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CENTRAL Nil ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
LLAHABAD BEN:;H l.J.\H;;B~.

Oris,inal • lication NO.1451 of 2003.

All habad this the 28th day of Nove..l!!ber20.Q~.

l-bn' le Maj Gen K.K. Srivastava, Member- •
Hon' le Mr,,-&.K. BhC!i.I1'gjir, ~,mber-J.

Karam Deo
S/O M3havir
Rio 1280 M3nas Nagar Co lony,
!~ghalsarai, District Chandauli.

• ••••• Ap lie ant.

(By Advocates: Sri S.K. Day/Sri S.K. Mishra)

Versus.

1. Union of Indid
through the General M3nager
E.C. Rly. H- ji ur Bihar.

2. Th? Divisional aiJ.'< ay lv13nager,
E.C. Rly. Mughalsarai
District Chandauli.

3. The Assistant Engineer (I)
E.C. lye M.l£jhalsarai
District Chandauli.

• •••••• rtcs nde rrt s ,

(By vocate: Sri K.P. Singh)

o R D E R-------
(By Hon' Ie M3j Gen K.K. Srivastava, A.M)

In this •• , filed under section 19 of A::itninistr<.;!tive

Ir Lbuno Ls net 1985, the a licant has challenged the

order dated 26.08.2003 by which he h s been intimated

that he would su er annuate- n 30.11-2003.

2. Sri S.K. Dey learned counse I for the a Ldcarrt

submitted that the order dated 26.08.2003 suffers from

rnanife st error of 1 w bec ause the a Li.c ant. was e r lier

en aged as Casua 1 bour in the ye ar 1972 rd the erusa 1

of Annexur.e 1-1.-1c Iear Ly shows that the age of the ~ Lac ant
~stage o~

at initialLcasu 1 em loyment was a roximately 24 yedrs.
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It appears that in co lurnnLi.e., date of birth, incorrect

entry has been made showing tre d.ate :.ofbirth of

the a licant as 26.!l.1.1943. The Ie ar ned counsel further

submitted that if the date of birth of the app Lfcarrt is

26.11.1943 he could not have been engaged as Casual

Labour in 1972 because he would have then been 29 years

and maximum age for em loyment is 25 years. Learned

counsel also submitted that a pLf.c arrt has filed a

re re se rrta t Io n before respondent No.2 which has not been

decided and in absence of any decision the applicant would

be superannuated illegally on 30.11.2003.

3. Resisting t be claim of the ap licant, the learned

counsel for tre respondents submitted that Annexure 1

filed with the o.~. ertains to the details of a person

known as Karan Deo Singh whereas the name of the a plicant

is Karam Deo, Learned counse 1 for the re sponde nts

further submitted that there is no merit in the case and

the O.A., is liable to be dismissed.

4. We have heard counse I for the ar tLesand erused

records.

5. In our considered 0 inion, this O.A. is fit to be

decided finally at the admission stage itse 1£ by assing

a pro~riate orders.

6. In the facts and circumstances, the O.A. is

finally tlecided by direction to respondent No.2 to

decide the representation of the applicant dated 15.10.2003

by a reasoned and s eakLnq order" within period of

six tveeks from the date of communication of this order.

Since the a licant is to superannuate as er the

respo ndents on 30.11.2003, we have rovided only, six

weeks to r-ssponderrt No.2 to decide the re resentation

ure Ly in the interest of justice. IJ e also rovide
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that in case the re sjorderrt NO.2 finds th t the claim

of the ap Ldcarrt is correct and he is to ~ retire~ onGv 4- ~ ~
subsequent date ,the intervening er Lod from clJ. t!.2003®~~
to the date of dis o saI of re resentation shall be

regularised by gr nting dmissible leave.

7. There sha 11 be no order as to costs.

~ /~m'MJ Nember-A.

Nanish/-


