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applicant has no legal enforceable right to continue
on deputation. The Tribunal however further observed
as follows in its order.

"It is open to the applicant to make this
tn the respondents through a self

lllZLeT repres Station .ithin 2 .eekB
ZTll' dat'e o, receipt cf a copy of t ts
judgement on receipt of
respondents should dispose of the same
accordance with extant rules .

2. The applicant now says that he made a

representation to the respondents uhich has been
rejected by the i.pngned order Annexure A dated
23.3.1998. Aggrieved by this he has again come

the Tribunal seeking a direction to the respondents
that he may be allowed to continue as Hind'
Translator and not hOC/UDC and his retinal benefit -
also be determined accordingly.

3. We have heard the le.arned counsel for

the applicant. He submits that the applicant had
obtained a stay order by way of an interim direction

in OA No. 318/96. However, as this interim order
was not vacated by the Tribunal and the OA was

disposed of by order dated 7.5.1996, he had a right
to continue under the protection till his retirement,

moreso, as the respondents did not dispose of his
representation till nearly two years after his
retirement by the impugned order Annexure A-1. On

being asked the learned counsel fairly admitted that

the Respondent No. 2 did not pay the salary to the
applicant for the relevant period.
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4. On consideration vje find that th

applicant has no case whatsoever. As regards h,
right to continue on deputalon, the Tribunal has
already held in OA No. 318/96 that he has no legal
enforceable right to so continue. He can also not

pleaded that he was entitled to continue on the
strength of an interi. order. Once the final order
is passed, all orders interi. and interlocutory in
nature, sub - .erge into the final order, and unless
the relief granted by the interi. direction is .ade
absolute or is directed to be continued specificall

byway of final relief, the same lapses auto.atically.

5. In view of this position, the OA is

dismissed at the very threshold at the admission

stage itself.
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