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CENTRAL AOnINlSTRAt I\/E TRIBUNAL ALLAHABAD

REVIEU PETITION NO, 4 6 6 / 9 0 ( L )

IN

T .A .W o . 1955/87

Ditendra Nath Sriwsstava .................. ..

yersus

Union @f India & Others . . .  . , .Respsndents

Hen*ble Mr.^ustiee  K,Nath,\/*C,

Han^ble Mr.K .Obayya.  nemberlAJ /

(By Hon ’ble F i r .  K.Obsyya, A.M« )

This rewieu application is directed aga 

the order and judgment dated 6 . 7 , 9 0  in T .A .N o ,  

1955/87  Ditendra Nath Sriuastsva Versus Unian of 

India & Others.

2  ̂ The applicant in the above case uss

proceeded with departmsntslly for negligence in. 

duties resulting in an accident at Dherakpur wherein
/

there was a collusien between ON Passenger Train and 

the stable load UP Aishbsgh Special (Goods Train)  

st Sitapur on Zl.2.1962, As a result of this prsceeding 

punishment ef reduction t© a lower post frem that 

0 f Assistant Station Master to Traffic  Signaller  

was imposed. He preferred appeal that appeal was 

rejected.  He filed writ petition 5563 /1985  in 

the High Csurt, Allahabad Lucknow Bench, which st©od 

transferred to this Tribunal.  The orders ©f d is c ip l in ­

ary authority and Appellate authority were challenged 

on the ground that enquiry was not held properly, 

epportunity was m t  given t® the applicant and that
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ths disciplinary  authsrity has not appreciated the defance 

version,  and though on tb® similar charge He uss acquittgd 

in the Criminal cass ,  that uss not censidered by th® 

appellate autharity.

3* ya cinsidsiBGl the contentions raised ©n behalf

©f the soplicant and found thst they uers u i t h fu t f .  any 

basis and dismissed the petitiin .

■'V-

this revisu application it is painted out 

that uE have t^©t taken int® cons iderat i©n the fact that 

the applicant uas acquitted in a criminal case fer the 

same charge and that the legal p®siti@n cited by the 

applicant uas als 0 net csnsiderod by us, Ue have examined 

0 ur ©rder end als® carefully  censidered the averments raised 

in this review application .  In paras 7 , 8 , 9 , 1 0 , 1 1  and 12 

U0 have very c©mprehensively discussed th® facts and legal 

issues raised @n behalf  ef  the applicant and held that no 

i l leg al ity  ©r irregularity is established in the dlscifj|inary 

proceedings. In this case the punishment uas impesed 

earlier  and the decision in the criminal case follaued 

later ,  ue held thst the decisi®n in the criminal case 

will not invalidate the decisien already taken in the 

dapartmental pracesdings,

scape mf review ®f an order and judgment 
correction of

is limited to^^ate^nt errers (uf fact or law, uhich are 

appaxreht on the fad® ©f it ,  Ue d© net seeir any errsr 

of fact ©r lau in the order and judgment dated 6 ,7 , 1 9 9 0  

in T ,A ,N 0 , 1955 /87 ,  The review applicatien is l iable  to 

be r e je c t s ^  and accordingly it is rffijacted,

DATED: o|  ̂ j

VICE CriAIRMAN


