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1. Whether Reporters of local papers may be
allov«d to see the Judgement?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not?

ORD£R{OHAL)

(DaLl'TEilEO BY SHRI J.p. SH.ARfvlA, HON'BLE YEOBER (j)

The ^plicant employed as Deputy Director, Central

'-Jectricity Huthority and presently wcrking as Deputy

Chief Engineer on deputation in Water and PoiAer

Consultancy Services, filed this application

assailing the orders passed on his representation for

correction of date of birth on 7.4.88, 28.4.88 and 10.12.91

(Annexures Alto A3 to the ^plication respectively).
He has further prayed that the respondents should consider

the representation of the applicant in the lire of fresh

certificate issued by TvlCD (Annexure 4 to the application).
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2. I have heard the lear^-^d counsel. In this case,

the applicant has applied for correction of his date of

birth and the sa^ne was rejected by the order dt.7.4.33.

The contention of the learned counsel is that this order

has been passed by Section Officer, who is not conpetent

to pass such an order and so he had ma te another representation,

which was also rejected on ^.4.83. Again the applicant made

another representation relying his case on the case of

Shankar Narayan Vs. U3I decided by the Central Administrative

Tribunal that the limitation should not stand before the

department concerned in disposing of the representation

for correction of date of birth. Takingall these facts, the

learned counsel pressed that the respondents have utterly

failed to consider special certificate issued of date of

birth by MCD enclosed at Annexure M to the application.

This has been probably issued under Section 17 of degBtration

of Births and Deaths .^ct, 1969. The learned counsel, when

the argu«ants were at the close and the order was be irg

dictated, desired that let he be given an opportunity to

file an application for condonation of delay.

3. The princioles of natural justice, of course, demarid

that a preasonable opportunity should be given for a judicial

review of an administrative order. During the course of

the order being dictated, the learned counsel again insisted

that he should be given an opportunity to TOve an application

# • *3 • • •



r

-3-

for condonation of delay. In view of the above facts,

a detailed judgennent will be passed subsequently.

{J«P « SH j-ufvtA)
.;£,vBEa (J)
04.C3.1992

06.03.1992

Later on thelearned counsel for the ^plleant,

Shri Sant Lai requested in the Ghatnber on 5.3.92 that

he be allowed to withdraw the^application with liberty

to file afresh. The request of the learned counsel is,

therefore, allowed, ^he application is disposed of as
A

withdrawn vvith liberty to file afresh subject to law of

1 imitation.

(J»P . SHAiiMA)
;£;a£a (j)

06>03.1992


