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18 THE CENTKRAL ADMINISTRATIVLE TRIBUNAL 3 HYDERABAD BENCH

AT HYDERABAD
*hh

C.A, 969/94.

Sripada Someswara2 Rao -
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1. The Union of India rep.by ' R N ‘
the Secretary, Min.of Defence, T R E.
New Delni -1, - - ] b % ¥Zi
. PR A

2. The Engireer-in-Chief, ‘ U e e

Aviny Heagdduertere,
LY. PC, New .Delhi-11,

2. Tne Directer General,
Naval *froject, Naval bBarge,
Visakhap~tnam=14,

(=)
3

Thie Chief Engineer,
Hyderahgs Bone,S5.F.Kcad,

Le: 'had. 3. v. Respondent:.

R -

Ccunsel for the applicant : Mr.F.Bhaskar

~curnsel frr tre resporderis : GRIBLRIEIEEEO
Mr.,V.Rajeswara Rao, Addl.Cr.. i
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THE HCN'BLE SHRI k.RANCARAJAN : MEMBER {(ADMNM.)

THE HCN'BLE SHRI B.S.JAI FARAMESHWAR : MEMBER (JUDL,)
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equated to thcse of MES empl

BYpEY 1 ether 3t 1is Naval Dockyard o]

w sr&«* " K;L%]ﬁ;‘g/ Q"‘W/ [57/Rie)
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from the date of their ikt el casual engagement ignoring the

techhjcial preaks. In reply there is no averments made in

recardé to the above tWO judgemente. As a matter of fact the

jucgement {y. GA,T79/90 dated 26-3-91 has been enCIosedﬂﬁdmthis

ch, There is no appreciation of this judgement in the reply.

y it is stated that the employee?d

of Headquarters Eastern Raval Gommand,‘visakhapatnam cannct be

oyees of PGNP (V) since the germs and

conditions cf services are not comparable to Easterrn Ngval Command

enployecs., This para GO€s not state why this judgement of this

Tribunal referred to above cannot be applied ir this case. The

applicant no doubt wWOrkS upder the Director Gereral, Naval Froject.

Naval Base.’ Vlsdkhupatnam. digpre, fhere cannct te twe equation

for these ip working “in _isakhayhtnam Naval Establishment, WheLR
{

-~
r Eastern Naval Command.

In view of the sbove, We feel there is nc need tc make ﬁtﬁﬁxxnnxinx

At

di*fernnliotzon as made by the respergdents ir, this OA. The ~— =77
a,IIJCn,.Z,qually eligible to get. the pepefits in the abcve

referres CA of this Tribunals

€ in the result, the CA is allowed and the appl}cant
has to be treated'as reéular Supdt. E/M Gr-I11 unit w.e.f.,19-1-71
and the tbchnical preaks till his regplarisation is to be ignored.
ConSequentlal pepefits arising out of the above direction should

be given tO the applicant in accordéance with law. No costs.
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