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UNION OF INDIA & OTHERS

We have gone through the Review Application filed

by the patitioner vide dated 23rd July, 1993 and perused

E A the various cohtentiono and issues raisnd by the psti-
é tioner uith reference to the jgdgonont dated 9,7.,93
E in O.A. uo; 2573/92L"
é 2. The various objections ars being dealt with as
@ under 3~
(1) In so far as ground 'A' is concerned, the
"

petitioner contends that there is an error
apparent on the face of the rocﬁrdo with
reference to pars 9 of the judgement, It
is true that at the relsvant time, the
petitlona; Q;a uofk;AQ 1n£.ha Hinisgry of .

Finance on desputation basis, Uuhen the
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respondent No. 1 %"sought the dption

consideration for the post of Technical

Assistant from amongst the persons uwho

were working on deputation, thay made it

clear (vide nnnexur§ 5) dated 8,5.,1990

that theif options should be forwarded

through proper channel.® The petitionar

concades that he did not send his option

through proper channsl but contesnds that

since he was already working on deputation

with the Ministry of Finance, it was for

them to state specifically that such of

those candidataes working on deputation,

§hair options should also be routed through

», thaeir parent dopartments; Such a contention
'10 not tenable. The t;rninoiogy ®oroper
channel® msans ﬁﬁag the applicant ahouiﬁ send
his application through his parent doplrgnant
to ths dap;;tment which feéui?e thei; legvicca.
Although the petitionar was working on deputa-
tion, the patittﬁnof wvas dQ#y bound go san
the permission of his parent department for

permanent absorption., Thersfore,it uvas necae

8sary that he should have sent his spplication
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(2)
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through his parent department and it
for the parent dohartm-nt to decide whether
to sponsor the services of the petitioner
for permanent absorption or not, Since
it was not done, such a plea cannot be
raised at this stage, i
Ragarding ground '8', it is an undisputsd
fact that the petitioner had joined the

Ministry of Finance on deputation in 1988

and in the judgement, on the basis of facis

furnished, stated that while asking for

options of employees who were on deputation,
the applications of deputationists of 1987
batch ware only entertained. Thereforg it
is not open to the paetitioner to contend
that his application should also be consi-
dered along with the deputationiste of 1987,
In so far as the ﬁaﬁﬂonar is concat;ned,
firstly, his parent department has not
given their concurrence for absorption,
secondly he cgnnot contsnd that he has besn
discriiinated because the deputationists

of 1387 batch and 1988 batch cannot be tresated



as one and Lhe same, If at Il]’ after

the absorption of 1987 batch any further
vacanc;aa are availnblelit is for the
borrowing department to take / absorb
peopls for being taken on deputation,
ana he c;nnot éonparn himself uith those
who were on d#putation prior to 1988, As
a matter of fact, the persons who are

on deputation in 1987 batch tbair parent
department also did not objected to their
absorptinn in the borrouing‘doplrtnont.
Assuming th t he sake of arguements that
the petitioner has not besn relieved by

the borrowing department, in law, he cannot

~indefinitaly stay back if the parent

department ask for his rnpatriation._ It

is on the record that the parent dapartncﬁt
did séok for ;Qpntriatioa; ther.for.,it ia
imnatar;al that he is still working on d-ﬁu—
tation péat that b; tgsal? does not give him
any right to be absorbed in the borrowing
dcpa?tnent. Further, whather the borrowing

department still did not {11 up the vacant

poat@it is their administratiye domain, neither
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the petitioner nor his parent department has any
control over them. Other pleas are irrelevant to
the main issyes and are not relevant for our purposa,
2, Petitioner is well avare that the Revision
Application under Order 47 Rule (1) of the Code of
Civil Procedure could be antertainad on a limiﬁed
groundsonly,

3. In the light of the above, we find that there
is no error apparent on the face of the record/judge~
ment and accordingly we dismigs the Revisu Application
with no order as to costs,
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