ey,

‘Counsel for the Applicant : Mr. N. Ramsan .

>IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

- o

0.A. 1020/94. Dt. of Dacision : 7-9-94.
Ygllaiah Komaraisah es Applicant.
s

1. Union of India, mp. by its
General Manager,
SC Rly, Rail Nilayam,
Seegunderabad.

2., Tha Divl. Railway Manager,

5C Rly, Hyderabad(MG)Division,
Secundereabad. «» Rpspondents,

Coun sel for the Respondsnts 2wt Ry ey Rag
SC for Rlys.

CORAM:

THE HON'BLE SHRI A,Yy. HARIDASAN : MEMBER (JuDL.)

2




0.h.No.1020/94 o : Dt,7.2.%4

X & s per Hon'ble ShrirA.V.Héridasan, Member (Judl,) X
This is an application filed under Section
1% of the Administrative Tribunals Act, The app;icant
who. commenced his career &s & casual labour in hhe
?ear 1961 and'appointed in\xeg;lér service dn 1953 has
challenged the corder 4at. 8.8.94-by‘which he was informed
that the compet&nt-authority has’ not &sccepted his
- reguest for alteration of date of birth-made on 28@12.93.
It is alleged in the application tnat when the applicant
was regulagiy appointed in service his date of birth

was recorded as 16,9.85 instead of 29,12,42 which is his

nggzﬂdate,gfzglrth, that he ceme to knew of this fact
only on 36.9.93 when he was informed that he wWas due to
retire on 30.9.94 thét he had obtained a certificate of
the Sarpanch of the village to the effect that his date
of birth is 29.12.42 and also sWorn and signed on
affidavit and that the competent authority has rejected
his reguest for alteration of date of birth without

application of mind. Ascording to the applicant to compel
ftim to retire 5 year  PTi0r tO Mid rcas wwee -

nnuation is'unjust and i1ilegal and therefore the appllca t

Z

ys that the respondents may be directed to allow him

to continue in service till the date of supera@nnuation

teckoning his date of birth as 29,12,42,

2 I have gone through the appiicatiOn and

I have hean§ Mr,N.kaman, learned counsel for the applic
Iearned counsel apgues £hat the applicant is an‘illi
person who did not know his recorded date of birti
he was served with the notification dt, 30.%,93
that he has taken all steps for getting the da

corrected and that the respondents have not

S



Copy to:

1. The Gepersl Manager, Union of India,
South Central Railuway, Railnilayam,
Secundsrabad.

LIS

‘;.400

2. The Divisional Railway Manager, South Central Railuav.

Hyderabad (MG) ] Q}'\f}_fu}.??’nquoca

.

5 oz Cna

6. DOne spare copy.

YLKR

Secundarahad

e,CAT,Hydarabaq,

-

4, Eﬁa copy to fir. & QQQQ&\\“\ D
- 3 . Q%\‘\Q& g!
copy to Library,CAT,Hyderabad. \§§ Kslnﬁﬂakﬁ



nis claim properly and*%ave not pessed a reasoned order,
Therefore he argued that this is a'fit case wheflg,the
respondents have to be dirccted to correct the date of
birth of thetapplicant inchis service Records, The
asplicant thoughe@ntefed sér&iée as'casual labou£ an
l;he date of filing the appllcatldn he was holdlng a

class-III poac. v - . ‘
v s ot +hat neveyr

he -had seen his service record and that he did not know
that his date of Dlrth was recorded s IB.9.35."Henc@
it should be taken that the applicant knew that his date

~-~~rd=A as 16,9,35 and therefore if he had
any grievance regarding that, he should neve -

for getting the date of pirth altered within a reasonable
time after the date of birth was recorded in his service
records, £ is not open for him to fequest*for a change

~€ Aate of birth after a period of 30 years. The learned
counsel for tne AppliCant vaeyge--. :

- T sha
competentgﬁggggghgg;take decision regarding alteration
of date of birth the impugned order A-5 issued bj the
.D;R.M. being incompetent is liable to be struck off.
The impugned order is only a communication of the decision .
taken by the competent authority. Therefore there is no
merit in this contention either, Hence I do not find any
case to be gone intc and I therefore, reject this applicat

under Section 19 (3) of the Administrative Tribunals Act,

There is no order as to costs,

(A.V.HAR IDASAN)
Member (Judl,)

( Dictated in Open Court)
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e em L AUPTLNESTRATIVE TRISUN L
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THE HON'BLE MR.ALYLHARIDYSAN ¢ MEMBER({J)
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THE HON'3LE MR.A.B.GORTHI ME MBER {4}
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CRDZR/JUDGMENT,
M.2 . /R.B/C.0 NG
in
0.4 WND, /U%'O/?L/
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Admitted snd Interim Jirections
Issued, .
Allowed. .
Ulsposed of with C'irections,
Dismissed, " e :
. ' inistrative Tribunal.
Dismissed as u tﬁfﬂ' Emms
_ : . SPATCH
Jdismissed for fault, e
"Rejected/ﬂrdere o 0CT199u ggk“f?: 8
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