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applicant has challengad the

heraeby  the respondents

application/representation
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echnical resignation.

acts of the case, as stated (o3

that he was appointed as

orda;

have

fom

LDC

rmy Headguarters, New Delhi.
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vus  to  certain  family problems the applicant

N

sought  for  transfer to any Central Government
office located in his home-town i.e. Calcutta.

O his  request, the Superintendent Engineer,

Co-ardination Circle, CPWD,Calcutta issued
appointment order vide O.M. dated‘ 23.10.1921
sppointing the applicant as [.OC in the
despartment . After he was appointed as LDC  in

CPWD, Calcutta, he tendered his resignation and
requasted  for relieving[to join new department,
f

i.e. CPWD, Calcutta. After his release from the

N

Ministry of Defence, the applicant joined at
CRWO, Calcutta on 2.2.1992. However, soon aftei
joining  there, he found that the new appointment
at his hometown will not be beneficial to  him.
Hence  he submitted an application for withdrawal
of  his resignation on 1%.3.1792 so as to rejoin

nis parent department in the Armed Forces

1~

Haadguarters Cadre undesir the M nistry of Defenca.

On 1.5.1992 he was informed that the competent

authority had not accepted the reguest for
Wwithdrawal of his resignation. Thersafter he

sought  transfer to Delhi undsr the establishmant
of Director General of Works ,CPWD ,New Delhi. He
Was  accordingly transferred to New Delhi undei
the SE, CPWD, Coordination Circle(Civil),CPWD,

L Delhni. Thers
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the applicant aga

submitted his representation requasting the
respondents to reconsider their decision

rejecting his representation for withdrawal of
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WG
nis tﬁchnical'r@signatirn. The resp ondentS have
rejected  hig representation vide order dated
L7.T.1999 Aggriaved by this, he has filed this
NT4
S © The respondants have contested the CASA

and  hawe stated that the applicant filed hisg

representation gated 17.3. 1992 requesting
reEspondent no.3 for Withdrawal of his esignation

[

°n o The ground that the location of his office in

Caloutta wWas far away fron nis residence and that

commuting  problem Was adversely affec ting his
al

health. AS  the girounds for withdr

resignation  were nelther in publie interest neor
permnissible nder rules, the competent authority
aid  not accept the regquest of the a plicant for
Withdrawal of resignation. It is stated By the
Fespondents that the applicant hasg baan
transfarred firom O, Caloutta to the office of
the SE,Coordination Circl@(Ci»il), CPWD,

stated problems on the basis of which he WS
S@aking withdrawal of resignation have been

mitigated and the applicant does not have  anwy

&
C

Lage on merit fer wWwithdramwal of resignation. Tha
applicant has also represanted to the National
Commission of  SC/5T vide representations dated
13.11.19%7 and 27.5.1%98 Wwhich were reajected ko

them with the observation that "there has been no

W
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mig-carriags of  Justice." It nas  baen further
stated by the respondents that {+ is settles
orinciple of law that repsatad representations Jdo

not  extend the pariod of limitation. The cause

Hon"ble Tribunal only  in 2000, The CA,
th@reform, suffers from delay and laches and is

liable to be dismissed on this ground.

4. Heard both the learned counsel for rival

;

Contesting parties and perused the record.

5. It is seen from the record placed before
e that the applicant had @arlier requested  the
eSpondents to transfer him to Calcutta because
oF Family problems . S00n after joining the Ne
d@*artment, CRWD, Calcutta, he adain wanted Nis
re-transfer g Delhi as he Was  facing Certain
provlems in Calcutta. His reguest Was gcceded to
and  he  wge transferred to Dalhi in the sane

de

ddartment Thee applicant nad tendered his

s

resignation firom Ministry of Defence where he was

Working, to join the NeW department at Calcutta.
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??2, he had again made g request for
withdrawal of his resignation. The withdrawal of
2 resignation cannct be permittag under the

brovisions of CCS(PensionJRules,l972- Rule 26 of

the saidg Rulas stipulates that the appointing

o
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authority may permit & person to withdraw

resignation in  the public interest provided

]

certain conditions are fulfilled., On a perusal
of  these instructions, it is found that the
applicant do8s not fulfil the conditions
stipulated in the aforesaid Rules and hence the
respondents have rightly rejected his requaest for

withdrawal of the resignation.

& In wview of the above discussions, the 0A

(kM. . Singh)
Member (A)
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