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Chief General Manager, \
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For the applicant :° ' 8ri D.Krishna Murthy, Advocate

For the respondent : |Sr1 N.V.Ramana, addl. Standing
Counsel for Central Government,
|
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HON'BLE 3HRI R. BALASUBRAMANIA%, MEMBER (ADMN,)
HON'BLE SHRI C.J. ROY, MEMBER (bUDL.)
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XJUDGMENT BF THE BENCH AS PER H
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This application ig fileg Jnder sec, 19 of the Adminis-

trative Tribunals Act, 1985 for P direction to the respondent

to appoint the applicant herein as Junior Telecommunlcatlon

Orflcer 8S per the selections made in pursuance of Notifica-

tion dt. 11-8-1984 issued by the |Respondent, CDC__)C:B

2. The applicant herein had agplleq to the post of Junior

Englnee::)ln Tele communication, ALP. in response‘to the noti-

fication &t. 11- 8-1984 in Employment News Weekly calllng for

applications to 224 posts, The applicant was called to

that he was placed at S,No.60 in the select list preparea

by the respondent on the basis of merit. The applicant

states that the 1ist of selected c£ndidates was published
!

and was sent to all the concerned ?fficers. The applicant

é&X&Q&S ﬂ“ﬁkﬂ in pursuance of selection, the respondent
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appointed 50 to 60 candidates from the select list,

but he did not get appointment. The applicant averred

that he had made enguiries with the respondent and that

he was informed that a ban was imposed on making approint-
ments and that appointments will be-made soon it is

lifted. The applicant was waiting for appointment letter
from the respondent. The applicant states that one can-
didate by name Smt.S.Suneetha “akshmi, who was also placed
in fheAL;)select l1ist referred above at S51.No.134 had

filed an application before £hisaﬁribuna1'in 0.A.N0,395/89
and questioned the re-advertisement issued by the respondent
for filling up the posts of Junior Telecommunication Officer.
rne applicant states that he has come to know this in the

- month of april, 19%1 and filed the present 0.A, The app-
licant further states that this Tribunal allowed the O.a,
referred above by Judgment dt. 26-3-1990, iiééﬂéé§££g§§§)_
alleged that theaction of the respondent in readvertissdmg
the vacancies without exhausting the select list is illegal
arbitrary and discriminatory, and violative of A ticles 14
and 16 of the Constitution of India. The applicant averred
that for no fault of him, the respondent cannot reject the
select&fﬁ parfially, and it was informed that soon the ban’:}
is lifted appointments will be made. It is also alleged
that the respondent cannot readvertiseig)the posts

without exhausting the select list already vprepared, and

hence filed this 0.A.

2. The respondent has not filed counter in this case so
far. This Tribunal on 10-2-1992 while granting one week time
for filing counter, | _jthe respondent was directed to

check-up whether the judgment rendered in 0.A.N0.395/89 Jt.
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26=3=1990 covers this case or not.’
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To

1. The Chief General Mahager, Telecom
Andhra Pradesh Circle, Abids, Hyderabad-l.

2. One copy to Mr,D.Krishna Murthy, Advocate
1-10-123/1, Ahhoknagar, Hyderabad.

3. One copy to Mr, N.V.Ramaﬁa,’Adal.CGSC. CAT.Hy&;
4, One spare COpY. . )
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3, The apolicant filed material papers viz. Selection

: 3

List dt. 7-1-1986; Order dt. 26-3-1990 in 0.A.No0.395/89

paésed-by this Tribunal.

4, we heard Sri D.Krishna Murthy, learned counsel for
the applicant and Sri N.V.Ramana, learned counsel .for

respondent and perused the records carefully.

5. It can be seen that the advertisement was initially
published on 11-8-1984, but all the advertised vacancies

were not filled due to imposition of ban on filling up of
the. vacancies., I@}caﬁ also_be seen from the records that

the respondent:?re-adveftised:; notification for filling

up the vacancies on 29-4-1989, and one of the candidate )

in the select list had approached this Tribunal in 1989 Wdedf
and the said application bearing 0.A.No.395/89 was disposed-
of on 26,3.1990, ‘Bﬁt the applicant herein, failéd to apperoach
either the respondent or this Tribunal within the period
prescribed under sec. 21 of the A.T.Act, 1985. The app-
licant approached this Tribunalkon 2=7=1991, inspite of the
fact that re-advértisement was issued on 29-4-198%9., The
applicant states that he has come to know about the same in
Rpril, 1991. a delay of about 2 years 2 months is appirent
on the face of record. The contention of the léarned counsel

for applicant that he has come to know the same in April, 1991

"is not accepted. Therefore, the case relied by the learned

cobunsel for the applicant in 0.A.N0,395/89 cannot be applied
ta this case., 'No material on the record shows that the app-

licant explained the causes for the delay and its condonation.

6, Under the circumstances, we hold that the application
is barred by limitation and accordingly dismissed. WNo order
as to costs.

{ R.Balasubraméhian ) ( C/A.ROV )
Member (A) Member (J)

Dated iYW February, 1992.
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