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IN THE LENTRRL RD1iINIgffqi 	iRIEUiRL ;HYUERMBAQ bENCH 

RI HYUEUABRD 

L.A.N 839/92 	
H 

Ct. of Oscis jon,22.12J9 

B'A• 	
--- ? 	!_ 	net"t-ionor  

Nr•A.KriShna Mur.thy 	
dvocte for 

the P:citjoner 
(a 

Versus  

The hjef of.Naval Staff, Head Luarters, 	 H 

Advocatepr  
F 	 the Reoponuent 

(3) 

THE HCt'tBLE 	A,B.G0RT}iI,tMI3ERt.IDIN.)  

THE HON'BL 	R. T.CHNDESEFiARA EDDY,MEFER(JUDL.) 

1 • 	!hcthsr Eaporte5 of lpcal prpors may 	 H 
be allowed to sue the iud.2mcnt (  

To be refarrsd to the R ortrs or n.jt? 

Whether their Lcrcshj!ps uish to SEC  
the fair copy a? th Judqnnt? 	 H 

Lihcthsr it iletids to bb circulai d to " 
other. Benches r;f.ths T;jbunal? 

5 Rç.r<5 of Vjcbajrsn c3n Columns 	 H 
1 9 2,4 (to be suomitted to Hori'ble 
VicsChajrman whrs he is not n 
the Bench.) 

(HPO 
M(A) 	 • M(J) 
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IN TUE CTEAL ADMINISTRATIVE ThIBUNAL 
	 BENCH 

AT HYDERABAD 

O.A.NO.939/92 	
Date of Order:22.12.l9  

BETWEEN: 	
H 

AppliCflt. 
S.Appa rao 	

..  

A N D 	
H 

The Chief of Naval Staff, 
Head ruarters, New Delhi. 

The Flag Officer 
Eastern Naval command, Visakhapaflam. 

The kimiral SUperintendt 
Naval Dock yard, 
Visakhapatnam 14. 

counsel for the Applicant 

counsel for the Respondents 

Mr. Kenkate5s8r1ui 

H for 
Mr.A.Krishna Murth 

Mr.NR.Devraj. 

CORAM: 

HON'3LE SHRI A.B.GORTHI,M'(  

HON 312 bURl T.CH?NDRASECA 
REDDY, MEMBER (JUDL.) 

.2 

a 

.. Respondents. 



2.. 	
H 

Order of the •. Division. ' Bench delivered by 

Hon'ble Shri A.B.rthi, Member(.). 	
H 

e have heard Mr.K.Vekkate5w 	for Mr.A(Xi5hfl8 

Murthy, learned counsel for the applicant and Mr.NJR.DeVt2J, 

standing counsel for the respondents. As a short point is 

involved, the application is disposed of at the admission 

tage itself. 

2. 	The applicant who has the I.T.I. certificate 

holder was sponsored by the Employment Exchange, viapatfl am 

in resporlde to 
for the post of mouldeilan advertisementissued by the 

respondents. Selection for the post was held in the 

year 1976 and it seems 7 candidates were selected including 

the applicant. 2 candidates were given appointment and 

the remaining 5 were kept in a panel. The contention of 

the applicant is that in the year 1978,2 more peisons 

namely Mr.M.V.B.MUrthY and Mr.H.V..bamafla were appointed 

as ttulders in the respondents organisation. But the 

applicant was not considered for appointment. Thereafter/ 

in the year 1990 he äenta legal notice to the respondents 

but without any success. Accordingly his prayer in this 

application is that a direction be given to the respondents 

to appoint the applicant as tvbulder Grade-Il on the basis 

of the selection held in the year 1978. 

3. 	
Sri N.R.Devrai took a prtliminarY objection on t 

ground that the application is hopelessly time barrçd.0 It 

is,  apparent that the selection was conducted in the year 
averred 

1976 and even on the basis of the facts 	•.• in the 

application, the cause of grievance, so far as the epplicam 

is conderned, arose in the year 1978 when two  other candidat 

were given appointments but not the applicant. Although 
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this happened in the year 1978 the applicant chot,se not to 

pLoceed further in the matter till 1990 when legal notice 

was sent by him to the respondents. 

4. 	From the facts stated above there can be. no 
 doubt 

that the applicant kept quite for a period of alnost 12 

years after 1978, when he should have really agigated this 

matter before the respondents. In view of this position 

and also the provisions of Section 21 of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act , 1985 we have no hesitation to conclude 

that this petition is barredby limitation. Accordingly it 

is dismissed. However, we make it clear that the respondent 

may consider the case of the applicant for appointment as 

1'bulder Grade II in accordance with the letter dated 18.1.1 

should there be a vacancy existing in their organisation 

and should the applicant continue to be eligible for the 

said post. 

There shall be no order as to costs. 
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/ 
('r .CHPNDR?sSEkAiA RED i) 

MecDer (Mmn.) 	 Member (Jud 1.) 

It 

Dated: 22nd December, 1992 

(Dictated in Open C&urt) 	rpiity Registr r( 

To 
The Chief of Naval Staff, 
Headquarter s, New teihi. 
The Flag Officer, commanding 	

Cblef, Eastern Naval command, 

visakhapatnam.  
The Admiral superintendent. Naval Dock Yard, Visakhapatnam4. 

4. One zdcopy to Mr.A.KZiShfla Murthy, Advocate, 
16.1-372. saidabad, hyderabad 6S9. 
One CopY to Mr.N.R.tvraJt sr.cGSC.CAT.HYc. 

One spare copy. 
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TYPED BY 	 OOARED BY' 

IN THE CENTRaL A&JNISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
CHECICD BY 	 APPROVED BY 

HYDERABAD BENCH 

HYDERABAD 

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
HYDERABAD BENCH AT HYDERABAD 

THE HON'BLE MR. 	 V,C. 

AND 

THE HON'BLE 

AND •t....._- 

THE HON'BLE MR.T.CHANDRASEKHAR REDDY:M(J) 

AD 

THE HON'BLE MR.C/f. ROY MEMBER(JUDL) 

Dated:)Jl- Ii- .1992 

C RDERJJ1JMENT 

in 

O.A.NO. 

T.A,No. 	 • 

Admitted and Interim Directions issued 

Allowe 

DispOse of ith directions 

Dismissed_-.— . 	 •. 

Dismisd as with drawn 

Diemisbed for default 

M.A.Oddered/Rejected 

No order as to costs. 
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