IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
JAIPUR BENCH

Jaipur, this the 24™ day of September, 2010
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 1862010
CORAM
 HON'BLE MR. M.L. CHAUHAN, JUDICIAL MEMBER
Babu Lai TiWari son of Shri Chhaju Ram, aged about 50 years, Beldar,
Office of Senior Section Engineer {(Works) 11, Bandikui, District Dausa.
Resident of Tiwari Monhaila, Baswa Road, Near Deihi Road, Bandikui,
-Dismct Dausa (Rajastnan)
.......... Applicant
(By Advocate: Mr. P.V. Calla)
VERSUS
1. Union of India through the General Manager, North Western
Railway, Headquarter Office, Opposite Railway Hospital, Jaipur.
2. The Divisional Railway Ma“lager, Jaipw Division, Power House
Road, Jaipur.
3. Senior Divisional Engineer (Estt.), Office of Divisional Raiiway
- Manager, Power House Road, Jaipur.
4. Snii Cnnote lal, Inspector of Works II {Section Engineer (W) 1I),
.Bandkdi, District Dausa, Jaipur Division.
eereeeeeeeens Respondents
(By Advocate: Mr. T.P. Sharma).
ORDER {ORAL)

Heard learned counsel for the parties

‘“2. Pursuant to the orders dated 29.07.2010 & 17.08.2010, the
’ réspon’dents havé filed an Additional Aﬁfdavit whereby reé-pondents in
Para No. 6 have stated that'the‘re is no pos't‘of Beldar lying vacant at
AinF It is funher stated that the’ reque& of the applican t'for his
posting at Jaipur shall be considered by the authomy after such a
request/répresentation is received from him. This Additional Affidavit is

~ taken on record.



3. In view of the submission made Dy.the Eespdndent in Para No. 6
of the Additiona_l Affidavit -and the fact thaf the applicant is a Iow_paid
empldyee and 'has to attend inquiry proceedings at Bandikui, the
r;‘-espéndents shall consider ~f:‘he request of thé appﬁcant for his posting
at Jaipur symbathe‘cicaily.A‘Accordingly, tﬁe applicant snall make an
applicé{:ion for‘h'is'; posting at Jaipur to Respondeﬁt no. 3 within a
period of two days from today -and in that eventuality;. respondent'
no.3 sﬁaii. bas,s a‘pprbpri'éte order expeditioﬁsly 'arnd not later thAan

within a period of 20 days from today.

4. With these observations, the OA is disposed of with no order as
to costs. It is made clear that the question whether the impugned
order of transfer was passed mala fidely gla(fthe instance of‘respondent
no. 4 is not required to be gone into.
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)

. (M.L. CHAURAN)
MEMBER (J)
AHQ



