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IN THE.CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL:HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD

ORIGINAL APPLICATION No,96/93

o — |— 1993

DATE CF JUDGEMENT:

Between

K.Ramachandar

and

1; Senior Superintendent of Post Cffices
Hyderabsd City Division
Hyderabad-500 CO1,

2. Senior Postmaster
General Post Office . | e
Hyderabad 500 001 .« Respondents

!
|

Counsel for the Applicant & Mr.S.Ramakrishna Rao

i
1
[

Counsel for the Respondents: Mr.NV Rachava Red@y

CCRAM:

HON'BLE SHRI T. CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY, MEMBER (JUDL, )

JUDGEMENT

This is an application filed under Skction 19
|
of the Administrative Tribunals Act to direct the respon-
to allow the appllcant |
dents/to continue in service till the applicant attains

the age of superannuatlon on the b6315 "Of his date Tof

e ——- . R
—_——m— et

birth ac 24.6,1938.

- &———_,——/v .
!

2e The facts giving rise to this Oa, iﬂ{brief,

may be stated as follows:
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3. The applicant was initially appointq@ as |
Postman, GPO Hyderabad on 16.8,1961,According té the |

applicant, his correct date of birth is 24.6.1938 1

The date of birth of the appllcant was entered aL 10.2.1935

in the service records of the applicant by the fespondeﬁt§,

‘ |
&t the time of joining the serviceﬁ in 1961.‘1Bé applicant
| ! (¥

had produced his educational qualifications cerélficates &
| [

| L

before the respcndents to show that his date of birth is !

| ! |
24.6.193§/and according to the applicant, not entering -

| | |
the correct date of birth of the applicant as 24.6,1938 L

y
in his service records, is the mistake of the reslbondentf' \‘

had

The applicaanmade representations to the respon%ents bor} E

- correct :r—*fhls date of birth from 10,2.1935 to‘24 6.1938,

e e e

As the respondents have turned down the request of the |
I

applicent for ccrrecting his date of birth as 24, 6 1938, !

the present OA is filed by the applicant for the r%llef !

as Xaxmag already indicated above. H :

|

4, CoGnter is filed by the respondents oppésing
|

this 0a, ‘ i
|

5. We have heard Mr S.Ramakrishna Rao, couﬂsel |

for the applicant and Mr NV Raghava Reddy, Standing| Counsel

for the respondents. i |

xl |

6. The applicant, at the time of filing thlﬁ OA/(Qn

was working as LSG PA at Putlibowli Post Office, Hyderabad|
The applicant had since _——%fretlred frmn-——;hserv1c% on
the basis of the date of birth entered in his servicL
recordsy Whlch iq 10 ? EXThe applicant has b@ﬁﬂ-retlrgd '
on 1.3.93). It is the case of the applicant trat hils |
correct date of birth is 24.6.1938., But according to
the respondents, the applicant himself haé given hisL

date of birth as 10,2.1935 when he joined the servicéz

: |
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{ |




3 | |

. l |
on 16,8,61, and that, on. the basis of the date of|blrth of

the applicant as 10,2, 1935, the applicant had beeJ retired

|
e

It is also the case of the respondents, that there| is i ',|
no proof to show that the correct date of birth oﬂ‘the | |

1 | |
applicant is 24.6.1938, S0, it is maintained on bﬁhalf | |

of the respondents, that this 0a is liable to be dismissedL
_ l] ! l
) B |
7. When this OA came up for hearing, counsé} | |
1}
for the respeondents produced before us a8 statement of the |

:
appllcant sated 16.8,1961, giving his partlculars.%t the |

time of joining service, 1In the sald statement dated 16,8. b?,‘
it is clearly mentioned that the date of birth of the applic

‘anEL
\ j
is 10.2.1935, Apart from that, the appiicant had 51gned I

|
the entries in the first pPage of his service book 1|

|
toekn of having admitted his date of birth as 10, 19£5
Further, the applicant had verified the entries of hiL :
service book on 10.4.69, 1.3,77,m21.8.81 and 27.2.86 ]
and hagd signed cn all these occasions in token of acé%ptino
the correctness of theentries thereon in the service ﬁook
l

T

10.2.35 is not his correct date of birth and his correét |

When the applicant had verified the entries in-his

service book,

the applicant had never objected that

date of birth is 24.6.1938. If the appllcant himself ‘
\

| .
had not given his date of birth as 24.6.1938 at the time !

of joining service, we are unable to understand why the]app11Cdnt

‘had failed to take any objection as and when the entrie é

. i
in the service book of the applicant w&agverified by d ‘

him, Se, from the entry in the service register of



'.4.1

of which the applicant had opportunity tc take ob;ection
his date of birth

and get corrected/and also from the descrlptive particulars :

given by the applicent at the time of entry int? the

service ¢cn 16.8,.61, the irresistible conclusion|that cﬁuld

be drawn iﬁ/that the applicant himself had giveT his

date of birth as 10.2,1935 when he joined the ﬁérvice.‘

8. According to the applicant, 10.2.1935 is not
his correct date of birth and his correct dateiof birth
is 24.,6,1938. It is needless to point out, th;t heavyf
burden is cast on the appllcant to prove that h s correct
date of birth is 24,6,1938, especially, when the appllTan :

himself had given his date of birth as 10 2 ]935 at the

. e T B
- aF - -

time of joining service. {fémaﬂa——

e ——
T e e RN et
Pl ~w_—+L‘-—_=_~ee—;£;£ Tt 1s understcndable \
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e

why the date of birth of the applicant shculd be entered

as 10.2.1935 by the respondents,instead of 24.6L193§}as

contended by the applicant to be the correct dére of birthiﬁ

if ;}the applicant had submitted his eéucatid%al
gqualification certificates &t the time of joiniLg service.
S50, the argument on behalf of the applicant tha_ the

applicant had submitted his educational qualifi&atiOn

certificates bearing date of birth as 24.6.193é at the

time of joining services dgqhot appeal to us aﬁ!all. But,
\ n | |

nevertheless, it has got tc be considered by this Tribunal !

whether the required proof is there to show that the correct

date of birth of the applicant is 24.6.1938. ||

T
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9. The- appllcanthad filed Z Bworn affld%vit
Sl , L

dated 4,1.93 of one Mr Rukma Reddy, Sarpanch, K?rvellyr

Pudur Mandal, Ranga Reddy District, along with|Fhe.blzth
extract said tohave been issued by the same sarﬂanch. | |-

It is needless to point out, that Sarpanches are not | W
the competent authorlties to maintain the reglstersof _‘ F
births and deaths as. Hwyan;not the authorised: persoifjJ E
~f~—-—~% There is ro provision under the AP Grampanchayqt

a C
Act which enables Sarpancb - of ;panchayat._; #malntaln o

L

birth and death reoistg;aof the v111age[‘for whlch he @s

== /_ -

the —’——-%>Sarpanch So, it is quite evident that the

- \
Said birth extract filed before us is not issued!by-a

\ i
|

competent authority. It is quite rossible that ﬁ?e said
|

birth extract is a bogus document. So, we arenot‘ \

prepared to place any reliance on the said birth extract.

Aﬁ_ere had not placed any reliance on the birth éxtraot

\
the affidavit of the said EXRXRx Sarpanch Mr Rukma!Reddy

|
swearing the date of birth of the applicant . Aas; 24, '6.1938 -

i |

Ccannot be given any: CreGanCe- ¥;E For the said reaéons, ‘g
S |

the birth extract of the applicant issued by the Sérpanch

of Kervalli,atze and the sworn affidavit of the saﬂd |

0 i \

Satpanch Rukma Reddy do not advance the case of the|-
of the app%lcanf |
applicant to shéw that' tﬁx)correct date of birth/is|

of | |
24.6.1938, Hence, the said documents arqﬁno-&gﬁseq?ence

at all, i \

' \
10, The next document which the applicant rellies on

‘ l
1s the domicile certificate dated 27.11.58, issued :
|

by the Addl.Collector of Hyderabad District, whereiq

g —

)T |




6.,

it is stated that the applicant is a resident of
l
Secunderabad and the age of the applicant is shown

as 20 years, It is quite possible, the Addl.District E
who
Collector, Hydersbad District/had issued the saig

domicile certificate dated 27.11.58, might have|put oy

|
a8 rough estimate of the age of the applicant, ;Tt is i
significant to note that the date of birth of tpe i

applicant is not mentioned in the saigd domic1leicertifi- |

e S T Tz
. )

cate dated 27,11,58, %é : - TN 1

R T T— o ——

e R
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Even though theage of the applicant is mentioned as 20 ‘LT

years which according to us, should have been oﬁly a rough
1 1
!

estimate of the applicant's age,‘E?%quﬁua said domicile i

certificaté?lwe are not prepared to infer that tre |

iFo, the

said documentddés hOt have‘\any ev1dent1a9rvalue|to
that" - - —
il

conclude/the correct. date of birth of the appliC?Ft

applicant's correct date of birth is 24,6,1938,

as 24,6,1938, *;

|
11, Another document which the applicant rélies

\

<)

is the age Certificate dated 27.11,91 issued by one
Dr K.Ramkrishna Rao, Civil Surgeon Kg Specialist (PED)

Nampally Hospital, Hyderabad. In the said certificate

- . - \Y’
it is stated that. accordlng to hls (K'Ramachandar = \\

.

. apAlicabt. herein) .h"§E§§§m¢QEQ§;‘ 5

his (applicant's) date of birth is 24.6,1938 ang ad

l

pPer appearance also the applicant looks 53 years, !

R

As could be seen from the saidg certificate, the datF

1
of birth of the applicant is mentioned as 24,6.19380n the

own statement of the applicant, S0, no credance can be
given to the £ date of birth of the applicant as mentioned

in the said age certificate. Nodoubt, the Doctor has

| T e *“‘77° | 7
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certified that as per appearance, the applicaﬁt's age

is 53 years. So, it is the contention of the|?earned‘

| \ 3

counsel for the applicant that, as the DoctorlTas fL
’ |

certified that by appearance that the applicanﬁ was \ '-{

aged 53 years as on 1991, it gould be safely accepted |
1 1 i
that the date of birth of the applicant is 24, 6. 1938, -

SUfflCngE.tO say, that appearances are quite often o

eI Er e

deceptlve."'r,So even though the Doctor has steted

e ——— e e e

L
that +the applicant by appearance seems to be 53 !

|
years, we are not prepared to give any weight to the ‘ é

. | .
sai¢ statement of the Doctor and hence, we are n?t \\%L
|
prepared to believe that the Date of birth of the |

] |
applicant is 24.6.1938, So, the age certificatew |
!
dated 27,11,91 issued by Dr.K.Ramkrishna Rao,

i
!
o - |
Civil Surgeon Specialist (PED) Nampally Hosp1ta1|Hyderabad

%

Cy
does not gof to establish the date of birth of the |

applicant as 24.6.1938, =' -

]

_ - 12, The applicant has also filed before uslhis
L : . i
o Driving Licence dated 17,2.87 and also copy of %

|
i

the Identity Card issued by the 2nd respondent,

wherein the date of birth &f the applicant is ment&oned
i
I |
shown in these 2 documents (Driving licence & Idenﬁhty

as 24,6.1938, The date of birth of the applicant

|
card) cannot be valid proof ams to show that the |
date of birth of the applicant is 24,6,1938, as the ‘

authorities who had issued the said driving licence[and
|
Identity card are not the competent authorities to

determine the age of the applicant. So, these two |

|
documents that is driving licence of the applicant %nd

identity card showing the date of birth of the applilcant

e S l

as 24,6,1938 cannot have any | welght *yand so the!

Swedght Al

£ B Y !
said documents are also rejected.: - e |

P e R L - T
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|

13, The applicant had appeared privately
for the SSC Examination held by the Andhrs Uniersity

and a copy of the certificate issued by the Andhira

I
University to this effect is also filed before us.

‘ -

From the certificate it is clear that the applié?nthad
appeared for MatriculationExamination in the moﬁLh of : _Q

September, 1958 privately but has f&iled in the same W
that Khevein, || w
and/the date of birth of the applicant is shown gs '
| 1

24,6,1938, So, on the basis of the date of birth of ‘

the applicant as shown in the said certificate iﬁsued by

the Andhrz University, it isi~— j'contended on behalf

i
of the applicant that the date of birth of the applicant
should be accepted as 24.6.1938, As already poiALed
out, if the correct date of birth of the applicaqt is

24,6.,1938, we are unable to understand why the apﬁlicant
N i
had féiled"to produce the said certificate before|the

respondents to %how his & correct date of birth lis
et . 1
24.6.1938 and to/recorddthe same in the service r%gister

o : . R T i
;:Tf?-at the time of joining:  _ J’service:, in the year
' ’ l
1961, But, nevertheless, there is no proof to shgw
on what basis the date of birth of the applicant %s

|
shown as 24.6,1938 in the sald certificate issued}by the

R o
Q

-

‘\\

andhra University & —

} . )
. . . - Iy
\_l,r..___, B = = RN o e T e e

-

Because the date of birth is mentioned as 24.6.1938 in the

-
certificate issued by the Andhra University, that itself
- correct ‘
cannot be # proof to show that the/date of birth of the
applicant is 24,6.1938 undess there is some indepeident
correct ”
and acceptable evidence to show that the/date of birth

of the:applicant is 24.6.1938.

4 | : ‘.9 !
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13, The applicant had appeared privately h
‘5

for the 8SC Examination held by the andhra Univeﬁsity

and a copy of the certificate issued by the Andhﬁa ‘

University to this effect is also filed before ué.
|

From the certificate it is c¢lear that the applica%thad

S e B M- .

appeared for MatriculationExamination in the mon%P of y . r

September, 1958 privately but has failed in the sébe
that . theveint,
and/the date of birth of the applicant is shown as

of

24,6,1938, So, on the basis of the date of bhirth

b

the applicant as Shown in the said certificate is‘é:sued by M
the andhra University, it isi——s % contended on behalf, A"
of the applicant that the date of birth of the applicantl
should be accepted as 24.6,1938., As already poiﬁ%ed

out, if the correct date of birth of the applican% is
24,6,1938, we are unable to understand why the aﬁblicantl

had@ﬁﬁiié@%;o produce the said certificate before|the

respondents to %hgw his & correct date of birth |is
e . L
24,6.,1938 and threcorddthe same in the service qégister

.~ at the time of joining' service/,, in the year —

1961, But, nevertheless, there is no proof to sth | i\
\

on what basis the date of birth of the applicant is
shown as 24.6,1938 in the said certificate issued [by the
RPITAE S ,

.- IR IS NN UL R ! BT \-—‘, }

Andhra University‘éé*”" e e Ty

F

Because the date of birth is mentiOned aé“i4.6.19§8 in thf

certificate issued by the Andhra University, thatiitself
correct K

cannot be £ proof to show that the/date of birth of the

applicant is 24.6.1938 undess there is some independent |
’ correct :
and acceptable evidence to show that the/date of birth
‘ §

of the applicant is 24.,6.,1938, b
|

..9\
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1. The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices,
Hyder%bad City Division, Hyderabad—l.

The Sénlor Postmaster General, Post Office,Hyderabad,
One cépy to Mr.S.Ramakrishna Rag,Advocate, CAT.Hyd.
one copy to Mr.N,V, Raghava Reddy, Addl.CGSC, CAT..Hyd.

5. One spare copy.
! i
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14, ' If the correct date of &1 —

|
" birth of the appllcant is 24,6, 1938 we are unable

A

understand why the app 1canh had failed to prodjce
|

the birth extract from the Registrar of Birth ahd Deaths

to prove that his correct date of birth is 24, 6 1938,

to

As already pointed out, we have not placed any reliance l(

on the copy of the birth extract issued by Rukm3! Reddy q

Sarpanch of Kervelly, Pudur Mandal, RR District.| The

applicant is said to be having brother4 and sistérs.

If the correct date of birth of the applicant is

|
24.6.1938, the applicant should have filed the birth

extract of his brothers and sisters who are elder to him

along witthls birth extract: ——=ﬁ—*—ﬁ?«31n Whlch case

there would have been a conclusive prooflto determlne thechte

e

of birth of the applicantFﬁ 124.6,1938, It is 31gni-

ficant to note that the applicant has not filed_

birth extract of his kixkxk brothers or sisters,apéft

from the birth extract of the applicant issued byithe y

competent authority. So, from these circumstances}

fact that the correct date of birth of the applican

24.6.1938 cannot be accepted at all. As a matter!of

as required

the EEI

tis

fact, such proof/to show that the correct date of birth

of the applicant is 24.6.193?,13 not forthcoming!in

this case, Hence, we see no merits in this OA andl-dhis

OA is liable to be digmissed and is accordingly dismissed,

‘ |
In the circumstances of the case, the parties shall bear

their own costs,

> e dn A— N
T o ) T

(T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY
Member (Jucl.)
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| .
Senior Postmaster General, Post Office,Hyder
copy to F& S. Ramakrishna Rap,Advocate, CAT.Hyd.
copy to Mr.N.V. Raghava Reddy, Addl.CGSC.CAT.Hyd.

Super intendent of Post Offices,

Hyderabadﬂ N
abad.




S | .
If the correct date of ééLv- : e

" birth of the applicant is 24,6, 1938 we are unable to |

14,

Al

understand why the app 1cant had failed to produce | |
1 !
the birth extract from the Registrar of Birth and Death's
i
to prove that his correct date of birth is 24, 6|1938 _ “
‘ ‘| |

As already pointed out, we have not placed any reliance

Oon the copy of the birth extract issued by RukmalReddy I V

Sarpanch of Kervelly, Pudur Mandal, RR District.!! The

applicant is said to be having brothery and 51stegs._ ‘
If the correct date of birth of the applicant is| | =
24,6.1938, the applicant should have filed the bi&th | ﬁh*g
r%to him
1 along withﬁﬁéé'birth-extractii—¥$:;;i%hain whichyéaqe

extract of his brothers and sisters who are elde

b

- there would have been a2 conclusive proof | to determlne thechte

'——-ﬂ-_,-——-—'*"“"“- i

of birth of the applicantk@;}z4.6.1938. It is signi~

ficant to note that the applicant has not filed?. ;

';_‘\_.\r I

birth extract of his kixxk brothers or 51sters,apéft
from the birth extract of the applicant issued bylﬁhe
competent authority. 8o, from these circumstances,%the 'ggt
fact that the correct date of birth of the applicantis

|
24,6.1938 cannot be accepted at all., As a matter ﬁf
as required
fact, such proof/to show that the correct date of burth

\
of the applicant is 24.6.193§jis not forthcoming i?
. . ‘ . A
this case, Hence, we See no merits in this OA andlhhls
OA is liable to be dismissed and is accordingly dii?issed.‘
In the circumstancés of the case, the parties shalq bear

t

their own costs, L ‘
|

“7r— ¢ er—sﬂ‘—t&\%L-—n-‘r——rﬂ‘
(T.CHANDRASEKHARA REDDY)

Member{Judl.)

Dated:
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/ APPROVED BY

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYLERABAD., -

L VICE CHAIRMAN

THE HON'BLE MR
MEMBER (ADMN )

ND

THE HON'BLE MR.T.CHANDRASEKHAR ]
{REDDY s MEMBER(JUIL)

DaTED: 3\ - %, +-1993

ORBEFRAIUDGMENT

R.BALASUBRAMANIAN

THE HON'BLE Mk,JU$TICE V.NEELADRI R0

R.P./‘C.P/M.A.NO.
in

o.ao. b\ 42

T.A.No, {(W.P.No

Admitfed and Interim directions
issue
Alloweg,

Disposed of with directions
Dismiss d as Withd_rawn‘ '
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