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The petitioner, Shri Bhoop Singh, was a Parcel Clerk at

Nau Delhi. A disciplinary inquiry was held against him in regard

to certain incidents that took place on 25,2,1985. The inquiry

uas held and the Inquiry Officer submitted a report that the

charge against ths petitioner is held provsd. That uas accepted

by disciplinary authority and an order uas passed on 13.1,1987 •

removing him from service. The appeal preferred by-th© potitipher

against the said decision uas dismissed on 4,3,1987, A revision

petition filed against the said decision uas also rejected by tha-

Revisional authority on 31,B,1SB7, Hence this petition,

2, The principal contention of Shri S.K, Bisaria, learned

counsel for the petitioner, is that there is-an error apparent

on the face of record justifying interference. It uas submittedyy



-2-

that on ths date of incident the petitienar uas pasted to be

incharga of ths Cleak Room. His duty hours uere From 14,30 to

22,30, As ths Parcel Clerk did not turn up, the psatitioner uas
«

asked to do his uark also from 10^30 P.M. to 6.30 A,n, next day.

The petitioner's case is that during this period uhen he uas asked

to do the additional uork, certain irregularities and misconduct

had taken placa. It uas submitted that he was not responsible

for the loss of missing grapes parcels. It uas further submitted

that he uas only asked to make entries in regard to the receipt

of parcels uhich he faithfully complied uith. He, therefore,

receiving
submitted that as he uas not required to do the duty of/incoming

parcels, he cannot be held responsible for the missing parcels.

He submitted that in the circuns tances he cannot bs .held responsible

for making entries uhich are not truthful. All the contentions

urged by the petitioner baar an appreciation of evidence, Ue

have perused the Inquiry Officer's^ report which has been accepted

by the disciplinary authority. The findings are supported by

the evidence produced in the case. The findings of fact have been

recorded on consideration of the evidence produced in the inquiry.

They are, therefore, not liable for .interference at our

hands. The appsllata order though not very elaborate cannot be

termed as uholly not speaking order. So far as the order of this

rcvisional authority is concerned, ue are not satisfied that there

has bean proper application of mind as the revision petition uas

rejected uithout any consideration of the petitioner's case. It
V/
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is in this background that ue are inclined to remit the casi

to the rev/isional authori:y.

2, In our opinion, as

fact are not assailable,

the appropriataness of th

ue have found that the findings of

the limited question nou is to sxamine

e punishment imposed. The petitioner's

counssl rightly and fairly sybmi'ttod that the petitioner is uillino

to foroQo the arrears of back wages in the ev/ant of revisional
-

authority directing reinstatement in service subject to imposition

of other penalties. Ue ar® inclined to take the viau that the

petitioner's long service merits being taken into ^nsideration.

We are also inclined to take tha.vieu that th© fact that the

petitioner uas required to do additional work at the late hours

in the day also requires to be taken into account particularly uhen

he bad already done uork in two ahiCts in the Cloak Room, Having

regard to the background of this case, it is eminently.a fit case

for examining the ca^e of the petitioner for imposing a penalty

which uould not coma in the uay of his being reinstated in service

subject to the condition that the petitioner shall not be entitled

to claim any arrears of back uages. In the circumstances, it uould

bo just and fair to give him the other benefits regarding seniority

and continuity in service. The promotions made before his

reinstatement may, however, remain undisturbed, Ue hope that the

revisional authority uilJ pass a proper order in the light of the

/discussion, as aforesaid, expeditiously and not later than three
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months from this date. Let a copy of this order be sent to

Respondent No, 3 fo rthuiith,
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