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BEFORE THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NEW BOMBAY BENCH, NEW BOMBAY. -

Driginal Applicatidn:No.247/90;. '

Shri Petras Pandurang Waghmare,
96, Yashoda Housing Soc1ety, : .
Pune - 411 016 : ‘ _ .+« Applicant,

U/s.

1. Union of India,

Office of the Standing Counsel
for Union of India, Bombay.

2. The EECretarg, v

' Ministry of Defence,
‘Government of India,
New Delhi.

3; The General Manager,
Ammunition Factory,: o S :
Kirkee, Pune=411 003, o e Respopdénts;

Coram ¢ Hon ble Shri Justice U.C. 5r1Vastava, Vice Chalrman
Hon'ble Shrl M.Y. Priolkar, Member (A).

ORAL JUDGNENT . ..~ - DATED: 17.7.1991.
I PER : Hon'ble Shri U.C Srlvastava, Vice Chairman }

R

The épplicant ﬁas approached this Tribunal

claimihg‘thét;the respondénts be -directed to correct

! . N / ' T » . 3 . - . -
" the date of birth of the applicant as 16.,2.1933 in place

0F‘16.2;1931>in tha service record of the applicant.
- . kY - .
The applicant joined‘the'seruiCes in the Ammunition

Factnry, Klrkee on’ 16. 11 1“48 as Machine Dperator.

'Accordlng to the- appllcant no prooF uhataoever was given.

But it appears that=hls date of birth uas u;ongly.recorded
4s 16.11.1931, The applicant learnt of the same and he’
made a representatiqn‘in.tha year 1980 against the same

alonguith the documents., The first document submitted

"' .2‘.
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0.A.247/90. ' ‘ .
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+ by the applicant was an extract from the Birth REQistar'

of Municipal Council, Yavatmel in uhich his date of birth

has been shown as-16.2.1933 as alsc a School Leaving
v Certifioata_iséued by the Primary School, Ahmednagar in

‘which his date of birth was shown as 16.2.1933., Despite

these documents the fesbqndents.rejectad hia applipation
dt. 14.2,1990 and thereafter again on 1.3.1990 uhen the

appllCant has prayed that the documents of unlmpeachable

character were filed by him and yet his date of birth has

[

‘not been corrected.

2. . ‘Even ‘if ueﬁcODSiden the date of birth as given

by him then the applicant joined the Ammunition Factory

at the agaucf 15% years and according to the respondents

" he had just completed 17 years at the time ‘when he uas

taken in,sefvice.- The quaétion will be that whether the

applicant will be antitleg’to double benefit or not. As

it was just possible’that if his age was 154 years he would
‘not have been taken in service. But it is not necessary to
~enter into this-question and to decide it. The certificate

which the applicant has produced uas of 1965 and yet he

waited qu:f5 long yéa:s'to file the Same. The authorities .

- concerned have rejected his represantation and have not

placed reliance on uha sald reprasentatlon an the ground

1

that at tha time.of entry into the serv1ce a particular

age ‘was given which has-ramained on record for long years,

'_and, therefore, correction was not pbssible and double

4 : » - ) . . * . '
benefit cannot be givem. 50 no assistance tcan be given

~
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fappllcatlon*as accordlngly rEJBCted._

CoNe
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to the applicéht'és.rggards date of- retlrement. The

Houéver; the
l - |
appllcant may approach the authorltlas to be. con31dered

E

for peemployment_For a partlcular perlod. Nq-order as

to gosts, - o - L o e - '
i - .-'>_ . i i
1 . . .
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( U.C.SRIVASTAVR )}
VICE CHAIRMAN,

( m.v. PR&U[’AR ) ;‘~i_ U;ﬂ
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