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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRiBUNAL, JAIPUR BENCH, 

JAIPUR 

Date of oraer:lS.12.2001 

OA No.326/2001 

Babu Lal Verma s/o late Shri Kajorijee c/o. Divieional 

Electrical Engineer, DjviEdonal' RciiJ.way Manager's Offjce, 

Western Railway, Ajmer 

•• Applicant 

Versus 

1. Union cf India through the General Manager, 

Western Railway, Church~ate, Mumbai. 

2. Divisional Railw~y Manager (Estt.), Western 

Railway, Ajmer. 

3. Divieional El.ectr ical Engineer, Western 

Railway, Ajmer.· 
.. 

4. Divisional Accounts Officer, Western Railway, 

Ajmer. 

.• Responaents 

None ptesent for the applicant 

Mr.R.G.Gupta, counsel for the respondents 

CORAM: 

Hon'ble Mr. S.K.Ag~rwal, Judicial Member 

ORDER 

Per Hcn'bl~ Mr. S.K. Agarwal, Judicial Member 

In this Original Application the applicant 

roakes a prayer to quash ana _set-asiae the order datea 

11.5.2001 (Ann.Al) issued by respondent No.2 ana to direct 

the respondents to allow the applicant to continue in 

-
service beyond 31.8.2001 till he attajns his actual age o'f 

superannuat:lon as per his aate of 'birth recorded in the 
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the appl'icar:it 's servi_te book at the time of. joj ning the 

railway service. 

2. Reply to this OA has been filed and ·in the 

·reply it ... is stated that . at the t j me of initial 

a pp.oj nt·IDent, age of t.he applicant was recorded .as 23 years 

and ·his _date of birth as per record of service is 15th 

August; .1941 a,na not 5.8.1946. It is .stated that .in the 

seniority lists published b~7 the answering ·_respondents, 

from tiIDe time t~ ti~e, date of birth of the applicant has 

been shown as 15.8.i941~ It is al~o stated .that applicant 

' was initially app-ointed as Apprentice Mechanic on 23.10.64 

and he has passed his interm~diate -exaIDination frow 

Rajasthan Unjv~rsity in t~e year 1957. Hence. jt is 

impossible that applicant could have passed the 

interwediate e:*awj n_at ion at the age of 11 years, if . the 

coriten.tion of the appljcanf is .taken as true. It is stated 

that applicant has raised this issue cnly at the fag end 

of his servi.ce career whith is not per~issjble and 

applicant has rio case for interference by thjs Tribunal. 

3. Heard the. learned counsel for the respondent~ 

and. also perused ·the averment s made . by the appl i can,t in 
'y 

this OA and all r~levant documents produced before me by 

the parties to the lit·igation. 

4 •. It appears that in. service sheets date of birth 

pf .the applicant has been· recorded. as 15t.h August, 1941 

and this date of birth has been duly acknowledged and. 

'.Terified by the appljcant himself. Not; ·only this, but in 

4he seniority 

,, ......:.:---

lists prepared by the department··iri the yea!'· 
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1977 and . 1998 date. of "b]rth of the. · appl il:'ant has been 

retoide~ as 15.8.1941~ It appe~rs th~t . applicant h~s 

raised this 1 ssue at· th? fag end of his service career, 

. therefore, saroe is hot ·permissible as. p~r ·.law .. 

5. In. Harnam Singh v. UOI, AIR 1993 SC 136 7, it 

was held that in the absence of any· provision in· the ·rules 

-
for correction of date of birth the ·general principle "of 

refusing. relieo en the grcunds of lat-ches or stale claim 

is generally applied by~ Cour~~ Qr Tribunals. It is 
. 

lj,- nonetheless competent for the Govt to fix a time ·limft in 

service rules after which no application for correction of 

date - of bi rt.h O·f a govt. servant can J:{e entertained. A 

govt. servant who makes an _ appl i.cat ioh for correct ion of 

date of bi-rth beyond the time so fixed, ·therefore, canno,t 

claim as .a matter of right the.correction .of date of birth· 

' 
even if he has .-good evidence to establish that rec9rded 

date of birth ia clearly erron~us. 

6-. In Uriion of India and ors. v. Saroj Bala, .--,-
(1996) 32, ATC i 658, the c1aim for alteration Of· date of 

/ 

., .birth was denied and their Lordship ob.served that it is 

unthinkable that having been born in educated faroiiy and 

having remained in service .for ·18 years, she discovered 

that her date of birth is wrong. 

7. In State of Tamilnadu v. T.V.Venugopalan, 

( 1994) 6 sec 302 I the ~uprem~. Court had repeatedly been. 

holding thet ihordinate delay in making the applic~tion is 

itself a. ground . of . rejecting the correct ion of da-te of 

birth •. The gbvt. servant having declared his date of birth 

;~ 
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as .entered· in serv.ice-register'.t,o· be correct, would. hot be·, 

permitted - at. the fag e·i:ia" of ,his _:sen1l..-c.e career to raise a 

djspute _a.s regards the corr:e~tion of. the entries· in the 

service r~gister. The same view has been reiteiated.by tbe 

Supreme. Court: in Burn Standard Co .. ·. Ltd. v. Devband 
I 

Mazumdar and anr. , (-1995) 4 SCR 25. -

I •. 

·1 

.8. In General Manager. Bharat Cooking Coal Ltd. v~ 
- - .\ 

Shib Kumar Dusha.d and . ors •. in Civil Appeal No. 6/42/2000. 

decided on 2.11.2000- 'and - Union of ·India v. Ram~:1swa,IPi ·and. 

ors., (1997)" 4 sec --647, it was held that date ·of birth as 

· - r:ecord_ed in. the service record and the_ date declared by an 
I 

. ·. officer in his a~~lic~f ion fer recruitment - has to be 

accepterd as correct ·and cannot. pe alterecl unless. it is 

.established cthat ~ bonafide mistake has been committed in 
I • 

accept ing.-·the date· 'of . birth. 

9. In the inst ant case, applicant . failed to 

eetabiish the fact. that ·there, has: been any bona:Ode error 

en the part :of the respondent department in recording his 
' . -

date of birth in the servi~e record. Therefore, ~t the fag 

·end of the §er~ice ciieer, if ~pplicant make~ a prayer to 

change · hi's date c'f birth,. tha.t cannot be .al lowed unless. 

there is, a bon~fide errot. Thus, ·~p~li~arit has no c~se for 

. intereference by this . Tr.ibunal and this OA. is devoid of 

any merit and 'is liable. tc be dism1ssed. 

10. · I, ther~fore, dismiss this OA having no merits 

. with .no order as to ·cc st s. 

'. , 

. ~.~;,._.--
;{;'K.AGARWAL) . 

J_udl ~Member 


