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The appiic&nt uas appointed as L^b, nssistant since

20, 4. 1978 in UousrniTient tioys jenior oecondary Jch ool, ha d ip ur

i^veu Delhi. Hccordiny to him he lu'aa made Ljuas i~psrmanent

on the saicj post u. e . f» 2G . 4. 196 1 . The applicant uas selected

as a clerk in the Punjab iXiationisl Bank after he appiic^d for

the said post through his departmental channels to the

Bankif^Q service hscruitment Bocird.. iioujever, before joining

unj a b I'j ci c i o ria 1 Bank riQ lu' a s rri a oe resign hi is poasL as La. b»

'Hssistant uhich he did and his resignation was accepted u.e.f.

&. 11. 1S85. Ln 5. 10J95S the applicant wrote to his previous

employer for reuertiny back to his original post as Lab.

Hdsistant asserting his lian on- the sajid post uhich was and

is still in uxistenceo rtfter protracted correspondence the
0 f

iJeputy Oirector^Lducation finally rejected the applicant's

reguest^that is uhy he h^s approached ifes this Tribunal praying
Vr

that fea may be declarsd thot he hos lien on the post of
U

Lab. ."issistant held by him prior^to his joining the poat in

the dank and the orders dated 17.10.1955,11.11.1986 and

1 9, 4. 1967 rejecting the applicant's reuuBSt for reversion to

his original post may be quashed and the applicant may be

alloued to revert back to his oricinol post of Lab, (issistant

uith ail ccnse^iLentiai dene fits incl ud ing seniority from-the
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date of his appointment in the said post i.s. Prom 20.4.1578,

According to the appVicant he uas entitled to ] ian on the pod

of Lab.Hssistant in terms of Fundamental Ru1e~13 read-

with Government of India, Ministry of Home affairs G.n, No.

50/37/53-t;stb(^A) dateo 14.7. 1b@7, ' , '

2. The respondents have refuted the claim of the'
he has

^pp.liconL and have pointed cut that ^no lien because

he does not shou his intention for reverting back

to admiQistretisbB^rartid there is no mention of the

same in office orde.rdated 8. 11 . 1985 that he can rev/ert

back ujithin a period of 2 years/is the applicant uas

a quas^i permanent employee and he has simply tendered

his resignation which uas accepted, as such, ue cannot

sai^ that his lien subsists and he is entitled to go
back in the department and his representations have

correctly beep rejected =

3, Accordingly, ue do not find any ground for

interfe-renee, as such, the app] ication is hereby dismissed.

No order as to the CostSo
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