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disposed of by this
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i, V(^? i|ve
eoolltstlti 10>»th the esses uith patlelice. Despite this.
ti^Ovef, we dp net find any <i«efit m either of the cases.

thisp' eases,- the aPPHeants appUed for
' ' ■ <•

!to the central Health Sentlee. m OA
appfiialit "w^ ' effered" apwl

Ijiiijillllt if-'h ' (Obat, a OynW) at Patna vide letter
(i4iiia iifi'lWt AnneKUfe-^tV- sae made
rl^sean^lt^o" ^
fteRaiiwrr ■Jtin at reolnders. the
i^lid^alakp cancelling her offer of
aahdlhtmant; was issued, tfi the case of applicants in OA
HO,??aVa«i APpiliant No.l was offered posting

aradpi^" at: Oadra ahd Nagar-Havel 1 vide
11i9s1995/ As ho also Talled to join

; the impughed d^^ ^
Issued, th: the case of Applicant Ho.2 the
are 11,9i199a offering nie the appointment

66Ha, Hydersbad and the Impugned order canceliing the
4' '4'\fetd -Id in -all these cases the

impugned iifders ware issued iwre than a year ago.
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^jijilldaihts h#Ye filbcl application for
bb if cjiilay- In pyf vibV .no satisfactory ground

fdr cdndpnln^ tbe dplay in approaching

8 TriPUnftl. tbP ai?pl1c4|lts ^bra bfi^tbe time at Delhi
fllsoh thly were aggrieved, they

Sflliljf •<» therefore
HA(i) for cofipohin^ thp (iblayf
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dp Indfit also we do riot find ahy case for the
a|idlipahts, The applicants never accepted the offer of

a{^|>d(h1^fi| to tbe Qbntral Health Service,
dfe l(iey pphndt have a grievance cn the respondents
ih idndbllihg the offer of their appointments.

dOuhsel for ett the applicants, Shri

dilHtliiiil <i
irUd to persuade us that the applicants had

f?i cult Ids and dedief ibb guidelines framed by

the fdspphdehts themselves entitled them for
cphSideratiOi) for posting at pplhl. In this context,, the
leSrhed counsel referred to the gu1dei1nes__that the

hpsbahd end Wlfp ,^f Service^should be posted at the
d|if| stlt^ihr ^ Sufainltted that the applicant In OA

iifi^lta SaxenS'S husbahd Is posted Ss a
!|f ill pelhl Uhlverslty and he has a non-transferable
dhd therefore following the policy to keep husband

Same stations the applicant alao should

I bffdn cdhSidefed for retention in Delhi. He also
f^dihted Out that In number of other cases the respondents
haye given posting to those selected^ In Delhi but a

Slmi lar cOhslderatlon' has been . denied to the appl Icants.

fypn flPW thefo are yacahcleS available In Delhi and the
'  '1b|h^S Oliild Saeiiy be cOhsldered for adjustment at

V
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6, the Supreme Court has held, in Bank of India Vs.

jaanit Nehta (199? (1) SCC 306), that ordinarily

and as far practicable the husband and wife who are

bo|b b^ployed shoMld be posted at the same station even
if tpiif employei"s are different. The ddslrability of

ObMrab Is obvious*- HoWeVeri thie does not meant

tpbif placo of i^stinl shOMlcl invariably be one of

their obdl^, even though their preference may be taken

ihid Ibabunt WhiU making the deOision in accordance with

a^lnistrative needs, in such a case the couple have

to itiske their choice at the threshold between career

prbepects ahd family life, the applicants have made a

represehtatiph to the respondents for considering their

ca^es for posting to Oelhli Despite the fact that the

rdsj^r^bhts did not find it possiblo to accede to their

rapuest the sPbFPants did not act on the offer made to

ih|iiii lb iMse circumstahcdSi and not having been

acbdpted ihd Offer of appointment in the first instance,

Ihey OanhOt insist oh the respondents to give them a

poHihg of their Own preferehce and choice.

6, the applicants sought an appointment to the

Central Health Services fully aware of the_fact that the

aerylOe involves an an india transfer liability. In the

pfeient Sitij|tion, it was a matter of initial appointment

to thb service and not merely of transfer. Being fully

eifffe of thb conditions of the service they yet did not
,  I

/tl

Offers This would hevOpewii in other words,

did hot wish to accept the conditions of the
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«^W1PS. TW respondents therefore cannot be held to
hiVe (jfins jny wrbhs in passing the lilipugnsd orders in
oahpeillhg the offer of a|)po1ntsiehts made to the
ap|Dl^c4hts. ~

T- In the f^pts and clrGiimstances of the case both
Ire i^lsliiilpsed oh the Qrbund of delay as well as
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