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HDN ' BL E 1^1 R. S. R. A Ol 0 E, \/I CE CH Al aN ( a)

HON ' BL E n RS. L aK SHN I SUAl^ IN ATH aN , f'l E'l B ER(3 )

K.D. Shaima, s/o Shri K.S. Shsima,

f/o i63, pashpanjali a^artmgnfcs,
Pitgmpura,
N eu Dalhl, Applicant,
(By AdVXD cate: fi r. G. S. ChaTi an.)

Mb rsu s

1, Union of India through
Director Intelligence Bureau,
Ministry of Ftome Affairs, Qo ut, of India,
N o rt h 31 o ,
New Del hi ,1

2. Director General,;
CFPT,
CGO CDmplex, Lo dhi Fpad,
Neu Oalhi, ..,. Respon dei ts,

( By Advjocatej Mr, K, C,.D,-Ganguani & Mr,
Rajin dsr Nischal)

0 RDER

HO N * BL E M R.-S.. R. A 01 G E. \/I C E CH Al m aN ( a) .

Applicant impugns respondents' order

dated 12,5,98 ( Ann ex ure-Al) repatriating him to

his parent organisation (CRPF),

2. - - ■- r Hea -rd bo t hs ©i des,

3. Applicant is an employee of CRPF uho came

on deputation to 1,8,, u.e,f, 28,12,91. £\jen if, as

applic,dit claims that while on deputation he was

selected and appointed to a higher post in 1,8,
in the absence of any order shoun by him terminating
his lien in CRPF, he continues to be a member of

CR PF which is^ armed force of the Union, over which

the Cat has no jurisdiction,

4. H^ce the preliminary objection of respondgits

that this Tribunal has no -in •
.lunsdlotian in themottar

a.
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is sustained*!

L

5, Ue hauQ also examined applicants' claims on

merits. In the detailed order dated 8^10, 58 in

0 . A.No. 1225/98 subhas Chandra 'Js, UOI & Ors., to

which one of us (Hon, PI rs, Lakshmi Sijamin at h^n ,ri (3 )

was a party, which also dealt with a CR P F" employee

who was dsputad to 1,3,- and had filed that 0, A*

against his repatriation, the Tribunal after relying

Upon several rulings including those of the Hon'ble

Supreme Court and Delhi High Cburt and the Tribunal^ had

categorically held that a dt^ utationist ha d no vested

right to compel the organisation to which he had been

d^utad to absorbtion and he could be repatriated

to his parent departfiient upon conclusion of the

period of deputation'. In .that OA as in the present

one the ground that applicant had been appointed to a

higher post during the deputation period and the.

claim of promissory estoppel was advanced, against

rep a triation, were advanced, but the same were not

accepted by the 3en ch ,

6, ye are satisfied that the ratio of the order

in Sub hash Ch^bdra's case ( supra) are fully

applicable in the present case alsov

7, Viewed at from any angle therefore this Oa

fails and is therefore dismissed* No txists,'

( fiRS. LAKSHni Syn;iIN"Arn'AN )
riEJ'IBERCc)

(  s^R. aoigeO
VI CE CH AI fTl aN ( a) •
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