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Proposal to run express/passenger 
train between Rayagada ahd Rourkela

7041. SHRI GIRIDHAR GOMANGO: 
Will the Minister of RAILWAYS be 
pleased to state:

(a) whether any proposal is pend
ing for clearance with his Ministry 
to run the express/passenger train 
from Rayagada to Rourkela (South 
Eastern Railway);

(b) if so, whether the decision will 
be taken to run the train in 1881; 
and

(c) if not, the reasons therefor?

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 
MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS AND IN 
THE DEPARTMENT OF PARLIA
MENTARY AFFAIRS (SHRI MAL- 
LIKARJUN): (a) to (c) The feasi
bility of introducing an express train 
between Rayagada and Rourkela has 
been examined, but not found opera
tionally feasible due to hue capacity 
constraints on the single line section 
between Rayagada and Jharsuguda as 
well as on Jharsuguda-Rourkela sec
tion both of which are working to 
saturation. Apart 'from this, requi
site resources like maintenance facili
ties at Rayagada, coaching stock and 
power, etc. are also not available for 
introducing the train at present.

Titlagarh-Vizianagaram line

7042. SHRI GIRIDHAR GOMANGO: 
Wil] the Minister of RAILWAYS be 
pleased to state:

(a) the works included for the im
provement of Titalagarh-Vizianagaram 
line in 1981-82;

(b) the funds placed for the pro
grammes therefor;

(c) whether replacement of exist
ing level crossing in Rayagada town 
by over-bridge or under-bridge has 
been included in the programme; and

(d) if not. the reason3 therelor?

THE DEPUTY MINISTER IN THE 
MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS AND IN 
THE DEPARTMENT OF PARLIA
MENTARY AFFAIRS (SHRI MAL_ 
LIKARJUN): (a) to (d) A sta e- 
ment is attached.



Statement
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(a) an d  (b) Works in clu d ed  fcr improvement of Titlf g iil.-V iz it i; g« 1; m jr d  tic  f i ic.su 
Iherefor :—

(in lakhs o f  R s )

S . N o. P articu lars o f w ork A n tic i-  O u tla y  
pated  to end 
cost o f 1980-81

O u tla y  Bal?r ce 
d urin g tt

1981-82 com plete

A ugm entation  o f lin e  ca p a city  on R aip u r- 
V izian ag n ram  section— Ph. sc I. ''i) E xten 

sion o f loops at 4 st tti >ns o-i R a ip u r-T itla -  
gath  spctii n v iz . Lakholi , N aw apara  R oad, 
Lakhn a and  M uribah;.!, u i) im provem ent 
in interlocking to stand .rd I II . 55' 55 «4-32 >9 >3

2. A ugm entation  o f In e cap acity  011 R aipur-
V iz ia n a g a ra m  section— Phase I I . (i) E x 
tension o f loi.ps at 4 stations on R aip u r 
'I it la g  .rb section v iz . A ran g M ah an adi,
B him kha’v  R h csiar R o ad  and H arisankur 
R o a d , (ii^ Im provem ent in in terlock in g
to stan d ard  I I I .  9* 95 o - i n  8 75 (J3 10

3. R a ip u r-V iz ia n a g a ra m  s< ctic)i\ (hG  — C< m-
plete track  renew al (Prim ary) for 15 kms.
between B obbili an d  G u ru d ab illi. . 98-06 61 06 37 co  J\Tj|

R iip u r — Provision o f a road over-bridgc in 
lieu  o f level crossing r e a r  T rlg h an i N aka
lo ca lity . 29-70 i i - 75 2 18 15-

41 67 
(D eposit)

5. R  ’g .id in g o f track  on Down I i n “ from K m .
306 to 322-6— 16 6 k .m . between Bissam,
C u tta ck  and  T h iru v a li on T itlag a rh —
V izia n a g a ra m  sectioi.. . . . .  27-00 nil 1 • 00 26-OO

6. R aip u r-T itla g a rh  section ( B G ,— Com plete 
track  renew al (S eco n d ary) fcr  24-2 km .
between B aghbhara and  R h a ria r  R oad. 104-51 n il 1 00 103-51

(C) NO.

(d) Construction of road overiun- 
der-bridges has to be jointly financed 
and executed fey the Railway and the 
State GOvernmentlRoad Authority. 
Though a proposal for construction of 
a road over-bridge in replacement of

existing level crossing near Rayagada 
town, was considered in the past by 
the Railway, the same could not be 
included in the Works Programme as 
the Sta.te Government could not pro
vide for matching funds in their 
budget. Hence, the work could not 
be taken up.




