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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT IVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABZD

C.ANo,369/92 | Date ﬁf Ofde£: N N- Ay
lBETWEEN;
Telugumalla Kasamma “ : _ .. #pplicant,

A N‘D

1. Director, D.k.2,L,.
Kanchanbagh, Hyderabad,

2. Administrative Officer,
D.Kk.,D.L., Kanchéanbagh,
Hyderabad,

3. Senior Aéministrative Officer
Dr.l, D.,k.B.L,, Kanchanbagh, :
Hyderabad, .. Hespondents,

CounSellfdr the ~pplicant .o Mr,P,V.,5.5,5.Rama Rao

Counsel for the kespondents .. Mr, M.Jaganmohan Reddy

T CORAM $

HON'BLE SHRI Kk.BALASUBRAMAN IAN, MEMBER (ADMH, )

HON'BLE SHRI T..HANDRASEKHA#A REDDY, MEMBER (JUD L. )
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Judgement of the Division Bench delévered by

Hon'ble Shri T.Chandrasekhara Reddy, Memper(Judl.).

This is an application filed by the applicant herein
under Section 19 of the hdmimistrative'Tribunals act to direct
the r35p6ndents (@) to declare thé‘date of birth of the applicant
as 24.6. i942 (b) to diredt the respondents to continue the
applicant in service till she' attains the age of 60 years on

ATy

the basis of her date.of-birth._as_24.6. 1942f(;;u€; pass such.other
order or orders as may deem fit ard proper in the circumstahte:

of the case, T
ine;§55t3‘g1vihg}}15e to this O.A. in short are

as follovs i~

2, The first respondent in this O.,A. who is the Director,

Defence Reseaféh and Development Laboratory, Kanchanbagh,

Hyderabad appointed the applicent as Sweeper on 22,6,1972, The
applicant is an illeterate lady, ©On the basis of the medical |
certificate proauced by the applicant, the date of birth of the
applicant wasentered- Jas 24 66,1932 in her Service Record,
according to the applicant her correct date of birth is 24,6,1942,
It is also the case of‘the applicant that the respondents due

to mistake might have recorded her date of_birfh as 24J5.1932

in her Service Kecord instead of 24,6,1942, On the‘basié of ﬁhe

date of birhh of the applicant as 24,6,1932 the applicant had

" been retired @ w,e.f., 30.6,1992.

3. While in service the applicant had put in a represen-
PPN - TR TU

tation that she was aged only 29 years on the date of her appOlnt-

Ea hﬁt)’

ment in the year 1972 and that sheéé;;fto be retired only in the
year.2002 and requested the respondents to amend her date of
birth in her Service Record'suitébly. The respondents by their
‘proceedings dt 26.1,1992 in I.O,N. No,DRDL/Pers/1161/IE informed
the applicant thet the appointing authoritf had come to the
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conclusion that the date of birth recorded in the Service Register

as 24,6,1932 is correct that the applicant wégldlstand retired
from Government service w,e.f, 30,6.1992 after attaining the

age of superannuaiion. Aggrieved by the proceedingé Dt.722.1,1992
issued by the respondents in I.0.N,. Nb.DRDL/Pers/1161/;E, the
applicant haé,filed the present O.A, for the reliefd as already

indicated above,

4, The respondents have filed their reply to this 0.A,

5. - Mr, M.Jagan Mohan keddy, Standing Counsel for the
respondents had made available the Personal file &f the applicant

ag well as Service kegister,

6. ' We have heard .in detail Mr,PV.5.5.5.Rama Rao,
kdvocate for the applicant and Mr,M.Jagan Mohan kedddy,
Standing Counsel for the respondents, We have also perused

the personal file and Service Register of the applicant.

7. ~ According to the applicant her correct date of birth

is 24,6,1942, At the time &f the applicant entered in service

the date of birth of the applicant had been entered -as 24,6,1932
in her Service Record, As it is the case of the applicent that
her correct date of birth as 24.6,1942 heavy burden is cast on

the applicant to show that her correct date of birth is 24,6,42.

The applicant has not filed her birth extract to show that her

correct date of birth is 24,6,1942, The explanation offered is xk

v

that the applicant comes from a ppmﬁ.éifgly and that she is an
"'i‘

illeterate and so " she -*15\~Amsmw not able to produce her

birth extract, The applicant has also not produced before us

any materlal to show that her correct date of birth is 24,6, 1942

=

So, it has become necessary to dispose of this Oers, w1th tha

availapble materizl,
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dated 24.6472' was produced by the applicant that was

'issﬁeé b¢ the Civil Surgeon and Superintendent Govt.Hespital

eeba

8. 1f the correct date of birth of the applicant

is 24.6.92 asrcontended by her , then the applicant should
have been just 30 years at the time .of her entry into service.
The reccrd discloseés that/at the time of her appointment,
the relaxation of the age had been given to the applicant
from 30 years to 40 years., So, if the date of birth of

the appiicaent haé&been accepted by the respondents &s
24.6.42, we are unable to understand why the relaxation

of age with regard to her appointment from 30 years

to 40 years would have-been given by the competent authority.
So, this circumstance clearly indicates that the appl icant

had been aged more than 30 years at the time of her appointment.

9. At the time of her appointment, the applicant
had produced the medical certificate dated 24.4.1972 from
the Civil Surgeon and Superintendent,Govt.Hospital,Nampally,

Hyderabad. No doubt the Superintendent had certified thereir

that by her appearance that the applicant was aged about 29 yearsem

It is the contention of the applicanﬁ/that on the basis of
the said certificate that her date of birth is liable to be
corrected as 24.6.42 as she was aged only 29 to 30 years

at the time of her entry intc service. But the record dis-
closes that the said certificate was not éccepted by the
appoint}ng authoritgyas the appeointing authority was not
satisfied with the assessment of the age of the applicant
assessed by the concerned medical offices/an@,in the opinioﬁ
of the app?inting authority, the applicant was aged morethsan
30 years. Therefore, the appointing authority Had sent

the applicent for the second medical opinion for determingng

the correct age of the applicant. Sc, another certificate

Nampally,Hyderabad certifying that the applicant was aged 40
years as on 24.6£¥92. This second certificate dated 24.6.197

was accepted by the appointing authority as the date of

eeD
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ceSes _
birth of the applicant as 24,6.42 and en approval/the age of
the applicent was relaxed for her appointment frém 30 years to
40 years under Article 51 CSR Vol.I. ,Acgordingly, Daily Order
Part-1I No.82/B was zlso published on 1.8.1972. Based on this
Daily COrder Parf—II, her date of birth was recorded in the
service book and the applicant had also aff ixed her finger
impressions in token of having verified the entires in the
Service‘Book an@ certified as such. So, in view of what had
taken place in the year 1972 at the time of her appointment
with regerd to%er age, it is nct opeén now for the applicant
to centend that she‘was aged about 3Q vears at the time of
her appointment. 8o, at the time of her appointment, as

the date of birth of the aprlicant had been accepted by the

appointing atthority as 24.6.32, it is alsc not open for the

~applicant st this stage tc go back on the accepted date of

birth of the applicant as 24.6.42 at the time of entry into
service and contend that her.date of birth is 24.6.42. As
already vointed out, absolutely there ig alsc no procf in
this case that the date of birth of the applicant is 24.6.42.

In view of this positicn, the G2 is liasble to be “ismissed.

10. - In view of the medical certificates referred

to sbove which are of April, 1972 and June 1972 which are
é;ao contradictory with regard to the age of the applicaht,
the counsel for the applicant pleaded vehemently that Dy
appearance also, the applicant“euaqﬁ.will no£ be more than

50 years and so, he would make the applicant appear befcre
this Bench to draw proper conclusions with regard to the

age of the applicant after seeing ber. 8o, in view of the
submissions maé’é by the counsel for the epplicant on 25.11.95
we passed an brder remitting the applicant to appesr before

G BRE w1l (he. t.f)\»‘?MBI {,n‘}vﬂ o blenth
this Bench on 23.,2.92. By avpearance, it was evident that

N
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»rabad,

.R.D.L., Kanchanbagh,

Copy to:=-
l. Director, D.R.D.L., Kanchanbagh, Hyde
2. Administrative Officer, D.R. D.L., Kanchangagﬁ, Hyderabad.,
3.‘ Senior Administrative Cfficer Dr.1, D
Hyderabad,
One copy.-to Sri. P.V.5.5.S.Rama Rao,

. 4,

Chambers 5-9-22/1/1, Adarshnagar, Hyd

.5. One copy to Sri. M.Jagan Mohan Reddy,

6. One spare copy.

Rsm/~

\

advocate,

304 Ashoka

Addl., oGsc, CAT, Hyd.



the applicant was aged mere than 55 years. As a matter
of fact, the applicasnt seemed to be walking with scme
difficulty prchabkly due to her age. &0, Mr Rama'Rao.
counsel for the applicant very fairly zxx rep?esented
"that the matter may be Jecided after peruéiné the records
pertaining’té‘ﬁhé aﬁplieapt in this OA. 8o, as the
"épélicaﬁt'appears tc be more ﬁhén 55 years of age, the fact
that the date of birth ¢f the applicant is 24.6.42 cannot
be accepted at all., Cnce date of birth of the applicant
"as 24.6.42 cannct be accepted, this OA has got to be
met with the result of dismissal. )
. where
11. In the service register of the applicant,/the
woar B

. date of birth cf the applicant ils msdioedged, there is
scoring of the date of birth of the applicant and a fresh
writing with regard to the date of birth of the applicant?
is~sgen, The scoring of the date of hirth of the applicant
does not lead tc any suspicicn as we are cf the opinion
that the applicant's age had been ascertained as 24.6,42

at the time of her appcintment and which date was also

entered in the service register of the applicant.

12. For all the ressons mentioned abowve, this OA

is liable to be dismissed and is accordingly dismissed

leaving the parties to bear their own costs.

MMZ - e ~

(R.BALASUBRAMANIAN) (T CHANDRASEKHARA R?é;Y) |
Member (Admn) ., Member(Jucél.)
Dated: ) ;L, March,1993 j/
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TYPED BY /7 | COMPARED BY ‘ - i
“—

cHECKED BY”| “\|/apPrOVED BY

"IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRAT VE TRIBUNAL

HYDERABAD BENCH

‘AT HYDERABAD.

THE HON'BLE MK.JUSTICE V,NEELADRT RAO
VICE CHAIRMAN

AND

THE HON'BLE MR.K BALASUBRAMANIAN

K AN

THE HON'BLE MR.T.
' _."RED

MEMBER (ALDMN)

CHANDRASEKHAR .
s MLMBER( JUI{@)_

DATED: /‘?ZB/ -1993 ..
|

QRDER/JUDGMENT L
- AT /ﬁ: _
L, ..
R PufCr P/ MrAsNos . )
- ol ) .!'
| =269/
0,4&.No., .
v T A NOj— (W TN — ——
Admitted and Interim directions (% S
issueq,
Allowed,

Disposed of . with ditections
(o Dismissed as§ withdr

DiSmissed

.

Dismissed for defaul

Ordered/Re jected.

__No order as to ¢
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