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CENTRrtL AOMINiaTRHTlUE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH; NEW DELHI

0.A,No.1667/92

Ved Pdl Dalai & Qrs. .. Applicants

Vs.

U.U.I, .. Respondents

Present: Shri Shankar Raju for the Applicant and
None Tor the Respondents

MmM
0.2.1^93

The applicants in this case haye challenged their reversion

by the impugned order dated 19.6.1992 from Delhi Police to their

parent department in CRPF, They have been on deputation from

18.9.86 and their contention is that while others have been

absorbed, the Respondents i.e. the Delhi Police Authority have
tKC"not even initiated any action to^consent their parent department

for their absorption in Delhi Poltce. Having listened to the
Id. counsel for the applicants, we feel convinced that the
o-)ijyUc<xV:«w K«ao

no roros ond hav. to b. rejected. It i,
eetabUshed law that the deputat ionlats have no right to relin
P.r.a„ent,,_or on extended deputation trr.apeetive or the con.ent
Of the borrowing oepartment or the lending department. Whether
the deputationists should be allowed to noot•axiowad to continue on deputation or
obe absorbed is an adminiatra.ive manner, which is decided

the oorrowing department. Ihia tribunal canoot pueation the
a. nistratiue discretion in such matters, mthe circumstances,
' aee no torce in the demand ot the appiipants and we
iamiss this Without an, order as to costs. However, we .a,,

Xcer t,,, Since the appligants continue to remain with the '
oat ollce b. Virtue or the interim order passed by the Tribunal
on tutng 2.7.1992, the period of their cont 1
Police arter 18.6.1992 till th """—ce with the Oelh
be an . t n a ' considered t<00 an extended deputation for the applicants.
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