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CENI.AL ADMINIS RATIVE iRIBUNAL, ALLAHABRAD BENCH

ALLAHABAD,

T.A. No, 579/86

(0.S. No. 687/85)

Lorik Prasad Applicant,
VS,

Union of India & others Hespondents,

Hon'ble Mr, Jusiice Uu.G. Srivastava, V.C,
Hon!ble mr., A.B. Gorithi, Adm. Member,

(HOI‘I. 4‘:'1r.. Jus_[ic UQC-Sp vtcl.}

The applicant who weS retired as Class 1V
Fitter in the Hailway has filed -he Suit in the Court
of Lunsif some 2 years after retirement for declaration
that his date of birth was wrongly recorded and he has
Been retired much before attaining the age of SUpErann-—
uation. The applicant entered the service on 15,6.1954
and according  to him he being illiterate person he
gdve out his age as 20 years which was recorded in the

papérs, but during all the years he was not tolg that
his date of birth was Tecorded s 11,6,1924 and he learnt

n
of it only when he was told of his date of Superannuation

and that he is being retired, The dpplicant admittedly
has started geiting Pension and has drawn all the
pensionary benefits including Provident Fund, Gratuity,
Group Insurance ete, According to the Hdespondents
although applicantts redords are missing but all the
clues indicate that his date of birﬁh in the service
record was entered gas 11.6.1924. He was also mediqally
examined in the year 1969 as per extant ruyles and then

his age wes mentioned 4S 45 years and somehow in the

seniority list his date of birth was 7,2.34 ang it was
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case of error and the dpplicant is trying

to get benefit,
The applicant dpproached the

Court of law some 2 years

after Tetirement,  he burden of

Proof obviously was on

him to prove that he was born on the particular date and

that his date of birth while in Service was given as

20 years and not 30 years but the a.plicant did not

tender any affidavit, The epplicant has made representa=

tion but no at-ention was paid by the Tespcndents,

Obviously after the retirement it appears that the
applicant made repre

sentation on 12,8,1983( A ¢opy. of
the same has been produced before us.)
“ In this case we do not find any merit as the
t.f*
b

applicant has not submit ed the same by tendering any
such evidence, However, as the applicant had dpproached

the departmental authority and they have not

Lo consider the matter @s such, We allow this application

with '‘he direction that the Respondents may consider the

sary
orders,
g fhere will be no order as to costs,
,_:ihhpmhaék , O Lﬁiﬁﬁ##f
7 (A'B'Mgﬁgﬁﬂgi) (U.C. Sriﬁif?ava)

Allahabsd Dated 17.5,91,




