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//,.I—r.f-—-_..' 4 i T This is an Orlgl.nal suit Nﬂ.sl Gf 1_985‘ . ‘_;:,.

in the court of Civil Judge, Dehredun, whlch has t; m
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T S -enr-'-trensfer under Section 29 of 'the dmm
oo Tribunals Act XELII of 19858 v
g1k 2. In the plaint it is o tatod thet.the plainid
| ‘ S
l 1 in the service of defendant in Oak Grove School,
£ h e J‘L
H' - ' ’ . Mussoorie sinco 1951 in the capaci_fﬂbf a khit 1n thﬁ
| ' it P
E kitchen of the school; that on- N
3w
i y that he would be retired frem S¢ ,;gﬁ €
b - E.‘-_.t} '
e he submitted an application tc "
B ~ school to 6errect his date of bir‘ii
F \ : Aledie -y ' ) .
F ;'f him continue in service for full "l: ﬁhni' that on

; . was served with a ﬁ'abica to the ef
1’_" "-w\__h‘_‘\ ] -—r.*le‘* t

: be attainm@ﬁhe age ef sup@annuatien oﬁ " 3*1935 en | 5"
: : which date he would retire from service; that :b E*y
dete of birth, according to the primary schg
dated O 9,?49 is 18.7.1930 and the plain PR R

ontinue in service, upto;...-'-*‘* 895
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I | N i 1 plmn‘tlft ‘had su %E itted an apﬁliﬁ‘&m‘ﬁmun 8.6.8
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~ sought injunctionin -:the l_,g_wer céﬁﬁﬁ,

the basis of f'usda"fe oi b:rfh “Es ‘flzsﬁb
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3.In the-uneply filed on behalf nf def

t" Jf::i .,.tz{"‘?f:;sﬁ x

whicr{hehadstated thathewould b ‘attaining the age Qf, 58 3
~on 31.3.1985 but he hopes to cng“mue to serve as
as %a “sought extentmnﬁdorm two years in 5ervi“’
the plaintiff'sclaim that he ca‘fﬁ‘e to know of h1§ geﬂrqnféﬁ*?
age on 23.7.84 was_incorrect; that the plaintlff had no rjglif‘

to contmuefn service after attaining the _\age of 58years T Lt
31.3.1985; that the Prmmpal,gak—ﬂ;mvﬂ_ﬁ_chg_glswp a nnffce %

onthe plainti{f on 1.10.1984 informing him that he wuuld E"‘etire; -
on 31.3.85; that the correct date of birth of the plaintiff kiS,, ‘
2.3.27 and he must retire on 31.3.85;and that the plaln‘tlffa.l.,

had no prima facie case.
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4. The defendant filed  in- Qr_lgm\l letter dt.S8.6. Bﬂu-.n.ﬁ,,.,
‘Mohd.Yaseen,plaintiff,addressed to the Principal in which '-hm._,,

has stated that on31.3.85 he would be retiring after ser
for 34 years. The plaintiff filed the following documents:
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identity card issued by O.Gs€entral;Mussorie. e
2)Original certificate dt.2,9.49showing the date of birth
of Mohd. YESEEn,pldluhfF,asls_? 1930.

1)Original

-

e

3) Original notice dated 1.10. 193%Wg the E’Talntlff

-

that he would retire on31.3.1985. . ._ . "‘""""' “ T
iv) True copy of the application dated 27.3.84 B
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to the Principal requesting change in his date of bi

v) Copy of letter dated 22.9.84 ofS.D.M. énﬂz.ﬁxg%rtive
g, o \* X

Governor of the school directing disposal of the application

of the plaintiff for correction of the date of birth. |
vi) Copy of the proceedings of the alleged'*fﬁééﬁﬂng
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Serwce Recnrd of the plalntlff in whmhi.&thq da & of
Wi plaintiff is written as 5.3.1927 and the date of appoi ; ﬁ

-

as 5.3.51. s L5

h“WJ'u‘itaev-h«eme heard the learned @nﬂhseugg q;:h J,

perused the records . The learned counsel for the [
contended that in the service recom of the""ﬁﬁ%ﬂff «-avaﬂ‘fab e¢
as paper no.27A/1 the d data of birth has beeg written in

different ink and there 1s qg,erwntmg,m the ¢ date. His ccntentmn;
is that this is manipulation at a later da'te and 1?5 not at

i —

all reliable. We have examined this matter. Agamst the cnlumn_-
'date of birth' the remark is 24 years on the date of appoint-
ment andagainst the column,the date of appnintment."lfhe entry

3 is givenas 5.3.51. While the entryo. 3.27 appears to be in a diffe- ?{ ._
rent ink. The entry of 2‘1__5531;5_@_11]&\“@& of appointment 3

. ——and the date of appointment as 5.3.51 are of tm_’r

e ——

and appear to have been made on 1.3.52 andMears ™ —ingsr 4
Ig(/ signature of the plaintiff in ¥Urdu and has been verified by .;,
the Principal,0ak Grove School on 1.3.52.. It kappears that -
theschool authorities had calculated the date;...-ﬂi-—-bm—th—-—e,ﬁ'f'
—-----"“‘thE’_pIalntlff with .reference to the date of appmntment and
worked it out to be 3.3.1227 on the basis afthe fact that the 5
age of the plaintiff on the date of his Elppmn.tmgg}_.was ac‘é’é]:jt-—

e St
ed as being 24 years. In our opinion the *bveri?nrtmﬁ cn,_ the

date of blrth in this paper does notgive any @ .
ed E‘“ﬁn on
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plamt;ff in the matter of date of birth 31%

R
the other hand the application dt.8.6.84,paper ﬁmﬂl,stgned
by the plamtlff[clearly states that the plamtlff was “:Eull}' aware
moi__ J_:_[‘_l_i fact that he would be attalnmg the age of &5”-? years
inMarch, 1985 and on the ground of good work and health,
he sought extention of two years in his service..The contention
of the Kplaintiff that he came toknow about his recorded _
date of Kbirth only on 23.7.84,when he made an jlagpl:c;rtmn A’Z}i"" d
for correction in his date of birth,is incorrect. It 1s als_n clear 3

from the recordthat the subsequent efforts made by the
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