IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, PRINCIPAL BENCH

DA No., 18&&/1994

New Delhi, this 8th day of January, 1995

Hon'ble Shri p.?.Thiruuengagam,;membagxg}'

Gian 3Singh

Token No.684, J3C53
Machine Man :
Govt.of India PFress , : ‘
Minto road, New Delhi-110 001 s Applicant
By Shri K.B.S., Rajan, Advocate

Versus
Union of India, through

E]
i

. The Secretary
Min., of Urban levelopment
Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi
2, The Dirsctor
Dte. of Frinting
Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi
3. The General Manapger
Govt. of India Press , 1 ,
Minto Road, New 0elhi ‘ ve Respondents

8y Shri- V.3.8. Krishna, Advocate
O RDER (Oral

This OA has been filed with the prayer that the
date of birth of the applicant should be deemed to be

29101937 and nat 261@1g35

ey

2. The learned counsel for the applicant argued
that as per the relevant school leaving certificate,

the dated of birth of the applicant is 2.1.37. Me

declaration form made out by him on 125ﬁﬁ55¢ it isn
admitted that in the declaration form (%nnéxure,%42) 
the or ginal entry was 2.1.35 but this ha@ bheen cros seﬁ‘
and then a further entry of 2.1.3% has been maﬁ@ wlth
the remarks that Jvarlfled f rom hl school leaving

certificate"., Jt is his case that the service rwle

was prepared subseguently in the year igai uhzsh has

not trusly reflected what should be the Qarrect,eﬁti

in the declaration form bff the aﬁpliﬂﬁﬂts
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In the service role (Annexurs R=1) the date of birth
indicated is 2.1.35. This service role was signed

py the applicant but it was smrhatically argued

that the applicant is not a very literate person

and the entry in the service role being in Lnglish,
the applicant was not aware of the contents of the

searyvice rols.

P

3. In support of the applicant's claim, reliance
was placec on the school leaving certificate issusd

py the school where the applicant studied, horoscops

of the applicant, LIC Folicy dateu 28.1.72 {Annexurs
pE ¥ ¥

4-4) where the age is shouwn as 35 years, LGHS card
showing the date of birth as 2.4.37 and the decla-
ration made in 1960 by the applicant claiming that
his year of birth is 1937, In anditicon, certain
typed lists of employezes with details of their
dstes of birth were also produced and the learned
counsel for the applicant stated that even though
these lists oo not hove any covering letter, h% EEE
prepared to affirm that these lists were pussed on
oy the responuents to the working comnittees in ﬁh&
organisation of the respondents. In these lists,

s

alleged to have been made available to the workin

[
o)

committes in 1982 ano 1885, the date of birth of

the applicant is shown as 2.1.37.

4. It was also argued that the applicant had
no occasion to know about his date of birth tiil
July, 1994 when he uas not further promoted on
the plea that the next promotion was to the post
of supervisor for which the retirement age is

58 years. As per the records of the respondents,

the apylicant hao alreacy crossed this supeErannuation

age. Bt this stage, the applicant made an appli-
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correction e S
cation for cheooex in the date of birth.

.4 ‘ 5, In October, 1984, the rESpondanté issued a

| memorandum dated 19.10.94 instructing the applicanté
to produce a fresh school leaving certificate

in the 1etter;heaa of the school authority showing
the date of birth. It is claimed that this has
baeﬁ;dane bﬁt the rBSpohdenté have not given

. any further communication.

6. It is houever the case of the rESQéndents
that as per the entfy in t§2§¥é§2, the date of
birth is shown as 7.1.35 and the applicant had
signed this in token of acceptance of this entry.
The rESpGndéntS do not accept the change shown

in the declaration &Annaxura'R~2); It is their
case that the seniority lists have been made
gvery year and in all the,senisrity lists the
date of birth of the applicant shoun is only
2.1.35. Feriodically, copies of the seniority
list wers made available to the wmrking committee

] Y " and the Labour Dfficer.

. Che of the FF withdrawal forms made outkby
the applicant in August, 1976, whersin the
applicant's age is shown as 40 yeais, was also

produced.

8. It is argusd that a belated claim for
change in date of birth can not be entertained
at the fag end of one's carser. The obssrvations

of ‘Apex .- court:e in this regard were also cited..

9, After hearing both the sides, 1 note that
the respondents had- dirscted the applicant to
produce a fresh schoal certificateguhich has,béaﬁ,
done by the applicant. However action taken

in this Eégard has ﬁat been‘cammuﬁicatﬁé\to the

 ap;licant. : ’ o =
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10. In the circumstancss, it is not mecessary for
me to go into the aspects of uﬁaéhgr the é;pligaﬁt
hat any opportunity to know about his date of bpirth
as enterec in the service role, petwsen bt he yvears
1955 ano 1394, vhether the seniority 1i-ts were cir-
culated or whether the PF application fore containing
the age 6f the appli;ant is acceptable @ b as

' sufficient record. These are the matters which would

require further probing into.

11, In the circumstances, I direct the respon-
dents to disposs of the reprssentstion of the appli-
cant submitted in pursuance of the memorandum of
the respondents dated 19.10.94 {Annexure A=-7 to the
rejoinder) expeditiously ana befors 31.1.1995. The
Ga is disposed of with the anove cirsction., This
arder has peen dictated when the dep:rtmental repe-
resentative was present.
No costs. ) ,
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