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SAUGATA BHATTACHARYYA, J:

1. Affidavit of service filed on behalf of the petitioner is taken on
record.
2. Petitioner has questioned authority of enquiry officer in terms

of Rule 248.1 of the Railway Protection Force Rules, 1987 to conduct
enquiry in connection with charge-sheet issued on 6t October, 2025

and it is submitted that without giving opportunity to the petitioner to



furnish reply to the charge-sheet dated 6t October, 2025 date of
enquiry was fixed by the enquiry officer on 16t October, 2025. In the
writ petition suspension order dated 18th May, 2025 and initiation of
departmental proceedings based on charge-sheet dated 6t October,
2025 are also questioned.

3. Learned advocate representing South Eastern Railway has
questioned maintainability of this writ petition on the point of
jurisdiction. It is submitted that entire cause of action arose in
Odisha. Therefore, this Court does not have territorial jurisdiction to
entertain this writ petition.

4. On perusal of relevant documents available on record, it
appears that petitioner being Inspector of Railway Protection Force is
posted at Bimalgarh under Chakradharpur Division of South Eastern
Railway. Suspension order dated 18th May, 2025 was issued by the
Senior Divisional Security Commissioner, South Eastern Railway,
Chakradharpur, Odisha. Charge-sheet dated 6t October, 2025 was
issued by the Senior Divisional Security Commissioner, South
Eastern Railway, Chakradharpur, Odisha being Disciplinary
Authority.

5. In order to satisfy this Court on the point of jurisdiction
attention of this Court has been drawn to a document at page 27 of
the writ petition which is an Office Order dated 17t September, 2025

and it is contended based on said Office Order dated 17th September,



2025 that Appellate Authority at Garden Reach, West Bengal accepted
recommendation of the Suspension Review Committee dated 8tk
September, 2025. Therefore, part of cause of action arose within the
territorial jurisdiction of this Court.

6. Court is not impressed on the submission made on behalf of
the petitioner that part of cause of action arose within the territorial
jurisdiction of this Court taking note of the fact that both suspension
order dated 18th May, 2025 and charge-sheet dated 6t October, 2025
were issued by the concerned authority of South Eastern Railway
whose office is at Chakradharpur, Odisha. Mere approval of
recommendation of the Suspension Review Committee by the
Appellate Authority at Garden Reach vide Office Order dated 17th
September, 2025 does not come in aid of the petitioner in order to
substantiate that part of cause of action arose under the territorial
jurisdiction of this Court. Moreover, the incident based on which
complaint was lodged against the petitioner occurred at a place which
is within the state of Odisha as a result whereof anticipatory bail
application was filed by the petitioner before the High Court of Orissa
at Cuttack being ABLAPL No. 6212 of 2025.

7. On behalf of the petitioner, reliance is placed on the judgment
of the Hon’ble Division Bench reported in 2006 (3) SLR 398 (Kalyan

Banerjee Vs. Eastern Coal Fields Limited & Ors.) but considering



the facts of the present case this Court finds that ratio of Kalyan
Banerjee (supra) does not come in aid of the petitioner.

8. Before parting with it needs to be recorded that primarily
petitioner is aggrieved by the charge-sheet dated 6t October, 2025
whereby person who has been appointed as enquiry officer according
to the petitioner is not authorized to conduct enquiry in terms of Rule
248.1 of the Railway Protection Force Rules, 1987. Such enquiry is to
be conducted at a place which is not within the jurisdiction of this
High Court. Therefore, this Court does not find it fit to intervene in
said enquiry proceeding on the ground of territorial jurisdiction.

9. Hence, it is concluded that this Court does not have territorial
jurisdiction to entertain the writ petition.

10. Accordingly, writ petition stands dismissed.

11. However, this order shall not preclude the petitioner to
approach the High Court having jurisdiction to examine the issue
involved in this writ petition.

12. There shall be, however, no order as to costs.

13. Urgent photostat certified copy of this judgment, if applied for,

be given to the parties on usual undertaking.

(SAUGATA BHATTACHARYYA, J.)



