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Southern Zone and The Commandant, CISF Unit
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Advocate : T.N. Sugesh, for the Appellant; S. Udayakumar, SCGSC, for the
Respondent

Final Decision : Allowed

Judgement

P. Sathasivam, J.—Aggrieved by the order of the fourth respondent dated
18.12.1995 imposing a penalty of reduction of pay by three

stages from Rs. 1020/- to Rs. 960/- in the time scale of pay Rs. 825-15-900-
EB-20-1200 for a period of three years with effect from

01.01.1996 and the order of the Appellate Authority, the third respondent herein
dated 03.07.1996 as well as the order of the revisional authority-

second respondent dated 26.03.2001, the petitioner has filed the present writ
petition.

2. Heard the learned Counsel of the petitioner as well as the respondents.

3. In the light of the order to be passed here under, we are of the view that it is
unnecessary to refer all the factual matrix stated by both the parties.

In respect of the charge viz., the petitioner has failed to catch the culprits, who
were tried to smuggle imported welding electrode at about 20.55
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hours on 15.04.1995 and did not extend his help to Head Constable Arjun Singh
of Crime Wing of CISF Unit MPT Madras, an enquiry was

conducted and ultimately he was found guilty of the charges.

4. Agreeing with the findings of the Enquiry Officer, the Disciplinary Authority
awarded punishments as mentioned above. The Appellate Authority

rejected his appeal by order dated 03.07.1996. As against the order of the
Disciplinary and Appellate Authorities, the petitioner has preferred a

revision before the Inspector General (SWS), Central Industrial Security Force
(Ministry of Home Affairs), Mumbai, by order dated 26.03.2001.

The Revisional Authority, after finding that the revision was filed only on
18.09.2000, after the lapse of limitation period as laid down in CISF

Rules and there is no acceptable reason for not submitting the revision in time,
without going into the merits, rejected the revision on the ground of

limitation.

5. It is brought to our notice that by amendment, which was made in the year
1999, the aggrieved party is permitted to file revision before the

revisional authority within a period of one year from the date of receipt of the
Appellate Authority"s order. Inasmuch as the petitioner has filed the

revision petition on 18.09.2000 and in the light of the amendment made, we are
of the view that the Revisional Authority ought to have considered

the revision on merits instead of rejecting the same on the ground of limitation.
On this ground, without going into the merits of the order passed by

the Disciplinary Authority and the Appellate Authority, we direct the Revisional
Authority, Inspector General(CISF), South Sector, Chennai Port

Trust Complex, Chennai, to restore the revision on his file and dispose of the
same on merits in accordance with law, after affording an opportunity

to the petitioner as expeditiously as possible.

6. The Revision is allowed to the extent mentioned above. No costs.
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