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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
AHMEDABAD BENCH 

CAT/J/13 

O.ANO. 	20/92. 

DATE OF DECISION 09-07-1996. 

5hri i3achubha G.Rana 	 Petitioner 

Mr.G.A.Pandit. 	 Advocate for the Petitioner 
Versus 

TTnn nf iwt 	 Respondent 

1V!r.RpM1VI n 	 Advocate for the Respondent [S 

CORAM 

11 

The Hon'ble Mr. K:.aniamoorthy 	 : Member (A) 

The Hon'bte Mr. 

JUDGMENT 

Whether Reporters of Local papers may be allowed to see the Judgment 	

f 
To be referred to the Reporter or not ? 	 I 

I 
, Whether their Lerdships wish to see the fair copy of the Judgment ? 

4, Whether it needs to be circulated to other Benches of the Tribunal 
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Shri J3achuha G.Ra:.a 
SPA Grade II F, 
1esterri Raiiwa, 

Chuda, i3havna!ar Div., 
Bhavnaar. 

(Advocate ; Mr.G.A.Pandit) 

Versus 

Union of India, thrsuh 
General Mana!er, 
estern Railwa y, 

Church!ate, 
Boma7 - 20. 

Divisional Railiay Maner, 
esern Railwal, 

Divisional Office, 
Bhavnaar Division, 
3havnaar. 

S.E.F., 
v'lesterfl Railva, 
3otad. 

(Advocate : Mr.R.M.Vin) 

.AplpliCaflt. 

. .Resporidents. 

	

tJ D G M E 	T 

	

O.A..'TO. 20 	1992. 

Date : 09-07-1996. 

	

Per : HOr1'le r'Ir.K.Rarnarnoorthy 	; Merner (A) 

The present applicatioL relates to a question of 

alteration in the cTute of birth. Accoring to the app1icat 

his actual date of birth qas 8.2.1995. Howev er, it had 

oeen recorcrd wronjly as 21.1.1933, which has resulted in the 

retirement of the npplint, two years prior to his act 

year of superannuation. It is the contention of the 

applicant that he has produced the birth certificate as 

y the school, (Anuexure-A/1), At the time of his 
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entry into sercice, the birth date also has .een recorded in 

his Identity Card. Theruifter, when he received a letter 

froo resnsnderit No.3 on 30.3.1990, impending superannuation 

in 1991, he had made the further application. Inspite of 

this, applicant has been retired on 31.1.1991. 

In their written statement the respondents have 

contended that the applicant had not produced any schoD 

leavicic certificate at the time of entry and therefore, the 

date of trth hd 'seen recorded as per medical eXaiflluati:)n. 

The year of birth was also shown as 1933 only in the 

Indentity Card. It is the Contenti 	cf the resnondente that 

there has been a ater   	 ty Card,l 	La 	 n  

in the copy furnished elonith the applicant which is 

apparent from the copy itself. 

In such cases, the Railway Board specifically 

issued a circ:lar (as at Annexure-1­/4), where'y every 

Pailway emploee who was in emploment 	h   ,ady  

seeniVenOppor tunity to represent aainst wron1y recorded 

date of birth upto 31.7.1973, and :o such representation 

has oeen received from the eppliceat. It is now an 

established law that representation received for cha*ge 

in the date of birth at the fa cod of one' sareer should 

not deserve any cons Lderatioa. 

h 	lf 	the aplicat r pavnkumar -as ccsa 	 i 	a  

present. he strenously ar'ued that the applicant in this 

case ,.,as a semi-lterate person who had cmie to krioi 

his irnpendin reticement in 1991 0n17 in 1990. Hence, 

he ccaid ent 	any representation early as he was 

under th 	onafJ.da imps-s ii.on that the year of ir th 

I 
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racord:d L his Ideitit3r Cacd n.13 1935. 	ja perusal xf 

of 	ke Iden fni. ty Card, It Jothat there ho -3 ieen an 

oVer writin- Is rei:sct. nIT tho ontry reard:i 	date 'of 

hirth. 2herc is also su'stantial merit th the arumcnt of 

tile resondent-de rtrnnt that repro sentations receivnd tards 

the verj fan end of one' s carreer secial1y when all the 

1 z emp].oyees had o n si : an app or t-un ity to repr nest 

..nitit sie sr:iy recorded date of oirt 	The applicant 

has not shown. any evidooca rardio any such representation 

th 	date. The la'i jia this re'ard hag 1eeo reported by 

the Apex Court ii-, the case of Unionof 1n.dia Versus 
when 

Rnseva ShaiTna delivered on. 113.2.1996 S.O.O.(I3) 605,/the 

Supnine Court has held that claim for coorn ction of recorded 

date of birth made 25 long years after #oing service is 

held 	erse 	and attracts laches and delay clause. 

In view of tho a'oove reasonma the application is 	j 

considered to e devoid of merit and is reje cted. In the 

articu1r circnrn stances of the case, there will Je however, 

no or 	is to costs. 

(i(.R am amoorthy) 
rIember (A) 

ai t. 


