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IN THE CENTRAL mMINI2TRATIVE. TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD BENCH 

AT HYDERAB 1,1) 

O,A,N0 4  543/93 

BEmEEN: 

M,V,Subba ReQ 

AND 

l,Union of India, rep, by the 
Chief General Vanager Telc3om,, 
A.P. 1-Iyderabad-1. 

The General £"anager, Telecom, 
Vijayawada, 

The Senior Supdt, Telegraph 
Traffic, Vijayawada. 

4, The Supdt. Telegraph Traffic 
Central Telegraph Office, 

Vijayawada, 

Sri Y.V.Naidu, Retired Supdt, 
Telegraph Traffic Incharge 
R/o Aragonda Post, Chittor Ut. 

Date of Order: 19,12,96 

.. Applièant, 

II 

Sri P.S.Prakesa Rao, Retired SutDervjsor 
Telegraphs, R/o Kalpana Printers Road, 
Krishna Lanka, Vijayawada. 	 •. Respondents, 

Counsel, for the Applicant 	M;,P.Rathaieh 

Counsel for the Respondents 	 •, N±.N.R.Devraj 

CORAM 

1-ION 'BLE SI-IRI R.RANGARAJAN : MEMBER (ADNN,) 

HON'BLk SI 13,6, JAI PARAMESWAR : MEMBER (JWL) 

J U D G E M E N T 

X Oral order as per Hon 'ble Shri L.JàiPa±'amestiwar.j1()r. 

The applicant while working as Secion Suervisor (Operation) 

CTO, Vijayawada submitted his representation for Iretirement from 

service voluntarily, .cozdingly the Superintendent CTO, Vijayawada 

by his order dt, 28.9.90 (P-6) permitted the applicant to 

retire from service voluntarily effective from 30.9,90, 



Thereafter on 30.11.92 and 30.3.93 submitted representations 

to the Chief General Manager for reconsideiñT€e question of kcb 

retirement from service and to reinstate him into service. 

His representation was considered and by letter At. 26.4.93 

(P-i) he was informed that his request could not be exce& to. 

Tn this OA the applicant has challenged Uhe said letter 

dt. 26.4.93 as illegal and void and further consquentia1 

directiontoLtake him back to service. 

In the application it is stated that due to medical 

grounds and financial circumstances he submitted tn application 

for retirement voluntarily and thettis application was obtained 

by force that the applicant had further 10 years of service to 
- c-frt 9- " 

attain the1superannuation that the impugned order is not a 

speaking order. 

The resndents have tiled the counter stating that the 

applicant had submitted an application dt. 31.3J90 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 letter he had 

mentioned that he could not give a nonths' 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 change the date 

of retirement from 5.10.90 to 30.9.90 that he wtuld  not represent 

for cancellation of voluntary service later. Mnexure R-2 is the 1 

letter dt. 12.9.90 submitted by the applicant, It is stated that 

his applicatjbn for volunt:.Lry retirement was fobarded to TDM 

Vijayawada that the applicant requested for cancellation of the 

letter dt. 31.3.90 that his intention for conti1uing in service 

was submitted to TDM, Vijayawada that the TDM adcepted the said 

letter that the TDM, Vijayawada by its letter dt. 26.4.90 accepted 

the request of the applicant and that the responoents considered 

the representation of the applicant and rigatlY,  rejected his 

requebL 

S 



S 

6. 	Heard 1,1r.B.S.A.9 ttj7anarayEina, learned cOunsel for the 

applicant and Mr.V.Rajeswara Rao, learned standing counsel for 

/ 
the respondents. 	 / 

When once the applicant submitted his application for 
vv\SIW 

retirement on 6.9.90 it does not fle in his miiad.to  say that he 
- - 	 S 

submitted his application either under financial 

or under psychological difficult 	Further after accepting the  

pensionary benefits it is for the first time he made his represen-

tation on 30.11.92.lhe applicant was permitted tretire w.e.f. 

30.9.90. Two years thereafter the applicant a!d  to resil& 

from his own letter and requested the authoritie to take him 

back to service s  In case any person is rescnsi.ble for his 

submission for retiremt prematurly it is for, the applicant to 

proce& against him in a competent judicial form. There are no 

grounds to consider the endorsement dt. 26.4.93 issued by the 

respondents istarbitrarY or illegal. There are no merits in 

this OA. Hence the QA is dismissed, No costs. 

(NaWJn 
mber (Ji.l,) 	 Member (Adrrn.) 	 .1 

Dated: 19th Deceer, 1996' 

(Dictated in Open Court ) 

sd 



(wc) 
F 	

FPrI, tzP 	ni; ''ii 
TYP:J fly 
	

CHECKED BY 

C:'HPD BY 
	

RP9t2j By 

THr C.NT:RU 	Dr]IJ5TR.TJr TRIJURL 
HYDTR J.D BENCH HYDER3•Q 

THE HOR' SLE SHRI R.P NRJN: M(A) 

'NB 

THE HN':LE SHRI B.:5.O,i PiR:UL:3HJR: 
ii(i) 

BA.NO. 

'OTTED XD INT :RIM DIRECTIONS ISSUED 

ALL 

.0157 5:0 OF IJITH DIRECTIONS 

I5i1I'55:D 

D1 

5 i't53'D FS UITHDRYJN 

5 TO COSTS. 

Y L KR 

J' 

ci 	 wth tfl v 

Central Adrnjnkrtjve fribnoat 

,17fl 

rtYIYflAaAo iCJcyq 




