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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,PRINCimL BENCH,
NEW DELHI.

O.A.No.1309 of 1993

New Delhi this the 14th day of January,1994.

CORAM:

Hon'ble Mr.J.P.Shanna,Member(j)

Hon»ble Mr,S.R,Adige, Member(A)

Parveen Kumar s/o Shri Purshotam Lai,
presently working as Auditor,
Defence Audit Deptt. in the
Office of the Controller of Defence A/cs
New Delhi and r/o 1580/a, Rani Bagh, Shakurbasti,
Delhi-110034

By Advocate Shri K.L.Bhatia

.Applicantl

Versus

Union of India through
the Secretary,
Dtpartment of Personnel 8. Training,
New Delhi -HOOOl

2. The Chairman,
Staff Selection Commission,
G.G.O Complex,
New Delhi -110 003.

3. The Commissioner of Police,
Police Headquarters,
M.S.Buildings,
I.P.Estate,
New Delhi -110 002.

By Advocate Shri N.S.Mehta and
h&sf Ashoka Jain

.Respondents.

CRD£R(0RAL1

Hon*ble Mr.J.P.Sharma, Member(j)

The applicant Shri Parveen Kimiar appeared

in the ex^ination for the post of S.I. (Executive)

in Delhi Police which was conducted by Staff

Selection Commission on 26.7.92 and he was

declared successful both in written and interview

as well as in physical endurance test held

according to the Delhi Police(Appointment &

Recruitasnt) Rules,1980. The grievance of the
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applicant is that despite his qualifying the written

as well as clearing endurance test and medical

examination, he has not been selected for appointment
to the post of S.I, He,therefore, filed this O.A,

in June,1993 praying for the grant of relienamely

i) Adirection be issued to the respondents

to include the name of the applicant

in the select list,

ii) Costs of the proceedings,

iii) Any other relief,

A notice was issued to the respondents.

Respondent no,3. Commissioner of Police , filed the

reply through Ms. AShoka Jain, Respondent no,'2 filed

the reply through Shri N.S.Mehta, a Senior Standing
Counsel, opposing the grant of the reliefs prayed for

and almost taking the same stand that the applicant

was not found medically fit to be appointed to the

post of S,I,in the Delhi Police on account of

defective vision. The respondent no,'̂ also annexed

with his reply certain documents in support of the

averments made in the reply,

3, We have heard the learned counsel for the

parties at length and perused the record,

4. The learned counsel highlighted the provisions
of Rule 7 of the Delhi Police (Appointment ^Recruitment
Rules,1980 regarding the medical eligibility for
recruitment to the post of S.I(Executivt) and
regarding the physical standard where there is no

relaxation. It is mandatory that the candidate must
have possessed sound health, free from defect/
deformity, disease, both eyes vision 6/12 (without
glasses) and thefe should be no colour-blindness.
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learnedcounselalsohighlightedemphaticallyandwith

forcetheprovisionsofRule24(1)whichprovide

thatthecandidatesdeclaredmedicallyunfit,

shallbeinformedinwritingofthereasonof

unfitness.

5,Theapplicanthasfiledrejoindertothe

replyofrespondentno,2annexingwiththerejoinder

certainopinionsofthemedicalexpertsandcertain

OPTofGuruNan^EyeCentre,Theapplicantgothis

eyestestedfromGuruNanakEyeCentreandRajendra

PrasadCentreforQ>thalmicSciencesandinthe

opinionofthee;qDertsoftheseCentres,thevision

ofapplicant'sbotheyeswas6/6and6/9.Inthe

rejoinder,theapplicanthasalsostatedthathewas

referredtoGuruNanakEyeCentreashehadanin-

kling,thatsomedoubtwasbeingcreatedabout

hisvision#Hehasfurtheraddedthathewastold

thatunlessgreasingthepalmoftheconcerned

staff,hecannotbecleared,thoughthereisno

defectinhisvision#

havegivenacarefulconsideration

tothevariouscontentionsofthelearnedcounsel

fortheapplicantraisedbeforeus,^Theapplicant

hastakenthecasethathewasneverinformedthat

whenandinwhatmannerhehasbeendecl«"ared

medicallyunfit.Inthisconnection,thelearned

counselputtherespondentstoprovethatwhenandin
whatmannertheyinformedtheapplicantabouthis

medicalrejection#Thisargumentappearsplausible

onthefaceofrecord,'Aperusaloftherecordgoe§
toshowthatthemedicalexaminationwasconducted

onl#t3.93andtheapplicantwasfoundunfitonaccount
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of defective vision. This document is paper 51, The
(paper 52 & 53)

other document/is addressed to the Director, Guru

Nanak Eye Centre and for the sake of better

illustration, the whole of the letter is reproduced

as belowj-

•The Director,
Guru Nanak Eye Centre,
Maharaja Ranjit Singh Marg,
New Delhi,

Subject: Regarding recruitment of SI(Ex.) in Delhi
police.

Sir,

16 prospective candidates(as per list enclosed)
for the post of Sl(Ex,^) in Delhi Police, who were
previously declared unfit by the Medical Superintendent-
cum-Medico-Legal Expert, Civil Hospital, Delhi and went
in appeal, \«ere referred to LNJPN Hospital, Delhi
for their remedical examination but the Addl;Medical
Supdt., Chairman, Medical Board,LNJPN Hospital has
returned their cases vide letter No.lO MB/Misc//JPH/
93/3382 dated 4,3,93(copy encloted) saying that they
only constitute a medical board to examine the
candidates who had been examined fully by the 1st
Medical Authority. He has further advised that
these cases should be referred to Guru Nanak Eye
Centre, New Delhi for 2nd Medical opinion.

It is,therefora, requested that these
candidates may be tested in vision on 10,12,17 8.
19.3,93 at 9a,ro, in batches of 4 candidates each.*'
The prescribed medical standard in the Recruitmtnt
Rules for the post is as under

Should possess sound health, free from
defect/deformity, disease, vision in both
eyes should be 6/12(without glasses).
There should be no colour blindness."

n , . Yours faithfully.End: As above. sdA.S.Dadwal,
Addl,Commissioner of Police:OR

Delhi/

LIST OF CANDIDATES DECLARED UNFIT IN VISION TEST

SI.No, Name of the Candidate Roll No, Date of re-tes

1 to 5 -

6. Sh.Parveen Kumar 1216619 12.3.93,

7 to 16 xxxxxxxxxxx "

7/ The name of the applicant appear§ at SI,

No,6, The MrectorTProfessor(GNEC) had also written

a letter to the Assistant Commissioner of Police(HQ)

(P) on 24,3,93 (paper no,54) and that is also

reproduced as belows-

i

L %

"GURU NANAK EYE CENTRE

DELHI ADMINISTRATICN:DELHI
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Mahartja Ranjit Singh Marg,
New Delhi,^

No.PA/DMS/GNEC/mB/2742 Dated: 24.3.93.

To,
Shri Pratap Singh,
Assistant Commissioner of Police (HQ) (P).
(R.CelDCPHQ),
New Delhi«llC)QQ2

Subject: Regarding recruitment of SI(5x.) in Delhi Polic<
Medical Examination thereof,*

Sir,
With reference to your letter No,2073/R.CeU/

(J^Q) dated 19,^.93 on the subject aforesaid the medical
examination report in respect of the below mentioned
candidates is shown against their names is enclosed
herewith;-

Name of the candidates Fit/Unfit.
1 to 13 xxxxxxxxxx
14 , Sh. Parveen Kumar Unfit,*
15 & 16 xxxxxxxxxxxxxx

Yours faithfully,
sd/Dr,'P.A,Lamba,
Director-Profas s or(GNEC)

New Delhi."

Tn this letter, the nane of the applicant appeal

at serial No,'14 and he was declared unfit,

9. On the face of all these documents, it can be

taken and would be credible that the applicant had

uikthiDK the knowledge that he had not been medically
approved because of defective vision. The information

more than onecan be gathered from / source and thus this contention

of the learned counsel cannot be accepted that the

applicant was not given any infonaation,^

10. l^iarned counsel also argued that the applicant
may be subjected to further examination but this

argument is an after-thought because no such relief

has bMn sought in tha O.A. nor ha,i it b..n Suggest.*
in the reports of the tne*ical experts who ultimately
examined the applicant and found the applicant

medically unfit .

11, Under the circumstances, this application
is dismissed. No costs,*
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12^ The rejoinder , filed by the learned

counsel, was not traceable on record though a

copy was given to the respondent no,2. Learned

counsel for the applicant states that the

rejoinder had been filed on 24.9.93 (Filing No,7697

We have taken the rejoinder from respondent no,2

and placed the same on recordjH

(S.R.ADIGE)
MEMBER(A)

M/
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(J.P.SHARMA)
MEMBER(J)


