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KR.H.IJLNDR ,M_NELEJE1bDLN) s In this applicaior., Shri Nityananda 

Mohanty, Extre De7rtment6l Deliver,. nt1 	Kalakala Extra 

Deocrtn'ente1 Ere.nch Post Cffice in c: ck(outl 	Postal 

Division, has orayed fr the quashir. ders issued by 

the Sub_divisional 1nspector of Poz ficc, Cuttack Central 

uh-Divisiofl, 	directinç the aplicar, - 	et hirself relieved 

irnred lately or tha ground th4t he h - dy cr:s sad the 

statuL3ry age of superanruation for .- 	-:trtI 	Aets 

a 	oer 	th 	deo rtrente1 reouloticr. I 	pry5  

further that 	thE 	 be dir ht 	in 

erI'i 	t2 	he atir. 	ge - 	 ;hich, 

cc::Jtc 	hi 	cTV-.  
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The application was admitted on 6.4.1993 but no interii 

orders were passed. 

Briefly stated, the applicant claims that - 

i) his real date of birth is 10.10,1929, 

the date of birth recorded in official 
documents, viz., 10.10.1927, is incorrect 

i 

2. 

3. 

iii) no docurrent was called for from him to 
establish his date of birth at the time 
of his original recruitment ; 

isLat a time when he was expecting to be called 
upon to prode documents in support of his 
date of birth, the impugned orders were 
served on him, instead; 

v he represented to the concerned authorities 
for a correction of his' date of birth as it 
stood recorded in the ifficial documents of 
the departmeflt 

he does not possess any shoolleaving 
certificate in support of his claim but has 
produced a horoscope tj back-up his 
contention; and 

that he has not yet bean relieved of his 
dut ies. 

He asserts that the imucned order, being 

arbitrary and illegal, deserves to be quashed. 

4. 	The respondents counter the annlicant's clim 

by stating that - 

the aplicant had in. icated his age a 
27 years, and the date of birth as 10.10.1927, 
in the Descriptive RrticularS furnished 
at the time of his initial engagement; 

the date of birth as rec:rded in the official 
&icumentS was one th: .:: s indicated by the 
aoplicant himself; 

there was neither 	 a rovisior for 
cClljn for adáiticn-i 	cunts or further 
proofs when the eonl 	' a;e encz date of 
birth stood duly recr 	in the official 
docuzmenrt.- s for rore 	rty Eight years; 

th a,olicant acto°1 . 	:d his relief 

J. !L. 
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by remaining absent Unauthorisedly from 
3.4.1993 on wards, apparently  with the 
intention of invoking the intervention 
of the Tribunal by filing an application, 
which he did on 5.4.1993: and 

e) 	since the applicant had absented 
without prior notice, or by the grant of 
a proper leave of absence, or by nominating 
a substitute, and had avoided compliance 
of valid superannuation orderi, a suitable 
candidate had had to be regularly selected 
and appointed in his place to carry on the 
essential day-to--day duties at the post 
office. 

The learned Senior Standing Counsel for the 

respondents urged that, there being not the slightest 

force or merit in the arguments advanced by the applicant 

in support of his claim for a change in his date of birth, 

the application should be dismissed. 

1 have carefully considered the facts of the 

case. It is revealed that the -ate of birth of Shri 

Nityanenda Mohanty, the prese:.t 	;icnt, was re'cr<ied 

as furnhed by the official himself. !- has not produced 

any school-leaving certificate to establish or support 

his assertion that 1929, and not 1927, was the year of his 

birth. The horoscope belatedl crcuced by him in support 

of his claim is an unreliable dcurent and unacceptable 

asa dependable basis for a change cf the year of his 

birth. His representation t: ti: cncerned authorities 

for a correction of the date if hic birth, as it stood 

entered in his service-records, 	r:re than thirty-five 

years ago, was alsc hopelessi: 	cef and did not 

obviously merit consideratioc. i 	:e resentêtion was 

not even made prior to the cr: 	five years from 

the datof ho 1c:)•nin 

-4 DrJ. ILA 
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6. 	There is no merit at all in the applicant's 

claim or argument and these are not based on any 

acceptable documents or proof. The application is, 

therefore, disallowed. No costs. 

- 	•r' 

.Mjendra prasart 

MJwEER (4.I ISTR¼T WE) 
2-0 oCT P3 

Central Administrative Tribunal 
Cuttack Bench cuttack 

dated the 4'.  IC. 1993/B.K,Sahoo 

-e--._---- 


