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an accident with a paC truck at Railway Gate Gurntl No.32

A between Duwarka Ganj and Sultanpur Railway Stations of
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- The petitioner was convicted by the trial Court
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the benefit of doubt. After his acquittal in appeal, the
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the cognizance of the offence was taken

Phe criminal Court® angd in any case, no evidence was
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of Rw oft the Railway Servants (Discipline and

Appeal ) Rules, 1968 will apply. On the other hand,

if no further pProceedings against the petitioner

are deemed necessary, the respondents shall pass

requisite order for the hayment; of salary for the
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