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This revieu applicatien is directed againsv

"1955/87 Jitendra Nath Srivestava Versus Unien ef

India & Qthers,

L2 The applicant in the above case was

proceedad with departmentally for negligence in

duties resulting in an eccident at Jherakpur wherein
thers was a collusion betwsen DN Passenger Train and’
the stable load UP Rishbagh Specizl (Goods Trainjv

at Sitapur on &.2;1982. As 2 result of this preceeding
punishment ef reduction te & lewer post frem that

of Assistant Statienlmaster te Traffic Signaller

was imposed. " He preferred 2ppeal that zppsal uas

rejected, 'He filed urit petitien 5563/1985 in

the High Court, Allahsbad Luckfew Bench, which stood

trans ferred ts this Tribunal, The orders of diseiplin-
ary authmfity and Appellate autherity uere challenged
on the greund that enquiry was not held preperly,

epportunity uas nat given F? the azpplicant and that
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the disciplinery authority has net appreciated the defaence
version, and though on the similar charge He uss acquitted
in the Criminal case, that wes not considered by the

appellate autharity,

3, We censidered the cententions raised sn bshalf
of the aoplicant and found that they wers witheut r. any

basis and dismissed the petitien,

4, In this review applicatien it is peinted eut
that we have Bet taken inte considerstien the fact that
the applicant wes acquitted in a criminal case for the

same charge and that the legal pesitisn cited by the

applicant was alse net censidered by ué. We have axamined
our order end alse carefully censidered the averments raised
in this review applicatien, ‘In paras 7,8,9,10,11 and 12

we have very cmmprehensivelyfdiscussed the facts and legal
igsuss rzised @n behalf ef the applicant and held that ne
1llegallty or 1rregulqr1ty is established in the dlsclpllnary
preceedings, In this case the punishment was 1mpesed
®arlier and the decision in the criminel case follgyed
later, ue heid that the decisien in the criminal cass

will not invalidate the ducisién already taken in the
dapartmental preceedings,

S, The scepe ef reviey af an order and judgment

correction of
is limited ta4Emtﬁnt errors of fact or law, which are

- apparrent on the face of it, UWe de net seei’ any errer

of fact or lauw in the erder and judgment dated 6,7,1990

in TeAeNo, 1955/87, The review spplicatien is liable to

bs reject and accerdi

gly it is rejected, ,
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