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Vie have heard the learned counsel for.the applicant.

In this application filed under Section 19 of tine Administrative

Tribunals A.ct, 1985^ the applicant questions the extension of

deputation given to Respondent No.2 Shri B.K.Bhattacharya, who is

an officer belonging to the Indian Administrative Service and is

presently posted as Central Provident Fund Commissionerj Mayur

Bhavan, New Delhi. Learned counsel for the applicant has drav;n

our attention to Annexure A-4 namely the Employees' Provident ,

Fund Organisation(Commissioners) Recruitment Rules, 1966 relating

to the post of the Central Provident Fund Commissioner and the
vvhich

schedule to the said Rules/inter alia provides that the " period

of deputation including oeriod of deputation in another ex-cadre

post held immediately preceding this appointment in the same

Orqanisation/Department shall not exceed 5 years," The imougned

order(A.nnexure A-5) is a communication issued by the f,Ministry of

Labour intimating that Respondent No,2 v.dH complete his normal

tenure of 5 years on 27.3.1988 after excluding a period of 13 weeks

when he wa's' sent for training abroad. No rule or document has been

produced before us to shov; that v/here an oxficer is sent for

training, the period of training should not be excluded from the

opriod of deputation.

2, In fact the impugned communidation does not exxend uhe

oeriod of deputation of Respondent No.2. It m,erely computes
1 ' ovplllri'inO "th'G OS^riod. of "t !Co inthe tenure of depuxa'cion afuOi- exciuaincj ,



,-<1
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3. Further the apolicant has no locus standi to move

this aoolication since it has not been shown as to in what

manner he is aggrieved by the impugned communication.

do net see any merit in this apolication v.-hich is accordingly

dismissed at the admission stage .its elf.
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