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The applicant was working as a Constable in I.T.B.P.
and he came on deputation to the Delhi Police for a period
of one year in the first instance on 3.12.1988 but continued
to be on deputation till he was ordered to be repatriated
to his parent department with immediate effect, on the request
of I.T.B.P. authorities, vide carder dated 20.1.1992/30.1.1992
(Annexure A-l). m this application under Section 19 of the
Adtoinistrative Tribunals Act. 1985, he is aggrieved by the
aforesaid order on the ground that the same is arbitrary,
discriminatory and casts stigma on him. He has prayed that
the aforesaid iopugned order be quashed.

2. AS an interim relief, he has prayed for maintenance of
of status quo which was grafted by an order passed on
3.3.1992 and which has continued since then.

3. The respondents have qpposed the O.A. by filing a return
to ,*iich a rejoinder has also been filed by ttie applicant.
AS the pleadli^s 1" this 's®® caiplete. It was decided
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with the consent of both patties to finally dispose of the
case at the adoission stage itself. Aecotdingly, we have
perused the waterial on record and also heard the learned
counsel foe the paftiese

4. It is well settled that a Covernnent servant *0 goes
on deputation from his parent department to another
departoent/ttganUation has no legal or vested right to
either continue on d^utation for an indefinite period or
to finally set absorbed in the borrowing department/organi
sation. Learned counsel for the applicant rightly and
fairly conceded that this was the position of law, but it
was so only if there are ho rules to the contrary. He
contended that Bule 17 of the Delhi Police (General
conditions of Service) Rules. 1980 provides for absorption
in Delhi police of persons »ho are first taken on
deputation, and that in accordance with these rules, the
respondents have prepared a scheme for absorption of people
taken on deputation and hU case was considered under that
scheme and he was found suitable. It was, therefore, argued
that the repatriation of the applicant to hU parent
department was arbitrary and also discriminatory inasmuch as
persons similarly placed have been absorbed.

5, The case of the respondents is that even in accordance
with the provUions of Rule 17 of the aforesaid rules, the
cofcurrence of the head of the department is acondition
precedent to permanent absorption in the Delhi Police, and
as the parent department did not give no objection certificate
to the absorption of the applicant in the Delhi police, he
had to be repatriated to his parent department. Rule 17 of
the Delhi PolUe (General Conditions of Service) Rules, 1980
redds as below #—
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•The ISfrt^bsorptlSn in Delhisanction^permar»i^a P subordinates,
police ^ "PPfearslroT^hS States/Union
except Iitepe Central police Qrganisati*
T^»rri+.caries and CencraJ. r ^r»nr%irrenc

poxii^e wj. other States/untwu
except police Organisations,
Territories and C^ntJyr v concurrence
with pSii^e Force of the State/
of the Head of the Poiwe police Organrsa*
union T«tri-^ry, the Coeiaissi^r oftion concerned. transfer
Pol^tce, '»aY4^r...hordlnatw of '
opper and «fith their consent for
except I'^sp^tors w ^ police forces of otherperBanent.abs_^ption police
States/union Terr it concurrence ofOrganisatUte. suWect t^^^ concerned. In the

such pM:Banent o? JS^vMsa,
Obtain thet shall*obtain the^?!or^«tiorof the A*>lnlstrator.-

b FroB aperusal of the above rule, it is clear that the
of the head of the HBP was one of the condltxonsconcurrence of the head ^h«;acbed

. ^ before the applicant could be perBanently absorbedprecedent before clearly states that
In the Delhi police. The ropugne

i-th three others mentioned therein,the applicar-. along with three oth
repatriated to the XTBP on the reguest of the

licant has not placed any material on record to sh«.
^ • n its consent to the absorption of thexH + the ITBP had grven its consem.that the . „ in view of this, the action

1-,. v* in the Delhi police, in view

rth/respo^enls in ordsri.. repatriation of theJPlies"t
to his parent departBent cannot be said to be arbr ary-
Purther. the iayosned order itself shows, as ^^"sdy ^

had come on deputation
4.P, + three other persons wtoo nad cone

r^ri, -rrr"
with the applicant to the HEP. Th"S. the
respoments also cannot he said to he discrlBinat y.
Moreover, the «.plleant has not placed any Bater aMQceovex, -r- ^ 4. wia, ,Ao had come on

record to Show that aPolice constable -.o had
n ihi Police was ultiBately absorbed indeputation to the Delhi Police ^

44-v.mt the concurrence 01 nw y
the Delhi police even without the
departae nt/erganisat ion.
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7. In the light of the foregoing discussion, we ate of
the considered view that the O.A. is devoid of nerit and
the sawe is acc.dingly dismissed leaving the parties to
bear their own ccsts. Needless to state that the interim
order passed on 3.3.1992 also automatically stands vacated.
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