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CEYTRAL ApMINISTRATIVE TRIBUN AL P RINCIP AL BENEH
0.A8.0,1101/ 98 N
h
New mlihis this the (% “day of March,1999

HON 1BLE MR, Se Re ADIGE, VICE CHAIATAN (1)
HON 'BLE MRS, LAKSHMT SWaMINaTHAN,M g18ER(3)

K.D.'Shama, /o shri K, 3S.Shama,

/o 163, Pastpanjali spartments,
pPitampura, 7 .
NB(J Del hig seseses LppllCFJnt.
(3y adweates Mre GsSeChaman)
Vsrsus -

1« Union of India through
Dl rector Intelligence Bureau,
Minietry of Home Af‘Falrs, Govt. of India,
North Block,
New Delhig

2. Director Gengral,
CHF, :
C0 Dmplex, Lodhi fdad,
NBL'J Del hi. ss e RESpOﬂ dmtSO

( 8y Adwcates Mr, K.CeDeGanguwani & Mr.
' Rajinder lechal)

0 2DER
HON 'BLE [ Re.Co.Re ADIGE, VICE CHAI B aN (a) .

foplicant ‘i}'ﬁpugns respondents! arder
dated 12.5. 98 (qnnexure-n'l) repatriating him 1’:0;

his parent organisation (CRFPF),

' 2¢ .or v Hegard bothssidess

3. foplicant is aﬁ gnployee of CRPF who ceme
on deputation to 1,8, weeefs 268,12,91, Even if, as
applicant clzims that while on deputstion he was
sel ect'e‘gl and sppointed to a higher post in 1,8,
in the sbsence of any order shown by him teminating

his lien in CRPF, he continues to be a manbpr of
~on

CRPF which is; amed force of the Unmn, over which

the CAT has no jurisdiction,

4. Hence the preliminary objection of respondents

bunal ha o c
has ng JUrisdiction in the matter
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-2 -
is sustainedy
S, Je have 2lso examined spplicants' claims on

merits. In the detailed order dated 8.10.58 in
0.1.N0,1225/98 subhas Chendra Ys. UOI & Ors., to

which one of us (Hom. Mre. Loksmmi swsminathzn,m{3)

wss 2 party, which also deslt with a CRPF employee
who w2s deputed to 1,3, and had filed that U.a,

against his repatriation, the Tribun=2l after relying
upon several rulings including those of the tbn'hle
Supreme Court and Del hi High urt and the Tribunal, had
categorically held that a deputationist had no vested

right to compel the organisatioﬁ to which he had been

- deputed to abso rotion and he could be repatriated

to his parent department upon conclusion of the

period of deputation. In that On 25 in the present

m

one thegmound that 2pplicant had been sppointed to
highver post during the deputation peridd and the.
claim of promissory estoppel was advanced, 2gainst
repatrization,werse 2dvanced, dut the same wers not

accep ted by the Bench .

6. e 2re satisfisgd that the r2tio of the order
in sSubhash Chandra's cese ( supra) are fully

applicable in the present cose slso.

7. Viewed 2t From any angle therefore this 04

fails and is therefore dismi=sed. ‘Mo costs,
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( MRs. LaKsHMI SUMINATHAY ) ( SeR,ADIGE/)
: MEMBER(D) VICE CHAIRY 4N (a),

Jus/



