CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI BENCH, GULESTAN BUILDING

6, PRESCOT ROAD, MUMBAI - 400 001
GRIGINAL APPLICATION No.1062/1992
FRIDAY, THIS THE 2ND DAY OF JulLy, 1999
SHRI JUSTICE S. VENKATARAMAN .. VICE CHAIRMAN
SHRI S.K. GHOSAL = .. " MEMBER (A)

Shri Bhaskar Barku Dhepe,

Naval Armament Inspectorate,

NAD Karanja, Uran Dist,.Raigad,

R/a 674/4, Chunabhatti, NAD Colony,

Uran, Dist, Raigad - 400 704. .o Applicant

(By Advocate Shri D.V. Gangal)
| Vs,

The Unien of India, through
the Chief of the Naval Staff,
Naval Head Quarters, R.K.Puram,
New Delhi.

The Flag Officer Commanding-in-Chief,
Western Naval Command, 5.8. Road,
Bombay - 400 023.

The ﬂdmiralrSuperintendent,
Naval Dockyard, Lion Gate,
S.B. Road, Bumbay!--— 400 0230

The Chief Inspector of Naval Armament,

Naval Armament Inspectorate,

Naval Dockyard, Gun Gate, 5.B. Road,

Bombay = 400 028.: .o Respondents

(By Standibg Counsel Shri V.S. Masurkar)

' ORDER

Justice S, Uen;ggaﬁaman. Vice Chairman i

The applicant had originally filed the applica-

tion for a dirsction to the Respondents to hold direct
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recruitment to the poét of foreman., During the pendency
of this application, the Respondents held direct fecruit-
ment for the post of Foreman in 1993-94. The applicant
who is working as Senior Chargeman (Mech.) in Naval Arma-
ment Inspectorate had applied for the post in 1993 and it

is stated that he did not succeeded,

2. The grievance of the applicant that is now
sought to be urged by means of Miscellaneous Petition
No.368/1995, 14/99 and 111/99, is that though he had
applied for the post of Foreman (Power) in tha Naval
Dockyard, his application was rejected for two reasons,
that the 1st reason is that his épplication was received
on 22.,10.1994, beyond the lést date fixed for filing
applications, i.e., 30.5.1994 and the other reason is
that he does not have the réquisite experience in the

appropriate field,

3. The applicant's case is that actually notifica=-
tion calliﬁg for applications was received in the Naval
Armament InSpectﬁrgta‘only on 1.10.1994 and that it was
not even published and that however, the applicant coming
to know about the notification, he submitted his applica-
tion on 22.10,1994, It is no doybt true that it wouls- .. -
appear that the notification was received in' the Naval
Armament InSpectoréte on 1.10.1994., UWhen a notification
is issued callihg for apblications and that notification

is published in various units and by various means, the
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fact that in one unit the notification is received late
cannot be a reason to extend the last date fixed for
feceipt of applications, The bBligibility with regard to
age, etc., will all depend on the last date of the receipt

of applications.

4, It is stated by the Respondents that this
notification has been published in the Central Employment
Exchange and various other forums. As such, the applica=-
tion of the applicant which was admittedly submitted leng
after the last date fiﬁed for receipt of the.applications
could not have been accepted on the ground that the noti-
fication has been received in the Naval Armaments Inspec-

torate (NAI) on 1.10,1994,

5. With regard -to the 2nd reason, there is a contro-
versy between the applicant and the Respondents as to
whether the applicant had the requisite experience. The
notification stipulates that the candidate must have
5 years experience in the concerned trade. As the post in
guestion was the post of Foreman (Power), the candidate
has to possess training in the field of Pouer/Electricity.
The applicant has tried to contend that h;%uorking in
Electrical Laboratory and doing the work of recaliberatiaon
and that as such, he has the requisite experience in that

field. The Respondents have contended that the work done
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by the applicant ﬁ% recaliberating in the Laboratory

v
is not the same thing as the experience required in the
trade of Power. The Respondents have also pointed out

that the applicant in 1993, had mentioned against c@iumn

ok . . . i s
qﬁﬁ;de for Technical Qualifications, including training,

ha~had-mertionad that he had 3 years apprenticeship
o/

in Electrical trade (Navaid Fitter) and had produced a
certificate which wouLg show that he was an apprentice

in the trade of Navaid Fitter only., Howsver, in the appli-
cation which he had now given, he has stated that he was

an apprentice in Electrical trade which on his own showing

is falsse.

6. Be that.as it may, the experience that is required
for the post aof Foreman(Eouen]is quite different from the”’
experience uhich a denior Chargeman Mech. may have while
working in a Laboratory containing some electrical equip-
ments, We do not think that rejectiaon of the application

calls for interfersnce by this Tribunal,

1

7. For the above reasons, this application is

rejected. All the pending M.As. stand disposed of.

"\\

(: - rTARANAN)
MEMBER (A)-— | CHAIRMAN
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