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1. Heard Sri Indra Ra Singh, learned counsel for the writ petitioner as
well as Sri SK. Pal, learned Addl. Chief Standing Counsel for the State.

2. Since counter affidavit and rejoinder affidavit have been exchanged
between the parties, and the prayer has been made for disposal of the writ
petition, this Court with the consent of the parties is proceeding to decide
the writ petition at the admission stage.

3. The case of the writ petitioner is that he was initially appointed on the
post of Constable in Delhi Police on 13.01.2020, however, in the
meantime, a recruitment exercise stood undertaken for filling up the post
of Sub-Inspector in Civil Police and Platoon Commander in PAC in the
year 2011. The writ petitioner appeared in the said selection process, and
he was selected, he was appointed as Sub-Inspector in Civil Police on
31.08.2017. On 28.12.2017, the writ petitioner had addressed a letter to
the Inspector General of Police, Meerut Range, Meerut, second
respondent to relieve him from the post of Sub-Inspector, Delhi Police
enabling him to submit his joining on the post of Constable in Delhi
Police due to medical problem and then the Inspector General of Police,
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Meerut Range, Meerut, second respondent directed the Senior
Superintendent of Police, Meerut to do the needful in view of the
application dated 28.12.2017. The Inspector General of Police, Meerut
Range, Meerut, second respondent issued a letter dated 03.01.2018 to the
S.SP. Meeut while referring to the application of petitioner on
28.12.2017 with respect to relieving him from the police of Sub-Inspector
in Civil Police. The S.S.P. Meerut fourth respondent, issued a letter dated
09.01.2018 to the Circle Officer, Meerut to submit a report after making
enquiry on the basis of the affidavit of the petitioner and his family
member on non-judicia stamp paper with regard to the issue of recovery,
which is to be made from the petitioner against the amount being paid on
training to the petitioner and the salary paid in favour of the petitioner and
the said report was directed to be submitted within a period of one week.
An enquiry report came to be submitted on 20.01.2018 by the Deputy
Superintendent of Police, Meerut that thereafter the S.S.P. Meerut on the
basis of the report so tendered therein wrote a letter to the D.I.G. Meerut,
making recommendation for resignation of the writ petitioner. Thereafter,
the Inspector General of Police, Meerut Range, Meerut, second
respondent, on the basis of the recommendation of the S.S.P. Meerut
dated 20.01.2018 relying upon the report dated 20.01.2018 of the Deputy
Superintendent of Police, Meerut accepted the resignation of the
petitioner and directed for recovery of the amount incurred on training of
the petitioner to the post of Sub-Inspector of Civil Police and the salary so
accorded to him on the post of Sub-inspector. Thereafter, on 25.01.2018,
the S.S.P. Meerut wrote a letter to the Assistant Superintendent of Police
(Training) Police Station Directorate, U.P. Lucknow about the order dated
20.01.2018 regarding acceptance of the resignation of the writ petitioner.
On 15.02.2018, the writ petitioner submitted an application before the
Inspector General of Police, Meerut Range, Meerut, second respondent
with a request therein to retain him in the services of the writ petitioner
on the post of Sub-Inspector in Civil Police. Thereafter, the writ petitioner
represented the case before the respondents, however, on 22.06.2022, the
S.S.P. Meerut rejected the claim of the writ petitioner for withdrawing of
the resignation and directed the recovery of amount of Rs.4,97,600/-.

4. Questioning the order dated 20.01.2018 passed by Inspector General of
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Police, Meerut Range, Meerut, second respondent and order dated
22.06.2022 passed by S.S.P. Meerut fourth respondent, present writ
petition has been preferred.

5. This Court had entertained the writ petition while calling for a counter
affidavit. A counter affidavit has been filed, to which argoinder affidavit
has been filed, which are available on record.

6. Learned counsel for the writ petitioner has sought to argue that the
order dated 20.01.2018 passed by the second respondent, Inspector
General of Police, Meerut Range, Meerut, and the order dated 20.06.2022
passed by the S.S.P. Meerut, fourth respondent cannot be sustained for a
single moment. Elaborating the said submission, it is being contended that
there is a complete procedure set out in Section 9 of the Police Act 1861
(hereinafter referred to as the Act) and Regulation 505 of U.P. Police
Regulations (hereinafter referred to as the Regulations) with respect to
resignation. Submission is that no police officer has a liberty to withdraw
himself from the duties or resign until and unless there is a two month
prior notice. Argument is that a letter of request made for resignation is to
contain a two months notice and the same should be unconditional .

7. Learned counsdl for the writ petitioner submits that the request letter
dated 28.12.2017 does not recite even a single word about a two months
notice and further it is conditional, i.erelieving and then according
joining in Delhi Police in that regard. Learned counsel for the writ
petitioner seeks to rely upon a decision of this Court in Satya Paul Kalra
vs. Deputy I nspector General of Police, AIR 1964 Alld 121, and Dinesh
Kumar vs. Commandant 15th Battalion, 1999(3) UPLBEC 2308 and
Bhaggu Prasad vs. State of U.P. 2004(5) AW C 3930.

8. Sri SK. Pal, learned Addl. Chief Standing Counsel on the other hand
submits that once the writ petitioner has submitted a resignation, then it is
not open for him to withdraw the same, particularly when the same stood
accepted on 20.01.2018 and the letter seeking withdrawal of the
resignation was submitted on 15.02.2018, i.e. much after the acceptance.

9. | have heard the submissions so made across the Bar and perused the
record carefully.
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10. Facts are not an issue. It is not an issue that the writ petitioner was
appointed on the post of Constable in Delhi Police on 13.01.2010 and
thereafter, in pursuance of the selection conducted for the post of Sub-
Inspector in Civil Police, Platoon Commander in PAC of the year 2011,
the writ petitioner after taking technical resignation had joined the post of
Sub-Inspector on 31.08.2017. Thereafter the writ petitioner claims to have
submitted an application on 28.12.2017 before the Inspector Genera of
Police, Meerut Zone, Meerut for relieving him from the post of Sub-
Inspector, Civil Police and for joining in Delhi Police. The relevant
extract of the letter dated 28.12.2017, is quoted hereunder:-

" H,
o TETfARieTe Heled,
TS ST 3oYo .

fawg:- 30MomToYo g & NI 3 &9 |

Heied, dia= fHde =g & for veff qd o fewett gfere & fOurel & ug wR ar 9gf &
Technical Resignation &2 UP Police S.I. C.P 2011 59 & Join oAt &1
ureff 1 afdad @ 2g¢t Hour 3R Time Schedule &l 814 & &RUT W6 H
S B & d1q F & WIdR TR T Tl &, gafeig wref 39 Job ol e H
Y ¢ 3Afay HEiey § 1Y ¢ foh Urelf ahl 30Mo Ao Yo Ug F Ak o Id
& UG TR 9T I HUTH |

ATUehT 3Afd Har gt |

11. The application so preferred by the writ petitioner came to be
accepted by the Inspector General of Police, Meerut Zone, Meerut on
20.01.2018, which is quoted hereunder:-

" AR

JuTRIeTeh TRIUIERT WoTdosilo o -- 152514022 9t rsila e g off foe
g, MaRe om- Ager, THUS-HARS gRT Uk Wied=r-ust faies fed aRs gfes
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HTeTh, STUG- IS o FHE &k 28-12-2017 i IURYA Blhe UTSd ed §U
T S (A THITAR TR et oh HRUT e bl e H AFHAT h Fed §U
JufAieteh oYo o Ue H <k fhd ST oAl [y foham 7 21

2- U Uil H AR Gl ardieres, SHUG-HRS o ATedH & feid Jurdiers,
R, SIHUG - HRG gRT GruTied el Tt STia 1At faAifora 20-01-2018
SR TR GIRT TTe-aT & 3T TR 11t ra foh S o R Stigehdt stferenrl 9t
TARE e, gid Iutdiees, SHUG WX gRT U4 Higsl HiEEd {0 -
9454458044 & Iuf-dieteh WIRISTUTER 3feiid &g o Uar off B &g & 37
HidTsd -0 - 7409529667 W ITh T3 3fsild &g & Wosl 9 AR U & &
Tqray § ardt ol T, o off fedt fE 9 9aman & 3% U g aeila g &
WY o T4 H YUf SR & 9T 98 3sild f&g o Jofdo ug & fad ma @
U & GHed ol off [ [ o el IR 3 gRT A H Fgaefdl =<k o 11|
Sfidehd! HATYDR GRT JUMRIS UM Foldodflo Fo- 152514022 it
oIt T8g o1 AT Tiehd fohdl ST <l Ueiel F&]Id ohl TT ¢ |1 gl Itk 300
o UIIETU] TR oFY g5 YRIST TAT g9kl A fohd T da 3nfe o Fwy H
qferd arefieten hiftics JoTo Jfeld AT SETEIEIG o Ua H&AT Ho- 3 - 51 -
2013 (75) f&Tih 21.4.2016 & T R Yfeld HelHeudh UI1eT0T JoTo a3
& U7 €0- U - 7 - 297 - 29 (TH - 1) Rostdo - 1/ 1653 faier 18.4.2016 &
IFER TN I0Mo it SFSila &g & UINeTor & Heg g §g 4=y ae
3! TAH Tohdl T8 da 3MTfe T FIA AR et fhd ST &l Fegfd ohl Tt
2l

3- I GWFY H dRE Y STk, SHUG-HYS A U4 U §&AT: - U - 635 /
2017 feish 20.1.2018 & gRT Yfeid IJureiiefeh hierd, UG-G § et 71l
T 3T & TgHld odwh id g IUleieidh WRIeTuTefi GloUdosflo Ho-
152514021 $if 3t &g gRT Uqd ART-US &l TR fohd ST qor ufveror
Ay & g g8 4eRI q 3 A Rl T da anfe 3wy § FawrgaR
Il fohd ST hl degfd <l Tt ¢ |

4- ¥ qferq Hgiierdh, AXs URE, #Ra JufRierd Ug o FMygfts Wil g1 o7
TAEdRT JufRieteh URIUMENH dlot-oslo Fo- 152514022 it Frsiia e 4=t it
2 e, Mg om- Ager, Tug e & fnies Mea wedar-uxr St 3T gRT
faHieh 28-12-2017 &l aRS Yfeid Hdiereh, SHUG - A & THE IURYA gl
dd forar @ # Sfewifad dedi w weryfayds fariuea 3w wer gfed
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I & IuFKIeTe e & 3d U UiRTeumdiT WoTdostio Ho0-15251402
ol stofia e g ot feel &g o1 AT-us Widhd oedl &1 Ih JURIES &
TIRIEUT TR T g3 YRIR AAT I YA R T 9a AT Sl &I il I
JufAdteress UiRIeoeR gRT gferd fawnT sl FHemear aud fear s aies
Gfetd 3refieten, SIFUG HYG gRT 3tk JURIeTsh UIRISTUMdi & I8k i1 W g2
YRITRT T I A T2 71 I TS bl FATHER agelt FATad ol S|

12. Thereafter, the writ petitioner on 15.02.2018 submitted an application
seeking withdrawal of the resignation which had been sought by virtue of
the letter dated 28.12.2017, which is quoted hereunder:-

dan &

ST gfeter meTiieren e,
S URE, 7S

T,

de ¢ fob Tmeff 3070 gfetd H & gelarer o Ug WR hiaiRd o7 Uielf fUsed fei &
SR T 7T T, S RoT Urelf = e & o H 30 IuRIeTh AoYe & Ug
TN U o Tl 11 U ¢ gd Ug fdeedl Yfeid faumeél o ug W S & ey
JTYSRT Sl Ui st feam s o

= U1 U H it Urel + S{UHT ST ST RO SHfohd fohaT gatm & | wreiHT Ut b
Thict Ui wmefl 39 AT 9 & Ty el e 28T gl wnell &l faie 20.01.2018
& IW I9 g U o Refilg o far mar or st dimme @ af~ud
AT Ut 310 € 1 39 W1 O o T1Y Gl e el ¢ | 319 wiel w9
IR Yl qAT SMHRI & qad H 8 &1 A9 welf " ¢ fob urelf IR v
HHGfTE H T TR oo & UG &l &M S| g Wil <l HAf~aA Td di
GHgiaR forar ger (g 81 qd # g3 Teiaal o foig vmeff fomm e ermm wmedf 21
et I IIIh 9 SR & U F Hh el &l AW i 20.01.2018 &
3TUeh gIRT UTRRA fehdT 1T .

for wrer ufa ga urefar o=t o ey ureff dew e @)
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31 =rafed 7 urelt o1 ag urelar ust TWienr feram ST S1fa sTrasTes § |

HATUhT 3Afd Har gt 1"

13. Subsequently, on 22.06.2022, the S.S.P. Meerut passed an order for
recovery of the amount of Rs.4,97,600/-.

14. The conditions of the services of the writ petitioner as a police
personnel stands covered by the Act by the name and the nomenclature of
the Police Act, 1861, which is quoted hereinunder: -

"9. Police-officers not to resign without leave or two months notice:- No police-
officer shall be at liberty to withdraw himself from the duties of his office unless
expressly allowed to do so by the District Superintendent or by some other officer
authorized to grant such permission, or without the leave of the District
Superintendent, to resign his office, unless he shall have given to his superior officer

notice in writing, for a period of not "less than two months, of hisintention to resign.”
15. Regulation 505 of the U.P. Police Regulations reads as under:-

"505. Resignation of a police officer.- A Police Officer of the rank of Inspector or
below can resign his office on giving in writing two months' notice of his intention to
resign but he shall not withdraw from the duties of his office until such time his
resignation has been formally accepted by the appropriate authority and he has fully
discharged any debt by him as such Police Officer to Government or to any police
fund:

Provided that such a resignation may be accepted by the authority with effect from a
date prior to the date of expiry of the notice:

Provided further that the resignation of a police officer whose conduct is under
inquiry or who is being proceeded against departmentally under Section 7 of the
Police Act, 1861 (Act No. V of 1861) or tried in a court of law for any offence may, in
the discretion of such authority, not being accepted until such time the final ordersare

passed as a result of such inquiry, proceedings or trial asthe case may be."

16. A conjoint reading of Section 9 of the Police Act and Section 505 of
Police Regulations would reveal that no police officer possesses a liberty
to withdraw himself from the duties of his office, unless explicitly
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alowed to do so by District Superintendent or by some other police
officer authorized to grant such permission or without the leave of the
District Superintendent to resign his office, unless he has given to the
superior office anotice in writing of hisintention to resign. As a matter of
fact, Section 9 of the Act read with Regulation 505 of the Police
Regulations cast a duty upon the Police Officer, who seeks resignation to
give anotice of two months of hisintention to resign.

17. Here in the present case, the contention of the learned counsel for the
writ petitioner is that the letter seeking resignation dated 28.12.2017 was
not in conformity with the provisions contained under Sections 9 of the
Act read with Regulation 505 of the Regulations, as the basic ingredient,
which was a pre-requisite was itself lacking being two months notice.
Emphasis is on the fact that once the notice itself was defective, then it
could not have been acted upon and thus any action taken in furtherance
thereof that too to the detriment of the police personnel would not be of
any avail. Certainly, once a request is made for resignation and is
accepted then the employee cannot turn around and insist that the
resignation should be withdrawn, but here there is a distinct feature that
the notice itself was defective. Once the notice was defective and not in
conformity with the provisions contained under Section 9 of the Police
Act read with Regulation 505 of the Police Regulations, then it could not
have been taken notice of. In Satya Paul Kalra (supra), the said issue
came up for consideration and in para-22, it was observed as under:-

"22. 1t will be seen that the petitioner served a notice along with his resignation. That
is not contemplated by Section 9 of the Police Act. Section 3, Police Act contemplates
two months' notice before the resignation. On a strict interpretation of Section 9, the

notice must precede the resignation.”

18. Further a coordinate Bench of this Court in Dinesh Kumar (supra)
while interpreting the provisions under Section 9 of the Police Act read
with under Section 505 of the U.P. Police Regulations has observed as
under:-

"7. The resignation was contrary to rules as well. Under Section 9 of the Police Act,
1861 and para-graph 505 of the Police Regulation an officer is at liberty to relinquish

his office by giving two months notice. These provisions apply to U.P Pradeshik
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Armed Constabulary as well. Section 9 of Police Act and paragraph 505 of the Police
Regulation are extracted below: " Section 9. Police Officers not to resign without leave
or two months notices. No police officer shall be at liberty to withdraw himself from
the duties of his office unless expressly allowed to do so by the District Superintendent
or by some other officer authorised to grant such permission or with-out the leave of
District Superintendent to resign, his office unless he shall have given to his superior
officer notice in writing, for a period of not less than two months, of his intention to
resign. PARA 505 OF POLICE REGULATION: A Police Officer of the rank of
Inspector or below can resign his office on giving in writing two months' notice of his
intention to resign but he shall not withdraw from the duties of his office until such
time his resignation has been formally accepted by the appropriate authority and he
has fully discharged any debt due by him to such police officer to Government or to
any police fund: Provided that such a resignation may be accepted by the authority
with effect from date prior to the date of expiring of notice: Provided further that the
resignation of police officer whose conduct is under enquiry or who is being
proceeded against departmentally under Section 7 of the Police Act, 1861 (Act No. V
of 1861) or tried in a Court of law for any offence may, in the discretion of such
authority, not be accepted until such time the final orders are passed as a result of

such enquiry, proceedings or trial asthe case may be.

8. The argument of learned counsel for the petitioner that the petitioner did not give
two months no-tice of intention to resign, therefore, the resignation letter of the
petitioner being contrary to the Act and the Regulation could not have been acted
upon, has force. The provisions made under the Act and the Regulation are intended
for the benefit of employer and the employer could waive the period of notice and
accept the resignation. The language of resignation letter becomes important and
from the construction of the language used in the resignation letter one has to find out
as to whether the employee intended to resign with immediate effect or not. The
resignation letter in this case does not state that the petitioner was resigning with
immediate effect. It is common knowledge that a person proposing to resign often
waversin his decision and even in a case where he has taken a firm decision to resign,
he may not be ready to go out immediately. One may resign in a fit of anger or
depression. The purpose of giving two months' notice by the employee is two fold. One
it gives the employer an opportunity to make some alternative arrangement before
relieving the employee and the other it gives an opportunity to the employee to re-
think as to whether he may continue with the resignation. It is true that there is no

specific provision either in the Act or in the Regulation permitting the em-ployee to
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withdraw resignation. However, no such specific rules are needed. Until the employer
ac-cepts the resignation the employee could withdraw his resignation. The
respondents could waive pe-riod of two months notice mentioned in the Act and the
Regulation but there is nothing on the record to show that the notice was waived by
the respondents. In absence of any material on record and in absence of any reason
the respondents in law could have accepted resignation of the petitioner after the
expiry of two months. Even if the respondents accepted the resignation dated 6.3.1993
on 11.3.1993 the acceptance of resignation remained mute and could be operative
only on or after 6.5.1993 The petitioner withdrew his resignation on 24.3.1993,
therefore, the resignation letter and its acceptance became a dead letter and
ineffective. The result was that the petitioner continued to be in service of the

respondents and was illegally deprived by the respondent to discharge his duties."

19. In Bhaggu Prasad (supra), the said law was reiterated in para-11 and
13, as under:-

"11. Therefore, it is necessary to peruse the provision of para bara 505 of the U.P.
Police Regulations and relevant provisions of Sections 2(2), 4 and 9 of the U.P.
Pradeshik Armed Constabulary Act, 1948, which are reproduced as under-

"Para 505 -- A police officer of the rank of Inspector or below can resign his office on
giving in writing two month's notice of his intention to re-sign but he shall not
withdraw from the duties of his office until such time his resignation has been formally
accepted by the appropriate authority and he has fully discharged any debt due by

him and such Police officer to government or to any police fund:

Provided that such a resignation may be ac-cepted by the authority with effect from

date prior to the date of expiring of notice:

Provided further that the resignation of police officer whose conduct is under enquiry
or who is being proceeded against departmentally under Section 7 of the Police Act,
1861 (Act No.V of 1861) or tried in a court of law for any offence may, in the
discretion of such authority, not be accepted until such time the fi-nal orders are

passed as a result of such enquiry, proceedings or trial as the case may be.

2.(2) Definitions:- In this Act, unless there is anything repugnant in the subject or

context:

(2). "Officer of the Pradeshik Armed Constabulary" means a person appointed to the
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Pradeshik Armed Constabulary under this Act, who has, in accordance with the

provisions of this Act, signed a state-ment in the form given in the Schedule.

4. Enrollment and discharge of officers of the Pradeshik Armed Constabulary (Act V
of 1861) Before any person, whether already enrolled in Uttar Pradesh Police Force
under Police Act, 1861, or not so enrolled, is appointed to be an officer of the
Pradeshik Armed Constabulary, the statement in the Schedule shall be read, and if
necessary ex-plained to him by a Magistrate, Commandant or Assistant Commandant,
shall be signed by himin acknowledgment of its having been so read and explained to
him and shall be attested by the Magistrate, commandant or Assistant commandant as

the case may be.

9. Discharge from Pradeshik Armed Constabulary: -- Notwithstanding anything
contained in the Police Act, 1861, or in any other law, no officer of the Pradeshik
Armed Constabulary shall be entitled to be discharged from the Pradeshik Armed
Constabulary."

12. The language of the schedule is reproduced as under:

"At no time during the period of your service in the Pradesh Armed Constabulary you
will be enti-tled to obtain your discharge at your own request. On the liquidation of
the force or of the company in which you may, for the time being be posted you will be
discharged from the Pradeshik Armed Constabulary and unless you were already a
confirmed member of Uttar Pradesh Police Force be-fore joining the Pradeshik
Armed Constabulary from Uttar Pradesh Police also. You will, however, be eligible
for re-enlistment in Uttar Pradesh Police in the event of your continuing in Uttar
Pradesh Police for your re-enlistment therein, your service in the Uttar Pradesh
Pradeshik Armed Constabulary will count for promotion and pension in Uttar
Pradesh Police.”

13. Perusal of the above quoted provisions show that the officer of the Pradeshik
Armed Constabulary (PAC) is not permitted to be discharged voluntarily and
therefore, for this particular purpose an undertaking is taken by every officer of the
Pradeshik Armed Constabulary in the set language given in the schedule of the Act
which is quoted above. The same is not only binding upon the officer of the Pradeshik
Armed Constabulary, but is also binding upon the appointing authority. In regard to
giving of notice the period is to be looked into as if it is treated to be correct that the

appointing authority has every jurisdiction to waive off the notice period, it cannot
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mean that there would be no effect of notice by the officer of the Pradeshik Armed
Constabulary who intends to tender resignation or to get discharge voluntarily. The
officer has to give notice of two months, which is mandatory requirements under the
law and during the period of notice, he can-not neglect his duty or remain absent from
the duty. Therefore, it was mandatory requirement under the law that without giving
two months' notice the resignation of the petitioner was not even to be entertained in
view of para 505 of the U.P. Police Regulations. Although the petitioner could have
applied for waiver of notice period, but in that case too two months' notice was liable
to be given under that para of the U.P. Police Regulations. It appears that the
attention of the Court in the case of Dinesh Kumar (supra) was not drawn towards
Section 9 of the U.P. Pradeshik Armed Constabulary Act, 1948 which prohibits the
voluntarily discharge from Pradeshik Armed Constabulary."

20. There is another facet of the matter, which also needs consideration
while determining whether the request for resignation was conditional or
not. As a matter of fact, in the request letter dated 28.12.2017, there was a
condition mentioned with respect to resignation that the writ petitioner,
who seeks resignation post acceptance of resignation, be repatriated or
sent to Delhi Police. Same partakes the character of a conditional
resignation, which is not contemplated either in Section 9 of the Police
Act or Regulation 505 of the Police Regulations. In Dinesh Kumar
(supra), the following has been observed: -

"9. As | have held earlier that the resignation by the petitioner was not intentional or
voluntary and was obtained by respondent under force and the petitioner was not in a
fit mental state when resignation was obtained from him, therefore, the petitioner is

entitled for reinstatement and entire arrears of salary.”

21. Apart from the same, the first proviso to Regulation 505 of the Police
Regulations also throws light that the resignation can only be accepted by
the authority w.e.f. a date subsequent to the date of expiry of the notice
and not prior to it, meaning thereby that two months notice is to be given
by the police personnel seeking resignation. Moreover, Regulation 505 of
the Police Regulation, also adds to one another aspect that his resignation
cannot be accepted until and unless he fully discharged the debt. Here, the
Court finds that the order dated 22.06.2022 passed by the SSP Meerut,
post acceptance of the resignation on 20.01.2018 on 22.06.2022, recovery
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IS being sought to be made for discharge of the debt. Thus, even
otherwise, the resignation could not have been accepted.

22. On a pointed query being raised to Sri S.K. Pal, learned Addl. Chief
Standing Counsel, whether the judgment so sought to be relied upon by
the writ petitioner has been subject matter of challenge in appeal, set aside
or stayed, the answer is in negative. Respectfully following the mandate
of law, as enunciated in the aforesaid judgments, and applying them in the
facts and circumstances of the case, an irresistible conclusion stands
drawn, that the resignation could not have been accepted, particularly
when it was not as per the provisions contained under the statute.

23. Accordingly, the writ petition is allowed. The order dated 20.01.2018
passed by Inspector General of Police, Meerut Region, second respondent,
aswell asthe order dated 22.06.2022 passed by the fourth respondent, S.S.P.
Meerut are set aside. The writ petitioner shall be entitled to all the
consequential benefits, which are admissible and permissible in law, within a
period of four months from the date of production of certified copy of the
order.

October 30, 2025

N.S.Rathour

(Vikas Budhwar,J.)

Digitally signed by :-
NIPENDRA SINGH RATHOUR
High Court of Judicature at Allahabad
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