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O.R.DE R _(ORALJ

Hon’ble Shri 8.A8.7T. Rizvi. M _(A):

Heard the 1¢arned counsel for the applicant.

2. ' The applicant is an aspirant for appeointment to
the post of Radio Telephone Dperatqh advertiaed by the
Delhi Subordinate Service Selection Board  [(DSSSB)  on
24.5,1?98 (P-27. He went through the prescribed test (w?
which he qualified. Accordingly, a letter of appointment
was issusd to him Qidé:Memorandum dated Z.2.2001L (P-4).
The applicant was to‘ﬁe Fformally appointed only after
clearing. the medical examination és provided in  the
aforesaid Memorandum. The applicant failled to clear thé
medical test on the ground of defective eyve sight. Me

éi/repres&nted in  the matter and was tested again, and on
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this occasion also, he was declared medically unfit on

the same ground (P-1).

3. The learned counsel appearing on behalf of the
applicant submits that the aforesaid advertisement (P-2)
provides for the standard of eve sight as &/¢ without
further specifying whether the aforesaid standard is to
be achieved with or without glasses. aAccording to him,

¥ o Bk ldsy
he went _throughl by Guru MNanak Eye Centre, New Delhi

(P-1%) which is a Gowt. of Delhi Hospital. MHis ave
sight was found to be 6/6 with glasses. The sams

‘position has been confirmed by vyet another Hospital,

namaly, Jagwati Eve Hospital, MNehru Raad, Baraut on
20.5.2001 (P~16). On  this basis, according to the
learned counsel, the applicant should have bean'appointed

Fformally whiqh the respondents have failed to do.

4 ., We have considered the submissions made by the

learned counsel fFor +the applicant and find that on a

plain  reading of the provision made in  the aforesaid

advertisement, it is clear that the standard required in

respect of eve sight is /6 without glasses. The rule in

3

question has to be read as implying that the eyve sight of
a candidate has to be &/6 without glasses. @A different
interpretation given to the aforesaid'rule will not be

consistent with the intention clearly expressed in th

&

aforesaid advertisement. In the circumstances, we coms
to the conclusion that the applicant’s clalm for
appointment has been righbtly rejected as he could not

achieve sye sight standard of &/6 without glagﬁeséé/
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5. In the circumstances,
in limine.

[ gy~

(S.A.T. Rizvi)
Member (&)

Jsunil/

the present 0Of

is dismissed




