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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA
AT CHANDIGARH

CWP No. 16068 of 2016 (O/M)
Date of decision : 9.8.2016

Ranvir Singh Maon .. Petitioner (s)
Versus

State of Haryana and another ... Respondent (s)

CORAM : HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE KULDIP SINGH

Present:-  Mr. Sudershan Goel, Advocate, for the petitioner.

1. Whether the Reporters of local newspaper may be allowed to
see the judgment ?

2. To be referred to the Reporter or not.

3. Whether the judgment should be reported in the digest ?

KULDIP SINGH J. (ORAL)

The learned counsel for the petitioner contends that the
impugned order dated 19.2.2015 (Annexure-P-5), vide which the cost of
misappropriate government material, valued at Rs. 5,17,301/-, was sought to
be recovered from the petitioner, is illegal. It is contended that the
impugned order was passed just two months before the retirement of the
petitioner.

Heard.

The perusal of the impugned order shows that it pertains to the
period of posting of the petitioner as Sub Divisional Engineer, Public Health
Engineering Sub Division, Bawani Khera from year 2010 to year 2012. The
petitioner was chargesheeted in the year 2013. Thereafter the regular inquiry
was held and thereafter the impugned order was passed. The perusal of
impugned order further shows that it is a speaking order. The petitioner had
recorded wrong measurement of the pipes in the measurement book and on

actual inspection, these were found to be short and, therefore, on account of
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shortage of the said material, the cost of the material is sought to be
recovered from the petitioner.

I am of the view that the department has already taken lenient
view by not imposing harsher punishment. There is no illegality or
infirmity in the impugned order dated 19.2.2015 (Annexure-P-5), passed by
the punishing authority and consequently, there is no illegality in the

impugned order dated 22.3.2016 (Annexure-P-7), passed by the appellate

authority.
The present writ petition is dismissed.
(KULDIP SINGH)
JUDGE
9.8.2016
sjks
Whether speaking / reasoned ; Yes

Whether Reportable ; No



