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 This writ  appeal is filed against  the order of the learned single 

Judge dated 23.11.2018 in WP.No.23431 of 2007 wherein the learned 

single Judge dism issed the writ  pet it ion challenging the proceedings 

dated 10.01.2007 issued to the pet it ioner on at taining the age of 

superannuat ion of 60 years. 

 

2. Learned counsel for the appellant  subm its that  without  any 

not ice, the respondents them selves ret ired the appellant  on 

31.01.2007, though the appellant  produced t ransfer cert ificate and 

other docum ents showing his age as 06.07.1951. Learned counsel for 

the appellant  has also referred to page No.39 of the m aterial papers 

showing the date of bir th of the appellant  recorded as 06.07.1951 

whereas without  any not ice, the sam e was altered as 09.01.1947,  

as such, the learned single Judge has not  considered the issue in 

proper perspect ive and dism issed the writ  pet it ion. He also subm its 

that  the ent ire records are with the respondent  corporat ion and the 

appellant  has no not ice of the alterat ion of the date of bir th in the 

service record and in such circum stances, the appellant  cannot  be 

expected to raise an issue t ill he was not ified for ret irem ent .  

 

3. On the other hand, the learned standing counsel for the 

respondent  corporat ion subm its that  the appellant  appeared before the 

Age Determ inat ion Com m it tee on 03.01.2002 and the com m it tee has 

determ ined his age as 25 years as on 09.01.1972. He further subm its 

that  having appeared before the age determ inat ion com m it tee,  

the appellant  cannot  have any gr ievance and file the writ  pet it ion after 
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receiving the ent ire ret irem ent  benefit s that  too in the m onth of 

October 2007, though he ret ired on 31.01.2007. He also subm its that  

one year advance not ice was issued on 01.01.2006 stat ing that  the 

pet it ioner has to ret ire on 31.01.2007 but  the sam e has not  been 

challenged.  

 

4. I n this case, it  has to be noted that , adm it tedly, the appellant  

was issued not ice on 01.01.2006 stat ing that  he has to ret ire on 

31.01.2007 and the sam e is not  challenged. Adm it tedly,  

the appellant  received the ret irem ent  benefits after ret ir ing from  

service and the writ  pet it ion was filed only in the m onth of October 

2007, which goes to show that  the writ  pet it ion was filed as an after 

thought  and the appellant  is not  serious in disput ing his age of 

superannuat ion. I t  is also a fact  that  the appellant  appeared before the 

age determ inat ion com m it tee, which determ ined his age as 25 years 

as on 09.01.1972 and the said proceeding is also not  challenged by 

the appellant . I n view of the sam e, we do not  see any m erit  in the 

appeal to interfere with the order of the learned single Judge 

dism issing the writ  pet it ion in this int ra-Court  appeal.   

 

Accordingly, the writ  appeal is dism issed. As a sequel,  

the m iscellaneous applicat ions, if any pending, shall stand closed. 

 

 
_________________________________ 
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