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petitioner as maintained 1n his Ssru

. by f‘ :
31.7.31 on the basis of wuhiech he was fﬁﬁﬁ
on 31.7.96 after attaining the age of 651“'”

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985,

2 The petitioner was initially appointed on
9.4.75 uhanq;a‘1ad sroduced the original uf“ﬁﬁg
certificate of Uttar Madhyama Examination passed !
by him in 1964. In this certificate his date of * =)
birth was shown as 31.7.31. The same was entared
in his Service Record., On 26.,3.83 he received the
order retiring him from service on attaining the
age of 65 years. NNo raaszg i;ifindicai::piﬂ this
order as to why his date of birth hag‘nnt been
maintained a¥ 31.7.31. According to the petitioner
the order retiring him i:.'s;nibllagal and arbitrary and

he has prayed for it to be quashed,
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Cn receipt

department and if so what was h@

While admitting that Triveni Tripahﬁ;ﬂ%@ “ T
‘!.{-__.* ‘ '. .
he shoued ignorance about his date of b ) ﬁifégg.

speculated that his son must be about 4& _ 5o
ags in December, 1987. The sons date of b*’ih‘bj’l
his Service Record was found to be 1.1:42} 'ﬁﬂ;%ﬁﬁf?i¥;
basis of his date of birth being 31.7;31 the  | |
netitionsr would be only 10 years and 5§ months ”Igifi

uhen his son was born. Hence taking that the son must]

have been born when the petitioner was 20 or 21 yaars‘
1
of age he was directed to be ratired by the |

impucned order on attaining the age of 65 years,

4, I have heard the learned counsel for the
netitioner and the respondants, Km.Sadhana SriuaataUg:i
for the petitionser submitted that there was no basis
of determining the age as 20 years and the raﬁpandunt.

1 ik
has admitted the age which was entered in the Service
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situation a boy ¢
. A?--
Km.Sadhana Srluasﬁhvﬁ ﬁd&

= reproductive age starts much gafiigg HB,¢

, cutild also be gseessed @s 17 to 18 yaare nﬁ”ﬁ,,;*

count,

'[ %B/f/ff S% There can be no dlspute about the fact that

the date of birth of ths patitionasian os bﬂsiB,gf A

, ’!"._H

his sorfs date of birth is absurd. He could not have
3

: - ——

been 10 years and a f@rmonths old when his son was

b born., It has not been disputed by him that Triveni
Tripathi is not his Son., So his date of birth must be
something different, He did sybmit a copy of
certificate showing some date of birth., The respondanis
had entered the declared date of birth at the time of
appointment of the petitionsr and they woke up

egarding the non-availability of the original

certificate in 1981, [ L
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6. Once a declaration of a date of birth is

accepted, it cannot be changed unilaterally withoyt
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. Yas absurd but the Ghﬂhgu'h§5 §&ﬁ,_;;nT

Procedure, A mMunicipal birth caffifiﬁﬁﬁi; > 8

a m Ih - . :2‘* % -‘fy. "'I. i _'
Ot reliabhle conclusion, Thate I e L .

ﬁh. fTFh?h
brot i |
others and S1sters of the patitiansr, the electoral
iectora)l
rol] - ¢ 1 3

though it Mmay not prove tp be Wholly dependant

b s %

1€ 1s not known en what pasis the ehumerator ygyjd

y havy
€& entered the Same, could havye thrown Some light
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Member (A) -

h
N Dated the <4/ April, 1988.
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