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3. The applicant has been working in tHe Department
cf posts as Extra Depertmental Mail Carrier/Deliverv Agent
w.e.f. 7.7 1967. At the time of entry into service, due

to some error, the date of birth of the aprlicant had been

entered in the service reccrds as 1.7.1941,

4, In the year 1983, the applicant sougﬁt permission
to appear in fhe Departmental examination for the pdst of
postman . On the basis of the aprplicant's dats of birth
that was ehtered in the service records, the competent
authority did not permit the applicant to appear in the
said examination to the cadre of rcstman on the grounds,
that the aplicant was over-aged. Subsequently, the
applicant obtained birth extract dated 17.11.83 issued

by Sub-Registrar snd Registrar of Births and deaths
Chittoor and certificate dated 28.7.88 issued by

Mandal Revenue Officer, Gangadhara, Nellore; and submitted
the same to the Sub-Divisional Inspector (Posal)

Scuth Sub- :
Chittoor/Division who issued a corriegendum dated 19.12.90
that the date of birth of the applicant is revised as
19.6.1943 and with a direction that necessary corrections
are to be made in the relevant reccrds. After éetting the
date of birth revised as 19.6.43, the applicant in the year

1992 made attempts to sit for the said departmentél
examindtion for premotion to the cadre of postman and
&s such applied for the same on 3.6.92. The respondents
again did rot permit the applicant for the said examination
on the grounds of overage basing on the date of birth
% of the applicant which was foundf§.7.41 in the office recbrds.
- The applicant on 3.6.92 made representation to twe Sr.

Superintendent df PostOffices, Chittoor Division,Chittoor,

stating
(20 respondent herein) /that the date of birth of the B
n_ C ——m—eew ww s.vend, VY TNE dSub Divisional

Inspector, Postal Sub Division Chittoor and scught permissicn

to appear in theé said exemination. But the épplicant was
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not permitted to appear for the said examinaticn on the
same grounds, nomely that the applicznt was ovér—aged

So, the present Oa ir filed for the relief(s) as indicated

above,

5. Counter is filed by the respondents op?osing this
Oa, W

6. We have heard Mr Krishna Devan, Counse} for the

applicant and Mr NV Ramana Standing counsel foréthe respondents.
| |
correct
7. According toc the applicsnt, his/date of bitth
is 19.6.1943, and that the date of birth recorded as 1.7.41
in the service records does not reflect the corkect date
of bkirth 6f the épplicant. At the time of appqéntment,
the applicant had furnished descriptive particglars..
In his déscriptive particulars, at the time ofbis appointment,
the applicant had given his date of birth as 1.5.1941.
Except saying in the OA& that some error had‘creﬁt in while
recording the date of birth of the applicant in;his

service records, it is not explained how, on what basis

the applicent in his descriptive particulars haﬁ given

his own date of birth as 1.7.41. . :Fhe spplicant is an
educated person, S S E e 4T
*fft-—9<2? ——————> Ko errors @r mistakes _hkeﬁhad been

—_ '

committed in recording the date of birth of tne applicantv

: _d__vgfhe respondents had . récorded the date of birtn of

the applicant as 1,7.1941 on the basis of the material
furnished by the applicant, at the time of his appointment, Se
we are not inclined to believe that the date oﬁ birth of the

arplicant is ﬁot 1.7.1941,

- F(\,,'r\7c ..t
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- Muni Reddy of Balagangannapalle who is working

004‘.

Ba Even taking for argumentfsake that the correct
date of birth of the applicant , due to some mistake

or other had not been recorded correctly at the time of
his appointment, burden is heavily cast on the aprlicant
to show that correct date of birth of the applicant is
19.6.1943 as contended by him and not 1.7.41 as recorded

in the service register. The aprplicsnt to substantiate

' his contention that his correct date of birth is

19,.6.43 had filed a copy of Extract from the Register of
B Chittoor
Births issued by Sub-Registrar & Registrar of Birth & Deaths/
where_in date of birth of the child is shown as 19.6.43
and ffé§>the residente of the parents &s Balagangana palle
that

andfthe - father of the child. is Boggula Muni Reddy and the
mother of the chidd is Palpamma and that the name of the
Child is 'Munasai Reddy'. As could be seen from the
descriptive partieulars of the applicant in this 02, the
applicant iscalled as B, Muni Reddy, Aas already pointed out,
in the birth extract, the name of the child is mentioned as
'Munasai Reddy'. So, the name of the applicant' herein,
does not at all taly with the name of the child mentioned

: the said .
in the birth extract dated 17.11.83 issued by /Sub-Recistrar

and Registrar of Births anrnd Deaths. So, in view of

this position, it is highly doubtful whether the birth

ovirarcrt Fhiodk A £47T 0D w0 e e~ e e e

applicant,

w

[
9. The applicznt hes aleo filed 2 copy of the

certificate dated 28.7.88 issied by Mandal Revernue Officer

Ganganapalle, stating th:t Sri B.,Muni Reddy S/0 Boggala
L

S Extra=
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pralli Branch post office is also reing callied by the name
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Munaswami Reddy and that the name of Munaswamy Reddy é%g
mentioned in the birth certificate dated 17.11.83 issued
by the Sub-Registrar and Registrar of Births and Deaths

Chittoor is thatdone and the same person-B. Muni Reddy

—> at present —> employed in the

=t

above said post office at Balaganganapalli Village as

Hevde
per revenue enguiry, So, OQJibﬂ\baﬁiﬂ\ﬂﬁkbhgxﬂeftifiﬁatﬁ:

it is strongly contended on behalf of the applicant%hat a
~—>ioint reading of the contents in the extract of birth
register and the said certificate issued by the Mardal
Revenue Officer would make i%more than clear that the
birth extract related only to the applicant @b . the

applicant is also called by the alias name Munaswamy

Reddy and so, the date of birth ¢—— rmﬂri:‘f>; as
menticned in the above documentsias | 19.6.43 has got to be
accepted.

10, If the applicant is zkmer& called by alias names

Munaswamy Reddy, then the applicant should have ,sPecifégél%y;
pPleaded in the CA that even though the name of the applicant
is Muni Reddy, that he is also calleﬁés Munaswamy Reddy.

Such plea is not) at all taken by the applicant, It is

only during —> arguement@;hat the learred counsel for the

aprlicant contended that the applicant had also alias

- \ ; ] )
name: IPPSassing Munzswamy Reddy./ “ - : - WT#wH]'“:E
The c¢hild : in  <the birth extract, . " whose

name is menticned angunaswamy Reddy, we are urable to under-
“ n
Stand how could turn out to be Muni Reddy. The name
Munaswamy Reddy and Muni Reddy are two distinct ———>and

separste names. 1In view of the discrepancy -of. the name

,**“““‘f—¥44-+f;-in the extract from the Register of Births
. B .
S ———————¥;With the name of the applicant

herein, and as already pointed cut, as there is po prleading
tc show that the applicant is c=lled by the alias name of
Munaswamy Reddy, no credance can be giver to the:u€—¥;ffff‘ﬁ

%3 — (\,_70
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certificate  issued by the Mandal Revenue Officer
Gangadhara Nellore. Absclutely, no material is placed

before us to show/that the said certificate issued by the
Mandal Revenue Officer s to what type of engquiries

were made by him tc ascertain'that the extract from

the Register of Birthg relateé to the applicant. So,

in the absence of any material to, show that the said
certificate had been issued by the Manal Revenue Officer,
after due enquiry, and as we are rot satisfied that the
said extract from the register of births relate tc the
applican%fthat the date of birth of the applicant is 19.6.434
cannot be accepted. The said certificate issued by

the Mandal Revenue Officei/by any stretch of imaginaticn
canrot be said to ke a public document. The sazid
certificate issued by the Mandal Revenue foicerkdOes

nct advance the case cf the applicart in any way.

11, As already pcinted -out, the Sub-Divisional Inspector
(Postal)South Sub Division Chittoor had issued a corrigendum
fixing the date of kirth cf the applicant as 19.6.43.
According to the learned counsel feor the applioant,

Sub-Divisicnal Inspectcr{Fostal) was the competent authority

been corrected by him, it was not cpen for tﬁe Sﬁperintendent

of Fost Offices, Chittoor tc go back i#;ot accepting the

date of birth of the applicant as 19.6.43., It is the contentior
of the learned counsel for the applicant that, after

accepting . the date of birth of the applicant as 19.€6.,43,

that the Senimr Sunerimtendemt AF  Tra+ NfFFimoo  Mhdddmmem
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should have admitted the aprlicant to appear for the

..7.'

said examination. He further contends that as the

corrigendum was issued by the Sub-Divisional Inspector

¢ (Postal) fixing the date of birth of the applicant

as 19.6.43 vide his orders dated 19,12.90 and

as the said corrigendum haé riot y&x been set @side, within
six months‘frpm the date of the said order of Suk-
Divisicnal Inspector, that it was not open er the

L ;
Sr.Superintendént of Postoffices to brush aside the orders
\ ;

of the Sub-Divisional Inspector(Postal) dated 19.12.90 and
not to act on the same. The.learned counseliappearing
for the applicant, in support of his argumentirelies

fr Rule 16 of Extra Departmeétal Agents coad@ct & Service

Rules,1964. The said rule so far relevant tg decide this

CA is extracted as hereunderi i
i

"ie, Review of Orders: l

. l '
Notwith standing anything contained in theseirules

(i) xX XX XX XX

XX XX XX TX

(ii) XX - XX XX XX
|

(iii) an authority immediately superior to the authority
passing the orders, .

cari-tor-retdras oivany enydiry~ur wzsimpn .ouer,~therwise
review any order made under these rules, regpen the case and
after making such enguiry as it considers necessary may

b

a) confirm, modify or set aside the order

or I

b) pass éuch orders as it deems fit: |
Proviso XX XX BX XX ' XX
XX XX XX XX - XX

T
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12, The EDA (Conduct &.Service) Rules 1 to 26

are framed for the procedure to be followed as against
EDAs in the deprartmental enq&iries. The said EDA Rules

are not applicable with regard téflteration éf date

of birth c¢f the said employees. So, the ordefs relied
upon by the learned counsel for the applicant has, absolutely
no relevanceé to the facts of this case. Sr.Sﬁperintendent
cf Post Offices, who is the appellate authority, was not
satisfied that the correct date of birth of the applicant
was 19.6.43 and head rightly ﬁreventEd the appiicant from
arpearing in the said examina%ion tc postman éadre on

the groundf’of overage. The éenior Superintegdent of
Post Offices, is also justified in not passinj orders

for correction of date of birth of the applicant &s
19.6.,43 on the basis of the cérrigendum issueé by the
Suv-Divisional Inspectcr (POSTAL), South«sub—ﬂivisicn,
Chittoor. There is no acceptable material before this
Tribunal tc¢ prove that the coqrect date of.birth of the
applicant is 19,6,43. 1In view of this positiop, this CA
is liabkle to be dismissed. I; the resnl+. nﬁ‘Lm cea

nc merits in this 0a, this CA is dismissed leaving the

parties to bear their own costs,

;- Chamon §
(T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDD

Member (Judl,)

N Dated: =N - April,1993
i .

iLy negrﬁ%rarpﬂ;i)

PR

To : '

l. The Sub-Divisional sInspector (Postal)
Chitt.oor (South) sub~-Division, Chittoor. :

2. The Postmaster, Head Post Cffice, Chittoor Lﬁvisioﬁ, Chittoor.

3. The Sr.Superintendent of Post Offices, Chittoor Divn, cChitboor. -

4. One copy to Mr Krishna Devan, Advocate, CAT,.Hyd.

2. One copy to Mr.N.V.Ramana, Addl .CG5C,CAT .Hyd,

7

One copy to Library, CAT.Hyd.Bench,
One spare copy. |
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*THE HON'BLE MK.JUBTICE V.NEELADRI Ra0
- VICE CHAIRMAN

| IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE.TRIBUN
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYLERABAD..

_AN

.BALASUBRAMANTAN s

THE HON'BLE MR.
. MEMBER (ALMN)

r

- ' D ) )
_ . —
T THE HON'BLE MR.T,CHANDRASEKHAR
REDDY ; MbLMBER(JULL)

’

DATED: \b-H ~1993

ORDEFY JUDGMENT

e

-

R.P./ C.B/M.A.No,

_ in

",

o 0. A.No. 5'%716}7,~
T.A.No, ) (W.p.No )
Admifited and Interim directions:
issudd., .
Allovwed,

o

Dispgsed of with @irections
Dismiksed as withdrawn.

Dismissed , .
A

| Dismifssed-for default. ”

Orée'ed/ﬁejected.

J
1 No-:order as to qosts.
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