IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
AHMEDABAD BENCH, AHMEDABAD.

RA/M.A QA TA/ | YD) 198,
2 'A“ | Applicant (s).
Adv. for the
Petitioner (s).
Versus

-

Respondent (s).

. ric’s  Adv. for the
Respondent (s).

SR.NO. | DATE. ORDERS,




0.2/4187/490. \

Shri Gajera Madhybhai Manjibhai

Mota Ujada Village,

Kankavav Taluka,

Amreli District. .eoe Applicant

Versus

1, Union of India
Through:
Secretary,
Customs & Central Excess Deptt.,
Government of Indis,
New Delhi.
2. Director General of Resettlement,
Ministry of Defence,
Government of Indie,
West Block II,
R.Ks.Puram,
New Delhi.

3. Dy.Collector (PS&E)
Customs & Central Excise Deptt.,
Rajkot. . +o Respondents

CORAM : Hon'bhle Mr.M.M. Singh Administrative Member

Hon'hle Mr.Ne.R.Chandran Judicial Member

Date : 10/7/1990

Hon'™le Mr.N.R. Chandran ¢ Judicial Member

&
H

The applicant was ex-Serviceman who have been discharged
from the Army Service. Subsequently he was given an offer of
appointment on 20th August, 1989 and on 12th September, 1989
the 3rd Respondent informed that the applicant has been
relieved from the Army Service being in-efficient soldier as
per the dischérge certificate. Therefore, he did not issued
the actual order of appointment and referred the matter to the
Director General of Resettlement, Ministry of Defence, Govt. of
India, New Delhi seeking the guidance in the matter. The
applicant has now filed this application contending that he
was not discharged for being an inefficient soldier under
Article 13 (3) Item III (V), that he was discharged because he
was injured having lost his middle finger. According to him,
there is no progress in this matter and therefore, even though
he Pas been given an offer of appointment the same is being
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We have heard the le arned counsel for the
applicant. In view of the facts narrated above,
the dnly relief that can be given to the applicant
is t@ direct the second respondent viz., the

Direg¢tor General of Resettlement, Ministry o

rh

Defence, to give a reply to the third respondent

as tH the correct status of the applicant namely
whether he ka was discharged as an inefficient

]ﬂt soldler and, if not, the reasons for the discharge.
This reply should be given by the second respon-
dent,within a period of one month from the date

of receipt of a copy of this arder. After the
receipt of the reply from the second respondent,
the third respondent should pass a speaking

arder within two weeks from the date of receipt

of the reply from the second respondent. If the
applicant is aggrieved by any order that may be
pasged by the respondents as per the above
dirgctions, the applicant is at liberty to approach

-

this Tribunal with a proper prayer.

Subject to the above directi on, the 0.A. is

isihissed

(N

MO AN L
(N.Rs CHANDRAN) (M.M. SINGH )
JUDICIAL MEMBER ADMV. MEMBER




