Il THE CEINTREAL ADMINISTFATIVE TRIRIMIAL :JAIPUR BENCH: JAIPUR.

OJA. N 503/19%95 Date of ovder: 26.6.1998
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Gordhan Singh 3/¢ Zhri Bakbm 2ingh, aged akout 28
years.

Jagdish &/c Zhri larayan, agyed about 29 years.
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Eabulal &/o Zhri 1lathi Lal, aged akbout 22 years.
Havi Singh 2/2 Zhri Mool Chand, aged about 20 years.
Ehiv Charan &/o Shri FRocp Singh}agéd akbout 29 years.
Mohan Fal 5/¢ Shri Tesarvi L;i, a3ed abouk 32 years.
Nabki Chand 2,2 Zhri Megh Singh, agjed akount 27 vears.
Ehagwan Zingl &/o 3hri Birji, aged about 22 years.

Suraj Singh /o Shri Hareib, aged about 22 years.

Gorakh Singl &/«
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Gopal Singh &/o Shri Paghunath Singh, aged zboat
years. '
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Fateh Zingh £/2 Zhri Ramphécl, 2323 about 29 jears.
liobat Singh 2,/0 Shri Famjilal, aged about 221 years.

A1l the applicants ave employed on the post of D.C.
Gangman undesv CTE P.W.I. Foka Division, Fota.

: Appliéants

Versus
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Union of 1India through General Manager, W
Failway, Weastern Failway, CTharchgate, Bombay.

Sr. Divizional Engineer (1), Western Failway, Iota
Divisicon, Kota. :

Fermanent Way Inapector, ' Lakheri, Western PRailway,
Kota Divisicn, Lakheri, Distt. Rundi.
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4. Fermanent Way Inzpector, Fota (QTE), Western Pailway,
: Rota Divis=ion, Kota.
: Pespondents.

r. Shiv Kumar, cmunbel for the applicant
coungel £ovr the regpondents
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HOW'ELE ZHREI FATALl PRAVASH, JUDICIAL MEMBER

FER HON'ELE SHEI PATAU PRATIASH, JUDLDICIAL MEMRER

The applicant herein Shri Sovdhan Singh and 14 cthers
have approached this Trikuansl under  Section 12 of  the

=z} a direction

[

Administrative Trikunals Act, 1935 ko =
against the rezpondents £o make them the payment of T2 & DA

~

as per rule 16121 of I.F.E. Code Vol .(II) w.2.f. 21.10.1993

onwards alongwith intersst at market rate.
2. Facts asz asaerted hy the applicants are that they are

presently working wundsr respondent 1.4, Permanent Way
Inspector Fota (CTR), Western Failway, Iota Division, Fota as

rlizante that they
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.C. Gangmen. It ig the grievance of the ap
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are being sent for duty beyond 2 Ime from theiv Headguarters

to as to Chandrsasgal, Dewood,

0

nid hav
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at Jdifferent placesz
Falyanpura eto. and az such they are entitled to get TA & DA

as per rule 1611 of ILFP.E. Code VIl.II. The applicants

earlier filed an & 1l1c.295/%3 Gorvdhan Singh and othera Vs.
Union of India and other Va. Unicon of India and others

before thiz Tribunal ~laiming TA & DA as petr rulez. Thisz NA
was dizposed of by order Aakbed 7.4.1992 (Ann:.A/1). Since the

decigion dated 7.4.1991 was not implemented they f£ilsd a

contempt  petition 10.51/9%  in the Tribunal. During the
pendency of  the contempt procesdinags,  the regpondents;
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according Lo the applicants; vreleased the amount of TA & DA

(is

apts 20.10.15%9%3,  The contempt proceedings haviny  heen

dizpcged of vide order dated 11.9.195%% (Annx.A/2), their
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request to  r

c2ive the rvest of the T.A. & L.A. amount was
alzs turned Aown by the responients vide their communicaticn
dated 5.6.155% (Annxz.A/3). Bggrieved, they have now

approached thiz Tribtanal ko claim the aforezaid relief.

3. Fzapondent s have contested this aprlication by filing

a counter. The stand of the respondents has been that though

' Lakheri, but now
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eariier the applicants zadquarters waa

their hzadquarters iz at oka, where they are receiving HPFA &

Pyl

CCA az per vulez for BE-2 category of the City of Tota. It is

—

averred that the

applicants can be paid only TA az per Para

u

110z of the I.R.E.M. Fart-I =and that Fara 1614 of I.F.E. C0de
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(Vol.II) is not zpplicable in the ca
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has als: hkeen aver r Headgquarters of the
applicantzs are at ota now and the applicants have not giﬁen
any Aztails of their claim and have further failed to submit
their TA bills to the scncerned anthor sitieseg; they have hLesn
appropriately informed vide Annexuare A/2 datéd 9.6.1995, It

has, therefore, been urged thai the spplication deserves

4, I heard the learned zounsel for the parties and have

examinad the record in great detail.
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5. From the ple2adings <f the applicant, it is not

applicants were depmited for duty
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beyond 8 Ims., £rom their ecarlier alleged Hezadgquarters at
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Lakheri/Tiota. They have alsoc £
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of the appliczant as £o when and by wvhoge orders each of them

waz ordered bo work beyond 2 ms from his Headgnarters and

1Y
'

for what Jduaraticon. In kthe akbzencos £ these Jdetazils, it iz

1

impozeikle to come to oa conclusion whethsr the applicants!
claim to ask for the payment of TA & DA on the ground that
they have Leen Jdepuked to work beyond 2 me from their

Headouarters; iz at all justified. This <laim, thersfors, is

€. For +the reasonz given akbove, this 0.A., desserves

+

rejecstion and iz heveky rejecteld, The applicants, howevar,

(1

would ke at likerty to approach the rvespondents bo ash for

the payment <f T.A. & D.A. on acccunt of their Lhaing deputed
for Aduiies beyond a Adiztance of 2 I'ma; if they Jdo furnish the

necessary details/bills az per vuvles,’law applicakle to them.

7. The 0.A. atands Adizposzd of zccordingly with no order

as to coata. ' '
' 0 el

(FATAN FPFAVASH)

JUDICIAL MEMBER




