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IN THE CENTRALﬁhDMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL : HYDERABAD HENCH

AT HYDERABAD.

R.A.N0.131/96 in ; Date of order : 21.2,1997,
"‘o.A_.N_—[7“‘o.1154 96. |

Between

Smt, Kanchiboyina Simhaéhalam .+ Applicant/Applicant

And

|

1. The Secretary, ! . -
Min. of Defence, '
Govt. of India,

New Delhi-110001.

2, The Chief of Naval Staff,
Naval Headquarters,
New Delhi-110001.

3. The Flag Officer
Commanding-in<Chief,!
Easterm Naval Command,
Visakhapatnam-530014,

4, The Admiral Supdt..I
Naval Dock Yard, '
Visakhapatnam-530014. .o Respondents/ﬂesponfents
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Counsel for the Applicant/ .. Shri M.P,Chandra wouli (Absent)
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Counsel for the Respondents/ e+ Shri v.Vinod Kumayg, Addl. CGSC
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Hon'ble Shri R.Rangarajan : Member(a)
Order
I Per Hon'ble shri R.Ringarajan : Member(A) X
The applicant in:the O.A., has filed this Revijew Applicatior
praying for reviewing éhe judgement dated 25.,10.96|in the 0.A.
2. The main contention of the applicant in this|0.A. is that

23 a measure of socialgsecurity benefits compassiopate appoint-

-ment should be given, ;No rule to the effect for granting

compassionate appointm%nt to the wards of the deceLsed casual
labour has been broughé out in this Review Application, The 0.A,
was dismissed on the ground that no nile was produged to show-
that the wards of the deceased casual labour are entitled for

compassionate appointment, That position remains the same
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even today.
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Hence the Review Application is not maintainable.

Further tirexe—ks no error in the judgement has been brought out

in this Review Application.

3, In view of the above, the Review Application f{s dismissed

as having no merits. No costs.
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