
IN THE CENTRAL AD?ZNISTRAIIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUTTACK BENCH: CUTTACK. 

Original Application No.520 of 1992. 

Date of decision : February 17,1994 
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VersUs 
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CENTRAL ADNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CUTrACK BENCH; CUTTNK. 

Original ApplicationNo.520 of 1992. 

Date of decision s February 17,1994. 

piikanda Ma11ic 	 Applic ant. 

Versus 

Uiion of Idja and others 

For the applicant 

Respondents. 

s.C, A.RaO, 
S.K.Purttit, S.K.Behera, 
P.K.Sahoo, 2Ivccates. 

For therespoi1ents ... 	Mr.L.Mctiapatra, 
StandingCounsel (Railways) 

CORAM; 

TIfL. HN 31E MR. K. P. 1-LARYA, VICE-CH.AIR1AN 

A N D 

THE HLW 13LE MR.H.RAJENDRA PRA/i, 413ER(ADiN.) 

ORDER 

In this application under seCtion 19 

of the Administrative Tribunals Act,1995, the applicant 

prays to quash the order of punishment contained in 

Anaxure-12 and to direct the respondents to treat the 

entire period during which the applicant was out of 

duty as1duty and grant all financial benefits tote 

applicant. 

2. 	Shortly stated, be case of the applicant is 

that he was serving,the South Eastern Railway as a 

Keyman. Wry unfortunately, the applicant suffered 

from Leprosy. He remained unauthorisedly absent. Hence 

a proceeding was drawn up against the applicant and 



3t.inteiy the dici1inry aithority vide nnexure-12 

dated 8.2.1991 held that the applicant is no longer 

fit person to continue in service with effect from 

1.2..1991Hence,this application has been filed with 

the aforesaid prayer. 

3. 	 In their counter,the respondents maintained 

that the applicant was suffering from Leprosy and since 

the applicant did not join his duties a charge-sheet 

thted 28.2.1990 was served on him and ultirnately,the 

imuoned -r-dr ws 

4,. 	 \e have hrd !r,..Pirobit 1erned 

counsel for the applicant and Mr.L.Mohapatra learned 

riding Counsel (i.ai1'ays.)There cannot be any dispute 

tegrding the fact that the applicant was suffering from 

Leprosy.Though Mr.Purohit sub-nitted before us that t 

aplicant has since been cured but in the interest of 

the applicant,we think it best and proper not to quash 

znnexure-12.Since he has been suffering from a 

contagious disease it is for his own interest,he 

should discontinue from rendering any service to the 

RilWaY dministration,But here is a Case where the 

pp1icant deserves symoathy from all concerned. 

rost unfortunately the disease invaded the body of the 

.pplicant as a result of which he had to forego his 

plate of rice.One can safely  say out of his own 

experience how a leprosy patient is looked down up by a 

Co-merrDer in the society and therefore for his treatment 

e  

nd for his maintenance somebody else should be given a 
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job so that there would be some mental satisfaCtion  of 

the applicant.In case any of the sons of the applicant 

applies to the competent authority for apointment,the 

same should be considered sympathetically.The applicant 

is directed to file an application on behalf of his son 

or his son may  file an application directly addressed 

to the General Manager, South Eastern Railway,Garden 

Reach,Calcutta with copy to the Divisional Railw5y 

Manager,S .E ,Railwa,Khurda Road anneXing a CO7Y of 

this judgment and we would strongly commend to both 

these officers to take a symoethetic view over the 

son of the applicant and give him an appointment on 

compassionate ground preferably within 60(sixty) days 

from the date of filing of the application. 

5. 	 In Annexure12,it is stated by the 

Assistant Engineer - II,South Eastern Railway,Cuttack 

direct±g the applicant to submit settlement papers 

to Divisional Personnel Officer,S.E. Railway, 

Khurda Road.We do not know what the officer meant by 

settlement of papers but the disengagement of the 

applicant from Railway service is mainlY on the ground of 

his suffering from Leprosy for which he had unauthoriSedly 

remain absent.The applicant has not been dismissed 

from service.The disciplinary authority has stated that 

the applicant is nolonger fit to continue in service. 

It is admitted that the applicant has retired 

on invalidation ground.Therefore, the applicant is 
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entieled to pensionary bencfit.s which bQu1dbe calculated 

till the date he had rendered service to the Rail.ay 

Administration and paid to him. within sixty d5ys from 
the d?te of receipt of a coy Lf thedmerrz. 
6. 	Thus,this applicationis accordingly disposed of 

leaving the parties to bear their on costs. 

/ 

... •....i'.ã 	. 
I R ( 	 VICE -C HAl R ilN. 

Oefltra1ArniniStrativeTr iounal, 
CuttackLench, Cuttac Ic. 
FErury 17,1994/Sarangi.Sr.p.a. 


