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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
CALCUTTA BENCH.,

NO. OtAa 1184 Of 1997.

Present : Hon'ble Dr. B.C.Sarma, Member (A)
Hon'ble Mr. D.Purkayastha, Member (J)

HARA PRASAD DAS
Vs,

1. Union of India, through the Secretary,
Deptt. of Telecom, New Delhi. :

2. Chief General Manager, Telecom,
West Bengal Telecom Circle, 1. Council
House Street, Calcutta - 1.

Respondents.

Mr. M.M.Basu, counsel.

- For épplicant

For respondents : Mr. B. Mukher jee, counsel.

ordered on : 17.12.97.
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heard on : 17.12.97
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Beiefly stated the facts of the case are as follows i
The applicant Qm$ én employee of i the Telecommunication Depart-
ment and his wife is also an employee of the same department and
originally posted at BurdWan. His wife was sub$equent1y transfe-
rréd from Burdwan to Calcutta by an order passed by hhe respondent
on 16.3.95. The applicant representéd to the'authoritiés CONCE I NEm
}.with the request that he should also be transferred to Calcutta
because it is the policy of the Government that husband and wife
if they are employces of the same organization may be posted at the
same station. But his representations have not yet been disposed
of.
2. When the admission hearing of the matter was taken u
today, Mr. B. Mukhérjeé, 1d. counsel for’the respondents, raised
the plea of limitation on the ground that cause of action in this
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case has arisen sometime in 1995 »pd this application has been
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filed on 3.10.97. He, therefore, prays foi dismissal of the

shall within a period of three months from the date of communica

2.

application.

3. We have heard the 1d. counsel for both the parties and
perused records. Our attention has been invited to a copy of the
circular issu:d by the Indian Posts and Telegraphs Deptt nd . —

178 AXpyotlaee
as per hhe copy of the New Delhi letter date

,Qggzé;nj as far as possible husband and wife should be posted
in the same station if there be no administrative inconvenience.
as per the

Ld. counsel for the applicant submits that/said policy of the
Govermment the applicant should be transferred to Calcutta. But
we find that the applicant has filed bhis application on 3.10.97
‘whereas he had filed his first representation in March, 1996 as
annexed to the application. But the said représentaiion does npt
bear any date. The applicant has alsd submitted another represene

tation on 28.11.96. We have been given to understand that the
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representations have not yet been disposed of by the respondents.
Mr. Mukherjee, ld. counscl, submits that he does not have any
instruction whether the said iep:ésentations were received by the
respondents. Ordinarily on the ground of limitation we would have
dismissed the petition since we find bhat actual cause of action
has arisen in 1995 and the applicant had submitted his first
represenbation in 1996 whereas the instant application has been
filed on 3.10.97. However, keeping in view the fact that the
applicant wants to—imptement the benefit of a policy matter of the
govermment regarding transfer which is in the convenience of the
employee, we are not inclined to teject the application on the
ground of limitation. We are of the view that appropriate order
to be passed in this case will be to give a suitable direction
in the matter.

4. In view of the above}the application is disposed of, at
the stage of admission itself, with the direction that respondents

tion of this order treat the instant application as a fresh
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