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THE HONUURABLE MR oHoRAJENDR:: PRASAD, . MEER (ADMN)

MR JH LRAJENDRA PRASAD,M_MEER (nDFN) s In this applicztion, Shri Nityanands

Mohanty, Extré Departmentdl Delivery - -=nt, Kzlekala Extra
Deo:crtmentél Brench Post Cffice in Cut-ack(South) Postal
Division, has préyed for the quashinc £ crders issued by

the Sub-division&gl Inspector of Pogt ficess, Cuttack Central

Sub-Division, directing the applicént t: ‘et himself relieved

immedictely on the ground th3t he hcc 1r- -dy crossed the
statuitory &ce of superannustion for - = —eotrtmentél Agents
gs per the deo.rtmentél regulaticns. . licint pr@ys
further thét the reszondents be direr e in o Rin i
cervice till he attéins the &ge of i rs, which,
&ccords ~/t: his celc ~ns, wi ¥ =1, 15C4,
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The application was admitted on 6.4.1993 but no interim
orders were passed.
2. Briefly stated, the applicant claims that -
i) his real date of birth is 10,10.1929;

ii) the date of birth recorded in official
documents, viz., 10,10,1927, is incorrect#

1i1) no document was called for from him to
establish his date of birth 2t the time
of his original recruitment;

1v))at 2 time when he was expecting to be called
upon to produce documents in support of his
date of birth, the impugned orders were
served on him, instecd;

v) he represented to the concerned authorities
for & correction of his date of birth as it
stood recorded in the officiel documents of
the department;

vi) he does not possess any school-leaving
certificate in support of his claim but has
produced @ horoscopé to back=up his i
contention; and

vii) thet he has not yet been relieved of his
duties.

3. He asserts that the impugned order, being
arbitrary and illegal, deserves to be guashed.
4, The respondents counter the anplicant's claim

by stating that -

a) the applicant had indicated his age s
27 years, and the date of birth as 10,10,1927,
in the Descriptive Perticulars furnished
2t the time of his initisl engagement;

b) the date of birth &c reccréed in the official
documents was one thét wis indicated by the
applicant himself:

orovision for
ts or further
e 2nd date of
he official
eight years;

c) there was neither & necd nor
ceélling for additioncli docume
procfs when the @pplic rtts
birth stood duly reccrcec 1
documents for more tisn TnIrt

< il
&

i n

Mok 3 m

a) thr anslicant actucll; :v<ded his relief
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by remeining absent @anauthorisedly from
3.4.1993 on werds, 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 superannudtion orders, @ 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.
S5e 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 & change 4n ﬁis date of birth,
the application should be dismissed.
6. I have carefully considered the facts of the
case., It is revealed that the cate of birth of Shri
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icent, wes recorded
as furnished by the official himself, He has not produced
any school-leaving certificate tc establish or support
his assertion that 1929, and nct 1927, wés the year of his
birth. The horoscope belatedly procuced by him in support
of his claim is an unreliable document @2nd unacceptable
as @ dependable basis for & chsnge of the year of his
birth. His representation tc the concerned authorities
for & correction of the éate of his birth, as it stood
entered in his service=-recorgs, more thén thirty-five
years a8go, wads &lso hopelescly bs=lited &nd did not
obviously merit consideration. Ii¥ representétion was

not even made prior to the peric £ five yesrs from
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6. There is no merit at all in the applicant's
claim or argument a8nd these are hot based on any
acceptable documents or proof. The application is,

therefore, disallowed. No costs.

Central Administrative Tribunal
Cuttack Bench Cuttack
dated the 2. /©. 1993/B.K.Sahoo




