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The applicant was punishcd by withholding
increments for two ycars., His appeal a~ainst the same

was also dismissed. Thercafter, he approachoed this
tribunal.

2. The applicant was working as Daputy Chief

Controller, North-Eastern Railway, L 'mes. A memo

was issu2d to him on 2C.5.89 recuiring him to furnish

his reprosantstions a~ainst the negljct of duty,

irrcsponsible working, lack of planaing and foresightod
~-n2ss. Frocisely, the charge against the applicant

vias that while ho was working as Doputy Chiaf Controll
in 16,0C odd hours, shift on Luckncs Jn. Sonda Board or
16.5.89 detained 5417Ub for on2 hour at Colonzlganj
for crossing 166-A Up and 115 Down uniorsing to be
hefore time on Control Chart and tha train ultimately
lost its punctuality. It was further steicd that had
541 Up b::n  pushed to Jarwal Road +9 cross 1l Dswun a:
por public Time Table so rublished in orking Timé
Tabhla,541-Up would not hava lost its punctuality.
The applicant rofuted the charge stating that the main
raason for loss of punctuslity vas tiu loco ruqulromemt
by driver, at Burtwal Station-hucauso he unnicasserily
stay@d there for more than ten minutecs and +hat ho
vias novar aiven a copy of Jorking Time Tehl: and in
the -atsenc: of the svailability of .Jorking

Time Tahle,
o did have no option sxcopt to take guitance from the
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which the Fublic Jeparturc Time from Colon:lganj
was incorrectly mentionad therein. Corrcction was =ma:.
in the Master Chart on 18,5.89 by the Deputy Chicf
Controller{Coaching) Call 1.2, after ‘he datz of
occurrence and not before that. The applicant suSmittu
his representation and according to the applicant,
the matter was further enquiredwto by the Assistan’
Opzrating Superintendent at his back who submitted
his report and on that basis, th: punishment srder
was passaed. According to the applicant, the punishment
order is violative of priniciple of netural justice
and that it has bean acted upon on the basis of the
roport which had been given behind & his back and
that the said order is not a speaking order. It was

a case of minor punishment,

3. The respondents,in their writton statement,

have refuted the charge levelled by *he applicant and
have stated that overy responsible Cificor is supposcd
to know tha rules and in this connection, thoy have
made roferonce to Para 2.,03(a) under Chaptor II of ths
General & Subsidiary Rules Book for Indian Railways
which provides that "every railway sorvant shall be
conversant with the rules rolating to ris duties
whather supplicd or not with a copy or translation of
tho Rules relating to his duties and tho Rajluay

Adninistration shall ensure that hc docs so.” Ruvised

Time Table was onforczd from 1.5.89 and th: copy of
the Jorking Time Table was providod to thJIConﬁrallvr/
Doputy Chief Controller of cach Usntrol Board on
3C.4.89 under their clear signaturos and as such the
applicant was supposad to now the s amo aven osthordise
it was his duty to ascertain the latest Jorking Timo

Tabl: and he could not have been heard saying that

ne 2as not zxare of tho roviscd Time Tab;c tn the
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month of m5991989. The applicant's allesation that
the anquiry was held behind his back, is refuted and
the respondents have stated that thé charges against
: the applicant since perﬁain/ﬁg coaching work i.c.
I dotention of train in crossing; hencs remolils were
called for %om Shri K.B.lal, Assistant Cperating
Superintondent (Coaching) who was thz Incharge of
Coaching fovement of trains. Aftor taking into
consideration the representation, tha respondents
| ware not satisfied ¥ith the same, that is why mino
punishmont was awarded. There appsars no good ground.
Personal hearing was also given to the applicant by
the appellate authority. The order, passod by the
I appe llate authority , is a spcaking order and it
n cannot be said that any extrancous matter was used
and the opportunity in respect of minor ounishment
was not afforded to the applicant. Detontion, in
fact, occurrad and the respondents fourd that the
! applicant cannot escape from his liability. It may
bz that the others were also responsible but in casc
ho_would have aéted in accordance with the weviscd
time~tablo, detontion could not teve occurrod,
by Accordingly, we do not find any good ground to

0 interferc with the same and the application is

dismissed. No awrder as to costs,
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