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IN THE Cl_N`U-'L ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD 

DAY THE 	 DAY DFOQ 
ONE THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED AND EIGHTY a/EIUHT ( 

;PRESENT; 

CT 	 'C 
THE HON'BLE MR.D.SURYM RAW NEMBER.C5C J{) 
DRIGINALppLICATIDN.ND 

BETWEEN:-
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S.awj04 	JLcL4 
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So630 eAaht57  LSC1. 
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ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 402 of 1967 

The applicant herein was retired from service 

as Postman on the basis of his date of birth 1.7.1929 as 

entered in the Service Fbgister. The applicant states that 

the entry in the Servicth Fbgister was wrongly made and his 

date of birth should have been 27..1934. 	The applicant joined 

service as a Class I U employee on 26.3.1 946 and at that time 

he had produced a certificate from the school showing his 

/ 	 date of birth as 27.9.1934. 	The applicant states that for 

reasons best knwn to the resPondents have wrongly entered 

his date of birth as 1.7.1929. On 7.1.1 967 the applicant t.as 

informed that he Jould retire from service on 30.6.1E187 instead of 

27.9.1992. 	iheapplicant tried to obtain age certificate from 

the school where he studied and also made enquiries with 

Mandal Revenue Officer, fjapet. Wth of them informed the 

applicant that no record as to his date of birth is available. 

The Irpanch of Begumpet, however, issued a certificate 

showing that the applicant was born on 27th Iptember 1934. 

The applicant thereupon made a representation dated 14.4.1987 

seeking correction of his date of birth in the Service Register 

as 27.9.1934. He was informed by the Inior Siperintendent of 

/ 
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Post Offices, Secunderabad Division, Secunderabad 

(1st respondent) by his order dated 15.6.187 stating 

that his correct date of birth was 1.7.1929 and as such he 

would retire from service on 30.6.1 987. It is further 

contended that the order in question is, illegal and his 

age certificate filed at the time of his joining the 

service if verified would establish that his correct date 

of birth is 27.9.1934 and not '1.7.929 as asserted by the 

respondents. It is also contended that the applicant is a 

workman and is entitled to retire from service at the age of 

60 years and not at the age of 58 years. 

2. 	 On behalf of the respondents, a counter has 

been filed denying the date of birth of the applicant as 

27.9.1934. It is denied that the applicant has any proof 

of having produced the school certificate at the time of 

joining the service showing his date of birth as 27.9.1934. 

I 	entry in the 

It is Purtherstated that 	the/rvice Fgis±er viz; 

that his date of birth was 1.7.1 929 was duly admitted and 

attested by the applicant. It is also stated that in all 

other service records,the date of birth of the applicant 

was noted as 1.7.1929. It is also stated that when particulars 

(7 	 of family members were furnished by him on 22.8.1 978 9  he 
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showed his date of birth as 1.7.1929. It is on this ground 

that the respondents had rejected the claim of the applicant 

for correction of his date of birth. With r egard to the 

claim of the applicant as—tsga-ds the age of retirement ae 

50 years on the ground that the applicant is a workman, it is 

contended that urcier F. R. 56(a), the applicant is liable to 

retire attaining the age of 58 years. 

Heard the learned counsel for the applicant 

and 'i.' C.Parmeshwar Pao, counsel representing the Standing 

Counsel for Central Ebvernment. 

The short point for consideration is whether 

the applicant has produced any satisfactory proof before the 

respondents that his date of birth is 27.9.1934. 	The applicant 

has no doubt stated that he had produced the school certifica 

L& 
to that effect. F4'.4-s merely on the basis of &ütr testimony 

c&t,4- h-t CaM CAA-GLL2 

or statement and not on the basis of any documentary evidence 

The learned counsel for the applicant seeks to contend that 

that it is the responsibility of the respondents to produce 

record showing.that the applicant did not produce any school 

certificate at the time of joining service, ibis contention 

is wholly untenable. 	The burden of proof  is on the applican 

to establish that his correct date of birth is 27.9.1 934/ 
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and not on the respondents to prove that it is not so. 

Ps held by the 1st re'spondent by his order cbted 15.5.1987 

t4ttt the applicant had furnished his date of birth asl.7.1 929 

iI- s5 
andj2n his own a tatemant his date of birth uns entered in the 

S.R. as 1.7.1929. Hennot now go back on his own stat-ement 

and say that his date of birth is 27.9.1 934. I, therafore, 

hold that the Impugned order dated 15.6.1 YB? rejecting the 

request of the applicant for correction of date of birth of the 

applicant does not surfer from any infirmity. 

S. 	/ 	The contention of the applicant that he is 

a workman under the fnduétrial Lisputes Act and is entctled 

to continua in service upto the age of 60 years is also 

equally untenable. 	AJmi.ttedly, the: applicant was promoted 

to the post of Postman from GLass I U  post which is a superior 

post and his services are governed under F.R. 55(a) and as 

such an employee has to retire at the age of 58 years and 

he cannot continue till the age of 60 years. 

6. 	 In any event, the applicant never raised 

such a contention before the 1st respondent when claiming 

correction of his date of birth. it is now not open for him 
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for the first time to rai5e such a contention. 

I. therefore, see no merit in the application and the 

same is accordingly dismissed. No order as to costs. 

Dictated in the open cou±t. 

( 0. Surya fho ) 
Member (j) 

SQ 

 

Dated 13thy of June 1988 
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