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%&ms Nath Tripathi Son »ﬁq"f‘
Late Devi Prasad Tripathi, RF{
Village K ota Post affmamea
Bishauli, Di.str:l.mt Sonbhadr

(BY Adv: Shri P.C.Jdhingan)

Versus

"1._. Union of India through the Secreta

Ministry of Communication, Goyt,
- of India, New Delhi, : "
2. Director General Postd & Te

New Delhi

3. Superintendent of Post -

‘Mirzapur =

4. Sub Divisional Inspectﬁr« it
Robertsgan j, District Son '] ' ey
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Bx Hon ME Just:.ce R.R.K Trive w O, &

We have heard shri P.C. ﬁ.h T

--—j.,

‘the applicant. By this applicatrio 5 |

the applicant has challenged the oraar dated 4.12,2000

by which he had been intimated that he shall attaining
age of superannuation on 7.1.2001 ,on the basis ‘r_w’“ :&_
of birth mentioned in the service record as 8,1. 19

Learned counsel for the applicant on the basis of . éh@gl
Leaving certificate (Annexure 3) has tried to .tmp:r.—rm_ ug

that the actual date of birth of the appligm‘h is 21.1. im

%r. we g not agree*m as Hﬂn Sup_'_~ -
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birth,at the verge of retirerent should not be antertain - *Tf

o |
learned counsel for the applicant has alsc placed hafﬁza us the
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letters dated 26.7.1995,26.8,1996 and 6.,4.1998 by which mﬁﬁmﬁ&

,r

were sought with regardx: to all employees iin the post af»f},eaq -~ |
including the date of birth., The learn@d counsel has submitted |
that if the respondents had been in possession of the date of
birth shown as 8,1.1936 this information may not have been asked
for, The contention has no force, Frc:irn :Exe perusal of the letter
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it is clear that all these letters prdcadedg\ ction of the p
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Post offices and u& practice g# such ipﬁnrmatinl}l .ﬁkrec}uired
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*\, to be supplied at the time of inspectclm Thf qpplibant jo:l.ned

service on 28.2. 1958 and is retiring on 7.1.2 . He has already
- .1.‘ 'H

poa
served abc:-ut 42 years. WE do not find ﬁ & fit case for inter-

ference, The application :Ls rejected:-. % *gmar as to costs.
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Dated: 5.1.2001
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