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Kantari Dci 	 Apph.aiit 

is. 

Union of India and others 	 . 	 Respondents 	4 

FOR llTSTRUCTIO 
Whether it he referred to the keponers or not?  

Whether it he circulated to all the Benches of the Central Administrative Tribunal or 
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CENTRAL ADMTNISTRATTVF TRTRIJNAL. 
CUTTACK BENCH. CUTTACK 

O.A.NO. 479 OF 1999 
Cuttack. this thc/7idav of January. 2003 

A 4. 
-' 	i% i-t t*t. 

HON'BLE SHRI B.N.SOM, VICE-CHAIRMAN 

Kantari Dci 57 years. w/o Sri Janar Pradhaii. presentlY working 
as Worker in Central Rice Research Institute, Bidvadharpur. 
Cuttacl:6 

Applicant 
\ 
V L. 

Union of India. represented through Secretary, Department 
ol Agncnlnira I kesearch and Education and D ) , Indian 
Council of Agricultural Research and Fduc'm and DD. 
Indian Council of Agricultural 	ch. Ksii Bhawai. 
Dr. Raj endra Prasad Road. New Dclhi 110 00 
Secretary, Indian Council of Agricultural Research, Krushi 
Hhavan. J)r kaendra -rasad Road New )elhi- t I 0 0() I 
1 )ii edoi Cent rts kice ResedrUl hvutute Hiu ih4ipu n 
C uttack-6 

lt pondeits 

.1 	Advocate for the Applicant s Mis P.K. E3huvan 
.i.... 	tidch. 
	 4 '  

Advocale br the Respondents M/s Ashok Mishra. 
& S.C.RATH 



2 

SkIRT B.N. SOM VICE-CHAIRIN. 

S npphcation has been Ij! e(-I hy  Snit. Kan I an I )eL, assailing !he notj cc 
dated 12.8. 1999 	

mexure 3) issued by Farm Superintejident Central Rice 
Research iflStitutc( heftcr called CRRI"), (Cuttack,. notifing her 

retirement from casual engagement (temporary status holder casual labourer 
of that insti tine) w. e. 1. 22.9. 1999 on an ainin 	he age of 6() \ears. 

2. The applicant had disputed the recording of her date of birth as 

23.9.1939 by the Respondent .lnsttute and prodi.iced an aftdavit sworn by 

her heiiwe [lie Notary Public. Cuitack. on I .6. 1999. In this affidavit, the 

applicant declared her date of birth as 12. 1 ft 1942 o1i the basis of I Ler 

horoscope. The app1ican staled thai she had submitted the said affithvii to 

the Institute to correct her (late of birth in her Service Book hut without 

taking action on this affidavit, the Respondent institute notified her 

retirement w.e.f. 22.9.1999. Being aggrieved, 	he has appmaclied the 

Frihun;jI to issue direci ion to Respondeiii No.3 to coneci her th'ie of b ri i 

as 12,1 U. 1942 and to a] lovll, her to COfltiflUC in 	vice till 12. 0.2002. 
3. The Rcspoidents have stoutly demed the al1egation. In the counter 

they have stated thaT the applicant was engaged as casual iabourer in 1076. 
At 	that time. no record as being luau iauied iega.iling date ol birth of  

casual labourers like her. It was oily in October. 1991 that the Respondent 

Iistitute decided to collect documentary proof about date of birth of each 

qki 



of the casual labourers for die puiose of their regularization and all 

controlling officers were asked to do the needful in Lhe matter. 

\ Subsequently, a Committee of Officers under the chairmanship of the 

Senior Medical Officer of the Respondent Institute was set up to carry out 

the job. Out of 194 casual 1abourers 192 appeared before this Committee 

which determined the age of these workers based on their physi& 

acarance. timi lv h istorv. and in respect of feina le workers, on the ha si 

of menopausaL_-age and other family history. They have averred in the 

counter that not only the applicant was working as casual labourci in the 

CRRI, but her hrhand was also engaged in 1975 and her eldest (laughter 

was engaged in 1977 and she was orking from 197. The age of each 01 

the casual labourers as determined b's, tile Committee was notj1ed in 

November. 1995 on the basis of the evidence submitted by those casunl 

labourers and also the parameters determined by the Committee. They have 

further averred that the Respondents had included a Senior Medical Officer 

as the Chairman of the Committee tbr determination t the age of a peoi. 

1 hey have tiarl her averred that the option was available tr I he casua 

laborers to get their age determined by State Medical Beard in ease they 

WCIC not willing to face the Committee constjtuted by the Institute. The 

applic;_ml had not exercisedihis option. T'he applicant chose to appear hefire 

the li)epartnieiital Committee during 2 1-23 Sept. 1 995 and accepi ed ii . 

reconimendalion without any obj ectioii. 

4. None was present on behalf of tile applicant, nor was she present in 

person during the hearing of the ease. 1!rere was also no prayer seeking 

adourmnent. However, the learned counsel for the Respondeiits was present. 

1 have heard Mr. Ashok Mishra, Ld. Special Counsel for the respondents 



V 

4 

and perused the records. ftc moot question in tius case is ulieliller the 

determination of age of the casual workers b the Institute based on the 

recommendation of a Committee set up by the Respondents for 

determination of age of the casual laborers who could not produce am 

authentic document indicating date of birth could be upheld by this Tribunal. 

5. This matter was agitated before this l'ribunal earlier also in O.ANo. 

198 of 1996 by a group of 27 casual labourers of the CR RI. 'ilie Tribunal 

disposed of that O.A. on 21. 1. 1997 dirccting the Director, CRRL Cuttack. to 

make a reference about tile date of birth of the applicants to the State 

Medical Board and convey to the applicant the date and place where they 

have to meet the said Medical Board. It has been averred by the 

Respondents in their counter that none of the 27 applicants of O.A.No. 19S of 

1996 had reported before the State Medical Board even though they were 

duly referred by the Respondents to the Chief District Medical Officer 

Cultack. on 20.2. 1997. On the other hand, the Respondents have stated in 

their counter that 192 out of' 194 casual labourers, including the applicants, 

had presented themselves before the Committee for determination of their 

age. in the face of these facts of the case, it appears that all the casual 

labourers have accepted the age is determined by the Committee of officers 

which was chaired by a Senior Medical Officer of the CRRJ and nobody had 

appeared before the State Medical Board either on I heir own volition or 

when directed by the Respondents. It is clear that the applicant like others 

had accepted the date of birth as determined by the Committee of officers 

and notified by the Respondents in November 1 995. vide Annexure R13. 

After four years of receipt of the notice about her date of birth, she could not ' 

have come up in an affidavit for correcting her date of birth, it is also to he 
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noted here that the affidavit is not a worthwhile document fOr altering date of 

birth. While disposing of this matter, I would also like to refir to die law 

laid do\i by the Apex Court that the request for altering date of birth at the 

fag-end of the career should not ordinarily be entertained on grounds of 

acquiescence, undue delay and laches. if the applicant wanted to protest 

against the recording of her dale or birth in 1 995, she couJd have moved the 

authorities well in time or could have approached this Tribunal, for redressal 

of grievance. She has also not been able to put before mc any credible 

document to consider her prayer. 

0. 	fri the circumstances, the O.A. thus and is reiected No costs. 

C AT/C IC 
Janu.ry 17,2003 
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