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CENTRAL ADl~lINISTRATlVE TRIBUNAL 
ALLAliABAD BENCli : ALLAHABAD 

ORIGINAL APPLICATil..l~ N0 . 532/ 2002 

FRIDAY, THIS THE lOTH DAY CF f,1Ay, 2002 

HuN 'BLE I.R. C. S . CHADHA •• lt!El'ABER (A) 

HCN 'BLE /\'1R. A.K. BHATNAGAR • • MErABER (J) 

Chhote La l? 
S/o Bhalgi Ram , 
a~ d about 47 years , 
Ex.Driver, Agra Gantt. , 
R/062/259-B, Nagla Kac hhiya, 
Agra Gantt. Agra (U.P.) • • • App licant 

(By Advocate Shri B . L . Kulendra) 

versus 

i. Union of India. through 
General Manager , 
Central Railway, 
I.l1mbai c.s. T. 

2 . Senior Divis ion al Electrical Engineer {TRO), 
O=ntr a l Railway , Jhansi , U.P. 

3. Divisional Rail via y ;.,~nager (P), 
Central Railv1ay , Jhansi, U:. P . 

4 . Devendra Singh , Driver 
through Loco fore man, 
O?ntral Railway , 
Jhansi, U. P . 

Sp . ' A', 

••• Respondents 

(By ldvocate Shri K. P . Singh ) 

0 R D E R - (ORAL) 

t!_on 'ble Mr- . c.s . Chadha , f.~mber (A) : 

The r e lie f clairred by the applicant is against 

tre order of Compulsory Ret--irement vide Annexure-6, dated 

17. 8. 2000. 

2 . The case in brief is that t he applicant \~as a 

Driver of a Goods train v1hich derailed. By virtue of its 

de railment , solll9 of the bogies fell on the neighbouring 

track and the on-coming G. T. Express train collided with 
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th6~and there \'/as a further serious ace ident. The applicant 

was charge sheeted vide Annexure-1, in v1hich too !st charge 

relates to the f act that too Driver failed to put on his 
0. ~ 

flasher lights and e xchan~ ~~"'-~ignal viith the on-coming 

2610 l)O\·;n G.T. Expres s , as a result 01 v-1hich that train 

collided v~ith tha derailed v1ac ons of his train. In the .., 

inquiry report, this charga has been found to be proved . 

3 . Tre l e arred counse l f or t re applicant states that 

in_ tha charge sheet, the violat ion 

the 
mentioned and t herefore ,Lapplic ant 

of G.R . 6 .03 has not ~en . 

cannot be punished for 

a c harge v1hich is not in the charge sheet. \/e are unable 

to a gree v1ith t he argument of the learned counsel because 

had merefy v i olat ion Of a particular Government Rule been 

mentiored in tha charge shee t and another in tha punishment 

order, the applicant could claim r el ie f . But, we find 

t hat the charge c l e arly outlioes th= fa ilure of t he applicant 

by not putting on f l asher li0hts . The order at Annexure-6 

is ~~e a reasoned spe aking order and it cle ar ly mentions 

11 Che of t he primary responsibilities i or t he ace ide nt for 

not s v1itching on the 'i las her light and other ef1or t s t o 

protect the adjacent line i nunediate l y on the noti ce of 

drop in vacuum on his train v1hi ch should have ~en done 

G.R. 6 . 03n . Therefore, v.1hather G. R . 6 . 03 is mentioned . 4 ~, 
charge sheet or i:::tkthe substance of the charge and 

as per 

in the 

t he substance on the basis of the punishrrent are one and 

the same, i.e., the applicant failed to ~varn t oo on-coming 

train by putting on t he f l asher light. In effect , vJe r ind 
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ti1at there are no injustice that it is incorrect to claim 

that re was denied the opportunity of de fending hirnse lf 

because he ciid not kno1t-1 VJhat vJere the charges. I~erely ~, 

not mrntioning the G,R., the charg> does not vitiate'!W., "1"j.J 
as tre substance of the charge \'~as clearly outlined b9th 

in the charge sheet and in the punishment order . Too CJ . A. 

has no merit and it i s t~refore dismissed . No order as 

to costs . 
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t:.Ei\B tR (J) 

psp. 

r 


