
BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADmINISTRATIJE TRIBUNAL 
BANGALORE BENCH, BANGALORE 

DATED THIS THE TilENTY SECOND DAY OF JANUARY, 1987 

present: Hen'ble Shri Ch.Ramakriehna Rae 	rqemb.r(J) 

Hen'ble Shri P.Srinivaean 	Member(A) 

APPLICATION NO. R.A.10/87. 

Lakshminarayana, 
Inspecter of Excise, 
Haadquart.rs Custems—Prsvsntivs, 
Office of the C.11ect.r of Cust.ms, 
Bangeisre - 560 001. 	 ... 	APPLICANT 

Shri .S.iasanth Icumar 	... 	Adv.cat. 

t8. 

1.Th. Uni.n if India, 
represented by the Secretaiy, 
ministry of Herne Affairs, 
Department of Persennal and 
Administrative Ref.rms, 
New Delhi. 

2.The C.1].ect.r of Central Excise and Cust.ma, 
Central Revenue Building, 
Queens Read, 

P.B.N..5400, 
Bangaisre - 560 001. 

The Secretary, 
3 Central Beard if Excise and Custams, 

New Delhi. 	 ... 	RESPONDENTS 

This applicatien has ceme up bef.re  the c.urt t.day. 

Hen'ble Shri Ch.Remakrishna Re., Member(J) made the fsll.wing: 

OR D E R 

In this Review Applicatisri made under section 22(3)(f) 

of the Adminietrative Tribunals Act, 1985, the applicant wants 

us to review the decisien rendered by us in Applicatien 

N..330/86 by our erder dated 7.13.1986. 

2. 	Shri Jesanth (umar, learned c.urissl for the applicant 

placed bef.re  us two gr.unds for reviewing our erder namely - 

(i) that we had rejected the applicatisri an the 
gr.und that the rapresantatien for change .f 
date of birth befsre the autherities was be—
lated in terms of Rule 79 of the General 

/ ' 	A 	
Financial Rules (GFF) 1963, even theugh that 
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rule had net been relied upen by the resp.ndents 
befsrs us; and 

(ii)that in pare 5 .f our erder we had given the 
impressien that the applicant was trying to 
gain a deuble advantage by giving one date of 
birth in the first instance and trying to change 
it new. 

	

3. 	is must clarify that when we censider an applicatien 

for review we are net permitted to sit in appeal ever our ewn 

erder and to recensider the opinisn expressed by us in the 

eriginal erder. S. far as the matter if delay is GenqJ4 

we applied our mind and felt that it was a salutary principle 

net to disturb the date of birth of a Gevarnmsnt Servant after 

the lapse of a ]eng time after his entry into Gsvernment 

service, becau5e there has to be some finality in regard to 

service rec.rds and they cannet be altered from time to time 

threugheut the career if the Government servant. It was in 

this cennectien that we referred to rule 79 if GFR 1963.. Our 

racell.ctien is that ceunsel for re8pendents did rnentien this 

rule and the time limit laid detain therein for making rapresenta—

tiens abeut change if date of birth. Even if hedid not, Rules 

published by the G.tiernment are public dscuments and rule 79 

if GIR had particular relevance to the peint in dispute befsre 

us. We, therefers, de net find any merit in the cententi.n that 

we sheuld recensider the questien of delay in the representatien 

made by the applicant to the autherities for altering his date 

of birth. As we have said earlier we are net sitting in appeal 

over our earlier .rder and, therefere, we see no roasen to 

review eurerder on this gruund. 

	

4. 	As for the ascend greund we weuld like to dispel 

any impressien that may have been created 	 gut 	that 

the applicant was attempting to gain a deuble advantage. We 

were merely explaining why a belated applicatien for change 

of date of birth sheuld net nermally be entertained and in 
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this cennectian we felt that itwas pessible that thaqiVS 

4that a persen might have given a wring date if birth when enter— 

ing service whether deliberately or by mistake and 	derived 

an advantage by dung se. In such a case if he subsequently 

makes a reprasentatien to have that mistake c.rrectad, it would 

ebvisusly not be cerrect to alluw it and t. Let him derive a 

d.uble advantage. It was certainly net an our mind that the 

applicant had attempted to di this. we were only talking if 

a hyputhatical pessibility and even there we merely said that 

' it becemes difficult to ascertain whether he had derived any 

advantage which w.uJd net have been available to him stherwise. 

Theref'ere, we definitelydid net mean to say that the applicant 

iimaalf was actually trying to gain a dauhie advantage. At the 

risk if repetitien the ratianale if our erder was that a re.. 

14 
	 presentatien for change if date if birth sheuld nurmally not 

be entertained many years after it had been recerded on the 

basis if infermatien furnished by the Gevernrnant servant 

himself. 

510 	 In the result the Review Applicatien is dismissed 

at the staya if admiesien itself. 

r1E18ER(J) 	( I 
	

E6ER(A) 
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