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The learned counsel for the applicant submitted that he

has made a request for voluntary retirement dated nil

received by the respondents on 1,2.19905 on completion • •

of 20 years of service, t'B later requested the respondents

on 8tn i'.By,i990 that he should be relieved from service

on voluntary retirement with effect from 15,6,90 instead

of 30.4.19»vic:e his letter 8.5.1990. !-fe also stated In the

said lettei- that he intended to avail L.T.C. during the

month of ,\Ey,l990. This -request v;a5, however, made after

me expiry of the period of notice. The learned counsel for

the applicant pleaded that the applicant continued in service
upTO lOtn lay,1990 as he attended the office from 1.5.90 to
10.5.19». Further the order accepting the request of the
applicant for voluntary retirement was issued by the res
pondents on 8.5.19». Thus effectively, the applicant continued
.0 oe in service upto 8.5.1990. No payment for the said
period nas been made by the respondents. He, therefore, nr,„ed
chat the applicant should be taken to\have continued in '
service upto loth ....y,i9co. i, ^ny case, he has clai.ed to
"ave continued in service upto 8th /ay ,qgo .vith
acceotino his ^--Pondents-.w io^ voluncary retirement.
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2. Tha learned counsel for the respondents, Shri K.L,

Bhandula, brought to our notice Rule 48A of the GCS(Pension)

Rules which clearly provides that the request for voluntary

retirementshould become effective on the date the notice

period expires unless the. recfiest for voluntary retirement

is re-fused by the appointing authority. In this case there

vjas no refusal by the appointing authority* Further, the

request of the applicant for seeking extension of notice

period from 30th April,1990 to 15th June,1990,was made

on 8th /vlay,i9^.. This request is again not in conformity

vj'ith Rule 48 A (iv)-, in terms of vjhich any such request

has to be made before the intended date of retirement.

The learned counsel pleaded that if the applicant attended

the office after 30th April,1990 afternoon, he did so of his

own .will and that he was not required to do soy the

voluntary retirement having become effective,..; ~

from 30th April,1990.

3» IVe have perused the records and considered the

contentions raised by the learned counsel for both the

parties. ;ie do not find any significant reason, which

Would lead us to consider the request of the applicant

to interfere • w'ith the administrative decision taken in

accordance with the rules^ Accordingly, the OA is dismissed

wiLiioui., any ordc^r as to costs^ at "Che stage of admission

itself

The learned counsel for the applicant further

•:5Uomiu;^ed taat the applicant nas not so far been oaid his

•cerminal banefits. vie appreciate that this is not a case of

normal ratiresent .none-the^lass, over one month has passed
since the voluntary retirement became effective.' In such
cases, normally .more time is spent in finalising tha matter.

in oonsonanc^
••vith the/learnod counsel for tha .applicant, to finalise
tne dues to the applicant. V/e are, ther--'̂ '

'exore, of the VI ew
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that no specific directions in the matter are necessary

but the respondents should do their best to finalise the

dues of the applicant,^ as early as possible.
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( I.K. Rasgofra

jVe.nberCO
, ( T.o. Oberoi )

iVfember (j)


