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Open Court 

CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BENCH : ALLAHABAD 

Allahabad. this ·the 18th day of November, 2004. - 
o.A. No.1ss3·of 2001. -- Hon'ble Mr. Justice S.R. Singh, v.c. 

Mohd. Tariq Siddiqui. 
s/o Late Mohd. Aq:uil Siddiqui. 
aged about 58 years. 
R/o 171. shahganj. 
Allahabad. 

'.~ •, 
• ••••• Applicant,, 

(By Advocate :shri s.s. Sharma) 

Versus 

1. Union of India through the General Manager. 
Central Organisation, Railway Electrification. 
Headquarters Office, Civil Lines. 
Allahabad. 

2. The General Manager/CORE (Personnel), 
Headquarters Office, Central Organisation. 
Railway Electrification, Allahabad. 

3. The General Manager, 
Diesel Locomotive works. 
Indian Railways, 
Varansai. 

4. The F.A. & C.A.o. (Administration) 
Headquarters Office, 
Central Organisation, 
Railway Electrification, 
Allahabad. • •••• Respondents. 

(By Advocate : snr i A. K. Gaur) 

0 R D E R ( Or all 
The o .A. was instituted cballe_nging the transfer/ 

repatriation order dated 29.08.2001 aoo subsequent erder 
dated 12.12.2001 transferring him fr©m the office of 

G.M./OORE/Allahatiad to the G.M./D.L.W./Varaoasi. Apart 

from the prayer of quashinJ of said orders. the applicant 

had also prayed <iQr issuance of direction tQ the respon­ 

dents not, t.9 transfer/repatriate h.Lm fro:n the Office 

of G.M/CORE/Allaha~d to G.M./D.t,.;,"i./Va.rna.si, and to 

retain him as o.s. I(rype) till his retirement frGm 

railway service. Further relief claimed is that the 

respoo::ients be directed to accept the applicant's 

request for voluntary retiremeat without any further 

delay.~ ···~- 

,C, ,,, 
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2. Wben the matter oame up bef(!)re the Tribunal 

e n 30.01.2002. the following order was passed:- 

11 Sri s ,s , sha rna , counsel for the applicant. 
Shri A•K. Gaur. learned e eunae L for the respondents. 
The o .A. was filed to consider the quashin.;; of the 
repatriation Grder of the applicant to his parent 
de pa r eme at; , Since he had no hope of getting the 
repat~iatton order quashed. he had also applied 
to the oe partment for voluntary retirement. The 
counsel for re$ponaents states that the application 
has bece>me infructuous because an order of voluntary 
retirement has been passed w.e. f. 31.01.2002. The 
counsel for the applicant states that the order has 
n<J>t been served en the applicant and he has ne t, bee:1 
able his salary since passing of repatriation order 
with0ut relieving him. He has not received sala£y 
since August. 2001. Attention \\<as drawn to this 
Tribunal's 0rder dated 21.12.2001 which had directed 
finalisation of the applicant's voluntary reti~ement 
as per rules and t0 retain the applicant till his 
w,lum:.ary retirement. It clearly means that he 
will drawr-ful l wages and al l©wance as due' w him 
till the· order of vol~ntary retirement is served 
on him. CE>unsel fer the applicant claims that 
the order has still not been served on him. The 
respondents are directed to pay all the wages and 
all@\.'>Ances eta. due to the applicant as per rules 
from the date fr<.!>m which they a re due ti 11 the date 
0£ service of the retirement order en the _applicant. 
After such a campliance is reported an the next 
date. the o .A. can be considered to have become 
infructuous. List f~r compliance of this order 
on 28.2.2002. Acopy ~f this order will be given 
to the counsel for the parties within one day.11 

3. Shri A .K. Ga ur , learned counsel for the respondents 

submits that applicant's request fG>r voluntary retirement. 

has since been accepted and the applicant has retired 

w.e. f. 31.01.2002. In the circumstances. there fore_. 

o .t,... has been rendered infn1ctu011s. ... pg.3/- 
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4. Shri s.s. sha rma , learned ce unae l, for the 

applicant then submits that applicant has nmt k:een 

pa.id his wages and all0v.:ances e t.c , as per rUles.'!as 

directed by this Tribunal 0n 30.01.2002. snri A.K.Gaur 

counsel for t.ne responde:ats ea t.he other hand sul:n\its 

that all due payments have been paid to the applicant 

after grant of extra ordinary leave to the applicant. 

sh:r:i s.s.s.t.aarma. learned counsel for the applicant 

submits that the respondents were not justified in 

granting extra ordinary leave to the applicant parti­ 

cularly when leave on half average pay was due t0 the 

applicant. This question cannot be gone into in the 

present o .A. If the applicant is aggrieved in that 

respect it would Ge open ts him to make a represent­ 

ation before the competent authority and in case the 

repre-semtation is rejected. he may file an o •A. for 

redressal of his grievance. 

s. The o .. r>.. is dismissed as having l:i>ecCDme infruatuous 

su0ject to the aloGve o"bservation. No ~rder as te c<i>st. 

Vice ~n 

/M .M ./ 


