Ty

AR j:: 1 @:.J?Kiif

- e i S _——— i
R s o i o | e i i Forer
{ -4 = =

g B - } W

o i BTN - :

B . 0 T e b
E N ] 5 e N
v - . -

Secretary Miniaf]},ﬁf”ﬂﬁﬁgﬁggq;f e

New DElhi LN . h RIS -‘
y e e -y &
B ﬂgﬁﬂh' '
Shri Ksrdam Pandey ves ces
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has been filad by—the-apaliean? for keeping the documga;

on record wlthod¥'g1v1ng any reasons as to why it has ﬁ?ﬁ
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been filed before the court of Munsif but was filed 1n
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filed a reply for the same but the learned counselhéguV{}

applicent has stated that no document in rebuttgLuéli
{" h{ ¥4
filed, .~:f g
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2. The respondent who was a Drafts Man (IVtu_.u _
Employee ) in the Indian Airforce has filed a §ui QE ﬂﬂf




'ET '}J?ﬁfrhnhﬂ}um order was held to be
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year 1964 but some times, thereaftamf, he_‘:
from his service and against which he madE‘ _:fﬁﬁ;;iﬂw!
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3. A notice for termination under rule 5of "
L :
Medical Examination Rules, 1954 was sent to the.anpk 'Can i

on 25,6,1971 and his servlces were terminazted b;#Eaptaﬁn;f
Station Commandant, Airforce station Gorakhpur'butgthg
respondent was reinstated in service vide order dafai |
20,12,1971 passed by the same officer. Thereafter, a ?44
Chargeshecet was served on the applicant on 29.1.1973Wﬁgt."?
ihstead of awsrding him magor penzlty, he was seruedwaﬁiﬁfﬁ;

with a censure entry, The respondent was asked to go fan;-

medical examination initially before the Civil Surgeon, ks
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who declared him medically unfit but subsequently, it

appears that the said Civil Surgg#on declared him mediciiﬂﬁgi

fit, The applicant was asked to get himself examined -3

before the service bcard but he did not comply with tﬁﬁigf‘j

8 dirvection end thereafter his s=rvices were terminated =
/J"‘"\ . _ ‘: i
vide order dated 10,12,1975, Against this order, 't:'h'e'f-’Ir

applicant zpproached to the court of Muns;f The lea ﬂ;ﬂ
munsif held that the respondentg h: ée-not been foun&ﬁ
medically fit, There was no such rule requiring hlm.ﬁﬂ'

:ppear before this secrvice Board and consequent$ﬁﬁ)ﬁlﬁil-

termination of the services of the applicant-beingaﬂz ,

"

medically unfit was not legal,
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' '"ffgﬁ%'canﬁhﬁ aﬂ-ﬁhﬁ% e ﬁﬁuﬁMJutmz the respond

ﬁeﬁ, .ﬁi _;':._:_::_;’___:jina‘ted because hE m @ ou -;gj ;;Mja;m_ 1ly unfit.

The learned Munsif instead of df:;”“ﬁggljhh;h“tw

should have directed that thg'naspégg;; “¢LLj‘
medically examined by the service BaarJ%E%Pl

Ll
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Doctor and in case he ‘is found medically f~maﬁ”“

may be provided with the job which‘5u1t5~on fh@ﬁ-%?#
* .

medical category to which he belongs.

5e That accordingly this appl;cation is pﬁrtwfﬂgyaif
allowed and the order passed by the Munsif is 1iabLg”£g§w*;
rejected and it 1is directed that the appellant shall_' )
f£ix the date and the respondent shall appear on that
date fixed before the Govt. Civilian Doctor and thereafter
he will also be provided'with the job in accordance i
with the category in which he may be found fit.Mith the &
above observations, the aoplication is disoosed of

without any order as to COSUS.
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Atﬁl‘h VIG.

Allahabad Dated: 17.5,91
(n.u. )
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