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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE IRIBUNAL
ALLAHABAD  BENGH

Qriginal Application No. 1137 of 1994
Allahabad this the__ 2K day of ﬂ;{ﬂ_ 1995

Hon'ble Mr, Jasbir S. Dhaliwal, Memberp(J)

Awadh Behari Lal, §o Sri Bharat Ram, K/ o 190/254,

Darshan Purwa, Ramnagar, Kanpur

APBLICANT

By Advocate Shri Sanjay Kumar
Versus

le Union of India through Dirrector General
Ordnan®e Factory Board lO=-A, Auckland Road,
Calcutta=1

2. General Manager, Small Ams Factory, Kalpi
Road, Kanpure.

3. Additional General Manager(II), Small Amd
Factory, Kanpur.

RESPONDENTS

By Advocate Shri Ashok Mohil ey

QRDER

By Hon'ble Mr. Jasbir S. Dhaliwal, Membexr(J)

The petitioner has come to this Tri=-

bunal against rejection of his representation by

the respondents for correction of his date of

birth. He had joined service with the respon=-

dents in the year 1963 and after @ lapse of about
ma king

18 years, he has been/@@@@ a representation:for

correction of his date of birth mentioning that

the date of birth recorded in the service record

3as 04.,7.1933 is not correct and it should be

recorded as 05.6,1942 .+ The respondents had
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which was allowed and the :ﬁfﬁﬁm.;
to deﬁida |lhi5‘ mprﬂsan}ﬁagiga.{ A+
- order after affa-’"’i" ing

The respondents @@PEUASBBAconsti tuted ¢

in which the petitioner was given a personal
hearing and he produced 2 documents which were
considered but, again the re_spc'nq&_nis_: dismissed
his claim for correction of date of birth vide
order dated 03.5.1994. The petitioner challenges
that order on the grounds that it is illegal, is

non-speaking and has been passed without appliocation

of mind, that the respondents have dismissed his
petition also on the ground of limitation which
is wrong and that the documents produced by him

¥

not | o |
having/been properly appreciated by the respondents,
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He, thus, prays for quashing the said order and

directing the respondents to correct his date of
birth as requested by him.

23 The respondents have not disputed
the facts mentioned herein in their reply. They
have, however, addedi that @t the time of joining
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own repre nf_}_&:“ ?'tﬁi on and
medical authority. It was recorded 29 years.
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certificates were :caamf*nl:l;_y Qx.am_ifn:ad -'-hy ‘the

board appointed for this and the same were found
to be not genuine but, doubtfull. They have also
annexed the copy of the medical examination report |
where the age of the petitioner is recorded as

29 years as per the statement of his own and as

above 30 years from his appearance. They have

2 aleo filed ascopy of the petition submitted by
the petitioner for receiving his G.P.F. where his
date of birth recorded as 04.7.1933 and is signﬁ

by him.

3, After hearbng the learned counsel .
for the petitioner, it is seen while perusing the



impugned orders, the re5pondénts were wrong in
recording that the petitioner had submitted his
request for altration of date of birth after
expiry of prescribed time of five years. This
aspect had been dealt with by this Court in
detail while /passing the judgement in O.A.154.
of 1991(Annexure-9).

4. The other grounds taken by the
petitioner challenging the order dated 03.5.1994
are, however, found to be devoid of any force.
Reading of the same alongwith pleadings shows
that the pa@@Bpetitioner was given a personal
hearing where he was given opportunity to pro-
duce the documents also by the respondents.
keading of this order shows that the respondents

have passed a well reasoned and detailed orders

showing application of mind. This Court finds
nothing wrong in the reasoning adopted by the
respondents in it. The peiitioner produced the

certificates of the'Tehsildartand also the certi-

ficate of'Imtehan' in original for perusal of the

Court, €opies of which are Annexure-2 and 13.

—

The reasons givenby the respondents in the
impugned order, are found to be rightly passede-
é#n observations made as these are clear to the

"__.
na=seked eye.
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5, The Court finds force in the
contention of the respondents that the story
putforth by the petititoner is doubtfull, that
the certificates were not traceable for a period
of about 30 yedrs. He did not file@ any copy of
thése certificates @¥Q@B with his O.A. in the year
1991. The law on the point of correction of date
of @@birth in the case of Covermment servants has
been considered by the Supreme Court in @ number
of cases. The recent judgement is in State of
Tamilnadu Vs. T.V. Venugopalan(1994) 28 A.T.C.
page 294. It wes held that delay in seeking
correction of date of Birth recorded at the time
of entering service by an employee would not be
pemitted to be challenged at the fag end of his
service. The Court has held that if, the appli-
cation for correction has been rejected by the
Government after considering various facts and
ciramstances, the scope of judicial review by

the Adninistrative Tribunal becomesvery limi ted.
The Tribunal cannot reappreciate the evidence to
reach a different conclusien from that of the
Government as it does not sitﬁ} Court of appeal.
The matter was also considered in(1994) 26 A.T.C.
page 828 ' Secretary and Commissioner, Home Bepart-
ment and Others Vs. R. Kirubakaran' wherein it wés
held that Court would be slow in allowing such
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application which have been@®filed after consider-

abld delay from @@paid@uaatjoining of service and
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