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APPLICATION NO: 1668 of 1994.-

APPLﬂCANrsp.Dr.K.H.Ramanjaneyé;
V/s. |

5

RESECNDENTS:- Secretary,Ministry of Agriculture,ﬁpelhi
and two others. o

Te

1. Jsri.P.T.Sreenivasa Reddy, Advocate,
;l . [No.112, Upstairsgcubb°“pet’Banga1°r§-2°

Subject.:. -.-Ptrwarding~o£--c§pi_e;_,_of the Orders passed by the
' Central Administrative' Iribunal,Bangalore.

. Plegse find enclesed herewith a copy of the ORDER/
STAY ORDE'R/INTERIM ORDER/ passed. by this. Tribunal in the. sbove
méntioped #Pplication(s) on 16-11-1994, '
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® CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
BANGALORE BENCH
ORIGINAL APPLICATION No,1668/1994

WEDNESDAY, THIS THE 16TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1954

SHRI JUSTICE P.K. SHYAMSUNDAR .. VICE CHAIRMAN

SHRI T.V. RAMANAN .. MEMBER ()

Dr. K.H. Ramanjsneya,

S/o Katta Hanumanthappa,

aged 38 years, 84 UAS Layout,

Sanjaynagar, Bangalore-24. ess Applicant

(By Advocate Shri P.T. Sreenivasa Reddy) .
Vs,

1. Union of India
represented by its Secretary,
Ministry of Agriculture,
Krishi Bhaven, Dr. Rajendraprasad Road,
New Delhi - 110 001. '

2. Indian Council of Agricultural Research,
Krishi Bhavan, Dr. Rajendraprasad Road,
New Delhi - 110 001.
represented by its Director.

3. Indian Institute of Horticultural
Research Station,
255, Upper Palace Orchard,
Bangalore - 80, by its Director. v Respondents

ORDER

Shri Justice PeKe. Shysmsundar, Vice Chairman 3

We have heard Shri Reddy for the applicant in this case

in which the grievance made is that because of some service
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g
T E; \,1;§§év declined to accept the resignation., It is also urged that on the

" other hand, they had filed a suit in the Court of the Civil Judge

at Bangslore, seeking for a décree against the applicant in regard



1 %
to the expenditure incurred by the State for getting the applicant
: t

trained abroad, Shri Reddy tells us that the amount sought to‘e

recovered from his client is about Rs.98,000/-.

2, Ue, howevef, are not concerned with the same, Recovery
is‘a different issue, But, counssl is now on the gfound of the\
omission of the department to accept his client's resignation.
Well, a resignation does hot become effective unless it is
accepted by the employer, but the employef may or may not accept

a resignation which may again be subject to the terms and conditions

of the empleyee's services.

3. Herein, -it is ciear that the applicanﬁ had gone abroad

as a nominee of the Union Govt. and had the benefit of extensive
training at the cost of the country. In return, he had admittedly
executed a bond in the value of Rs.98,006/~ and.we are told the
undertaking furthér was that the applicant bad to mandatorily serve
the government for a limited period after return from training
abroad., It is not dénied and what is more it is admitted that the
applicant had not‘till today, served the term he is obliged to

serve in lieu of the training obtained abroad at the cost of the Govt.

4, As a matter of fact, the premature resignation from Govt.
service is what the Govt. possibly objects toc and more so, when
the applicant is sesking to get away without paying back the

expenditure incurred on his behalf in regard to his training abroad.
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That becomes very clear from the step taken by the Géyi.‘ihVééEk}ng

to enforce to claim for recovery ageinst him in“thé civii suit )
which is admittedly pending decision in the Additibpﬁl{éity Civil -
Court, Bangalore. 'As could be seen from theICDby onZHe-summons

produced at Annexure-A4., The position, therefofe, ié*the apbiicant

cannot depart until he pays back whatever is due to Govt,. and

therefore his claim that the resignation should have been accepted
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alleging he had resigned‘becaUSe some service

conditions were altered,,\we do not wish to venture any opinion

in that regard.

applicant will

B
All that we must observe now is that the

be free to depart provided he pays back the Govt.

whatever is due to the Govt. and as a matter of fact, the dues
having been crystallised and a suit has been filed, he cennot
foreclose the state's opinion by seeking to wriggle out of his

contract and obligation.

Se We, therefore, see no merit in this application. In

view of this, this application stands dismissed.

B The disposal of this application will not come in the
way of urging whatever defences are open to be availed of/ in

this connection.
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reg.— \_/ =N\
(T.\I RAMANAN ) (P.KSHYAMSUNDAR)
MEMBER (A) © VICE CHAIRMAN

Bangalore Bengh
Bangalore




