IN THe CENTRAL AGMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH, NZw DJBELH

#* ¥* *
G.A. NO.54[‘/1_992 =»ATe OF Dz=CISION : 04.C3.92
SHR I MADAN MOHAN RAWAL .. APPL ICANT
Vs.
UNION OF INDIA & ANR. .. AESPONLENTS
CORAM

SHAI J.P. SHARMs, HON'BLE EMBER(J)

FOR THE APPL ICANT ... SridI SANT LAL
FOR THE Q2SPCNIENTS ... NONE

1. Vhather Resorters of local papers may be
allowed to see the Juigement?

2. To bs raferred to the Reporter or not?
CADER(CRAL )
(D2LIVERE) BY SHRI J.p. SHARMA, HOWN'BLE .EMBER (J)

The applicant employed as Deputy Director, Central
2lmctricity Authority and presently working as Deputy
Chief Engineer on deputation in Water and Power
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 application respectively).
He has further prayed that the respondents should consider
the representation of the gplicant in the lime of fresh

certificate issued by MCD (Annexure 4 to the Pplication).
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2. I have heard the learmed counsel. In this case,
the asoplicant has applied for correction of his date of

birth and the same was rejected by the orde’r dt.7.4.83.

The contention of the learned counsel is that this order

has been passed by Section Officer, who is not competent

to pass such an order and so he had maie another representation,
which was also rejected on 23.4.88. Again the applicant made
another represeﬁtation relying his case on the case of

Shankar Narayan Vs. UI 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 A4 to the application.,

This has been probably issued under Section 17 of Regktration
of Births and Deaths act, 1969. The learred couns2l, when
the arguments were at the close and the order was being
dictated, desired that let he be given an opportunity to

file an application for condonation of delay.

3. The princisles of natural justice, of course, demand
that a me asonable opportunity should be given for 3 judicial
review of an administrative order. During the course of

the order being dictated, the lesrned counsel again insisted

that he should be given an opportunity to move an application
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for condonation of delay. In view of* the above facts,

a detailed judgement will be passed subsequently.
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(Jap s SHI‘\L{V’?A)
;v’E.fBE-}{ (J)
04.03.1992

€6.C3.1292
Later on thelearned counsel for the Aoplicant,
Shri Sant Lal requested in the Chamber on 5.3.92 that

: 3/
he be allowed to withdraw theAapplication with liberty
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to file afresh. The request of the learned counsel is,
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ther=fore, allowed. The application is disposed of as
A

withdrawa with liberty to file afresh subject to law of
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(J.P. SHARMA)
HEUBER (J)
056,03.1992

limitation.




