
CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
PRINCIPAL BENCH: NEW DELHI

RA No.108/39 in OA 1764/92

New Delhi, this the ^5'̂ ^ day of May, I:
HON'BLE SHRI T.N. BHAT, MEMBER (J)

HON'BLE SHRI S.P. BISWAS, MEMBER (A)

Tn the matter of:

Prahalad Prasad s/o Sh. Shyam Mahto,
c/o Shri H.P. Chakravorty,
Advocate, Bar Room, CAT, • 4.
Principal Bench, New Delhi. ...Review app.icano

(By Advocate:Shri H.P.Chakravorty),

Versus

1. Union of India through
The General Manayor,
Northern Railway,
Baroda House,

New De1h1.

2. The Divl. Railway Manager,
Northern Railway,
Estate Entry Road,
New Delhi. ....Respondents

(By None)

j U D G M E N T(Bv Circulation)

By Hon'ble Shri T.N.Bhat, Member (J)

OA 1764/32 filed by the review applicant,

namely, Sh. Prahalad Parsad came up before us on

10.3.1999. However, none appeared for the parties.

2. The Question raised in the oA had

already been answered by the Pull Bench by its detailed

judgement dated 12.2.1999^wherein it wao iicld uhat tucs

services of Bunglow Peons/ Khalasis even after

acQuisiticn ot temporary status can be terminated on the

yround of unsatisfactory work without holding a

departmenta i enQuiry and, furtiier, that the terminatton

OT their sei'vices would not be bad or illegal on the
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yfound that notic© W33 not 9^*©'" bstors thi^ tflTrrmnstion,

These were the points raised by the applicant in the

Kj ŵ t ^wtiteiioiny tiiSu oince he had acQuired t enipo r a r y

status his services could not be terminated without

notice and without holding any enquiry. He was further

aggrieved by the fact that the respondents were not

taking him back in service as a substitute bunglow

peon/kahalsi.

3. In view of the fact that the applicant

did not appear on the date of hearing and also for the

reason that Full Bench of this Tribunal had in its

judgement dated 12.2.1399 held that the claim put up by

the applicant in the O.A. could not be allowed we

disposed of the O.A. on merits, dismissing the same as

be1ng devo1d of mer11.

A. The applicant, apart from stating that

his counsel was busy, has not been able to make out any

good ground for review. We do not find any error

apparant on the face of record. The question as to

whether the applicant would continue as G&T kalasi,

whii..h jwb, according to the applicant, was given to him

after termination of his service,is not relevant so far

as the instant RA is concerned.

notice that even after a clear

pronouncement by the Full Bench the applicant is harping

on the tune that his services could not have been

terminated after he had been granted temporary status

aiiu, rurther, that a regular enquiry under Rule 3 of the
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h 1 S Qusst'ion, 3S slrssiciy

Ot)3Si*VGCij nGo IDGGH Su j ud 1Ca l»cu u]y ui iG rUi t oGH^ii

and thiGrG is no scopG for us to Gxprsss a contrary visw.

Wg ai"G conv 1 ncGd that no yround for

rGviGw has uGsn disclosGd in this casG. ThG rGVIGW

application is accordingly dismissGd, by circulation,

MGOibGr (A)

{T.N.Bhat)
MGmbsr (J)


