Rpplicant ()

Shri P, PMsthews v/e The Divisionsl aauuay Manager, Southern Reilvay,

To

1.

2.

3.

4,

passed by tBis Tribunal in the above said application(x) on _27-2=89 .
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. CENTRAL ARDMINISTRATIVE TR1BUNAL

BANGALORE BENCH

) _ LR KX R ¥
) .

RPPLICATION NO (®)- ' 2023

Commercial Complex(BDA)
Indiranagar _
Bangalore -~ 560 838

Dated 3 3 M,’\R 1989

/88(F)

W.P, NO (8)

/

Respondsnt (s)

Mysore

Shri P. Mathews |

C/o Shri M, Raghavendrs' Achar
Advocate

1074-1075, Bnnashankar:l I Bt-go
Srsenivasanagar 11 Phase
Bangalore - S60 050

Shri M, Madhusudan

Acvocate

1074-1075, Banashankari Ist Stage
Sreanivasanagar II Phaee
Bangalors « 560 050

The Divisional Rafilway panagu
thern Reiluay
,>ore Division

ﬁyaor’

Shri K.V. Lekshasnachar
Railway Advocate

No. 4, S5th Block

Btiand Squars Police Quartarn
Mysors Roed

Bangalors - 560 002

¢

Please find enclosed herewith a copy of
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fSubcht s SENDING COPIES OF ORDER PASSED BY THE BENCH

ORDER /S0 ATRNHERER 00ERK
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH$BANGAL ORE

DATED THIS THE 27TH DAY OF FEBRUARY, 1989

PRESENT: HON'BLE SHRI JUSTICE K.S.PUTTASUAMY ., VICE-CHAIRMAN
HON®*BLE SHRI bL.H.A., REGO ee oMEMBER (A)

ARPPLICATION NO, 2023/88

]

Sri P, Matheus, Major,

S/o P.U, Pauls,

Driver-A, : '

Harihar. . ...APPLICANT

(Shri M, Madhusudang.,..Advocate)

S,

1. Bivisional Railway Manager,
Mysore Division, ‘
Mysore. | . « sRESPONDENTS
(Shri K.V, Lakshmanachar......Advocate)
| A
This application having come up for
hsaring before this Tribunal to~day, Hon'ble Shri

Justice K.S,., Puttasuamy, Vice-cﬁairman, made the

follouwing 2~
QRDER

This is an application mads by the
under Section 19 of the Administrative
Act, 1985(the Act).
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t
&

2, Shri P, Matheus the applicant before ﬁs,
has been working as Driver A in the Mysore Divieion

of the Southern Railway. 1In 1984 he uas medically
found unfit to continue as Driver and therefore he

is not continued as Driver, Without disputing that
decision, the application.ﬁas sought for a direction
to the respondent to provide him with an alternative

g'uitable job.

!

3. Shri M, Madhusudan, learned counsel ;

for the applicant contends that even when a Railuay

alde

1

E servantéfs fdﬁz? medically unfit for the job, he is
l doing)thanitﬁe Railuway Administration was bound to
|

provide him an alternative suitable job with due

regard to his present health,

4, Shri K.V, Lakshmanachar, learned

counsel for the respondent opposes this application,

S5e The applicant is found medically

u,u't.fo,' the post of Driver is not disputed by him.

But in such cases the elaborate rules and the orders

made by Government and the Rz:iluway Board contemplate

| of providing an alternative job with dus regard to

| his health is not alsc in dispute. On this, itself

respondent is bound to examine the claim of the'- -

o applicant for an alternative job and make_gié orders
’// _ | thereon: |

- " 6o Even otherwise the ¢laim calls for a

sympathetic consideration.,’ We have every hope and

..0..l3/“




trust that the respondent will do so. On this

vieu, we leavs opan all other questions.

% In the light of our above discussion

we allow this application and direct the respondents
fo consider the case of the'appiicant for an |
alternative job with all such expedition as is
possible in the circumstances of thié case and

in any eventwithin a period of three montha from

the date of receipt of this order,

85 ' Application is disposed of in the above
terms, But in the circumstances of the case ue

direct the parties to bear their ouwn costs,

SA\— sdl-

- RVICE-CHAIRMAN) 27| K MEMBER (R) 7

rUE COFY




