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1. onion of India through its kaeneial. Maria' 

North eastern kkailway, kiorakhpur. 

2. iv sional hail tvianager, North pastern 

rk.ai way, Varanasi. 
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upen (Jetzt 
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Bimal Ku  
Late Jac 

Varanasi 

ar hoy. aged about 64 years, .)on of 

indra mohan rioy, kk/o B 13/42 4onarpuraa, 
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By 44:tvo cote ,:ahri V. K.„ Li() el. 

is U t irk 	'yr al ) 

By hon• bl e 	 Naqvi, iviember kJ) 

.hri 	Kunar boy has come up 

W ith the prayer that the respondents be directed 

to quash the order of X etirement passed by th 

respondents on the basis of his date of birth as 

01.3.1926 and to further quash t he orders dated 
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27.11.1990 and 25,J1.1 

ations for correction 

rej ectect. 

91 through which hts represent.. 

f date of birth have been 

applicant' s case, the a 2. 	 4,..s per 

was appointed to the 

which he applied in r 

which the minimun edu 

choo1 anetzhe filed h 

the time of appointme 

his date of birth has 

the respondents have 

as 01.:3.1926. the re 
this regard has also 

by the respondents an 

before the Tr ibunal. 

PP1 icant 

St of ASSiStaAssistant at 	ll atiO Master, 

sponse to actvertiment and for 

-tional qualification is High 

high 4chool certificate at 

t,alongwith applicatio 

been mentioned as 01•3 

ongly entered his dat 

esentation of the app scant in 
of been favour ably entertained 

therefore, he has coupe up 

in which 

1929 but 

of birth 

2. 	 the re 

case and filed the co 

tion that according,lt 

birth of the applica 

been mentioned that t 

High school certific 

and therefore, this 

not tenable. it has 

applicant was initial 

nailer and, therefor 

copy of the t-14h 4030 

his educational qual 

of birth. 

pondents have contested the 

nter—affidavit with the men—

service record, the date of 

is 01.3•1929. it has also 

e applicant has not filed his 

e in oriinal or copy thereof 
/A7k1 r e 	r 	s., 

ntention 

iso been clarified that the 

y appointed as helievihg 

no occasion arose to file the 

1 certificate in support of 
of 

icatiun or in proof4his date 
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3. 	 heard, th 

applicant as well as the 

r ecordt. f 

4. Learned c 

pressed that the dilate 

high zchool certificate 

to that effect and, trier 

the applicant which has 

chooi certificate as 01 

correct date of birth. 

in the periodical medic 

birth has been entered a 

reason to disbelieve the 

that in the seniority 1 

ag ainst the name of the 

without any entry therei 

of the respondents. 

5. Learned 

emphasised that the appl 

of the nigh school cert i  

even in his t.).A. or in 

bunal during the present 

any proof to the effect 

examination or any High 

to him. Even at the t• 

for the applicant has f 

high school certificate 

on this count, learned 

mitted that this argume 

Learned counsel for the 

learned counsel for the 

espondents and perused the 

unsel for the applicant has 

birth as mentioned in the 

taken as conclusive proof 

fore, the date of birth of 

een mentioned in the high 

3.1929 shall be taken as 

e has also pointed out that 

examination, his date 

01.3.1929 and t h ere is no 

same. he has also referred 

t, the date of birth column 

PPlicant, has been left blank 

unsel for the 

cant has never filed the copy 

icate with crier espondents and 

ny application before the Tr i-

proceedings, he has not submitted  

hat he ever passed high 4chooi 

chool certificate was lissued 

of argument, learned counsel 

led to present or refetreed any 

ubmitted by the applicant and 

unsel for the respondents sub—

is (,),pky devoid of any merit. 

espondents has also pre-2, eol 

of 
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that this 	Nes been 

applicant has already b 

therefore, this prayer o 

be considered in view of 

ved in the year 1993 and the 

retired un 29.2.1984 and, 

the applicant at•eicannot even 

he observation by Hon' ble 

Apex 60urt 

1995t2) 	page 365 and 

which a clear law has b 

produced subsequently dur 

no avail as the applicant 

record of date of birth 

tit date of birth after a. 

on the eve of retiiement 

and interference made sp 

the respondents has also 

fact that the applicant r 

again followed in mate o• _ 

in 
LetZ, 

hid down tnat evidence 

ng or after service, is of 

himself endoi sea the service 

d the claim fur alteration 

rdinate and unexplained delay 

must be scrutinised carefully 

ingly. The learned counsel for 

nvite attention tiwowards the 

tired on 29.2.1984 and pre- 

ferred representations d ing 1989 to 30.8.1990 and 

lastly on 26.11.1990, 	h were decided on 27.11.19.) 

but this u.A. has been 	d in the year 1993 and, there- 

vided under 4ection 21(2) 

Act, Lin this point, the 

licant,that since the ma 

for hearing on 28.4.1993, 

epted, is not sufficient 

#44-waithout mpecific ment 

does not automatically co 

ation is lifted. 

fore, it is grossly barr by limitation of time as pro- 

of the •Administrative Tribunals 

I eply from the side of the app-

er has already been admitted 

this objection cannot be acc-

ecause admission of the case 

on that the delay is condoned, 

(Jones the delay or bar of limit- 
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6. 	 For the a ve, 1 find the case is not 

...P.b/— 



on4fy devoiu of merit but is also barred by 1/imit- 

ation of tine as provided under 	Act d Ilt d the 

same is dismissed ac 1\4o or der as to 

   

costs. 
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