
HON’BLE SRI JUSTICE ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI 

WRIT PETITION No.7350 of 2016 

ORDER: 

 This writ petition is filed  seeking the following relief :- 

“ …….. to issue any writ ,  order or direct ion more part icularly 

one in the nature of Writ  of Mandamus declaring all the 

proceedings leading upto and including the proceedings           

vide Ref.No.RG2/ C3(0)/ 217/ Dy.PM/ 914 dated 18.02.2015 

proceedings Ref.No.RG2/ 0C3(0)/ 217/ Dy.PM/ 577 dated             

03.02.2016 and proceedings vide Ref.No.RG2/ PER/ CF/ 567 

dated 17.02.2016 informing pet it ioner’ s date of birth as          

12.03.1956 and f ixing pet it ioner’ s date of ret irement  as           

31.03.2016 as arbit rary, il legal, bad in law, violat ive of 

principals of natural j ust ice and consequent ly by set t ing aside 

the said proceedings direct  the respondents to correct  

pet it ioner’ s date of birth as 03.07.1961 instead of 12.03.1956 

in the service records and also in all other relevant  records of 

the respondents, cont inue pet it ioner in service t il l he at tains 

the age of ret irement  as per correct  date of birth with all 

consequent ial and at tendant  benefit s ……” . 

 

 Heard  Mr.P.V.L.Bhanu Prakash, lea rned  c ounsel for the 

petitioner and  Mr.J.Srinivas Rao, lea rned  Stand ing Counsel for the 

respondents.  

It has been c ontended  by the petitioner tha t he has stud ied  

up to 4th c lass and  owing to va rious p rob lems and  domestic  issues, 

he c ould  not pursue his stud ies further.  The petitioner submits tha t 

he was initia lly appointed  as Bad li Filler with the respondents on 

17.04.1981 and  a t the time of his appointment, he has p roduc ed  4th 

c lass study c ertific a te and  in the sa id  c ertific a te, the da te of b irth of 

the petitioner was shown as 03.07.1961, but the respondents have 

erroneously entered  his da te of b irth based  on the med ic a l report 

as 12.03.1956.  Therefore, the petitioner had  submitted  a  

rep resenta tion to the respondents on 19.12.2006 seeking c orrec tion 
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of his da te of b irth.  When the respondents have not ac ted  on the 

sa id  rep resenta tion, the petitioner had  filed  W.P.No.29843 of 2015 

and  this Court was p leased  to d ispose of the sa id  writ petition on 

14.09.2015 d irec ting  the respondents to refer the c ase of the 

petitioner to age determina tion c ommittee.  Pursuant to the sa id  

order, the age determina tion c ommittee has c onsidered  and  

rejec ted  the c ase of the petitioner vide p roc eed ings da ted  

14.01.2016.  The petitioner submits tha t he retired  from servic e vide 

order da ted  31.03.2016.  Cha lleng ing the same, the p resent writ 

petition is filed . 

Learned  c ounsel for the petitioner submits tha t the 

respondents have erroneously entered  the da te of b irth of the 

petitioner a t the time of his initia l appointment based  upon med ic a l 

report, but not c onsidered  the study c ertific a te submitted  by the 

petitioner.  Therefore, the lea rned  c ounsel submits tha t appropria te 

orders be passed  in the writ petition by setting  aside the report of 

the age determina tion c ommittee and  c ontinue the petitioner in 

servic e as per his c orrec t da te of b irth i.e., 03.07.1961 and  c ontinue 

him in servic e with a ll c onsequentia l benefits. 

Learned  Stand ing Counsel appearing  for the respondents has 

c ontended  tha t a t the time of his initia l appointment, the petitioner 

had  not submitted  any p roof in respec t of his da te of b irth and  in 

those set of c irc umstanc es, the c ase of the petitioner was referred  

to med ic a l board  and  based  upon the med ic a l examina tion report, 

the da te of b irth of the petitioner was entered  as ‘ 12.03.1956’  and  

the petitioner has not d isputed  his da te of b irth till the last minute 

and  only a t the fag  end  of his c a reer,  the petitioner has been 
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making representa tions seeking c orrec tion of his da te of b irth.  

Pursuant to the order passed  by this Court in W.P.No.29843 of 2015, 

the c ase of the petitioner was referred  to age determina tion 

c ommittee and  the age determina tion c ommittee had  examined  

the c ase of the petitioner and  a fter g iving  an opportunity to the 

petitioner had  determined  the da te of b irth of the petitioner as 

‘ 12.03.1956’  and  ac c ord ing ly, the petitioner retired  from servic e on 

31.03.2016.  Sinc e the petitioner has ra ised  the issue of da te of b irth 

a t the fag  end  of his c a reer, the same is not ma inta inab le. The 

Hon’b le Supreme Court in  State of Tamilnadu Vs. T.V.Venugopalan1 

had  c a tegoric a lly held  tha t the request of emp loyees seeking 

c orrec tion of da te of b irth a t the fag  end  of c a rrier should  not be 

enterta ined  and  this is one of suc h c ases. The petitioner is ra ising  the 

issue of his da te of b irth a t the fag  end  of his c a reer and  the age 

determina tion c ommittee has examined  the c ase and  a fter g iving  

opportunity to the petitioner rejec ted  the c ase of the petitioner.  

Henc e, there a re no merits in the writ petition and  the same is liab le 

to be d ismissed . 

 This Court, having c onsidered  the riva l submissions made by 

the respec tive parties, is of the c onsidered  view tha t the petitioner 

has not p roduc ed  any materia l before this Court to demonstra te 

tha t he had  submitted  p roof about his da te of b irth a t the time of 

his initia l appointment.  The petitioner has relied  upon c erta in 

doc uments, whic h a re a lleged  to have been p roc ured  only during  

2010-12, but not ea rlier thereto i.e., pan c a rd , adhaar c a rd  and  

other doc uments and  none of the c ertific a tes relied  upon by the 

                                                 
1
 (1994) 6 Supreme Court Cases 302 
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petitioner a re p rior to his initia l appointment.  Admitted ly, the 

petitioner has approac hed  this Court a t the fag  end  of his c a reer 

seeking c orrec tion of da te of b irth and  the respondents have a lso 

referred  the c ase of the petitioner to the age determina tion 

c ommittee and  the age determina tion c ommittee had  examined  

and  rejec ted  the c ase of the petitioner. Therefore, this Court is not 

inc lined  to interfere in the matter, as the petitioner has approac hed  

this Court a t the fag  end  of his c a reer.  Henc e, there a re no merits in 

the writ petition and  the same is liab le to be d ismissed . 

Ac c ord ing ly, the writ petition is d ismissed .  No order as to 

c osts. 

 Pend ing misc ellaneous petitions, if any, sha ll stand  c losed . 

 

 

____________________________ 

  ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILI, J  

12-09-2019 

Prv 


