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OPEN COURT 

CENTRAL ACP1 IN I STRATI VE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAHABAD BENCH 0 

ALL A HlBA D \_v 

ORI GIN AL APPLICATION NUPIBER oe or 2005 

ALLA HABADt THIS THE 12th OAY Of JANUARY, 2005 

HON 'BLE l'lft. V. K. l'IAJOTAA, VICE-CHAIRIWIAN 
HON 'BLE l'IR. A. K. BHATNAGAR• fltEl'IBER (J) 

Prakash Kumar Singh, 
aged about 53 years, son of Late Rajendra Singh, 
resident or 96, Plodel Apartment, BT-2, 
Behind Aaj Presa, Lookerganj, Allahabad. 

• •••• Applicant 

(By Advocate : Shri T.S. Pandey) 

VERSUS 

1. Union of India through Csneral fltanager, 
Nor -thern Railway, Baroda House, New Delhi. 

2. Divisional Railway l'lanager, North Central Railway, 
Allahabad. 

3. Senior Divisional Oper -ating l'lanager, North 
Central Railway, Allahabad. 

4. Divisional l'ledical Superintendent, 
North Central Rai-lway. Allahabad • 

•••••• Respondents 

(By Advocate : Shri A.K. Gaur) 

ORDER ------
By Hon 'ble M,r. V.K. !'tajotra, v.c. 

Learned counsel heard. Applicant has bean medically 

de-categorised for the duties or ward 'A' Special. Ha had 

under gone bypass surgery wherearter he waa declared fit 

for duties ror train "'ork on 31.01.2002 (Pg.22) arter 

de -categoris-9tion on 01 .03.2001. learned counsel for the 

applicant pointed out that whi~e the applicant waa declared 
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flt for duties t he .., •• not provided or lginal duty or 
Cuar d Gr. I by Chief l'le di cal Officer. learn•d counsel fur thn 

pointed out that the Chief l'ladical Officer hed not conducted 

any me di cal •x•mination and p aaee d· auoh .. or dllra. The 

agpllcant'a repreeentation dated 16.10.2004 has not yet 

be•n deci dad. 

2. Learned counsel ror the reep-ondenta stated that the 

present application is ti•• barred a1 the applicant had been 

declared unfit on 01.03.2001. To this the learned counsel 

of the applicant replied that vide le-tter dated 18.11.03 

(Pg.2ci) applicant among others was referred for re­

medlcal examination whereas the Chief Medical Superintendent 

vide order dated 13.06.2004 declared that the applicant's 

medlc~l atstus should remain as before (Status-quo). 

learned counsel of the applicant pointed out that this 
th~--letter was iesued without taking the re-examinati-on. 

3. Learned counsel or the reaponde-nta stated th & letter 

dated 13.04.2004 has not been challenged by the applicant. 

4. Per·usal or the letter elated 13.04.2004 does not 

indicate that any medical re-examination a• required had 

been condlcted. It ia not necessary in the interaet or 
justic~ that any further ti•• ahould be wasted for allowing 

the applicant to challenge this letter dated 13.04.200•. 

It is clear from the documents placed before ua that while 

the applicant was required to be medically re-exa11ined_, 

without any medical re-examination; the Chief l'ledical 

Officer has declared vide letter dated 13.04.2004 that 

1tatus-quo as before regarding applicant's ••itical statue. 

5. Taking into account the contentionJlll&de on behalf 
. 

~ or both the sides, we are of the view that this O.A. c.-. be 
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diapoaed orr et the admia Aion at•Qe itaelr ln the intereat 

or justice that while the interest or the l'eepondenta •hall 
~~.L 

not prejudice,L., they c.culd be directed to tak• ••dicel 

re-exe11inatlon ; or the ap~lfcant whether t'9 la rs.t tor 

dutieA for train work and decide upon the applic.nt•a 

representation dated 16.10.2004 by paaaing a detailed and 

reasoned ord•r within a period or 2 months rro1n the date 

of communication ot thia order. 

-acc:ordingly. No order aa to mats. 

ehukla/-

The O.A. 1s disposed off 

Vice-Chai rm an 
t::l..·l·os-


