
COM TRflL aOTIIM I STRaH 'v/O TRIBHJ aL p RIN CIP al^ejm ch

^  0 A No.1 952/99

N BU Delhi: this the day of April,2000,

HOIM ' BL E M R. S. R, A DIG Er VI CE CH Al m aN ( a) .

HDN 'BLE nR.KULDiP SiN GH, R ETI g £;r(j)

Ditender Kimar,
s/o Sh.Lal Singh,

R/o Village & P',0,Sisoli,
^1 a Muzaffar Nagar, Up' ^plicant,'

(By Advjocate: nrs.Sumedha Shaima),

Versus

ODmmi ssion er o f Police,
Police HBadqUarter, I ID,
nsO Building, IP Estate,
Neu Del hi »

2. Oy • ODmmi ssion er of Police,
OePt 2nd Battalion,
Kingsuay Csmp,
N eu P'oli ce Lin es,
Oslhi Respondents

(By Advocate: Shri Vijay Pandita)

O^RDER

HONvn R, S. R. A nl G E vc( a) .

Jpplicant impugns respondents* letter dated

2 6, 9, 98 (.Annexure— a) and se^s a direction to

respond^ts to issue him the appointment letter or to

set up a medical board for a second opinion/medical |

ex am «' |
•  - • . . i

j

2, A3plic^t applied for the post of Obnstable(Ex) !

in Delhi Police during the r ecrui tm en t h el d in 1 997

Adnittedly he qualified in the physical endurance
j

test and also cleared the written exam, and interxdeu, I
J

Respondents th an sel ves state in their reply that applicant

was called for medical exan in GTB Ho qai tal, Sh ahdra, i
IDelhi on 20, 3. 96^gnd after exanination was declared"

tsnporarily unfit due to radial keratotomy jfi d was

to be reev/aluated after 4 ueeks by the Staff Physician,
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^  Applicant appaared before the Staff Physician on

15.5.98 liio after examination referred the case for

consultation to the Oaptt. of Ophthalmology for

ree val uation after radial keratotomy and also

referred his case to the fledical Board. On 2.9.90

thefledical Board comprising 30p th almolog i sts

examined applicant and declared him unfit for

having undergone. "Radial Keratotomy for correction

'Of nyapia". Respond^ts state that applicant was

informed accordingly \lde impugned letter dated 26.9.^

ui th the observ/ation that he could appeal against

the aforesaid decision u/ithin 30 days, and applicant

submitted his app e^ on 15.10.98 for constitution

of a Medical Board, but after examination respondents

rejected the same as they did not find it to be

in accordance with Go wt. decision No.2(e) belou S.R.-2,

because according to respondents, applicant u/as declared

unfit not because of inadequate visual acuity but

because he had underg'dne'Radi"'al Keratotomy for

oorrection of Myopia.'

Of 3, Heard, bo th p arti es^

4.' Merely because applicant underuent Radial

Keratotomy for correction of Myopia should not be a

ground to reject his candidature, unless reqDondaits

are satisfied that despite such correction applic^t

does not possess the v/Lsual acuity prescribed in the

rules and instructions, and ̂ or that the Radial
Keratotomy undergone by^pli cant for correction of

Myopia uill render him unfit to discharge his duties

as a Oon stable.'

5. In the result this Oa succeeds and is alloued



V,
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to the extent that respondents are dir^cti^d to
hav/e a Pledical Board of 3 Op thalmologi sts

constituted at the Rajendra Institute of

Opthalmology^AllWs,Delhi to exanine applicant
medically and advise whether despite the Radial

Keratotomy for correction of Myopia undergone
by applicant, he does or does not possess the
visual acquity p rescribe^ under rules and

instructions.^ and whether his visual acuity is such
as to render him unfit to discharge his duties as a
COnstableo^' These directions should be implenented
within 3 months from the date of receipt of a
copy of this order. In the event that on the

basis of the report of this Medical Board, applicant
is declared medically fit to be appointed, he
shall be entitled to all consequential benefits
flowing therefrom in accordance with rules and

instructions and judicial p ronoun cen ents.l No oosts.

( KUL OIP AiNfDIP /SINGH )
l*»£nB£R(3) (  s. R, aOIGeA

VICE chairman (a)

/ug/


