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central ATfUNtESTRATIVE- TRIBUNAL,PRINCIPAL BENCH,

NEW EELHI,

O.A«No.389.of 1988 Date of Decision: 6,7.93.

Sndesh Raj Maheswari ....Petitioner*

Versus

Union of India & others ...Respondents,

None appeared for the parties.

eORmt

% Hon'ble Mr,Justice V.S.Malimath, Chaiznian.

Hon'ble Mr.S.R.Adige, Membsr(A)

JUDC3MENT{0RAL)
(By Hon*bI® Mr.Justice V.S.MaiImath,Chairman)

It is a ve^ old matter, iile have perused the

records and ^ dispose of the case on roez^t*

2, From the records and pleadingsin this

case it is quite clear that the petitioner was ; '

appointed as a Legal Assistant cai deputation basis

for a specified period xmder Delhi Administration.

The period :e^s further extended. When his deputation

period was ^out to e 3q).ire^ he approached this

Tribunal for a direction to treat him as appointed on

?®9^1sr basis as Legal Assistant and in tlie altemativ

to transfer hira to s pn» other vacant post of the Legal

Assistant under the same administration and for other

incpental and consequential reliefs. It is clear

frOTj the records that the petitioner was appointed

for a specified.period on deputation basis as a

Legal. Assistant, Gndexpi^'.of per^^ of deputation; a

depatationist cannot claim a right to regularise ,th®

g^r^ce in the department in which he has gone on

deptatstion. The question pf his being transferred to

yj^nothsr vacant post under the same Administration does
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not arise. Accordingly, this application is disnii-ssed.

No costs.
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