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PETI TI ONER
PUNJAB STATE Cl VI L SUPPLI ES CORPN

Vs.

RESPONDENT:
NARI NDER SI NGH NI RDCSH

DATE OF JUDGVENT: 10/ 04/ 1997

BENCH
K. RAMASWAMWY, D. P. WADHWA

ACT:
HEADNOTE:
JUDGVENT:
ORDER
This appeal by special |eave arises fromthe judgment

of the Punjab & Haryana Hi gh Court in"WP. No. 2968/87 dated
19.11.1987.

The few facts necessary for disposal ~of the case are
that while the respondent was working as Inspector in the
Punjab Civil Supplies Corporation, he was nade incharge of
the Wheat procured by the Governnent and wei ghnent in that
behal f. In 1980 while he was working in Patiala, he was
found to have filled up the wheat bags w th husk and thereby
m sappropri ated huge stock of  the wheat. Taking a |enient
view, the authorities stopped two increnments after the
enquiry and he was transferred to Gugha in Patiala District.
Thereat also he repeated the m sconduct. As a consequence, a
chargesheet was served upon himon_ April 24, 1985. The
charges | evied agai nst himread as under:

"a) For connivance with Shr

GQurrmail Singh in replacenent of new

wheat of 1984-85 with 1557 bags of

rej ected wheat in godowns and for

m sappropriation and enbazzl enent

of wheat stock.

b) For misappropriation of 17

bales and 242 ‘A Cdass bags in

connivance with Shri Qurnmail Singh

| nspector.

c) For msappropriation and

embazzl ement of 1292-3200 quintals

wheat which was given in short by

Shri Gurmail Singh while handing

over charge, in connivance wth
Gurmai |l Si ngh.
Separ at e char ge- sheet was

given to Gurmail Singh."

After conducting the enquiry, instead of dism ssing him
fromservice, the authorities reduced his rank of |nspector
to that of Sub-Inspector which cane to of challenged in the
Hi gh Court. Court. In the inmpugned order, the Hi gh Court has
held that the punishnment was disproportionate, though the
m sconduct was proved. Instead, he should be given stoppage
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of two increnments. Calling that finding in question, this
appeal cane to be filed.

In view of the settled legal position that the
di sciplinary authority, on the basis of the magnitude of the
m sconduct, is enpower ed to i mpose t he puni shment
appropriate to the situation, the Hi gh Court is unjustified
ininterfering with the punishnment of reversion, as nost
| enient view was taken by the Governnment. The nature of the
puni shment depends wupon the nmagnitude of the m sconduct.
Since the misconduct is questionis a grave one and the
puni shment of reversion itself being a very very too |enient
one, the High Court is wholly incorrect in reduring the
puni shnment which is not at all warranted in | aw.

The appeal is accordingly allowed. Since the respondent
i s not appearing, appearing, no costs.




