
CaNrP.„AL /^INI3TRaTIVE tribunal
miNapAt 3ENCH

NE.Y. DELHI

M r. „ p'A.No.i800 of 1993.tfewQelhi, this the 25th day of Cttober, 1994.
Hon'bleMr B.M.Dhound iyal, Member( a)

•ihri Jagdish Lai Dhamija,
Dhamija,•^king f Audit Officer in the

^ Telecomunication,nuoit Uffice, Sham Nath Marg, Delhi-.54.

( through Mr Gyati firakash, Aivocate).
Applicant.

1. Union of India, through
Controller &Auditor GeneaJal of indTia
Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg.
New Delhi-2.

General of Audit,

3. Director,
J Teieconrnunication Audit Office3hamnath Marg, Delhi-54. ^r.ce,

( through Mr Jog Singh, Ad^o^Ue);*

£RDEBCaalj^
Hon»ble_Mr_^.N.Dhound ,

The applicant 3hri Jagdish tal Ohamija
retired as Audit Cfficer free, the Office of a.G.

T. Delhi on 31.08.1993. Hi, ease is that his
date Of birth has been «rongly shewn aS 15.08.1935
•*an he ^igrat«i and join«l S.M.Hindu School at ,
Sonepat in Haryana«harefrQ,,h.. passed his
Matriculation Examination in 1953 arri the same
date Of birth is given in the Matriculation
oortiflcate also. After making a lot of efforts
•var the years, he got his birth Certificate
from Makhdocmpur Toh

i eh.Kabir-wala Distt eh-ses- ,/ n,, . „ ^ V '^ ^^^r.Khaniwal( akistan) stating that the r» +ng mat the date of birth of
Jagdish Lai 3/0 Ghri 4i<;h,- t i
u - . ' as 14.05.1938Me subnitted a representat, « *representation on 13.12.i98e 5^
correction of his date of birth In th« Birth in the service record



l/

but this was rejected by the respondents by
their letter dated 14.05.1989. The iialn reason
given was that If his date of birth Is accepted
he will be under-age when he entered the service
on 20.7.1954. Another representation was mide
to the Comptroller &Auditor General of i„3ia
on 23.12.1992 which was rejected on 30.03.1993. it
was pointed out that the first representation was
rejected In 1989 and the second representation was made
after a gap of three years atri the delay had not
been explained. The method by which this certificate was
Obtained was also not clarified. It was again mentioned
that If the new Bate of Birth was accepted then
the applicant would have been under-age at the time
of his entry Into service In the year 1954.

^ have gone through the records of the case
and heard the learned counsel for the parties. If
sufficient proof of d,te of birth Is given then
the deflclehty regarding the applicant being unler-age
at the time of entry Into service could have been
made good by treating his under-age service as »boy
service". However, In this case, the cause of action
had arisen In the year 19S9 when the first
representation of the applicant was rejected. . -
"is subsequent representation and subsequent

replies Obtained from the respmadents ,.vlll „ot extend
period Of limitation. Moreover, the type of proof

9tven by t^e applicant cannot be held to be satisfactory
as the registration of birth can only explain that i

-ale cbiid was born in ahospital on aparticular date, iurprising as to how the name of the child

^as also not been mentioned in the birth register.ihe easiest course for , 5the applicant would have been I
hold Of the records In the Dlst • .

in the Oistrict Board



.

:-3-s

School, where he had studied in Pakistan.

3. I, therefore, hold that this is not a

fit case for the Tribunal to interfere. However,
it will be open to the respondents to approach

the District Board School Authorities in Pakistant
to ascertain the date of birth recorded in the

::»chool Register and/such a verificatio n is available,
"/V 'they tna^ take appropriate decision.

4. The aA.is disposed of with these observations,
"there will be no order as to costs.

( B. M.Dhound iyal)
Member(A)


