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IN THE CEATRsL ADMINISTAAT IVE TRIBUNAL
PAINGL AL BzCH

O.has NoWs513/92 DATE OF LDECISIGHN 12-5.93
Sh.Jan M{Shd.l(h&in eee pplicant

V/s

U &S aIn oo e RESponden'tS
CoRi
Hon'ble Member Sh.B.N.Dhoundiyal, Memwe r{.)

Hon'ble Member 3h. 3.3.degde, Member(J)

FOR THE APPLICANT .. She Aashish Kszlia,counsel

FOR THE RESPONLDENTS ., ShBedePrashar,counsel

JUDGEME NT (CRAL )

/By Sh. B -debhoundiyal,Hon'ble MemieK~)_/

This O.is has been filed by sh.Jan Mohd.Khan
against the impugned order dated 1-4-1991 denying him
gbsorption in Delhi Police and repatristing him to his
parent decartment i.e. CeruP.Fa The gplicant came on
tr--‘msfer/deputatior; on 21-6-1988 from 31 Bn.si.PsFs His
deputation period was extended, ca yzar to ye ar oasis;
upto 4-7-9l1. However, on 1l-4-91, the petitioner was
orderea to be repastristed to his parent unit i.e.
C.d.P.F. The impugned ordethas been challsnged oa the
ground that it is arbitrarary Znd discriminastory as
similar colleagues of the asplicant have been zbsorbed
in Delhi Police.

2. The respondents have stated that the a.:!licant
wes not recommended for ex;.;en,sidnof decutation period in

bw
Delhi Folice due to the facty Ahot he remcined under

i suspensicn for misbehaviour ‘and he was also fac ing a
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department enquiry for unauthorised absence awsrded major

parelty vide order dated 31-12-90. Under these circumstarces,
he wes not considered for further retention in oelni Police
and repatristed to his parent department on the ~dninistrative

ground.

3. W have gore through Ewe(fwo:(ds;,jand he ard the
l2 arned counsel for the parties. B has also drawn our
attention to similur case decided l;‘y Principal Bench of
this Tribunal in Oasn. No.32L/92 Sh. Satpal V/s UL.I.

on 7-8-92. It was held that a deputstionist can not claim,
as a matter of right, to get absorbed in the departoent

where he is sent on deputation, znd it is the right

of the parent department, to call him back, as and vie n

his services are required, It was also held that unless

the court is sure that the impugned order is really
based upon allegations of bias or mal a=fices, it
should not proceed to quash the aiministrative orders

whnich are made in the exigencies of administraitive work.

4. The zpplicant has not been able to prove any
allegation of bias or mala-fide agzinst the respondents

who were competent to order his repatriation. The
respondents are howvever, directed to consider regulc-isetion
Pf the period of absence on the basis of granting le sve

under the rul:s., No costs.
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