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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL ,ALLAHABAD BENCH.

L N

Review Application No, 10/3 of 1994
( on Behalf of Union of India and others )

"IN
0.A, No, 1613 of 1993 i
|

- -y l-__-‘ '

Chandrika Prasad et e Applicant,
Versus

Union of India
and others et i Respondents.,

o *

Hon, Mry S. Das Gupta, MemberSA)
Hon, Mr, T.L. Verma, Member(J

( By Hon. Mre Se Das Gupta, Member(A) )

This application has been praferred under
Rule=17 of .the Central Administrative Tribunal,
(Procedure)ﬁules, 1987 seeking the review of the
judgment and order dated 2.2,1994 by which O.A.
No., 1613 of 1993 was allowed, In the judgment and

order which 1s sought to be reviewed, the Tribunal
came to the conclusion that the admitted date of
Lirth of the applicant being 20.7.1947, He had not
attained the age of 50 years on the crucial date

. M
i.2, 1,7,1992 and was thus not age-barred for being

}
appointed to regular Group-D post. The application
for review is on the ground that the date of birth of

licant cannot be taken as 20.7.1947 in view
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of certain inconsistant stands taken by the applicant
A from time to time. 'l't;a facts which are nbi ba‘na

'iﬂ prought out in the review app lication were never
li' mentioned either in the counter reply nor in the
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fﬁ%?ﬁ that there is no sufficient

reason justifyin the judgment. The

review application, therefore, merits rejection

and the same is hereby rejected. fbk[Eii;?

member (J) member (A) ,
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