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ORDER 

Riefly stated the facts of the case are as follows 

The applicant 	an employee of: the Telecommunication Dep  rt— 

ment and his wife is also an employee of the same department nd 

&J010 
 originally posted at Burdwan. His wife was subsequently tranfe. 

rrQd from Burdwan to Calcutta by an order passed by bhe respo ent• 

on 16.3.95. The applicant represented to the authorities conterne_ 

with the request that heshould also be transferred to Calcutta 

because it is the policy of the GDvernment that husband and w fe 

if they are employeeçof the same organization may be posted a the 

same station. But his representations have not yet been .disp sod 

of. 

2. 	When the admission hearing of the matter was taken 

today, Mr. B. Mukherjee, id. counsel for the respondents, raied 

the plea of limitation on the ground that cause of action in his 
whereas 

case has arisen sometime in 1995 *d this application has beep 



2. 

filed on 3.10.97. He, therefore, prays for dismissal of the 

application. 

3. 	We have, heard the id. counsel for both the parties and  

perused records. Our attention has been invited to a copy of~Ihe 

circular issued by the Indian Posts and Telegraphs Deptt and 

.12FQI7' 	'/t as per. tahe copy of the New t1hi letter dated, ás—ins4ruGt-e4 r L9 ) 
,41aeie-in, as far as possible husband and wife should be posted 

in the Se station if there be no administrative inconvenience. 
as per the 

Ld. counsel for the applicant submits that/said policy of the 

Goverrnent the applicant should be transferred to Calcutta. But 

we find that the applicant has filed this application on 3.10.9 

whereas he had filed his first representation in March, 1996 as 
I! 

annexed to the application. But the said representation does n t 

bear any date. The applicant has alsè submitted another repres n 

tation on 28.11.96. We have been given to understand that the 

representations have not yet been d.sposed of by the respondent s.  

Mr. Mukherjee, id. counsel, submits that he does not have any 

instruction whether the said representations were received by the 

respondents. Ordinarily on the ground of limitation we would have 

dismissed the petition since we find that actual cause of actiofl 

has arisen in 1995 and the applicant had submitted his first 

representation in 1996 whereas the instant application has been 

filed on 3.10.97. However, keeping in view the fact that the 

applicant wants t-o---impement the benefit of a policy matter of he 

goverment regarding transfer which is in the convenience of t 

employee, we are not inclined to reject the application on the 

ground of limitation. We are of the view that appropriate ord 

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 responden $ 

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

tion of this order treat the instant application as a fresh 


