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CENTRAL  ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL & BAD i
ALLAHABAD .

Allahabad this the 24%. day aftdw-71997.

Original Application no. 246 of 1995

Hon'ble Mr. S. Dayal, Administrative Member

Vidya Ram Sharma, $/0 Late Sri Ram Dayal, Extra Departmental
Branch Post Master Sirsa Khurd, Baduan.

«s¢ Appli€éant

C/A Sri Anupam Shukla
S ri U.M. Kahre

Versus

1« The Union of India through its Superintendent, Post
Offices, Badaun Mandal, Badaun.

2. The Sub- Divisional Inspector based at Sahaswan, Badaun i

«++ Respondents. ‘

C/R Sri 5.C, Tripathi.

ORDER

Hon'ble Mr. S. Dayal, Member-A.

This is an application under section 19 of the
Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985.

v The applicant seeks the relief of direction to
the respondents to change the date of birth from 30.03.30
to 01.09.33 in respect of the petitidnmer in thesw records .
The applicant also sought a direction that he should not

\;i/iiﬁired fvan the post of EDBPM, Sirshe Bhurd before
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01.99.98, He has prayedfoﬂ»setting asided the order
Q/

dated 13.12.94 . Lastdly he has prayed for award the

cost of t he application.

3. The case of the applicant is that Hhe was
agpointed as EDBRM in the branch post office, Sirsha Khurd
Badahn without any order of appointment on 0l1.04.31.

There is no reeord of his date of birth in the inspection
record maintd-ined by respondent no. 2. He states that

at that time there were norules for recrutment of ED Agents
and no acBdemic qualificaticn i{:;ﬁéscribed and, therefore,
no attention was paid to the date of birth at the time

of recruitment. He sk tes that two transfer SRLRELEE
certificates issued by Junior Basic School, Baduan show
his date of birth as 01.09.33./ﬂﬁhlh the imspection notes
of b@anch post office Sirsa Khurd)the date of birth of the
applicant was shown as 01.09.33. He came to know that

the respondents had mistakenly -shown hi date of birth as
30.03.830 in the senicrity list of ED Employees and he

sent a protest letter dated 10.09.94 in which & copy of
his school leaving certificate was attached, In response
he received a letter dated 13.12.94 from the respondents
maintaing that his date of -kirth is XXX# 30.03.30 and not
01.09.33. The applicant made 3 representati ond dated
19.12.94, 5.2.95 and 5.3.95. He has stated in the first
two representationsthat the department itself had asked
for his date of birth ten or twelve year@ back and he had
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swld transfer certificate at"effife sl feo 286 by

registered post. His representationswere not acceded to
and he was not shown the official record regarding his
date of irth which makes hhq.beleiye that there was no

of ficial record. He has referred to depertmental

instructiong casting obligations of the appointing authori.

ties to inform the EDA 6 molths in advance of the date on
which they would complete 65 yeargs . He claim thaéno
such intimatioh was received by him, He states that

the respondents sl initiated proceeding to fRll up the
vacancy of EDBPM at Sirsha Khurd on 19.12.94.

4, Arguements of Sri anupam Shukla)learned counsel
for the applicant)and $2i8.C. Tripathi)tearnbd cdunsel
for the re5pondents)were heard. Learned counsel for the
app 'icant cited the case of Kapil Dev Sharma Vs U.0.I. &
g?s ( 1993) 24 ATC 655§ Ln which the date of birth of
c;sual labouH; was recorded on 4.3.71 after medical
examination and the applicant had signed and admitted the
correctmess of the iatzry*;zde in his service book. The
applicant did not truned round in 1987 and claim that his
date of birth was 27.4-46 on the basls date of birthi:&

St M onis

certific:%e ofBcBool., The facts of the case @@ are,
however, not in par;materia with the present case before
me. In the case cited the date of BE#B bitth recorded
C3608R at the time his initisl regmditment in 1964 as
casual labour was 27.4.8946, Again when he was appointed
a@s substitue by an order dated 11.3.71 $§0e000ndenadeted
his date of birth was shown as 28.4 1946. It was only

at the time of &creening for abscrption as regular khalasi

in 1973 athat his date of Birth came to be redbrded 27.1.42
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that ease for correction of date of birth was @ccepted.

Se In the present case before me correctiom in

date of birth is being asked for about 4 menths before the

date of retirement on?iasis of school leaving certificate

of class 3 in the school and on the‘basis of inspection

note{fﬁe reSponcentSE;:éﬁclaimed in therg CA that the appli-

cant was asked to produce his education dertificate showing

date of birth but he did not geg&ae produce any certificate
e ree ekt bone accepled

and € Nis date UT BLITH @5 SUWI W, which was shown

in the d®scriptige particulars prepared by the mail overgler

on the day of his engagement on Ql1.04.61. These bear the

signature of tke applicant and also his fingugf prints.

The applicant has admitted that he could read and write

A copy of the dfscriptive particulars in the gervice ro@

of t he applicat show his date of birth as 30.08.30. This

has been annexed to the CA. In a seniority list of

Octolwer 1990, the date of birth of the appligant was shown

again as 30.03.30 and this tools annexed to CA filed by

the respondengs. It‘is‘also been mentioned that the

applicant was relieved on the after noon on 29.03.95 of

the charge of EDBPM Sirsa Khurd. The learned counsel for

the respondents has cited the judgemeni of the Apex Court

in U.0.1. Vs Harnam Singh's | 1993 A SCC(L & §) 375. fﬁ

which the Apex Court set aside the correction of date of

09BLe0LEVEAGEUREana one year before

Ehe retirement as theiengndents

has several occasgorg to

Qée his date of birth recorded by the applicants,

6. ~ The applicant's c¢laim €or correetion of date of

. birth as per averment made in the OA was first made on
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10.09.94 which was beraly 6 months before his retimement.
He states bhat he made this &ak®g claim in pesponse to

the seniority list of ED Employees circlulated on 01.12.90

\puu.c \A&S\'\lﬁ) Loloted . :
7 The application has, therefore, mo merit and it is

dismissed. There shall be no order as 10 cosis.

Membe p-A



