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Regfs’fﬁ etion K“d

Bikam Giri
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Hon'ble Ajay Johri, A.h,
Hon'ble G.S. Sherma, J.M.

(Delivered by Hon..ﬁﬁayﬂluﬂkn.ﬂﬁ;gﬁ
=I '._--

been received on transfer from the court of.Mung ﬁ’

Moradabad under Section 29 of the hdmlnlstrat&fhfﬁ ii; i:ﬁ2“
Tribunals Act XIII of 1985, The plaintiff was won%ij%&f |
at Balewali Station of the Moradabad Division on {llw
Northern Railway. The dispute in this case is regﬁg ljf
ing the date of birth of the plaintlff..hccordlng'tg. »
him he had submitted & School Leaving Certificete

(SLC) at the time of his initial appointment in 1947,

when he was 18 years 1 month old and his date of b qi; :
birth should have been recorded 2s 11.4.1929 on the |

basis of this certificate, but it was wrongly recorded

5s 11.4.1927, He ceme to know of this only when he WS
wes received a2 notice in regard to his retirement :;izf;f

on 15.10.1984, He represented ageinst his wrong

retirement date but it was not considered., He,therefore,
W o N [ 8 B .

filed this suit praying that he should be retired

on 30.4.1987 and not on 30.4.1985.
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plaint. iff h d declered his date of birth as 11.4,1927.
It has been dem.-. Lﬁi@ t any SLC was submitted by the
plaintiff at the tu.m&.ia h:
birth has also been acg‘eg
various time during his em ”lmu ent when he applied

for loans in 1969, 1973 a'ﬁﬂ .%% .;,-,; ““Lﬁ“wa

made by him through the Union in _w‘ 2 was also decided

against him by the Headquarter @fﬁif;& ?fj‘fuﬂq

3. We have heard the learned cauns ?.11“ the
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SLC was furnished at the time of emplomtn} i‘"‘ﬁ‘f‘-’r"L
entries had been made in the records whilavﬁf? were
opposed by the learned counsel for the defsn{a_ﬁb > on
the grounds that the pleintiff has been declar":ﬁ_ g |
date of birth as the same as recorded in his w?"' ce w;' | i
|

Record at various times, hence hgh% no c

In para 17 of the written __uxm; w y il
R R
i‘;.sf—- :"[gﬂmﬁfzgu

defencdants have said that the plain f

the fact that in 1982 he made a ~}'I§’.‘1’“f-‘:m ation for

_-l

the correction of his date of birt ?ZUU -r:fl L’”Eﬁ Uttar

'_L_l\.'

Railway Mazdoor Union which was decided aga inst him.
At that particuler time the:§5F§§} *T%~urrrf? wash' |
55 years, This was later qpﬁ nced to 58 yea »:-,"nku’“‘“ r
quently his date of su;;.a_r%'ajf.'_;'?_‘ ﬁ;{@m was postponed
from 30.4.,1982 to 30.4, .1.98 ﬁ”“ defendants hay
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repr es en‘bation.ﬁ W F?tf he says in replication
the rejection was nﬁf;&ﬁﬁ”hta to hi
communication made with Fj@»dﬁ on and Station Master
which are placed as Amexgga oo g 151 apd '6' leave

no doubt cbout the fact that :w*r ferenc

considered regarding correction of 'tﬁ [

j i

of the plaintiff in 1982 and the matter -vﬂnf;'

1982 anc the same was rejected by the awﬁh&éﬁﬂ@ﬁﬁuﬁ
plaintiff failed to challenge the rejection and,
therefore, he should rightly be liable to be E.m
of any legzl right that might have accrued ta-hﬁjf;f
to advance his claim ageinst the defendants for ‘

alteration of the date of birth now.

Se In support of his claim that his date G‘f‘ 51 |
birth is 16.4.1929 the plaintiff has submitted phg ;

copies of some record on the basis of whieh h"' ‘@ sen

: :,.-- e i,
reliance can be placed on :_:t f_-;;;'r;-r;;‘;;.;‘_ 5. In any case
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~are trested as the date u::f”g u.u%jm depending on whethe:

the year or year and month gf‘ b rth are given. The

date of birth given and recorded a'l'. -:l:* e time of enter-

_f\. -
L.:_f

ing into service is binding and rules g,_ 4 down that

no alteraetion is orélnarn.ly permitted. "y

Generzl Manager in the case of Groups !C' & 'D! staff

W P
mey cause the date of birth be altered. fn T“'ﬁ

pleintiff's case when he agitated his case .»'—- az:u-r‘*;.

Union in 1982 the case was examined by the Hm and
which P
his request was I‘EJE‘:;{:,&d S1LC¢/are issued by Mf‘
W

available where entries might have bﬁa’h ﬁf'&‘;'

connection with withdrawal of P.F, mpmag ;,-M;mw In the

plaintiff's case he has wi'thdraw;;.: ;:-mer""”;""" om “L"*C. PF
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