contesting the OA. The respondents 

in their reply have submitted that the applicant has been 

transferred from Kota to Jabalpur on administrative 

grounds, keeping in view the administrative interests. The 

applicant has been posted in the same pay scale and on the 

same post. The respondents have also stated that there will 

be no adverse impact on the applicant's carrier by virtue 

of this transfer as his seniority will be maintained. TlH:l 

respondents have also stated that as regards the inquiry is 

concerned, the same can continue at the ne~s-J place of 

posting also. 

4. I have heard the learned counsel for the parties and 

have gone through the records of the case . 

.5. The applicant's case has no merit. Even the ci.r:cular 

mentions that non gazetted staff against ~rhorn a 



r;l ' 
... 
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disciplinary case is pending should not normally be 

transferred from one raih.ray division to another railv.ray 

divi:3ion. Thus I find that the provisions of the circular 

that a pe.r.'son whom disciplinary 

proceedings are pending should not normally be transferred 

from one Raihray division to another division but if the 

interest of service reguire:3, then such per:::on can be 

transferred. The 9round taken by the applicant/ tJ1at his 
C\!V't;,vf u( t \.A---

is studying in B.A. First year.· cannot be ~~ to stop 

'-tran;3f er. 

son 

the 

6. The learned counsel for the applicant :::ubmitted that 

the applicant. should not be transferred f_r;:_)m one raihlay 

division to another division. In my 'Iie\~r, thi::: plea has no 

merit.. The applicant has been transferred in the same pay 

scale and on the same post and his seniority is not 

effected by virtue of hi::: transfer. Thus I find that the 

entire OA ha:::: no merit and is liable to be dismissed. The 

OA is accorcli ng ly dismissed ,,.Ji th no order as to cost::: . ., ~ 

AHQ 

(KULDIP SH1GH) 
VICE CHAIRMAN 


