IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYD ERABARD BENCH

AT HYDERAB XD

0.A.NO,543/93 Date of‘préerﬁ 19,12,96
BETWEEN 3 '

M.V .Subba Rao ? .e Appliéant.

AND

l,Union of India, rep. by the
Chief General Manager Telecom,,
A.,P, Hyderabad-1,

2. The General Manager, Telecomn,
Vijayawada,

3. The Senior Supdt, Telegraph
Traffic, Vijayawada,

4, The Supdt. Telegraph Traffic
Central Telegraph . Offlce, . ‘
Vijayawada, - !

5, Sri Y.v.Naidu, Retired Supdt.
Telegraph Traffic Incharge
R/0 Aragonda PosSt, Chittor Bt,

6, 2ri P,S.Prakasa Rao, Retired Supervisozrs
Telegraphs, R/0 Kalpana Printers Road,

Krishna lLanka, Vijayawada, e ReSpondents,
Counsel for the Applicant .. Mr,P,Ratnaian
Counsel for the Respondents oo MEN.R.Devraj

; i
|
CORAM :

HON'BLE SHRI R RANGARATJAN ; MEMBER (ADMN,)
. HON'SLE SHRI B.S, JAI PARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (T L)

JULDGEMENT
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X Oral order as per Hon'ble Shri E S Sal Paremeshwar M (J) 1)

i

The applicant while working &8s Section Supervisor (Operation)
CT0, Vijayawada submitted his representation forlretirement from
service voluntarily, Xccordingly the Superintendent CTO, Vijayawada
by his oxder dt, 28,9,90 (9-6) permitted the apﬁlicant o
retire from service voluntarily effective from 30,9,90,

:j%,//’//ﬁ ? ee?



2 Thereafter on 30,11,92 and 30,.3.93 submitted reuresantatlong

to the Chief General Manager for lecon51dgring the questlon of L*5
e —

retirement from service and to reinstate him intd service,

His representation was considered and by letter At, 26.4,93

(P-1) he was informed that his request could not be exceeded to,

3, In this OA the appliceant has challenged tpe said letter
dt, 26,4.93 as illegal and void and further COUSGCUEHtlal

T BT veospradeade v
dlrectlongtoipdke nim back to service,

|

4, In the appiication it is stated that due ‘to medical

grounds and financial circumstances he submitted &n application

for retirement voluntarily and thatrns appllCctJOﬂ was obtained

by £orce that the app11Ccnt hzd& further 10 ynarq of Service to
a2

attain tthsuperannuatlon that the impugned order is not a

speaking order,

5. The respondents have filed .the counter stating that the
applicant had submitted an application dt., 31,3J/90 for retiring
from service voluntarily that subsequently he withdrew the same

that again he submitted another application dt.‘6.9.90 Seeking

voluntary retirement from Service, In the said:létter he had
ﬁentioned that he could not giﬁe a months*® notice that Annexure
R~1 is the letter dt. 6{%:90 submitted by the applicant that on
12,9.90 he submitted another representation to éhange the date
of retirement from 5,10,90 to 30,9,90 that he would not represent
for‘cancellation of voluntary sérvice later, A@nexure R-2 is the 1
letter dt. 12,9,90 submitted by the applicant, It is stated that
his appllcatlon for volunt.ry retirement was foéxarded to ThM
Vijsyawads that the applicant requested for cancellation of the
letter dt. 31.3.§O that his intention for continuing in service
was submitted to TDM, Vijayawsada that the TDM accepted the said
R
letter that the TDM, Vijayewada by its letter dt. 26.4,90 accepted

the request of the applicant and that the resPOPdents considered

the representation of the applicant and rightl§ rejected hnis

request,
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6a Heard N&_B.S.A.Sggﬁanarayana, learned cou&sel for the
: .
applicant and Mr.V.kEejeswara Rao, learned standiﬁg counsel for

e
the respondents, -

|

T+ When once the applicent submitted his application for
' oy
retirement on 6.9,20 it does not l%? in his m%gé_to say that he
B N
submitted his application either under financial |etreumstances

or under phaychological difficult%i ¥urther afte%laccepting the
pensionary benefits it is for the first time he mede his represen-
tation on 30,11.92:§be applicant was permitted tg retire w.e.f.

o -
30,2.,90, Two years thereafter the applicantféggéééiéé to res?il%‘
from his own letter and requested the authoritief to take him
back to service, In case any perfgp is res;onSible for his
supmission for retirement prematurﬁlg it is foé the applicant to
proceed ageéinst him in a competent judicial forum, There are no
grounds to consider the endorsement dt, 26.4.93;issued by the

-
respondents i;zgifitrary or illegal, There are}no merits in

this OA, Hence the OA is dismissed, No costs, |

( 8.5, JAT MG AR ) ( RRATGARATAN )
mber (Judl,) Mem?er {(Bamn, )
LC{.'t ’ : ' - :
: Dated : 19th Decenber, 1996' : M/,
(Dictated in Open Court ) .
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