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CENTRAL AEHINZSTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, JABALPUR BENCH«

CXRCUIT COURT SITTING AT BILASPUR(CHHATTISGARH)

oilqinal Aopllcation No.223 of 2003

Bila^ur, this the 24th day of September, 2003

Hon*ble Shrl Justice V«S«AggarwaX, Chairman
Hon'ble Shri AnandlCOBar Bhatt, Adainistrative Member

T«A(^a Rao, S/e Shri T.RamuIv,
Aged about 42 years, Es^loyed as
Pipe Line Khaiasi, Under I.O.w,,
S»E«Rly«, Duxg, Resident at t
Railway Qr*No»59/6, Railway Colony
Duzg . 491001 .... Applicant
(By Advocate • shri B.P.RAO).

Versus

1. union of India,
Through t Ae General Manager
South Eastern Railway
Garden Reach, Rolkata

2. The Divisional Ri^lway Manager
South Eastern Railway
Bilaspur Division, Bila^ur

3. The Divisional personal Officer
South Eastern Railway, Bilaspur
Division, Bila^ur

4. The Senior Divisional Engineer (West)
South Eastern Railway,Bilaspur
Division, Bilai^ur

5. ihe Assistant Divisional Engineer
South Eastern Railway,
Bhilai, District! DurgCc.G.)

The Inspector of MOrks
South Eastern Railway
Durj.l)l«tilct,Bai3(c.O.) Respondent,

(By Advocate - shri M.u.BanerJee).

0 R D E R(Qra^)

Justice V.SWtooarwal-

Appiicant T Jippa Rao was working as Pipe Line Kt^lasi
in South Eastern Railway, ixirg. We are informed by t|M learned

counsel that the applicant l»d been arrested on 8*3 *2001 in

pursuance to the warrant of arrest issued by the learned
Judicial Higistrate in, proceedings under Section 125 read with
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s«atiot. 127 of tto Cod. of Otlaioal Prooedure. Hb was released
on 8th i^prU, 2001.

2, It is not disputed at either end thst on 8th May 2001
an order was passed suspending the applicant and the said order
was revoked on the saae day#

3, The grievance of the applicant is th&t-(a) he is not

being allowed to join the duty,and (b) that he has not ̂ been

paid the subiistence aiiowance/arrears, as the case may be,

for the period frcsia 8th Iftrch 2001 till date.

4, At this stage we deem it necessary to mention that

though the applicant has a continuous cause of action but the

relief claimed can «aly be for a period of one year before

filing of the petiti<9ci»

5, The learned counsel of the respondents haft drawn our

attention to the fact that the applicant had refused to join

duty and even refused to take notice reinstating him in service*

6* At this stage we are dealing with this controversy,

because this is a matter to be adjudicated in the first

instancfljon basis of the reply, if any, that may be filed by the

applicant before the authority* Accordingly, keeping in view

the aforesaid, we dispose of the present petition with the

directions • (a) relief pertaining to arrears,if any, would

be confined to a period of one year before filing of the

petition; mini (b) the applicant is directed to report for

duty at Our$; immediately and in that event he shall be aiicwed
and

to join duty,^c) the appiJcant for the past period would suhoit

a representation to the Divisicmai Personnel Officer,South-Bast

C^tral Railway at Raipur within 15 days and if such a

representation is made for the period referred to above and

also about the controversy about his not joining the duty

for the past period,necessary order, which would be a speaking

order sii^ll be passed within two months and shall be communicated

to the applicant. The is disposed of* ^ '

(Anand Kumar Bfaatt) (V.S.Aggarwai)
Adainistrative Member Chaizrman
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