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in office. The petitioner also did| not enclosé¢ the Metro Railway's

letter as part of his: original| petition, | in which case the

respondents could indicate their pgsition about the matter through

reply. Any way, it apears:that the |said letter|was addressed by tHe
Metro Railway to CPO, Ea$tern Railiway (who has not been impleadéd
as a party respondent by the petitioner in this case) quite
sometime back. It may qu@te be posisible that fthis letter of Metro
Railway, due to some communication |gap, did not rech the office of
DRM, Sealdah, which had iésued the impugned transfer order in March
1996. Since the respondents have indicated thati they would considef
the case of the petitioner for a posting in Callcutta in future, as
stated in their reply at:Annexure-RI, it will,therefore, be jus£
ana proper that they shodld approp:iately take a final view about

the offer of the Metro Railway. : P

19, . We, therefore) dispose] of the |petition with the

following orders, viz.

i) The petition is dismissed. The interim order issued

earlier in this case is vacated fort
.o s

ii) The petltloner aﬁﬁﬁ-
[ 74

bﬁan&éeb may make a representatlon to respondent No. 5 i.e. the

DPO, Sealdah, through proper channel, for deputation' to Metro

Railway with refernce to the offer| of the Metro Railway in this

regard while enclosing a ¢opy of this order and also the copy of
the Metro Railway's éommunication and the latter shall
expeditiously explofe the gossibility of sparing the petitioner for
joining Metro Railway cnxideputation in case the offer is still,
available and the respondénts do not have other reasons to the

contrary.

iii) There will:be no order as to costs.
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