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(c) Are the documents referred to in (a) 
above neatly typed in double space ?

8. ' Has the index of documents been filed and 

, paging done properly ?

9 . '  Have the chronological details of repres­
entation made and the outcome of such rep­
resentations been indicated in the application ?

10. Is the matter raised in the application pending 

before any Court of law or any other Bench of 
Tribunal ?

11. Are the application/duplicate copy/spare cop­
ies signed ?

12. Are extra co pies of the application with Ann- 
exures filed ?

' (a) Identical w ith  the origninal ?

(b) Defective ?

(c) Wanting in Annxures

Nos........................./Pages N o s ............. ?

13. Have file size envelopes bearing full add- 
iresses, of the respondents been filed ?

14. Are the given addresses, the registered 
addresses ?

15. Do the names of the parties stated in the 

copies tally w ith those indicated in the appli­
cation ?

16. Are the translations certified to be true or 
supported by an Affidavit affirming that they 
are true ?

17. Are the facts of the case mentioned in item 
No. 6 of the application ?

(a) Concise ?

(b) Under distinct heads ?

(c ) Numbered consectively ?

(d ) Typed in double space on one side of the 
paper ?

18. Have the particulars fer interim order prayed 

for indicated with reasons ?

No

x y ,

Ho

Ho

r

'V -

N l  ^

19. W hether all the remedies have been exhaused.

iUiUo' I
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IN- THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

CIRCUIT BENCH.LUCKNOlxl fr

j RDEFt SHEET  ̂

UN No.REG 1ST:inf I UN No. of 198

, APPELLANT
A p p T f C W

DEFÊ JpANT
rI s p o n d e n t  . '

UERSUS

if - r i a l  
J number 

j of order 

t and date

'^.9.1989

, 0

Brief Order, nentioning Reference 

i f  necessary

Houj complied 

with anddate 

of ctjmpliance

Hon'ble Justice K. Nath, V .C . /  i
Hon*ble K«J« Raman^ A.H*

We have -heard tjie learned counsel for the

parties.’’ The applica:nt* sf services were terrninalled -

during the period of probation on the ground that

her perfomance was fOuhd to be unsatisfactory;

Annexure '3 ' is a Memorandum dated 4.4.1988 fi-
i ■ ■ • , 

by the applicant herself along with the application

whereby she was required to suixnit an explanmt:.on on

the various inadequacies noticed in her perfomance*

It is admitted in the rejoinder affidavit that the

’applicant did not -file a reply? 'the explanation

furnished in para 6(v) of the rejoinder affidavit is

that the applicant’ s reply was shown to the He id of

the Division to express her explanation orally, arid

she told the applicant that no fairther actd»n wis

n e c e s s a r y ‘ ^



siplication £oi 

^ssiers of drugs/compounds, month^ .\-s= 

fs compiled by the applicant, an^ Confide itial 

>rts for the years 19.66-87 and 1987-88 â re- 

required to be produced before this Tribunal. Che . 

Confidential Reports are certainly relevant; trie- 

dossiers are not relevant. So far as the monthly'

V/ork-Reports are conceimed, we 'do not find it  aedessary 

to call for them presently. If/at'^the time of bearing 

of the case on merits,it becomes necessaj^y to produce 

the monthly iJork Reports, necessary orders may be ) “ 

passed at that stage, '
*

V‘Ie,f therefore, direct that the re'spondents

P . T . O .
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CENTRAL A DMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

Circtlit Bench, at LXJCKNOW 
• « • •

Gandhi Bhawan^ Lticknow 

May 10, 1989

Registration No.C.M .A. No .136 ot 1988(L)

Dr. (Mrs) Devika Chai^ra . . . .  Applicant

V s .

Director, Central Drug Research Institute 

Chatter Manzil Palace, Luclqaow & ors.

. . . •  Respondents

Hon' Mr. G .S . Sharma, JJi* 

Hon* Mr. KoJ. Rgaan^ A.M.

(By Hon* G .S . bhazina, J.M .)

Heard the learned coiinsel for both the parties 

on the application of the applicant for appointment ot 

the Ccinmissio^r tor the deliveary of the charge^^In

>\ir opinion, will not be aii^wirsg- 

s©-ffl!©Ja3ttt=so5 eppointc35c?fc-t5f Commissioner.

precedent^ 

tor^ such

purpose^ and as the applicant has doubts about the 

intention of the respondent N o .l, we direct the 

respondert no. 2 to appoint some senior officer, 

of the Department, not posted at Lucknow, for getting 

the charge taken frcrn the applicant in his presence 

within a month. The application is disposed ot^ 

accordingly t,

MEMBER (J)

(sns)
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Ca^iTRAL ADMIMISTR/vTI VE TRIBUNAL, A H  AKABaD

CIRCUIT BENCH 

LUCKNOW

Originaj. Application K o . 232 /88  (L)

Dr. (Mrs.) Devila Chandra Applicant

versus

Director, Central Drug Research

Institu te , Luckncw and others Respondents.

Hon. Mr. Justice U-C. S riv a sta v a ,V .C .

Hon. iMr. A.B« Gorthi, Adm.Member.

(Hon. Mr. Justice  U .C ,Srivastava)

The applicant, a Doctor vjho vJas possessed v’ith

the Degree o f  MDBS and MD (Patho:j.ogy and Bacteriology)

Was selected fo r  appointment to the post of S c i e n t i s t 'C  

vide order dated 2 3 ,9 .8 6  in the Central Drug Research

In stitu te ( 'CDRI* for short), a constituent unit of 

Council o f S c ie n t ific  and Industrial Research (he reinafter 

referred to as 'CSIR) on the basis  of a competition in 

an open selection through advertisement. Vide appointment 

letter  dated 2 3 ,9 ,8 6  she as placed for probation of tv̂ o 

years subject to fextension or curtailment at the 

discretion of the competent authority. The period of 

probation v;as to ej<pire on 3 0 ,9 .8 8 .  The applicant, as 

per  her allegation, completed probation period o f  one

year v»’ithout there being  any complaint and no objection 

regarding her v;orking was raised from any quarter. On
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14th A p r il , 1988 the applicant Vv?as served v^ith a Memor­

andum mentioning certain allegations against her

performance curing the second h a lf  of March, 1 988 .

The applicant who was in  a fam ily  v^ay running 4 months

pregnancy, proceeded on lese with effect from 6 .4 .8 8

in it ia l ly  for  a period of 10 days  which was subsequently

extended t ill  9 .5 .S 8 .  In the Memo, it  w’as stated, that

she w es not observing o ffice  timings and there \cere

certain irregularities  in  her work also x-Jhich was pointed

out and that she was v is it ir g  K ing  George Medical College

(KGi-C for short) frequently for  the lest  to months and

her v is it  to K .G ,M .G » -was unauthorised and she had

taxen m.edi cal leave without making arrangements f o r  the

Work which was to be done and there  v;ere irregularities

in her o ffice  work also , As per allegations, t h e

a^.plicant met the Head of Toxicology, under whose

signature the Memo was issued and the Head wss fu l 'y

satisfied  and assured her that no action was required

and that matter w?s closed a s s h e  assured that the

copy of Memo will betaken bade. The applicant 's  written 

explanation v;as returned by h er . Although, accorc;ing

to t h e  respondents ( in  reply) she did meet the Scientist

Incharge on 1 1 .5 .8 8  and was asked to give her reply

which v^as given by her but no reference  to her meeting

with Head, Toxocology D ivision  finds place in the same.

The application for leave'was referred to Chief Medical

O ffic e r , Lucknow with reference to the advice of her

attending D r . D .S .  Shukia, Superintendent,Government

Nursing Home. She wss examined by C.H.C- who recomm.ended

complete rest for a period of 8 weeks, though her

ph^siciaiti recommended one month’ s complete rest . In  

the mean tim e the applicant's  pay and allowances were
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( f )

^^;ithheld and tv?o months* pay and alloVv’ances for  May 

and June v; ere not disbursed to her t i l l  4 . 7 , 8 8 . The 

leave V as sanctioned feom 2 3 .5 .8 8  to 3 I ',8 .8 8 . The

applicant sent another application for Maternity le?ve 

for three  months on account o f  b irth  of a ch ild  on

1 8 .8 .8 8  t o  which shevas entitled . She made request 

for conversion of Extraordinary leae into Maternity 

Leave and w hile she v?as on le^ve, she v; as served v.dth 

Memo dated 9 .9 .8 8  terminating her services viith 

irrmediate effect  vJhich is  subject of chal'>enge in

this Application .

2 . According to the applicant, the termination 

order is  violative of Article  311 of the Constitution 

of India and th at  it  is  punitive  in nature and that 

her conduct vjas entirely satisfactory and it was due 

to leave wh ’ Ch %tas under compellirg circm istances, 

her services were terminated; she was not given any 

opportunity nor any enquiry was held  and the t ermination

order v;as malafide anJ v iolative  of principles of 

n atu ral ju stic e ,

3 . The Responden" s, in t h e  counter reply have 

stated that  Memo indicated that she  was not interested

in her  v?ork and was unpunctual and used to take work 

casually and that she did not leave any schedule prior

to leaving tTie Institu te  whenever she liked  and her 

work was not found satisfactory . Her services v^ere 

terminated v^ithin probationery period, as per terms of 

appointment and the termination v;as not arbitrary and 

Article  311 had no applicability , so far as the 

employees of the Institvite are concerned and she was
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not sanctioned leave of any kind ant it^s  during 

leave period also the services can be terminated. Nov;,

Annexure -6 indicates that the a„ ijlicsnt ‘ s leave v as

be
sanctioned upto 3 1 .8 .8 8 .  I t  may/that period betVv’een

1 .9 .8 8  and 9 .9 .8 8  vas counted fo r  but no communication 

was given to her that maternity lea^ev^as sanctioned.

4 .  . The facts i-ft^ieet-ed above indiert e ti:iat the 

employers had a right to terminate?^ the services of 

the enployee in  ca? e the onployer v’as cf the view 

that the employee has not been found suitable during

the probaiionery period . In the applicant's  case 

one Memorandi.im was given to the applicant  but there­

after no rfemorandurr. vias given and since then more or 

less she has been continuously on lesve and as such 

there was no occasion to fine out whether there “WaS 

any improvement in  h ^ ^ w o r k  or there was any deterioria- 

tion anc the applicant, whei^he Memo was served, i t  is

also correct, gave b irth  to a child  and she wes in

family way. The assessment of work during the period

of one year was a very^hort period, except her v is its  

to KGKC which during the period she v-as pregaant. It  

may be that beca\jEe cf some deterioration in  her work 

when she became pregnant and he*5?^maythe element of 

annoyance and deterioration took place during that 

short period . In the case of Shamsher Singh vs . State  of 

Punicfc (a i r  1974 SC 2192) it  vjas h e l d :” Before a 

probationer i s  confirmed the authority concerned is 

under an obligation to consid er whether t h e  work c£ 

th ^ro b atio n er  is  satisfactory or whether he is  suitable

for  t h ^ o s t .  In th e  absence of any Rule governing a
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probationer in tt is  respect te  authority irsQ/come to 

the conclusion that on account of inadeqruacy for  the 

job or for any tsnperamental or other object not 

involiS7 ing moral turpitude the probationer is  unsuitable 

for the job an3 hence must be  d i E c t e r g e d .  No punishment 

is  involved in  t h is . The authority may^dn some cases ,

be of the view that the conduct o f  t h e  probationer may

result in d ismis sal or removal on an inquiry . But in 

those cares the authority may not hold an inquiry , and

may simply discharge the probationer with a viev; to 

giving him a chance to make good in  other wall<s of

l i f e  wiS^out a stigma at the time o f  termination of 

probation. I f ,  on-the other hand, the probationer is  

faced vith  an inquiry or charges of misconduct cr 

inefficiency  or corrijption, and i f  h is  services are 

terminated v.’ ithout follovJing the provisions of A rticle  

311(2) he c an claim p r o t e c t io n .... '*  But the facts 

of th is  case are somewhatt distinghishable from t h a t  

of Shamsher Singh(supra) referred to aVove,the same 

cannot be applied in  toto to the present case.

ft-3 ^ fk
5 . There is  no .teply ai-e« the  alleged assurance

tf- y

given by the Head, Toxdcology D ivision , due to vjhich 

reply to the Memo issued to her  could not be  given or

Was not taken, in these, circumstances, this cannot be  

said that it w as only deteriofition in the work or

certain acts coirn ittec  by the applicant during t he

period of probation whereafterihe continued on leave .

But the employers vj ere within their  light to decide

whether, during the probationery period, th e  applicant

should be  allowed to continue o r  not. Obviously, it



v;as a border line c ase ard the employer coulc3 hace

been lifts in-respect of tine applicant end could have 
u- .

extended the period of probation but the employer 

preferred tD t erminatej^ the services o f  tte apx^licant

vjhich they had a right to do, under the terms of th e  

service but in  vie\'? of tie fact of the case, it  appears

to b e  a case in  which though we are not quashing the

termination order but leae t (^he  emp-loyer that he should

consider the question of appointing tlie applicant again 

or on reinvStatonent extend her probation vi th the

stipulation  that t h e  entire period will be treated

tqbe leave withoyt pay ind t h a t  she w ill not b e  entitled^ 

■to any salary. The application egainst the termination 

order is dismis ed withihe above observations, order 

as t) costs.

Adm . Memb e ir'. Vi ce Ch ai rma n .

-6-

Shakeel/ ^  Eur'knov? Bated; July ^  .9 1 .
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD 

CIRCUIT BEKCH AT LUCKNOW.

Registration O .A , No,232 of 1988

Dr, (Mrs) Devika Chandra ........  Applicant

Versus

Director, Central Drug Research
Institute & Others, Respondents,

Hon,Justice Kanleshwar Nath, V .C . 

Hon. Aiay Johri, A«M. ______________

(By Hon.Jiistice Karaleshwar NalivVC)

Heard the i^eamed counsel for the applicant.

The learned counsel says that the order of temiination

contained in Annexure-I and dated 9,9#1988 to the

main application was handed over to the applicant

on that very date. The learned counsel for the

applicant further says that various foimalities

regarding termination of his service had not been

gone through and therefore the tennination order

^ s  not taken effect. That is a matter for decision

on the merits of the case but we see no justification
)

for the applicant to have an order from this Tribunal 

preventing the opposite parties fron taking the 

various materials in her custody kept in an Almirah 

in the Department itself and consisting of things 

\irhich belong to the Department. The application 

has no force and rejected.
V ^

1

Vice Chairmanlember (A)

Sated the 20th March, 1989, 

RKM



I f  THE lA L  AJ. I..IST.-?;TIVE T.-ilbU: al

-1 ̂ wL’IT .T*.—iij LL'-k MuV •

A n o l i= a t io n  u n d e r  SsctiQn  19 o f  the  A dm inz- strstive  

Tribur-ls  A=t ,  19 85

li-’twoen

D r .  (Mrs) Deviks  Chandra, wife of 

Dr .  Rakesh Goel

and

D ir e c t o r ,  C ' n t r a l  Drug Ressaxch 

I n s t i t u t e ,  Lucknow and Lthers

INDEX

Ap p l i c  ant

. . .  R e s p o n d e n t s

Sl_.Np_.^

1 .

2 .

P a r t  i c u l e r s _______________________________________________

3 .

4 .

5 .

6 .

7.

8 .

23-24

A o P l i c a t i o n  s 1-14

Annoxure K o .1 :  photocopy of  Tnrninption 

Order - Msmorendum No . 8/ 7 2 / 8 6 - E . I I , . ■} 5
d a t e d  9 . 9 . 8 8  issued by Director ,

CDRI, Lucknow .

Annexure N o .2 :  Photocopy of O f fe r  of . -1 g □
Aonointrcnt No . 5(21 3 ) / 8 6 , dated 

2 3 . 9 . 8 6 , issued by the D irecto r ,

CDRI, Lucknow.

Annsxure fJo.3; Photocooy of : 20-22

He.Tior endum h’o T c x / s t a f  f /N S / 8 8 ,  

dated 4 . 4 . 6 8 ,  issusd by H. Sethi ,

D iv is io n  of Tcxicclogv,; CDRI, Lko.

Annexure N o . 4: Photocooy of Medical  
C ert i f ic p te  deted 2 3 . 5 . 8 8  issued by 

Dr .  (Smt.)  D . S .  Shukla,  Suodt . ,

Govt.  M eternity Home, Faizebad Roaci,

Indira  Negar,  Lucknow.

Annexure N o . 5; Photocopy of letter  : 25-28
dated 2 3 . 6  .88  sent by the applicant 

to D irector ,  CDRI, Lko, alongw_th 

medical report by the GsG, Luc,<now.

Annsxure N o . 6: Photocopy of O f f i c e  j 29

Memorandum N o . 8 { 7 2 ) / 8 6 - E . I I , dated
2 8 . 7 . 8 8 .

Annexure W o . 7; Photocopy of Order : 30
dated 3.11 ,88  of  tne H cn 'b le  High 

Court of  Ju d icatu re  at Allshebad,
Lucknow Bench, Lucknow.

9 .  Power ( Vek el nt n ana) t 31

(1

Lucknow

Dated :  1 9 . 1 2 . 1 9 8 8

(B.iv. Tewari)  
Advoc ate 

Counsel f o r  the Applicant



IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

CIRCUIT BENCH, LUCKNOW. ' '

A pplicat ion  under Section  19 of the Adm inistrative  

Tr ibunals  Act,  1985

Between ,

jjr. (M rs . )  Devika  Chandre, wife  of Dr .  Rakesh 

Goel,  aged about 30 years,  working as 

S c ie n t i s t 'C *  (S e n io r  S c i e n t i f i c  O f f i c e r  G r . I ) ,  

Central  Drug Research I n s t i t u t e ,  Chhattar.

M anzil  P a l a c e ,  Mahatma Ganahi Marg, Lucknow-22faOQl, 

R/0  A-1 543 ,  I n d i r a  Nagar,  Lucknow-22601 6 .

and

Director ,  Central  Drug Research I n s t i t u t e ,  

Chhattar M a n z i l  P a l ^ e ,  Mahatma Gandhi Harg,  

Lucknow-2id600l (C o un cil  of S c i e n t i f i c  8, 

I n d u s t r i a l  Research)  and o t h e r s .

Applic.ant

Respondents

DETAILS OF APPLICATION;

^ • P a r t ic u la r s  of  tha a p p l i c a n t t

i)  Name of the applicant  : Dr .  (M r s . )  Devika  Chandra

i i )  Name of Fet-hss/Husband : Dr .  Rakesh Goel

i i i )  Age o f  the applicant

iv) Des ignation  and

p a r t ic u la r s  of  o f f i c e  

(name and stat ion )  in 
which employed or was 
la st  amoloyea before 

ceas ing  to be in 
servic  e .

v) O f f i c e  address

vi) Adaress for service  

of notice

: About 30 years

j S cientist  ‘ C* (Sr.
s c i e n t i f i c  O f f i c e r  G r . I ) ,  
Central Drug Research 

I n s t i t u t e ,  Chhattar h a n z i l  

P alace ,  Mahatma Gandhi 
Marg, Lucknow-226001 , (C o un cil  

of S c ie n t i f i c  and I n d u s t r i a l  

Rese arch) .

: As abo ve .

; A-1543, I n d i r a  Nagar,  

Lucknow-22601 6 .

___ 2



^ • P ar t ic u lar s  of  the Respondentst

i )  Name of the resoondents ;

(a) D ir e c to r ,  Central  Drug Research I n s t i t u t e ,

Chhattar M anzil  p a l a c e ,  Mahatma Gandhi Harg ,  

Lucknow-226001 (C o u n c i l  of S c ie n t i f i c  and 

I n d u s t r i a l  R e s e a r c h ) .

( b) D irector  General ,  S c i e n t i f i c  and I n d u s t r i a l  

Research ,  Council  of  S c i e n t i f i c  and 

I n d u s t r i a l  Research ,  Anusandhan Bhawan,

Rafi  Marg, New D e lh i - 1 1 0 0 0 1 .

(c )  Union of I n d i a  through S.ec;ceta^ry,
MjA lajl

Department of Sc le n t i f ic ^ R e s e a rc h ,

M inistry  of Science  and Technology ,

Council  of s c i e n t i f i c  and I n d u s t r i a l

Research ,  Anusandhan Bhawan, R a f i  Marg,

New Delhi- 11 OOOl .

i i )  Neme of Father /Husband  : Not known

i i i )  Age of the  respondents : Not known

i v )  Des ignation  and j D ir e c to r ,  Central Drug

p srt ic u lars  of o f f ic e  Research I n s t i t u t e ,  Chhattar

(name and s t a t io n )  M a n z i l  Palace , /Lucknow-226001  .

in  which employed /Mahatma Gandhi Marg,

v) O f f i c e  address  : As above.

Vi)  Address for s erv ice  of ^ As above,

notice

3 .  P art ic u lars  of the order against  which applicat ion  i s made;

The app l ic at io n  is  against  the following  order :

i )  Order  No. : Memorandum No .8 / 7 2 / 8 6 - E  • II (Annexure No .1)

i i )  Date s 9 . 9 . 1 9 B 8 .

i i i )  passed by j D irector ,  Central  Drug Research

I n s t i t u t e ,  Chhattar Manzil  palace ,

Mahatma Gandhi Marg, Lucknow-226001, 
^cR8xacixw^gRtxK®xl:^( Counc i l  of 

S c ie n t i f ic  &, In d u s t r ia l  Research) - 
Resoondent ( No .1 ) .

iv )  Subject in  briefs  The applicant  is an MBBS and MD

in  Pathology and Bacteriology  from 

the K . G . M . C . ,  Lucknow. She was

.3 .



s e le c te d  in  A ll  I n a i a  Open Competition 

against  the post of S c ie n t ist  in  the

scale  of fe.1100- 1600 ,  now revised  to 

Rs. 3 0 iJ0-4500, in  the CDRI, Lucknow, which is
*

a constituent  unit of the CsiR ,  an autonomous 

body under the Govt,  of I n d i a .  The applicant  

was placed on probation  for two years w . e . f .

1 . 1 0 . 8 6  vide l e t t e r  of appointment N o . 5 ( : 3 2 l 3 ) /  

86-El,  dated 2 3 . 9 . 8 6 .  However, the services  

of the applicant  were terminated by the 

Respondent No.1 abruptly  on 9 . 9 . 8 8  before 

the comoletion of the p ro b a t io n .  I t  is against  

th is  order of termination  that the aoplicant 

has approached th is  Hon’ ble T r i b u n a l .

J u r i s d i c t i o n of the T r i b u n a l ;

The applicant  declares  that the s ub je c t  matter 

of  the order against  which she wants re-dressal  is

within  the j u r i s d i c t i o n  of the Hon ’ ble T r ib u n a l  as per

Section 14 of the Adm inistrative  Tribunals  Act,  1 9 8 5 .

^ • L i m i t a t i o n s ; ;

The applicant  further declares  that the application 

is Within the l im it at io n  p re s c r ib e d  in Section  21 of the 

Administrative  Tribunals  Act,  1 9 8 5 .

^ • Facts of  the Case:

The facts  of  the case are given below:

( i ) 8  That,  the  applicant  possessing  r e q u is it e  

q u a l i f i c a t i o n  i . e .  the degrees of MBBS and MD {Pathology 

and Bacteriology)  was se lec ted  for appointment to the oost 

S c ien tist  ’ C ’ (Sen ior  S c ie n t i f i c  O f f i c e r  G r . I )  in  the - 

oay s c a le  of Rs .11 00-50-1 600 , now revised to Rs.3000-100- 

3500-1 25-4500 ,  vide  O f f e r  of  Appointment T-Jo .5 ( 21 3 ) / 8 6  , 

dated 2 3 . 9 . 6 6 ,  in  the Central  Drug Research I n s t i t u t e ,

. . . 4 .



h'’ rein  after  referred  to as CDRI , a co n st itu en t  unit  of the

Council  of S c ie n t i f ic  and I n d u s t r i a l  Research ,  h ere ina fter

referred to as CSIR (an autonomous body of  the Govt, o f  I n d i a ) ,

by competing in an open s e l e c t i o n  through advertisements

above

on A l l  I n d i a  b a s i s .  A photo copy of t h e / l e t t e r  of 

aopointment dated  2 3 . 9 . 8 6  is  annexed as ANNEXTURE N o . 2 

to this  a p p l i c a t i o n .

( i i )  That ,  the applicant ,  in  response to the le t t e r

of aopointment dated 2 3 . 9 . 8 6 ,  jo ined  the post of S c ie n t ist  *C'

in  the C entral  Drug Research In s t i t u t e  on 1 . 1 0 . 8 6  (1st

Octob er ,  86) and since  then she has been serving  in  the
\

I n s t i t u t e  r e g u la r ly .

( i i i )  That ,  according to the le tte r  of appointment

dated 2 3 . 9 . 8 6  contained in Annexure N o . 2 to this  a p p l ic a t io n ,  

the epolicant  was placed on probation  for a oeriod  o f  2 

years sub ject  to extension  or curtailment  at the d is c r e t io n  

c f  the comoetent a u th o r ity .  The orobation  period  was, thus ,  

to expire  by 30th S’̂ sotember, 8 0 .

( i v )  That ,  the  anplie ant comnleted one year  of o'robationrry 

oeriod on 3 0 . 9 . 8 7 , to the e n t ire  s a t i s f a c t i o n  of the 

compstfnt authority  and was sanctioned  one increment in

the pc als of oay as mentioned above. She also drew the 

enhanced pay .

(v) That ,  the applicant  has been performing her duties  

as a res-^arch Sc ientist  tc the: best of her a b i l i t i e s  vjith 

f u l l  sense of d ed_cst ion  and devction  to duty .

(v i )  That, there was no adverse camrsnt with regard to 

the vjor k and conc.uct of the aoplicant  during the f ir's't 1'B‘ 

months of the oeriod  of o r o b at io n .

. ..  5 .
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( v i i )  T h at ,  on 4th A o r i l ,  1 988 ,  a Memorandum 

T o x / S t a f f / N S / a a  (photo copy as ANNEXCHE r;0.3) s igned  

by N. Sethi  of  the D iv is io n  of T o x i c i t y ,  Central  Drug 

Research I n s t i t u t e ,  Lucknow, was served UTon the 

a pp l ic an t  , making c e r t a i n  a l leg at ions  against  the 

applicant  p erta in in g  to her pnrformance during the 

second h alf  of  the month of  March, 1 9 8 8 .

^ v i i i )  T h at ,  on receipt  of  the Memdrandum, which 

Came as a rude shock to the app l ican t ,  who was in 

the fam ily  way and was not keening good health  and 

was running 4th month o f  the pregnancy under the 

treatment of Dr .  Neelam Singh,  MBBS end MD, In d ir a  

Nagar,  Lucknow, got m entally  oerturbed and proceeded 

on iPBve v\(.P.f. 6 . 4 .1  98 8 ,  i n i t i a l l y  for a period  of 10 

days, which was subsequently  extended t i l l  1 0 . 5 . 1 9 8 8 .

( i x )  T h at ,  a fter  j o i n i n g  duty on 1 1 . 5 . 1 9 8 8 ,  the

applicant  met personally  the Head of the Toxicology  

D i v i s i o n ,  Dr .  (Mrs) 1\|. Seth i ,  in  order to o f f e r  

exp lanat io n  and c l a r i f y  her p o s it io n  vis-a-vis the 

a l l e g a t io n  made in  the Memorandum dated 4th A p r i l ,  1 9 8 8 .  

On h ear in g  the  c l a r i f i c a t i o n s  o f fe re d  v erb ally  by the 

a p p l ic an t ,  the Head of the D i v i s i o n  was f u l l y  s a t i s f i e d  

and assured that no fu rth er  a c t i o n /e x p l a n a t i o n  was 

required  and that  the matter stood c l o s e d .  She also 

assured the aoplicant  that  the copy of  the Memorandum 

dated 4 . 4 . 8 8  endorsed to the D i r e c t o r , ^ C D R I , would 

be taken  bsck by her as she (Head of the T o x ic o log y  

D iv i s io n )  did not intend  any further  action  to be taken 

in  the m atter .  In  view of th is  assurance by the Head 

of  the D i v i s i o n ,  the w r itte n  e x o la n a t io n ,  which was in 

^nd, was not submitted ,  through i t  was perused by the 

/ead of the D i v i s i o n .
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( x )  T h at ,  the applicant  again proceeded on medical

i

leave  w . s . f .  2 3 . 5 . 1 9 8 8 ,  duly suoported by the medical 

c e r t i f i c a t e  issued by D r . ( S m t . )  D .S *  Shukla ,  Sup d t . ,  

Government Maternity  Home, Faizabad  Road, I n d ir a  Nagar, 

Lucknow, as the applicant  was running in  advanced stage 

of pregnancy and was not keening good h e a l t h .

( x i )  That instead  of  leave aoplied  for  by the 

a o p l ic e n t ,  as stated  in  the preceding  paragraoh,

bfsin^ sanctioned  by Resoondent N o .1 ,  the CDRI , re ferred  

the matter to the Chief  Medical  O f f i c e r ,  Lucknow, 

requesting  him to examine the aoplic ant medically  

and send them a report of her medical exam ination .  A 

C o p y  of the said  l e t t e r  was endorsed to the  aoplicent  

requir ing  her to present  h e rs s l f  before the C.f-i.O. for 

medical examination immedietely .  This  was done with 

reference  to the  advice of her attending o b s t e t r i c i a n .

D r .  (Smt) D .S *  Shukla,  Suo e r in te n d e n t , Government 

I eternity  Home, Faizabad  Road, I n d ir a n a g a r ,  Lucknow. A 

m<?dical c e r t i f i c a t e  dated 2 3 . 5  .1 988 (photo cooy attached 

as AJ-'NEXURE N O . 4) was given  by her,  wherein the a o p l i c a n t ’ s 

C ondition  of health had bsen t e s t i f i e d  and comrjlste 

rest for one month hed been a d v ise d .  In comoliance 

w’ th the in stru ctio n s  contained  in the CDRI 's  l e t t e r ,  

tne aooli:=ant presented h e rs e l f  before ths CMC, Lucknow, 

on 2 2 . 6 . 1 9 8 8  for her medical  examination  and obtained  

his report ,  wherein he recommended ccmolfste rest for  a 

period  of  weeks, which oeriod is even more than the

psriod  of  one month for  which the a p p l i c a n t ’ s attending 

o b s t e t r i c i a n .  D r . (Sm t )  D . S .  Shukla,  had recommended 

comolete rest for the a p p l ic a n t .  The applicant  sent a 

l e t t e r  dated ^ ^ . 6  .1 988 (ohoto copy attached as Af\if\!EXURE 

N o . 5) to the Respondent No.l  in  response to the C DRI 's
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l e t t e r  referred  to above, alongwith which the
als o

CKiO's msdical examination  report wesZforwarded 

to him for  necessary a c t i o n .  Meanwhile ,  the 

a p p l i c a n t ’ s pay and allovjances were with-held 

by the Respondent N o .1 ,  pending co n sid erat io n  

and d is p o sa l  of the aoplic ant 's  a foresaid  leave 

a o p l ic a t i o n .  Eventually  the leave  acplied  for 

by the  applicant  o r i g i n a l l y  on 2 3 . 5 . B 8 ,  and 

the extension  thereof  apolied by her 

subsequently  were sanctioned  by ths comoetent 

authority ,  vide O f f ic e  Memorandum No. & ( 7 2 ) /  

86-E-II , dated 2 8 . 7 . 8 8  (photo copy attached as 

ANNEXUHE NO . Also,  the aoplic ant ’ s pay 

and allowances for  the months o f  May, I 9 8 B and 

J u ne ,  I 9 B8 were not d isb u rsed  to her t i l l

4 . 7 . 8 8 .  The applicant  was thus ,

treated  in-decently and in a m alafide  manner.

(ix-a) T h a t , l e a v e  of various k in d s ,  with 

or without medical c e r t i f i c a t e ,  which 

commencsd on 2 3 . 5 . 8 8  was sanctioned  upto 3 1 . 6 . 8 8  

and that before the sa id  date o f  e xp iry  of  the 

sanctioned  leave ,  thet  is 3 1 . 8 . 8 8 ,  the 

applicant  sent  an app licat io n  dated 2 5 . 8 . 8 8  

for maternity  leave for three months 

commencing on 1 7 . 8 . 8 8  and ending on 1 6 . 1 1 , 8 8  

on the  ground of  the birth of her c h i l d  on

1 8 . 8 . 8 8 ,  to which she was e n t it le d  under the 

Leave R u le s .  The aoolicant  also meds a



request for conversion  of extra-ordinarili,'  l^ave 

for the period from 1 7 . 8 . B 6  (15  days) into 

maternity  leave for  the same period  as pert  of the 

three-month maternity leave  applied for by h e r .

Such conversion  of  leave at the request  of  the 

a pp l ic an t  is  p e r m is s ib le  under the  Leave R u le s ,

( x i i )  That ,  while being on le a v e ,  the 

a pp l ic an t  was served  with Memorandum N o .B / 7 2 / 8 6 -  

E . I I ,  dated 9 . 9 . 8 8  (photo copy attached as 

ANNEXURE N 0 . 1 ) ,  term inating  her se r v ic e s  with 

immediate e f fe c t  in  terms of oara 4 o f  the letter  

of appointment (c o n t a in e d  in  Annexure N o . 2 ) .

( x i i i )  T h at ,  the ordgrs contained  in  the 

Memorandum dated 9 . 9 . 8 8  are in fact  pun it ive

in  nature as the termination  of s e r v ic e s  of the 

applicant  is in fact  founded on the  ground of 

a l leg at ions  made and as r e f l e c t e d  in  the Memorandum 

N o . T o x / S t a f f / N S / 8 8 , dated April  4 ,  1 988 ,  i s sue d  

by the D iv is io n  o f  Toxicology ,  Central  Drug Research 

I n s t i t u t e ,  Lucknow.

\

(x iv )  T h at ,  there  is  malafide  intentio n  

behind the issue of the Memorandum as the 

aoplicant  could not s a t i s f y  c e rta in  whimg and 

caprices  of the Head of the D iv is io n  of 

T ix o c o lo g y .

.9 .



(xv)  That ,  the order  dated 9 . 9 . 8 8 ,  being punit ive  

in nature ,  the provisions  contained  in  Article  311

of the C onst itut ion  of I n d i a  are ver\,< much attracted 

as reasonable  ooportunity  for  dpfence  was not given 

to the aoolicant  nor the procedure as la id  down under 

the C l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  Control and Aopeal Rules of  the 

Central  Government, as are mede aoolicable  to the 

emolcyees of the Council  of S c ie n t i f ic  and I n d u s t r i a l  

Research were followed while  i n f l i c t i n g  the injurv  

of passing  the order of termination  of services  of 

the a n p l ic a n t .

(x v i )  That ,  the above action  of the Respondent N o J ,  

amounts to a r b i t r a r in e s s  and is  in  c o ntraventio n  of 

the provliiions of Law o f  [Jatural J u s t i c e .

( x v i i )  That ,  i t  is the s e t t le d  law that i f  the 

services  of even a temporary Government servant  are 

Sought to be terminated by way of  punishment on 

account of  some s p e c i f i c  f a u l t ,  then the p rovis ions  of  

Article  311 o f  the Constitution  of In d ia  must be 

complied w it h .

( x v i i i )  That ,  the imougned order of termination  of 

.services  was passed vjhile the aoplicant  continued  to

be on leave duly supported  by medical c e r t i f i c a t e ,  

in c lu d in g  ore-netal and oost-netal o e r^o d s .  During 

the one and a half  ^eers  of oeriod of pro batio n ,  the 

v^ork and conduct cf the aoplicant  was e n t ir e ly  

s a t i s f a c t o r y  and uoto the mark whereSafter  she proceeded 

on leave on the ground of i l l- h s a lt h ,  ccupled  with 

pregnancy under the CQ.mpetent medical advice and was

. . . 1  0.
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/
not able to report for d u t y .  It  was,- during  this 

period  of leave whsn the competent authorit;^ had no 

occasion  to judge the work and conduct of the 

a o p l ic a n t ,  the impugned order of termination  of 

s ervices  was oassed .

(x ix )  That ,  the applicant  was not afforded  

reasonable opportunit; ; for defence nor was any enquiry

^  held in  accordance with the provisions  of the relevant

rules framed by the Government of I n d i a  as are meda 

applicable  to the employees of the CSIR» before  passing  

imougned order of te rm in at ion .

(xx)  Thet ,  the impugned order of term inetion  of 

services  of the a po l ic a nt  was passed  with melefide 

in te n t io n  and against  the oro vis ions of Law of  Natural  

J u s t i c e .  The real  motive behind passing  of the 

imourned order is  to punish  the aoplicant  by removing 

h^r  from the s e r v ic e .  The order i s ,  t h e r e fo r e ,  not 

s im olic  ilE/ex-facie . The c ircum stances ,  preceding  and 

attending the order m an ifestly  go to orove that the 

imougnad order has been oassed  by way of  punishment.

( x x i )  That the services  of the applicant  - ^ ^ 5  been 

terminated by the fiesoondent N o .1 (  vide Annexure N o . 1 ) ,  

which tentamounts to d is c r im in a t io n  in so far as t<a

8 1hers, who heve been 

appointed alongwith the applic ant, have been allowed to 

continue  in  the services  and the applicant  have been 

s in g l e d  cut for  this harsh punishment.

'  De t a i l s  of the remedies exhausted?

In view of th'~ f a c t  that the services  of  the 

applicant  have been tsrminpted by the competent authority  - 

Respondent N o .1 ,  who is also the Appointing and D i s c io l in a r y

. . . y e ' /  1 1 .
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A uth o rity ,  the orders of t e r m ^ a t i o n  are f i n a l  in 

n a t u r s .  The punishment upon the applicant

is  extreme and harsh in nature and c a l l s  for  

immediate and e f f i c a c io u s  r e l i e f  in  the facts  and 

circumstances  of the c a s e .

8 • H atter  not pre\/iousl.v f i l e d  or oendinq before  any 

other  Court;

The applicant  e a r l i e r  f i l e d  Writ  P e t i t io n

N o . 7394  of I 988  in the Lucknow Bench of the  Hon’ ble

High Court of Ju d icatu re  at A l l e l ; i a b a d ,  on 1 5 . 9 . 8 8 ,

with a prai«/for issue  of a Writ of C e r t i o r a r i ,

quashing  the imougned order  of termination  of  Services

of  the aoolicant ,  and also a Writ  of Mandamus commanding

the Resoondents not to terminate the s e r v ic e s  of the

applicant  and to t r e a t  her to be in  s e r v i c e .  However,

ths Hon ’ ble  High Court vide their  order dated 3 . 1 1 . & 8

7
(photo copy attached as ANNEXURE N 0 .6 )  held that the 

relevant  papers be returned to the o e t i t i o n e r  {the 

present  applicant)  to enable  her to f i l e  a Claim 

P e t it io n  before the Central  Adm inistrative  T r ib u n al  

as the se r v ic e  matters concerning  the employees of  

the CSIR now f a l l  w ith in  the j u r i s d i c t i o n  of the said  

T r i b u n a l .

9 • R e l i e f ( s )  g o ughtt

In view of the  facts  mentioned in Para 6 

above, the applicant  prays for. the f o U o v ’jing 

r e l i e f  { s ) ;

.

(a )  to issue an o rder /d irec 't ion  quashing the 

impugned ordpr of term ination  of services  

of the aoplicsnt  dated 9 . 9 .8 6  ( Annsxure N0 . I )  

passed by the Director ,  Central  Drug 

Research I n s t i t u t e ,  Respondent K’c . 1 ,

--- 12.
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(b) to issue  an o r d e r /d i r e c t io n  ccmmEnding 

thB resoondents not to terfninate the 

s ervices  of the applicant  and to treat  

her tc have continu;"*d to be in servic.e 

a l l  along and to provide a l l  b<=!nefits, 

including  the Pay and Allowances ,  as a 

regular  emoloyee of the I n s t i t u t e ,  to her .

IRCCKDS
■ I

88^ .  .

V/herefcr, the fo l lo w in g  grounds are

add uc: ed:

t
( i )  ( \ise the'^irsQugned order of  tfirtninat ion

is contrary to law, uryuc;t» imoroper and a r b i t r a r y ,  

i

( i i )  Because no opportunity  for defence  was 

afforded  to the applicant  before  p ass ing  the impugned 

order cf te rm in at io n .  The impugned order of 

term ination ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  su ffers  from error of lew 

m anifestly ,  the provisions  of A rt icle  311 of the 

Constitution  of  I n d i a  having not been fo l lo w ed .

( i i i )  Because the apolicsnt  was on leave ,  which

was duly s an c t io n e d  by the comoetent authority ,  inc luding

three months of Maternity  leav e ,  applied for on

medical grounds and not refused  by the Resoondent [\lo.1,

during which oeriod  she gave birth  to a ore-mature male

c h i ld  on 1 8 . 8 . 8 8 .  Beth the aoplicant  and the newlv 
were

born childZ.y|^^ ext remely weak and under medical  treatment

with the result  that she was not medically  f i t  to report

for dut^. . The imougned order of terminations:?? could not

be passsd vjhile the applicant  was on maternity leave

under the treatment of a competent p h y s i c i a n .
/

. . .  .1 3 .
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( iv )  Because notwithstanding  the fact  that the

le t t e r  of appointment issued  by Respondent t\lo.1 provides 

for  the termination  o f  s e r v ic e s  during the period of  

orobation ,  without notice and without any reason being 

assigned ,  the said  orovis ions  could not be invoked by 

the Respondent No.1 in  an arbitrary and unfa ir  manner and 

against  the o r in c ip le s  of Law O f  Natural  J u s t i c e ,

(v) Because the Respondent No.1 has actually  oassed

a p un it ive  order ta inted  with  malice in  colourable

exerc ise  of power de legated  to him.

(v i )  Because the Respondent No.1 has passed an

order ,  which, though innocuous in  form, is  pun it ive  in 

n atu re .  The action amounts to arb itra r in e ss  which ^is 

sntethesis  of the C o n s t it u t io n al  prov is ions  of e q u a l i t y  

before Law.

 ̂ • Interim  Order, i f  cr.v, p rr .ed  f o r ;

Pending f i n c l  dec-leior on t i ’-p f onlic--.t Icr , the 

Applicant  seeks issue  of  the fo llowing  interim  order by- 

this  Ho n ’ ble  T r ib u n a l :

i )  The operation  of impugned order  dated 9 . 9 . 8 8  

Contained  in  Annexure f\!o.1 to this application  

of  terminetion  of  services  of the applicant  be 

s t a y e d ,

i i )  The post of S c i s n t i s t  ’ C  held by the apolicant

be not f i l l e d  up by the Respondents .  The applicant
»•

has not yet handed over charge of  her post nor

the research  documsnts, results  of the in v e s t i g a t i o n s ,

e t c .  which she had c a r r i e d  out in the CDRI . She

....14.
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I f  the said  post is f i l l e d  by the Respondents during 

the pendency of  this  a p p l ic a t io n ,  har v ita l  in terests  in 

r e la t io n  to employment in the said  I n s t i t u t e  s h a l l  be 

jeopardised  and she s h a l l  have to s u f f e r  irrepa rab le  loss 

in terms of  money and stetus .

1 1 .  In the event of applicat ion  being sent b;y Reg istered  p ost ,  

i t  may be stated  whether the applicant  d e s ire s  to have 

oral  hearing  at the admission stage and i f  s o ,  he s h a l l  
attach  a self-addressed  Post C ard / In land  L e t t e r ,  at which 

intimation  regarding  the date o f  hearing  cpuld  be sent

to him. ^

Wot a o p l i c a b l e .

1 2 ,  P a r t ic u la r s  of Bank D r a f t /P o s t a l  Order in resoect of the 

Aoplication  Fee :

( i )  Name cf  the Bank on which drawn : Not Appli- able .

( i i )  Demand Draft  Mo. : Wot A p p l ic a b l e .

or
( i) Number of Indian  P o s t a l  O r d B r ( s ) :  DD_ 0 5 5 5 3 5

 ̂ /

( i i )  Name of the isauing  Post O f f i c e  : High Court Post

O f f i c  q, Luc know.

( i i i )  Date of  Issue  of P Dstal - Order ( s ) : 1 6 . 1 2 , 8 8 .

( iv )  Post O f f i c e  at which payable ' :  A l lah ab a d .

L is t  of e n c l o s u r e s ;

( i) PhotoCQoy of Termination  Order  - Hemorendum 
, No . 6/ 7 2 / B 6 -E.II  , dated 9 , 9 . 8 8 .

( i i )  photocopy o f  O f f e r  o f  Appointment N o . 5 ( 2 1 3 ) / 8 6 , 

dated 2 3 . 9  .86 . •

( i i i )  photocopy of  Memo No .T o x /S t  af f /N  5 /3 8  > dated 4 . 4 . 8 8 .

( iv) photocopy of M edical  C e r t i f  ic rte /d eted 2 3 . 5  .88  . .

( v) photocopy of  letter  d^ted 2 3 . 6  .88 of the a p p l ic a n t .

(v i )  Photocooy of  O f f i c e  Memorandum Nd . 8 ( 7 2 ) / 8 6 - E . I I , 
doted 2 8 . 7 . 8 8 .

( v i i )  Photocopi of Order  dated 3 . 1 1 . 8 8  c f  ths H c n 'b le  
High I d u r t .

V E R IF i :  ATION

I,  D r .  (Mrs) Devika Chandra, aged about 30 y^ars ,  w/o 

D r .  i^el."sh Goel ,  working as S c ^ ’ n t is t  ’ Z* in the Central Drug 

assearch  I n s t i t u t e ,  uhhattar M a n z i l  PalaCs, Hshatma Gandhi Herg ,  

Lucknow-226001 , R /C  A-1543, I n d ir a n a g a r ,  Lucknow-226016,  do 

harsby ver i fy  that the contents  of Paras 1 tc 6 ere true to 

p3rsonal  knowledge and those of . Paras 7 to t3 ere b e l ie v e d _  

to be true on le g a l  advice end that I have not suppressed 

any material  f ^ t .

Dated* I 9 . 1 2 .1  588 ' SJ-gn^ture of  the Aoplicant

PlcCe:  Lucknow
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CENTRAL DRUG RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

(Council of Scientific & Indu3trial Research)

Chattar Hanzil Palace, 
Lucknou,

No. 8/72/06-E,II 9.9o08

nENORAPJDUn

Sub : Termination of services during probationary period,

In para 4 of the appointment letter No, 5(213)/86-E.I dated 

23 .9 .86  appointing Dr(nrs) Deuika Chandra as Scientist C in this 

Institute, it is providod^that the services of Dr(nrs) Deuika Chandra 

could be terminated at any time without notice and without asGxgr!i.ng 

any reason during the period of probation.

Accordingly, in pursuance of the said para, the undersignod 

hereby terminates the services of Dr(nrs) Devika Chandra during the 

period of probation with immediate effect.

( B.N, D h a w a n - , I’ 
Director '̂ 1 • ''O

Dr(nrs) Devika Chandra, 

Scientist C, Toxicology, 

A-1543 ,iftdra nagar, 
Lucknoiu)
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(Contract  appointment a g ain st  

regular  e s t a b l is h m e n t )„

REGISTERED

CENTRAL DRUG RESEARCH INSTITUTE 
(COUNCIL OF SCIENTIFIC  & INDUSTRIAL RESEARCH)

Chattar  Manzil 
P a la c e , Lucknow.

No . 5(213)/35~E.a;e'! Dateds 2 3 .9 .8 5  '

From;
D ir e c t o r ,  • ■ . ■, ■

Cen'tjral Drug Research I n s t i t u t e .

To; - .
Dr.-^rs)D*Chandra,i
C /o  VJing Commander Ramesh Chandra#
2 9 /2 ,  Gokhale ..Marg, __  ____________ _

Lucknow 226 001  •]

Sub;- Appointment of s c ie n t is t  in  the C .D .'R .'I ./ Lucknow.

S i r ,  ' •

^  , W ith  reference  to your a pp licatio n  dated x

I am directed  to inform you that on the recommendations of

• S election  Committee v;hich met on 9ol9<>!86 _____ , the Direci.or,
Central Drug Research I n s t i t u t e ,  has been pleased  to approve
of your appointment as sr-.i fan-t-ist *G * ______ in  tVie C .D * R o l ,
_______________̂__________ on Rs, 1100 /-  EleveTi-~lTund.red--on±y

_______________________________________per mensem in  the scale of
Rs, llOO--5O~l^O0____________ _________________ __Plus usual allowances
as adm issible  under the rules  to the Council  employees of 

your pay and status stationed  at  Lucknow on the follov/ing 

text^s and conditions  * "

' 1 .  The appointment is  u n d e r ,th e  Council o f , S c ie n t i f ic  and

In d u s t r ia l  Research w h i c h ,i s  an autonomous body.

2 . You v^ill be on probation  f o r 'a  period  two years v/hich 

may be extended .or c u rt a ile d  at  the d isc re t io n  of the 
competent autlfority. On sat is fa c to ry  completion of 
the period  of probation / ' you w ill  be e l ig i b l e  for 

appointment on contract  for  a period  of 6 years 
in c lu d in g  the probationary  p er io d .

3.^ You w i l l  be required to subscribe to the Council of 
S c i e n t i f i c  and In d u s t r ia l  Research, Contributory  
Provident  Fund, the minimum rate 'Of v/hich is  8-1/3% of 
the b a s ic  pay. You w i l l  become e n t it le d  to the 
C o u n c il 's  share of co n tr ib utio n  a t  8-1/3%  only, plus

^  in t e r e st  thereon, i f  adm issible  under the rules of the

C o u n c il ' s Contributory  Provident  Fund as amenderl from

^  2/-
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Your service may be terminated as follows

(i) During the probationary period, extended or other- 
v;ise, by either party v/ithout notice and without 
any reason being assigned«

( i i )  At any time on three calendar month's notice in
■ writdng given to you "by- the Council, i f  in  the

opinion of the Council, you.prove unsuitable for 
the e ffic ie n t  performance of your duties .

i'(iii) By six  calendar month's notice in writing  given at 
any time during your service (except during the 

' probationary period) , by either  part^.

The Council may, however, in lieu  of the notice 
provided for in clauses (i i )  and ( i i i i , give you a sum 
equivalent to the amount of your pay for the period of 

,notice . The Council may also give shorter notice on 
the payment of a sum equivalent to the amount of your 
pay for the duration by vjhich the notice fa lls  short 
of the period prescribed; "  '• I-'

"Pay" for  the purposes of notice ''sh&ll mean pay 
(including  special pay and'^personar-pay; i f  any) you 

receive under this o ffe r . Any o ffic ia t in g  pay which 
,,[nay ba-received by you w ill  not be taken into account 
for this p u r p o s e .” '

■ No travelling  allov/ance wl'Ll be paid for reporting 
for duty.

Your appointment v>/ill be subject to the production of 
the follov/ing documents at your expense at the time of 
your reporting for duty

a) Mediccir certificate  of health and physical fitness 
for ser,vi,ce, issued by a Medical Board in the

 ̂ . prescribed 'fDinTi, "if- not already so medically
examined. In  the T a t t e r  case, a certified  copy 

' of the relevant medical certificate  should be
furnished. ■ -

b) Documentary proof in  respect of your date of birth 
and last pay drawn.

You w ill  not be allowed to carry forward your,leave 
earned by you in your previous appointment.

You w ill  have to take -an oath of allegiance to the 
Constitution of India  in  the form enclosed.

You v/ill be liable  for transfer to-any of the estab­

lishments under the adm inistrative control of the 

Council anywh-ere in In d ia .

a) You w ill have to submit a declaration regarding

restrictions on marriages in the prescribed form 
enclosed.

_______ 3/ ~
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b) Y ou w i l l  have to rAibmit. the a t t e s t a t i o n  forms d u ly  

com pleted (co p y  enclosed) to the o f f i c e  a t  the 

time of j o i n i n g  the duty ,

1 1 .  a) You w i l l  d is c l o s e  f u l l y  to the C o u n c il  or to any 

person  the C o u n c il  may d i r e c t  you , the progress  

■ of r:nv inves^tig^tion  made by you from time to
! time.' '

b) You w i l l  hold  the r e s u lt s  of a l l  in v e s t i g a t io n s  

made by you w h ile  in  se rv ic e  and a l l  r e s u lt s  

o b ta in ed  by you in  any  research  connected  xvith 

these  in v e s t i g a t io n s  w it h in  three  years  of the 
term ination  of your s e r v ic e  i n  t r u s t  fo r  the 

C o u n c il  and d i s c l o s e  a f u l l  and com plete d e s c r i ­

p t io n  of the nature  of your in v e n t io n s  and the 

mode of p erfo rm ing  the same.

c) You may p u b l is h  r e s u lt s  of any i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
en tru sted  to you v,'ith the p r io r  approval  of the 

D ir e c t o r  G e n e r a l ,  S c i e n t i f i c  &  I n d u s t r i a l  Research .

d) The in v e n tio n s  s h a l l ,  u n t i l  a p e r io d  of three  

years  from the date  of the term in atio n  of your 

s e r v ic e ,  be the p ro p erty  of  the C . S . I . R .  and you 

s h a l l ,  whenever, r e q u ire d  at  the expense  of the 

C o u n c il  jo in  the C o u n c il  or any person  the Council 

may d ir e c t  you to j o i n  -in a p p ly in g  fo r  le tte rs  

p a t e n t  in  In d ia , a n d /o r , .a l l  other  c o u n tr ie s  fo r  

the in v e n tio n  a n d /o r  any" such  im provem ents. You 

s h a l l  a s s ig n  the in v e n tio n s  and improvements and 
execute  a l l  documents necessary  to  v e s t  t h is  
in v e n t io n  in  any person  a pp ointed  by the Councj. 1 

in  -its abso lu te  d i s c r e t i o n .

I f  you are  a permanent Government serv a n t  and i f  your 

p re s e n t  .employer so d e s i r e s ,  your appointm ent \'/ill be 

c o n s id e r e d  as on ' F o r e i g n ■S e r v i c e ' on such  terms and 

c o n d it io n s  in c lu d in g  pay as may be m utually  agreed  to 

between  your  employer and th is  o f f i c e .  I n  that  event 

the c o n d it io n s  la id  down in  c la u s e s  2 , 3 , 4 , 5 , 6 , 7  and 6 

w i l l  no t  apply  excep t  th a t  you w i l l  be on p ro b atio n  for  

a p e r io d  of tv>?o y e a r s ,  which may be extended  or 

c u r t a i l e d  at  the d i s c r e t i o n  of the comtpehent a u t h o r it y ,

■ and your  pay  w i l l  have to be f i x e d  a cc o rd in g  to G o vt , 

of I n d i a  o rd e rs .

1 3 ,  The p ro v is io n s  of the C e n tra l  C i v i l  S e r v ic e s  ( C l a s s i f i ­

c a t i o n ,  Control and Appeal) R u le s ,  C e n t r a l  C i v i l  

S e r v ic e s  (Conduct) Rules  and such other  r u le s  or 
e x e c u t iv e  orders as may, from time to tim e, be 

a p p l ic a b l e  to the servants  o f . the C o u n c i l ,  s h a l l  app ly  

to the e x te n t  to w h i c h "t h e y 'a r e ' a p p l ic a b l e  to the 
appointm ent  h ereby- offered  a n d ' the d e c i s i o n  of the 
C o u n c il  ’as fo t h e i r  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  s h a l l ' b e ; f i n a l .
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1 4 ,  (A p p l ic a b l e  in  case  of E ngineers  and D o c t o r s  only)

You w i l l ,  i f  so r e q u ir e d ,  be l i a b l e  to s e r v o _ in  any  

r>ofence Ser^/ice or pc-^t connected  v^ith the D e fen ce  of 

I n d i a ,  f o r  a p er io d  O f • not  less  than fo u r  years 

i n c l u d in g  the p er io d  spent  on t r a i n i n g ,  i f  any , 
pro v id ed  that  you

a) w i l l  not be r e q u ir e d  to serve as a f o r e s a i d  a f t e r  

the expiry ' o f ten ySciiS f-rom the date  of a p p o in t ­
ment;

b) w i l l  not o r d i n a r i l y  be r e q u ir e d  to- serve  as 

a f o r e s a i d  a f t e r  a t t a i n i n g  the age of fo r t y  f iv e  
years ( i n  the case  of m edical g rad uates)  fo r t y

■ yea rs  ( i n  the case  of e n g in e e r in g  g r a d u a t e s ) .

1 5 .  You w i l l  not  be e l i g i b l e  fo r  assessm ent  to the next  

h ig h e r  grade  u n le s s  you s a t i s f y  the minimum qua! Iti  oation.s 
and c o n d it io n s  p r e s c r ib e d  from time to tim e .

I f  you are v^illing  to a ccep t  the appointm ent on tliese 

terms and c o n d it io n s ,  I  am to requ est  you to report  for  duty  

to the D i r e c t o r ,  C e n t r a l  Drug R esearch  I n s t i t u t e  irnvaediately, 
and in  any case  not l a t e r  than one month from^ the date of 

issue  of t h is  l e t t e r ,  f a i l i n g  v;hich t h is  o f f e r  of appointm ent • 

is  l i a b l e  to be treated  as c a n c e l l e d .  You shoul.d commnnirate 

in  w r i t i n g  your acceptance  of th is  o f f e r  of appointm.ent and 

the p ro b a b le  date  of your j o i n i n g  duty to the D ir e c t o r ,

Csntr.al Drug Research  I n s t i t u t e ,  Ciiattaj: Kanz.i!l P a l a c e ,
Lucknojv, at- an e a r ly  datcSi

\

^  Yours  f a i t h f u l l y ,

" ____ _

ADM INISTRATIVE  OFFICER

Copy to s-
1 , S r .  F in an ce  &  Accounts O f f i c e r

2 .  E s t t .  I I , S e c t i o n
3 .  S c . I /C -Cd^iry.oS;E:>sp^e(̂ B! D i v i s i o n .

4 .  S c .l /c , .  Information

5, S c .l /c o j  Library

6, S c , l / c , ,  Record Scction

N B : The o ffe r  o f  appointm ent has been

mad® pending  v e r i f ic a t io n  o f  ADM INISTRATIVE  OFFICER 
character and antecedents sxibject
to proviso  that your se r v ic e s  can be term in ated  d uring  tae 

probationary  p er io d  w ithout a ss ig n in g  any reason*
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DIVISION OF TOXICOLOGY 

Central Drug Research Institute, Lucknow

h y \ r \ ^ . 2 >

No.TOX/STAFF/NS/88 Dated: April 4, 1988.

MEMORANDUM

Your attention is invited to the notice served to you on

19.1.88 for irregularities in the performance in your duties which 

is repiuduced below:

"It has been brought to my attention that you are not consistently 

observing office timings. On a few of my check rounds also I 

have found you missing from your unit. You are kindly requested 

to observe office timings"

A new set of complaints are being noticed in the performance 

of your duties since then, as noted below:

1. That you were directed to do myelopoietic studies on MIC 

rats after 90 days experiment. When asked for report, you gave 

a very vague answer "slides were not good, etc", so work was 

not done and slides have been destroyed. The whole experiment 

has to be repeated.

2. Regulatory toxicity work on antimalarial compounds was 

planned by me since you were never available in your laboratory. 

DroR.K Singh of your laboratory is on deputation to Indo-Dutch 

Workshop at ITRC. Dates for the work were given keeping in 

mind the free days. However on 30.3 .88 you cancelled the work 

and preponed another work which was scheduled for 4th and 
5th April.

Please explain:

With whose permission did you do that?

What alternative arrangements did you make for the planned 

work of 30.3.88?

Why did not you take interest in the work of antimalarial 

compounds? Why you did not enquire from Scientist-in-Charge 

as to why dates were given by her? Where have you been all 

these days? The planned work was for: 23rd, 25th, 28th and

30th March and 6th 8 13th April. Till today you have not attended 
to this.

3. You are so irregular that' I have to conduct departmental 

meetings without you many times. Since Dr .R .K , Singh is at 

ITRC, your laboratory door is very often bolted from outside 

when your juniors go to animal house work. Where do you stay?

4. Your visits to KGMC are too often. Last two months record 

from the movement register is as follow's:

2 .2 .88 ; 3 .2 .88 ; 8 .3 .88 ; 25 .3 .88 and 29.3 ,88 

The visits to KGMC are unauthorised, since no collaborative work 

of CDRI Projects is going on between Division of Toxicology and 

K .G .M .C . nor was there any prior permission obtained by you.,
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5. You have taken casual leave when regulatory work was 

already planned and in your knowledge, since the haematology 

dates were given by you. However you made no arrangements 

for the work which I had to ultimately taken over.Few of these 

dates are; 18 .2 .88  (haematology for Compd, 67/14); 10 .3 .88  (hae­

matology for antiallergic compound).

Since you were reported to be extremely irregular in your 

office work I started noting your movements myself as of 15th 

March onwards. The details are as follows:

15.3 .88  : 3 hrs spent with M r.A .K . Roy in the forenoon.

Afternoon : I sent foi- you at 2.30 p.m . (not in the room)

At 3.00 p .m . you were with me till 3.30 p.m . 

3 .30- 5.30: Not in your office (was informed that you were with 

Mrs. M. Ray)

16.3.88

myself

not

in town

17.3.88

I left for Delhi at 9.30 a.m . You left the division

at 9.45 a^m. and returned at 12.50 p.m.came in the

afternoon at 3.30 p.m.  and left at 3.00 p.m.  and 

returned at 5.15 p.m.

9.10 a„m. did microscopic work oh slides brought 

to the office till 10.30 a.m. and left and returned

at 12,35 p.m. Came back at 3.00 p.m. and left at

3.15 p.m. after informing the Scientist-In-Gharge 

(acting) Mr. A.K.  Roy.

18.3.88 : Came on duty at 12.20 p.m. and went back for lunch

and returned at 2.45 p.m.  and left with Dr.Manmohan' 

Singh at 3.00 p m  and returned at 5.00 p.m. and' 

left immediately for the day after informing Mr.Ram 

Kumar, Lab.Attdt.

19.3.88 

to

24.3.88

25.3.88 Came at 11.30 a.m. sent in joining report and left 

the division. Came back at 2.30 p.m. and left at 

3.30 p.m.  for home for the day.

26th a 27th 

Sat. S Sun.

28.3.88

*had 

gone to 

A.H.  for 

bleeding 

of dogs.

Stayed in the Division till 9.30 a.m. and left the 

division till 12.00 noon (the lab. door was bolted 

from outside). No work of the Division,since the lab. staff" 

Returned at 3.30 p.m. after lunch. Sat with Mr.A.K.Roy 

from 4.20 p.m. to 5.20 p.m.

29.3.88
meeting

Left for KGMC at 10.00 a.m.

In afternoon - not available, Departmental

was postponed from morning for afternoon as she

was not available. Then in the afternoon again I 

could not get her and hence had the meeting with
Mr.PSR Murthy, Mr. A,K.  Roy and Dr.Sudhir Srivastava
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30.3.88 : You asked Technician not to do dog work and prepared

monkey work which has to be done on 4th q 5th 

april. I Intervened and you left the department 

at 10.00 a.m. Came back at 12.00 noon and left at 

12,20 p.m. again. Returned again at 12.30 p.m.

3.15 p.m. not returned from lunch as yet. 4.30 

p.m.  returned from lunch.

Visits ".to 
KGMC 

mostly 

all

afternoon

DATES ARE; 8.3.88;

25.3.88

29.3.88

3.2.88

2 .2 . 8 8

It is very obvious from the above that you have not 

participated in any work of the department, to tlie best of my 

knowledge.

You are therefore requested to submit your explanation 

to the above in three days on receipt of this memo.

Dr .(M rs .) D. Chandra 

Scientist C

Division of Toxicology

( N. Sethi)

Copy to: Director, C .D .R . I . ,  for information please.

(N. Sethi)
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/ ^ N N E X U H E  N O S

D r .  DEVIKA CHANDRA
m .b ;b s ; m d . ( path 6 bact  )

S C I E N T I S T  ‘ C ’ { ori .t-exivii.)
CENTRAL DRUG RESEARCH  INST ITU TE

LUCKNOW.

Member; INTERNATIONAL ACADEMY OF PATHOLOGISTS

rIve.

GsxiUiaJt bn,a.i^ R&6eaA.cA. la ^ L iJ u L L &  

Ota-i-tcut nanzAJ- Pa-tac-e.

LucJiaou) 226 0 0 1

Address :

A -1 5 4 3 ,  INDIRA NAGAR, 
LUCKNOW.

23axL June. 1988.

I  have, /o-x yve.f.eA.eJtc^ JtejLLeA. n o . 8 ( 72 ) 86 dat.exi Jujxe. 21

1988  addnjsi^-6ejd i o  Tke. lAoxi-uiat Lu.cJtn.ou), iij.

,'7 . /\Ln Se.ci-.Loa 0 f-1’ .̂.c.e.'L of- the. Ia .6tl.tute . e.c f. a

cxifiî  e jxao ^exi to  m e. Bij. t k e  endo^-dejnejit ^on. me. t n  tlxe

tette^L 1  oiOxJ A.ecj.u.uvejd to  p.n.a^ejxt &~ef-on.e, thi.'. CJ\.L.e.f- (^Gjd.i.cir^

OfLp-LceM. LucJuxou) / o r  m y  rn.edi.cjxt exjam .tna.ttoa £-tj h.tm. 4 0  t k a t  

lui e o u td  /LendeA. a  Ji.ep.OJit on mtj. hejCLZth. cond- Lttoa, to  t^oun. 

la-it-Ltute O.A cxi-i^ed .fan. tn  tJxa £ .etten., u)h^ch Loa-6 eutde/tt£.y. 

Ji.ecf.utn.ed. tncjonnexit-ton u)tth. g.juaat ofL hxiA.f.. p-0.ij £ e a v e  on  medtca.^. 

>.jJi.ouad uiJitcA I  hxid ap.fittecL f,OJt on 23jid 1 9 8 8 ,  tk e  p.ejx.tod

of. -i-eaue Jtecf.u.tn.ejd &.etn^ 23jid I'laij. , 1 9 8 8  to  22n d  Ju/xe 1 9 8 8 ,

I t  cxp.p.ex3,i ■{> to  m^ to  -^c JixxtkeJi. unuA ua£  t k a t  I  k a v e  £.een a ^L e d  

to ^}et niij..i>e£.f mejdtcxhtZij. ex.amtrxed idj. t k e  CJxtAf HedtcaX. 0 ff .t c e ^  

fo'i- JLond(iA.tn.g. of. a  Jtejiojxt on mtj. kea£-tk cx>ndttton utkan

at,, o-iZ. a  m.oixtk /ui-c5 eAxiji'̂ ed. Atee. LkaSdciLe of c-onun(uiaejmm L 

of .lieaue iJxjxt 1 Ixad ap.fi£.ted fojx. tkt^ Ia  cZeaJttj^ -too Zong.

a  p.iiJLtod. fo jx  mak-uxi^ ^.aLj A a ttA fa .e to J i. ij.  aAAe.A6in.Qjxt a t  t k i ^  

Atu'-J^e o f  uv.j. k p j i . t t k  c jo n d L -tix tn  cv6 t t  uaA  a t  tJxe p .o tn t  o f

-'t'T

4 ^
2
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D r .  DEVIKA CHANDRA A ddress:
m .b;b.s; m .d. ( PATH 8 bact. ) ^

S C I E N T I S T  * C ’ LUCKNOW.
CENTRAL DRUG RESEARCH  IN ST ITU TE

L U C K N O W .  f

Member; INTERNATIONAL ACADEMY OF PATHOLOGISTS

( • • 2.)

c-oiwiieJXCMMî L-t o /  ^exiue. appZ-Lexi f-on. E-ij. me. uuvLc-h -ui anij, c- î-e.

Ilu S iiiiAiJL c.i’tt-L̂ LejLi a  (juu£. i.f Lfui Le.t- L̂c.ij.in. toh o the.

Sup.&/ui/iJ.ijid.eji.t. o-f. -t/te. (l(xte/tn..Lty.lioin4> o /  i / i e  GoveA.nm.eftt, o /  

ilLtan. pA.axle^h., on i a ẑuxi-axi Roa.d,Lu.c. noi). Tfte -6a^ Ci&-^tetn.l.a.in.ix 

uhx) hjjxi i^e-e/i. attencUjXLj. on. me aad h.ajd a o a e  mj. m.ejd.ixia-i- extximlnatixin 

cinxi auti^ n.exu:)nvnejxdexl cx>inp£.ejl.e n.eAt f.iPL afiajtiji o /  ortft m o a / . / i  

xuiiiuinuic ît.̂  oa 2}nxi i'laij. VJ S6 on t-iie. c<s of- mj. cxnuii-t-Lon. of. 

’;ia.ax.th at t-riat po-in.t of L.im.e a-6 a.̂ -6aAexl Ihia., lo'i-LoJx. w a 4

natun-oA.̂ ^ -6u£̂  j-e.c.t. Lo cJuxng.e fo^ £.e.t te.-̂. on. tJi c. Loon,.6e dun.iji.g. 

t,tuL o i . . e  non-th. pe/tLod etapAexi <iijic.e. tlxejx.

In  am^ cuAe I  luxve g.oL mi^^eJ.f ex.ani-Lned the C.hta.f t̂ edi.cn.-t 0 

O ff .Lc.eA. on ZZrud Juuxe, 7 Uji cx>nip^ijxnc.e ujtth the A,equ.i/i.ejnejit 

‘.-nutx̂ at.exL am. tJie Zei-teA. unde/i n.efeA.eixcje.. H.L6 n.e.pon.t on mtj 

■60.jja niexLLcjoA ex.>iniijxu.J..ton -L6 contxxtjxed -in. htA £eLA.ejt no C .7/88 

dated 22nd June, 1988 adxLA.eAAed to the. eonaeznexl Aac-tion 

Offtc.eA. of tile. InAt,Ltn.te, uin.LcJi lui vtrnj. iLeen hand.p.d ouc/i,

-i-4 at^txLCXihed hejJLewtth fon. iĵoua . pe/i^tt^^ and ne.ae.AAa.Atj. ac.tt.on.

/i-4 A.eaomin.erLdexi tn. the. attac.heA ZeJtt^in. tkx. o f The C.htx>.f 

,'lentcxxt Of.ftc.eA. I  Alvou£.d i.e on i.eave fon. a tota^ peA.tod o.f 

one month and 26daijA ( ?3 vd , T~)88to T8th 3 iitij. 7988) on 

mexLica£. cytounld oa I  n.ecf.iitA.{2. £.edA.e.At duA.tm.j the Aaijd. peAtod 

'̂ ^■ecjiuAe o f mxj. unAattAf.ac.tx>n.ij conc^LLton of hexv̂ .tJx an.t.-̂ .Ln(j.

OU.L o /  I  a,n a  f.o -^ n a l

..... J
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Address :

A - 1 5 4 3 , INDIRA NAGAR, 
LUCKNOW.

D r .  DEVIKA CHANDRA
M.BJB.S; M.D. ( PATH & BACT )

S C I E N T I S T  * C '
CENTRAL DRUG RESEARCH IN ST ITU TE 

L U C K N O W .

Member: INTERNATIONAL ACADEMY OF PATHOLOGISTS

. . . . e o a i  3 )

nM.q.LLe^t. e.xJ~&n.̂ -Loa -o/ tli-e. one. noriLh. of, Z-pJive  ̂ a£.n.(ixxdî
e

a p p j .^  ( 2Jjul ria^7)^8tc> 22ndJun .&  1 9 8 8 )  a  f .u x t k U  26

uUj-6 iJucL-L -L̂  u/z^Lo 18i.ft 1 88 8

I  'th.a^JL iLe. g-nxLt.e.f.u.̂  I f  I  am -in f-on.rn.exi on. y.ou. L £~eh. 'Z f  

ai^ouL Lite. •jA-anL o f  -tejaue. fon. Lhe. (tnt-ute p.(m.-Lod, -ijic-̂ t̂ui-Lncj. the. 

ne^ixid  o f  eKte.fL6-ixin m.en.Llx>n-ejd. aijoue, n-d a-np-t-LeA fon. &-ij &.e..

yottnA fa - L th f - w t t ^  [■

On., 'Oî uLha. CJvamlA-a



o ^8

A l v

Gu «-»L

•>r A-.s^Vo V  . t  ' ir?^  'VW

<̂T(I <^(. X^-6 .C^  /•/‘-■n ' "“̂ A '?)'’ j f ^ ' ^
h ^  W  k<^ ^au=u--cJt^ w u -  L . ^

ci^i^ I-̂  ' O k  ^

i U ^ f v . 4  ^ 5 U l < . v M e 3 W i l - -

< ^ 2

 ̂̂  '•

c t ;»3



A N N & i  U R £ . N O ^

o

CENTBLAIL. UHUG H-JESEARCH INSTITUTIS

>. 9 C 7 - i ) / S 4 r ? ~ l L

Chattar Manzil Palacc 
LUCKNOW.

No. e / C
f

OFFICE MEMORANDUM

Reference jiis^/^er application dated.«.. ...............................

Dr./Sb«/Kfflr/Shrimati ......granted

leave as under by thc..3^:^..v,^fe7)'.'VC 

d )

fer- i-r- ^

It is couarffled that Dr./Sbti/î Shrimatl.a

............................................... would have continued to ofRciate in the sanlc post and that

a i . , .  thc expiry of t h e ' l e a v e . r ^ - ^ ^ f T j ^ . i i . i s / v j J a ' t f ' ^ l i k c l y  to rejoin 

the ^ m e  post at C, D. R. I.

C>vv«3

' , . se^ . : «vtos^„ .fe^ . . ,

Copy to j—
, 2. Accounts Sectiofl

3. Bill Section
4. Division/Sectiofl conccfiied

' l^- , Tft K \  3r ,p

. SECTION OFFICER

SfeettOH Ot^PlCER

\
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IN THE HCN’BLE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIEUriAL, 

CIRCUIT BENCH, IXJCKKOW.

Registration Case No. 232 of 1988 (I)

. . .Applicant,

, . .Respondents,

REPLY TCTHE PETITION ON BEHALF CF THE 
RESPONDENTS,

The respondents submit the following parawise reply:-

1. The contents of the petition are admitted regarding 

thejname, address and designation etc,

2. Fara 2 of the petition does not require any reply.

It is, however, submitted that the Union of India is not a 

necessary party to the case, y '

3. Regarding para 3 it is 3Q^Jnitted that the applicant

I

is a M.E.E-S- and M.D. in Pathology from the King iSeorges 

Medical College, Lucknow, She was appointed as Scientist 

C-Grade in the Central Drug Research Institute under an 

order dated 23 ,9 .1986 ,The appointment order provided that 

she would be on probation for a period of tv.’o years, 

which could further be extended. It also provided that 

during the probationery period her services could be 

terminated without notice and vv’ithout assigning any reason



\

- 2 -

for the same. Before her probation for t\vo years was 

completed, the appropriate authority was not satisfied 

witnher performance and in accordance with Cifeuse 4 of the 

appointment letter dated 23 .9 .1986, her services \sere 

terminated d\aring the period of probation without assigning 

any reason by an order dated 9 ,9 ,1938 ,

4. Para 4 is not disputed.

5. Para 5 is also not disputed.

6. The facts sfated in para 6 are not admitted. The 

reply to the sub-paragraphs is being given belows-

(i) ^t is admitted that the petitioner had been appointed 

Scientist C-Grade in the C.D.R,I*under an appeointment 

letter dated 23 .9.1986. It is also admitted that tfee 

Council of Scientific and Industrial Research, which 

is a Society registered under the Societies Registratit 

Act is the parent body and the CentralDrug Research 

Institute is one of the Institutes run by the said 

Society, Annexure 2 to the claim petition is a copy

of the letter of appointment dated 23 ,9 ,1986,

(ii) Para 2 is admitted except for the fact that the 

petitioner had joined on 30th September, 1986 and 

served till  her services were terminated by order 

dated 9 ,9 .1938 ,



( V y

disputed
(iii) it  is not/that the petitioner vjas on probation for a 

period of tv.’O years which vjasfeexpire^ on 30th S^teinbg 

1988.

(iv) D\iring the period of probation also increments are 

allov?ed to|:he incumbents \inder the normal course. It 

was only by virtue of time that after one year of 

service the petitioner became entitled to one

'-increment which she earned. But this does not detract 

the fact that she continued to remain on probation 

which was to expire only after tvjo years. The conpeter 

authority was not satisfied with her performance 

* during the probation period,

/  (v) This is incorrect. Annexxire 3 filed with the petition

would show that the petitioner was not interested in 

her work* She was unpunctual and took the work so 

casually that whenever she pleased she came to the 

Institute and whe^^er she pleased she left the same.

She did not adhere to any Schedules prepared for 

scientific work, with tJie result that the planned 

research work was not possible in the Institute.She 

lacked dedication to duty or devotion to vjork. She 

never accepted any spirit for work, which is very 

much needed for scientific research. When the memo­

randum (Annexure 3) was served on her, she did not 

care to submit its reply.

(vi) It  is sukmitted that the evaluation of the v;ork of

the petitioner was made very objectively. So long as

-3-
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she v?as takipg interest in her v?ork, no adverse report 

was given to her* It was only when her negligence and 

lack of interest ir^^ork reached a poiht that not only 

her own work was suffering ’cut also that of other 

Scientists who were connected with the research project 

When she was given a memorandum for being answered 

she failed to reply even to that roeiTOrandxim*

(vii)It  is admitted that Mrs. N.Sethi, Scientist Incharge 

gave a memorandum dated 4th April, 1988 to the

petitioner, a copy of v.'hich is Annexure 3. The said 

memorandum is self esplanatory. The said memorandum 

also shows thcLt even on 19.1 .1988 the petitioner had 

been served with a memorandxom drawing her attention to 

the fact that she vjas consistency being irregular in 

her attendance and was not observing office timl:ngs.

viii) These fact'=! are not admitted. She was irregular in 

her work. I f  she was unwell, then she should have 

taken leave earlier. In any case so far as her 

performance was concerned it was hopelessly below 

standard*

(ix) Regarding sub-para C'ix);it is submitted that the

petitioner met the Scientist Incharge on 11,5*1988 and 

she was asked to give her reply to the memorandum 

dated April 4, 1938. She requested that she may be



neoded some time. She has not sufcjmitted any 

er^lanation so far. All other allegations in this 

sub-paragraphs are incorrect and are denied*

(x) does not require any reply*

(xi) Under the Rules \ghen repeated medical leave is asked

for from time to time#it is the practice to obtain

a Certificate from the Chief Medical Officer after 

medical examination, 0 ^  the basis of the 

recommendations of the Chief Medical Officer she was 

granted leave due and admissible from 27 .6,1933 to 

3 1 .S .1983 including spells of extra ordinary leave. 

The pay was tenporarily -withheld to avoid over payment

pending decision regarding grant of leave.

(a) It  is submitted that whatever lea’'.  ̂ was admissible 

to the petitioner was sanctioned.

(xii) It  is admitted that the letter terminating service 

dated 9 .9 .1938 is ANNEXURE NO. 1.

(xiii)The avermei ts are incorrect. The appointment of the 

petitioner was made on terms and conditions mentioned 

in the ^pointment letter itself. It  vjas mentioned 

that she will have to undergo two years probation 

period and it  would only be \^on the satisfactory 

compfetion of the probation that her eirployraent would 

be continued. Within the period of probation her

-5-
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services|f^ere terminate<a. in terms of the order of 

appointment as her fcork was not found to be satisfac­

tory* The order of termination is neither punitive 

nor arbitrary*

(xiv) It  is denied that the memoiTandvim issued to the 

petitioner was capricious or malicious*

(xv) The order dated 9 ,9 ,1988 is neither punitive nor

arbitrary* Since the petitioner is in the service of a

Society, Article 311 of the Constitution of India is

not applicable at all. It is further submitted that

her services have been terminated in accordance with

the terras of the appointment. It  was not at all
0

necessary to hold arty enquiry or give her any 

opportunity for explaining before the termination 

order was passed. The petitioner had arrple opportanity 

to explain her conduct when she had earlier been given 

memorandum but she failed to sutanit any explanation.

(xvi) The action is neither arbitrary nor in disregard of the 

principles of natuxal justice.

(xvii)The contention placed in thi^aragraph is not admitted. 

Firstly, the petitioner was not in Government Service; 

secondly her services have not been terminated by way 

of punishment? thirdly the provisions of Article 311 

of the Constitution of India are not applicable? and
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fourthly therr is no legal ipfirmity in the order sincf 

subjective sa.tisfaction of the authority concerned 

was necessary for the evaluation of the suitability 

of the probationer to be continued*

xviii) The termination order -was served on th^etitioner 

when she was not on sanctioned leave of any kind.

It  is submitted that the order -does not becoofie 

invalid if  it  is passed on a day when the probationer 

is on leave. It  is further submitted that the work 

of the petitioner was not entirely satisfactory at 

any time but when things came to a point that the 

work of other Scientists was also being harrpered that 

the memorandum had been given to the petitioner. It 

is submitted that the satisfaction of the authority 

concerned is not a justiciable mattero

(xix) This is not admitted. The petitioner was not entitled 

to any show cause notice.

(xx) It  is de:iied that the orders were mala fide or were 

contrary to the natural justice* There was no 

question of punishing the petitioner by removing her 

from service* Her services were terminated during the 

period of probation as her work was not found to be 

satisfactory*

(xxi) The t erminatlon order is not discriminatory*



7, Para 7 is not disputed,

8, Para 3 is also not disputed. The petitioner had filed 

the writ petition in the Hon*ble High Court vjhich was 

disTiissed as the Hon’ble High Court hadno jurisdiction

to deal v?ith the case since the constitution of the 

Central Administrative Tribunal.

9, The petitioner is not entitled to the relief claimed 

byher,

9 (a) The grounds mentioned for claiming the relief are 

not tenable ip lavj for the reasons already explained,

10, The petitioner is not entitled to any interim orders, 

The petitioner stands relieved automatically. If  any 

articles belonging to the Institute are in the possession 

of the petitioner, she has to return the same immediately. 

Keeping with her any of the said articles amounts to 

misappropriation of property.

-3-

11. No reply is needed,

12* No reply is needed,

13, No r ^ l y  is needed,

F§i>3?BrrY ,1989. CCKTROLIER OF ADMINISTRATION,



/

-9-

-V E R I F I C A T I 0 N-

I , V.p.Bal^shi, Controller of Administration 

Central Drug Research Institute do her©by~vctify that 

the ccabtents of paras \ --^  ._______________

of this reply lire true tc W  o\'̂ n knov;ledge, while the conten 

of paras _____________________ . are believed by me

to be true*

Signed# dated and verified this the day of

FgfcjMs^Y# 1989*

t b i
CONTROLLER tJP ABMINISTRATION*



BEFORE CENTRALADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL^ ClROJIT BENCH,LUCKNOW

m i )

Regn.Case N o ,232 ©f 1989(L)

Dr, (Mrs.) Devika Chandra

Director, central Drug Research Instt. 
and others .

‘̂o 232 ?^89 (L )  ^ *^^ ‘’24.2.% ’̂

. shri p.H.Ma 1̂ 13r. Advnr»a+-o ^
A- ■ - 4 c?v/wjL ^ v>\ T- fvl'
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I h  T ; , :  CE,J,^.AL -AiJMlNI STRATI V£ TRIBUNAL,  

LUK NOW  BEICH .

Appli  u / s  19 of  the Ad ministrat ive  Tr ibunals  Act,

1985--

(R e g i s t r a t i o n  Case N o . 232 of  1 988)

Betvjeen

Dr .  (Mrs) Devika  Cha ndra ,  w/o D r . R . Go b I,  . . . A p p l i c a n t

and

Di r e c t o r ,  C e n t r a l  Drug Research I n s t i t u t e ,

Lucknow, and o t h e r s .  . ' • •  Respondents

REJCINDER TO THE REPLY SUBMITTED ON BEHALF 

OF THE RESPONDENTS

The ap pl ica nt  submits the follovjing comments 

parawise*

1.  The contents  of  the para  c a l l  for no r e p l y .

2 .  That the contents  of  para  2 c a l l  for no reply

except  the submission  that Union of  I n d i a  i s  a necessary

or atlcast  a proper p a r t y .

3 .  That  the contents  of para 3 are den ied .  The

lette r  of appointment dated 2 3 r d  September,  1986 

(Annexure N o . 2) in  para  4 provides  for a general  c o n di t io n  

as to how se rvice  of  an employee could  be terminated 

and is  rather  an e n a b l i g g  p r o v i s i o n .  But that  power can 

be e x e r c i s e d  in accordance with  the principles of fair- 

play and also the various decisiorv^of the Hon’ ble 

Supreme Court and can not be exexcised a r b i t r ^ i l y  or as 

a cloak to punish someone. In the present case, the

C o n t d . . . p / 2 .
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sGrvicos of the petitioner were terminated by way of 

punishment without following the prescribed procedure 

as laid  down under the Central C iv il  Services (Classifica- 

tion. Control and Appeal) Rules and without evon 

conducting preliminary enquiry to meet the ends of 

justice .  It i s ,  therefore, manifestly apparent that 

the services were terminated arbitrarily and in 

colourable exercise of the power.

4 .

5 .

No comments. 

No comments.

6 .  (i)  No comments except that the averments mad3 

in the application are rc-iterated.

( i i )  In this connection, i t  is stated that while the 

respondents have admitted that the applicant remained in 

the servico of the Institute t i l l  the date of 

termination of the service i . e .  9 . 9 . 0 9 ,  they have 

sanctioned leave to the applicant vide Memorandum

No .8( 72 ) /86- E .I I ,  dated 2Bth July, 1988 (Annexure No .6) 

t i l l  3 1 .8 .1 9 8 8 ,  leaving the period from 1 .9 .8 8  to 9 .9 .8 8  

unaccounted for, inspite of the fact that the application 

for maternity leave covering this period was duly 

submitted to tho Respondent No .1 and the same was 

pending in his o ff ice .  No communication, whatsoever, was* 

issued by Respondent No.1 to the effect that the leave 

applied for beyorid 31 .8 .8 8  has not been sanctioned/refused. 

I t  is not unc^rstood as to how the period from 1 .9 .88  

to 9 .9 .8 8  has been accounted for.  This clearly shows

iA
the casual and arbitrary manner j. which the respondents 

t^al with their subordinates.

( i i i )  No comments. However, it is stated that the 

period of probation was to expire ot\

1988 .



(iv) That averments of the para undsr reply aro 

denied. In  this connection, it is stated that uncter the

provisions of Fundamental Rule 24, an increment can be 

drawn as a matter of course. However, the said Rule 

provides that the increment may be with-held by the 

competent authority i f  the con diet and work of the 

employee has not been satisfactory. In view of the fact 

that one increment on completion of service of one year 

was sanctioned by the competent authority to the applicant 

and the applicant actually drew the increment goes to prove 

beyond any shadow of doubt that the work and conduct 

of the applicant during the saiid period of one year of 

probation remained entirely satisfactory. The averment 

made in the applicapt^sa reiterated and allegation made 

in the counter is denied.

t  3 :

(v) That the contents are denied as incorrect. It 

has been established beyond doubt that the work and 

performance of the applicant remained entirely satisfactory, 

resulting in drawal of annual increment which has been 

admitted by the respondents. It  is emphatically denied 

that the applicant was unpunctual and took the work 

assigned to her casually. It will be travesty of facts to 

ignore the entire good work done by the applicant. The 

relevant documents, i . e . .  Monthly Work Reports and 

Confidential Report bear testimony to this.may

It  is also cfenied that the applicant did not submit any 

if reply to the Memorandum (Annexure No .3 ) .  The fact, 

however, is that the applicant personally met the Head 

of the Division on 2 0 .5 ,8 8  in respect of the allegations 

contained in the Memorandum (Annexure No .3) and explained 

i everything personally. The Head of the Division was

duly satisfied  with the same, she told the petitioner that 

no further action was necessary and that the Memorandum

t

C o n t d . . . p / ^ *



consigned

! s t o o r e c o r d  • It was on the assurance of the
was

I‘Head of the Division, that explanation »^82lnot submitted^

"ICvjcm;^ ilt r  W c^  Ue.eKv p ^ U i j L ^  b u - \aj03^ (M aJ L  h j

(vi) The averments made by the respondents in this

para are denied. While they have stated in the

preceding para that the petitioner was not interested

in her work, they have admitted in this para that

the petitioner was taking interest in her work. The

allegations levelled in the Memorandum (Annexure No .3)
mis-

appear to have been made under fStijs^Zconception and are 

emphatically denied.

(vii)  It  is denied that any memorandum dated 19 .1 .1988  

was ever served upon the applicant.

(v i i i )  While re-iterating the position as stated in 

para 6 (v ii i )  of the application, it  is stated that leave 

of any kind, including that on the ground of i l l  health/

♦

pregnancy is taken only when the actual need arises.  The 

applicant, being in the family way and running 4th 

month of pregnancy, was naturally upset by’ the rude 

shock administered to her through the Memorandum (Annexure 

No«3 ) .  She, therefore, felt miserable and had to apply 

for leave w .e . f .  6 . 4 . 8 8  and extending the same t i l l  

1 0 . 5 , 8 8 .  This was based on bare necessity. The passing 

of general remark that the performance of the applicant 

was hopelessly below standard is not based on facts and 

is irrelevant and, therefore, denied.

ix )  The contenifcs of the para are denied and averments 

made in the application are reiterated*

,\^x\AJ~ C o n t d . . . p / 5 .



x) No comments,

xi) The position as stated in the application is 

re-iterated. It is also submitted that the pay and 

allowances of  the applicant were disbursed belatedly,

causing financial hardship to her during her 

illness when she required financial help utmost. This 

is tantamount to harassment and maltreatment.

xi(a) The counter reply does not state anything

with regard to maternity leave applied for sanction 

beyond 3 1 , 8 . 0 8 ,  including the request for conversion 

of extra-ordinary leave into maternity leave as acfcnissible 

under the relevant provisions of the Central C iv il  

Service Revised Leave Rules. The position as stated 

in the application is reiterated.

xii)  No comments.

xiii )  The contents are denied. It  is further sttted 

that the orders of termination of services as contained 

in Memorandum dated 9 .9 .8 8  (Annexure No.1) were issued 

on 9th Sept.,  1988. The applicant remained

on leave after March, 1988 and from 20 .5 .8 8  continuously 

t i l l  9 .9 .8 8  when the competent authority had no 

occasion to evaluate her work and performance.

There was no complaint regarding the work and 

performance of the applicant t i l l  February, 1988. This 

shows that out of 2 years of the period of probation, 

the work and performance of the applicant was satisfactory 

during the first 18 months whereafter she continuedt 

to remain on leave and her services were terminate dw 

while being on authorised leave. The orcfers of 

termination of services? are, therefore, arbitrary

C o n t d . . . p / 6



and have been issued with malafide intention as 

there was no ostKjcestisoQ objective assessment of work 

and performance of the applicant.

xiv) Contents not admitted. Averments made 

in the application are reiterated.

xv) While re-iterating the position as contained 

in the application, it is stated that the CSIR has, 

no doubt, been registered as a society under the 

Registration of Societies Act. I t  has, however, been 

functioning more or less as a Department of the Govt, 

of India,  the Director General of the CSIR being alsot 

the Secretary to Government of India in the Department 

of Scientific and Industrial Research, the Gazette 

Notification for his appointment as Secretary and D .G .  

is issued by the Cabinet Secretariat of the Government 

of India .  A copy of Notification is attached as 

Annexure No .2 ,  All the r u l e s ,  regulations and 

procedure of the Government of India have been made 

applicable to the CSIR, i . e . ,  the Central C iv i l  

services (Conduct) Rules, the Central C iv i l  Service 

(Classi fication^^an^Control^6?P Appeal) Rules and

the General Financial Rules, the Central C iv il  

Services Leave Rules and Treasury Rules etc.  have all 

been made applicable to the PSIR .  The provisions 

contained in Article 311 of the Constitution of India 

with regard to giving reasonable opportunity of 

defence are very much applicable in the case of 

employees of the CSIR .  The letter of appointment 

(Annexure No .2) also stipulates that the Central 

C iv il  Services (CCA) Rules are applicable to the

cJâ ^ Cont d . . , p / 7 .
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applicant. Instead of following these Rules, the 

Respondent No.1 has chosen to resort to clause 4 

of the letter of appointment for terminating the 

services of the applicant. Once the allegations 

have been made with regard to conduct, it is necessary 

to hold an enquiry and give an opportunity to the 

accused officer to put up her defence which has 

not been done in the present case. The orders of 

termination are, therefore, unconstitutional and 

i l lega l .

xvi) Contents denied and averments made in

para 6(xvi)  of the application are re-iterated. It

r- J ”

is further stated that the ‘ opportunity of hearing’ 

is an important element of the ’ Law of Natural Justice ’ .

In the instant case, when allegations were made against 

the applicant relating to misconduct and « indiscipline, 

it was incumbent on the Competent Authority to give 

full  and reasonable opportunity to the accused officer 

to put up her defence. Denial of reasonable 

opportunity of hearing will  naturally render the impugned 

order of termination bad in the eye qf Law, The 

respondent No.1 (the Director, C . D . R . I . )  is the 

appointing as well as the Disciplinary Authority in 

resp«:t  of the applicant. Under the law, he is 

the competent authority to take any action, whether 

disciplinary or otherwise. I t  is  relevant to point out that 

Respondent No«1 has mainly relied  on the Memorandum 

dated 4 .4 . ‘8S, issued by the Head of Division of 

Toxicology and has not applied his mind in  passing 

the order of termination. The order passed without 

application of mind is bad in Law and, therefore, 

deserves to be quashed.

U
; h Cont d . . . p / 8 .



8

xvii) Contents not s)b admitted. It  i s  further 

stated that the services of the applicant were 

terminated by way of punishment, based on 

the allegations made in the Memorandum dated 4th 

April, 1988 attached as Annexure No .3 to the 

application. The order of termination in the 

present case virtually ttntamounts to removal from 

service and the provisions of Article 311 of the 

Constitution of India as also the C . C . A .  Hules 

are undoubtedly attracted. The respondents have 

failed to comply with the provisions of the 

Constitution. The order of removal from service 

suffers from legal infirmity. In fact, the 

applicant has been administered punishment, but 

over'^y recourse has been taken by the Respondent 

No.1 to clause 4 of the letter of appointment. The 

averments made in the application are re-iterated,

xviii)  While re-iterating the averments made 

in the application, it is stated that the 

applicant was sanctioned leave upto 31st August,

1988, vide Office Memorandum dated 28th July, 1988, 

enclosed as Annexure -6 with the application, 

although she had applied for leave due and admissible 

beyond that date under the provisions of 

Central C iv il  Services Revised Leave Rules as 

are made applicable to the employees of the CSIR»

Cont d . . .  .p/9
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It  was for Respondent No*1 to sanction the 

leave applied fox . However, leave beyond 

31.6«86 was not sanctioned nor refusal to 

this effect was comraunicsted tio the applicont.

In  their counter reply submitted in para 6 ( i i ) ,  

the respondents have admitted that the applicant 

remained in service of  the Institute * i l l  the 

date of termination i . e .  9 .9 . 1 9 8 8 ,  Even then 

the sanction of leave was not communicated.

The averments made to the effect that the

work of the applicant was not entirely satisfactory

are contrary to the facts and are, therefore, denied«

It  is also denied that the satisfaction of the 

authority concerned with regard to the work of 

the applicant is not justiciable .  Every 

authority, including an Adninistrative Authority, 

is bound by the ’ Law of Natural Justice* which 

provides that the competent authority while 

taking decision in a matter, and more so in 

a matter of termination of service of an 

employee, shall act fairly  and with open mind 

and will dispense with the services of a person 

only after enquiry  i f  the reasons that have 

weighed with that authority are some acts of 

mis-conduct and indiscipline on the part of the 

employee. The court can always go behind the 

order of termination to find out i f  it was 

punitive ,

xix) Contents not admitted. The averments

/

\ j t y u U L
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made in para 6(xix)  of the application 

re-iterated.

xx) Contents of the para are denied. It is 

Submitted that the services of the applicant 

were terminated by way of punishment, founded on 

the Memorandum dated 4th April, 1988, attached as 

Annexure N o .3 with the application. However, the 

Respondent No.1 conveniently took recourse to para 4 

of the letter of appointnent to make the order 

simplicitor ex-facie. The circumstances 

preceding and attending the order of termination 

undoubtedly and un-ambiguously show that the 

impugned order was passed as a measure of 

punishment. It is not a simple termination but 

virtually removal from service without complying with 

the provisions of law as enunciated in Article 3l1

of the Constitution of India ,

xxi) The contents are not admitted and 

avermentimade in the application are reiterated.

It is further submitted that Dr. Sudhir Srivastava, 

Dr. S . P . S .  uaur. Dr. Ashim Ghatak, Dr. R .K . Singh 

and Dr. Neeraj Sinha and Dr.(Mrs) M. Re^ who 

were also appointed on probation as Scientists 

who are junior to the applicant have been retained 

in  service and the applicant has been singled out 

for the harsh punishment of termination of

Ql.
services which tjf!ntamounts to discrimination.

7.  No comments,

Con td . . . p /1 1  .
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8 .  The contents as stated are not admitted.

It is further submitted that the petition f iled  

in the Hon’ ble High Court of Judicature at Allahabad, 

Lucknow Bench, Lucknow, was not dismissed. The 

Hon'ble High Court only observed that the applicant 

may approach the Central A dninistrati ve Tribunal 

to file a claim petition before them because the 

matter f e l l  within the jurisdiction of the 

Hon'ble Tribunal*

9 .  & 9(a) Contents are not admit-ted. Averments made 

in the application are reiterated.

10. The averments are not admitted as stated.

It i s ,  however, stated that the applicant does 

not stand automatically relieved by issue of order 

of removal from service.  It is the established 

procedure in all the Central Government Offices as 

also the Laboratories run by the CSIR that when an 

employee is relieved from his job, the “ No Dues 

Certif icate” in the prescribed proforma is 

invariably issued. It  i s  pointed out that the 

completion of this formality is the

responsibility of the Respondent No.1 who has failed 

in this regard. The order of removal/termination 

is a document which simply conveys that an employee’ s 

services stand dispensed with. This order, however, 

takes formal effect only when the charge is taken 

from the employee and another order incorporating

Cont d , , , p / l 2 .
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the * no demand certificate* is issued by the 

competent authority, intimating the event of termination/ 

removal from service to all the relevant sections 

of the Institute ,  This formality s t i l l  awaits 

completion in the case of the applicant.

Lucknow APPLICANT

iiatedj ^  4.1989

VERIFICATION

I ,  the above named applicant do hereby 

verify that the contents of paras 1 to ^  of

this rejoinder are true to my own knowledge and those 

of paras are believed tolae

be true on the basis of legal advice.

Signed and verified this ^!^6^day of April, 

1989 in the Courts compound at Lucknow,

I

a p p l i c a n t
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A f N N 6 x U 6 G  N 0 . 1

From: Dr .  ( H s . )  i3e vika C han dra,

M B ,  B5,  MD (Path L B a c t .)» 
Scientist 'C *,
Central Drug Research Institute, 

Luc know-226001 .

T o

Dated; 20 .5 .9B

The Head of the Division of Toxicology, 
Central Drug Research Institute, 
Chhattar Manzi 1 P alace ,

Luc know-226G0l .

Ma dam.

With reference to your memo No.TOX/Staff/NS/

88, dated 4 .4 .1988  , I have the follav-jing point-wise 

explanation to offer ,  as desired by you:

1. No memo dated 1 9 . 1 . "I 980, which finds mention 

in the memo under reference, was in fact ever served 

upon me. As such, no occasion ever arose for me to 

respond to any such memo. However, it is not a fact 

that I do not observe office timings as alleged in 

the memo dated 1 9.1 .1 988 which has been reproduced 

in the memo under reference. There is no basis, 

whatsoever, for such an allegation against me, which, 

it appears to me, is the result of some wrong tales 

being carried to you about me by certain vested 

interests in the Toxicology laboratory.

2 .  The 90-days experiment in connection with 

rayelopoietic studies on MIC rats, which is basically 

a project of the Indian Council of Medical Research, 

was taken up by me on a voluntary basis as is well 

known to you. The project itself  is the responsibility 

of the concerned research team which does not include 

me. As regards the allegations made against me in 

this regard, I emphatically deny that I ever made a 

remark to the effect that ’’the slides were not good'*

or that "they had been destroyed". The fact, on the 

other hand, is that I am not even aware that any slides 

used in the experiment had been destroyed and i f  so, 

by whom and that I never gave instructions to any one 

for their destruction.

C t W y
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3 .  As you are aware, after preliminary discussion

at your level the dates for taking up experimentation 

work in connection with various regulatory toxicity study 

schemes are determined by the concerned scientists 

including me and when the dates are communicated to 

you also in writing. So far as the scheme connected 

with the anti-malarial compound is concerned, I deny 

that such a thing, as alleged, ever happened because the 

related scheme was never assigned to me. If  any 

planning in respect of the scheme was done at your level, 

then-I was not informed about its details at any stage. 

It  i s  not, therefore, fair to make an allegation that 

I was never available in the laboratory during the 

planning phase. Since I was neither associated with 

the planning done for the scheme nor given any 

instructions by you for undertaking any specific work 

connected therewith, I do not really owe any explanation 

in this regard.

4 .  As regards Dr. R .K . Singh, Scientist the

position quite clearly is that he has not been placed 

under me and I do not always come to know about his 

movements. He does not move u n d e r  my i n s t r u c t i o n s  or  

w i t h  my permission even though-his place of work is-^the 

Haemotology Laboratory which is headed by me, I was 

never informed by either Dr. Singh himself or anyone 

else that he would be away from the Laboratory to attend 

the Indo-Dutch Workshop in the ITRC for any length of 

time. Under these circumstances, it is not fair to 

demand an explanation from me regarding continuation

of any part of the work, assigned to Dr. Singh that 

might have remained unfinished,

5 ,  The work scheduled by you for 30.3 .19BB in 

the Haemotology Laboratory was in fact connected with 

bleeding of dogs for the project of Dr. G.P. Datta,  ̂

Senior Scientist I n c h a r g e  of the Micro Biology Division 

and it  was not a part of the regulatory toxicity work 

going on in our Laboratory and I was not informed about 

this commitment having been accepted for the Laboratory

or about the date on which the work had been scheduled

C o n t d . . . p / 3
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by you , .  I ,  however, came to know about it from 

the technical staff  of the Laboratory on the due 

date, that is ,  3 0 .3 .1 988 ,  when I wanted the work 

of regulatory toxicity study on the anti-allergic 

compound to be taken up rather than on 4 .4 .1988  for 

which it had been scheduled by me. Since the 

Junior Staff of the Laboratory were willing to 

combine the work of Dr. Datta’ s project along with 

the work connected with the routine regulatory toxicity 

study scheduled for 4 ,4 .1988  on that day (30 .3 ,1988 )  

itself  and carry out both the jobs side by side, I 

allowed them to proceed accordingly, especially in 

view of the fact that I was going to avail of 

casual leave on 4 .4 .1988  for urgent medical 

consultation connected with my ante-nstal care.

The fact that I advanced the work scheduled by me 

for 4 ,4 .1  988 to an earlier date (30 .3-. 1-988) under- 

the aforesaid circumstances cannot possibly suggest - 

that I acted in any way against the overall interests 

of  the_I nstitute , As you are aware, any minor 

changes or adjustments in the schedules of work, 

as originally planned, are frequently made in the 

larger interests of the Institute and permission 

of the head of the division is not necessarily 

sought for this purpose unless some radical effect 

on the progress of any scheme is likely to occur 

because of changes in the schedules. However, on 

coming to know indirectly about your having taken 

objection to my advancing the work scheduled for 

4 ,4 .1988  to 30 .3 .1988 ,  I did not implement the 

change in schedule which I had thought of and instead 

carried out the related work on 4 .4 .1988  as originally 

planned. The question, therefore, does not arise 

of my making any alternative arrangement for 

carrying out the work scheduled by you on 30 .3 ,1988  

in my Laboratory, about which I was not even aware,

6 ,  As regards the question put in the concluding

part of paragraph 2 of the memo under reference, in 

view of whatever I have stated in paragraphs 3 to 5 

above, I do not feel obliged to give a direct

Q o n t d . . . p / 4 .
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! subject of my not taking interest

of anti-malarial compounds and about my
i
j’g from the Scientist-in-Charge as to 

5s were given by her. As for the work 

you on certain dates mentioned in 

, /der reference, I really owe no 

\h other than reiterating what I-have 

stated already in regard to the past dates when 

I attended duty in the laboratory. On one of the 

past dates, i . e .  23 .3 .198B ,  I was on leave. As 

regards two other dates mentioned i ^ e ,  6 .4 .B8  

and 1 3 .4 .8 8 ,  these are further dates, the memo 

having been issued on 4 . 4 . 8 8 .  -In view of the facts 

narrated in the preceding lines, the relevance, 

i f  any, of asking question in such terms as “where 

have you been all these days?” is  not 

understandable.

7, I am not aware of any departmental meetings

having been held in my absence as I was never 

informed about them subsequently. The fact, 

however, is that I have attended many such meetings 

chaired by you in the past whenever I had received 

information about your holding them. It  is not 

correct to say that I was never available in my 

Laboratory and that because of this reason you 

had to conduct departmental meetings without me.

The allegation is denied.

8 .  As regards my visits to the KEMC, it is

stated that it will  be unfair to draw an inference 

from just five visits over a span of two months 

to the effect that they were too frequent. The 

fact that I invariably entered all  my movements 

to the KGfC in the Movements Register of the 

Division itself  indicates that I had no int&ntion 

ever to go out of the Institute without a 

legitimate purpose. Making an entry in the Movements 

Register before going out of the Institute for any 

bona-fide purpose is very much in keeping with
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your own verbal instructions to me, which I have 

never violated so far .  The question of my seeking 

your permission on each and every occasion when 

I go out of the Institute for some o ff ic ial  work 

or the other is not quite relevant in the-light 

of your own instructions in this regard as long 

as I can justify my movements from the Institute if  

and when called upon by any superior to do so. As 

you are aware, with your express permission in 

writing, I accepted the position of Guide of-a post­

graduate student of the K .G .M .C .  who was pursuing 

a course of study for the degree of Doctor of 

Medicine (Physiology). For this reason alone, it - 

occasionally became necessary for me to make visits 

to the physiology Department of the KGMC because it was 

my bounden duty to oversee and monitor his 

experimentation work in the various laboratories of 

the KGMC from time to time and to give necessary 

advice and instructions to the student. Besides,

I also made visits to the pathology and Bacteriology 

Departments of the KGMC to keep myself abrffist 

of the research work going on over there. Such 

collaboration can certainly be helpful in 

accelerating the process of research in our 

Institute in many ways. There is ,  obviously, no 

reason^as to why objection should be taken to such 

efforts .  You will  kindly appreciate that a matter 

like this conceivably falls within the ambit of 

freedom of action for a senior research scientist.

9 .  As regards my availing of casual leave

during the period for which regulatory toxicity 

work had been planned, I submit that I had, 

in fact, not availed of such leave,.on more than 

two or three occasions during the said period.

Besides, on each of the two dates mentioned in 

the memo under reference, that is 18 .2 .19B8  and 

10 .3 .1 988 ,  I sought casual leave only for half a 

day, that is just for the forenoon which was duly 

granted to me, I attended duty in the second half 

of the working- hours on each of those dates which

I did in the best interests of the Institute,
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the aim being-not to stay away from work except 

when needed essentially.  Factually, my requirement 

of leave on most such occasions has been for conaul- 

tation with my attending obstetrician and 

gynaecologist for my ante-natal care as advised 

by her. My humble submission here incidently 

is that casual leave is not a regular kind of 

leave by its very nature. It is undoubtedly 

meant for such exigencies as cannot ordinarily 

be foreseen.

10. The memo under reference also goes on

to say: "Since you were reported to be extremely

irregular in your office work.......... This

assessment, I submit, is not founded on facts 

and the conclusion drawn is obviously based on_ 

hearsay and false reporting by vested interests.

The allegation is denied in toto. Tlie fact 

undoubtedly is that I have all along been reporting 

to you direct in my official  functioning ever 

since I got posted in the Toxicology Division headed 

by you. You may, therefore, in all  fairness, ask 

me personally rather ^than banking upon the 

coloured opinions of others. The veracity of 

reports about me made to you by others can always 

be in doubt and it V'vfould be difficult to test it 

at any time except by asking me personally, which 

is has, unfortunately, never been done so far .

The period spanning from 15 .3 .8 8  to 3 0 .3 .8 8  in 

the memo under reference includes-the dates (2 1 .3 .8 8  

to 24 .3  .88) when I was on leave as also the 

dates ( 1 6 .3 ,8 8  and 17 .3 .8 8 )  when you were out of 

the town and, thus, you had no occasion to observe 

my movements and work. This goes to show that 

the allegations made in the Memorandum under reference 

are based on hearsay and false reporting. The 

aim of this exercise by vested interests is clearly 

to malign my otherwise fair image as a Scientist. 

Finding that such an intolerable atmosphere 

presently prevails in the Institute, a scientific
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institution of national importance, I feel 

deeply disgusted and disappointed, I have a 

strong feeling that there is a definite conspiracy 

going on to harm my service interests.

11 , A conclusion in such terms as “You have

not participated in any work of the department,

to the best of my knowledge**, has been arrived

at in the memo under reference. This is grossly

incorrect and is ,  therefore, denied. I have put

in over t8 months.of devoted and sincere

service in the Institute already, The-entire

good work put in by me during the course of my

ser vic e  in  the I n s t i t u t e  has been reduced  to

ignominy by drawing a conclusion of that kind

without verifying the facts upon which it is based.

The work of scientific research done by me in
have

the Institute is certainly no secret as you/had

occasion, time and again, to see all  my monthly

progress reports which render a full  account

of the work done by me in the Institute within

the short span of my service. Not a shadow of

dbubt has ever been cast, either covertly or -

overtly, on my competence as a medical professional

in anything done by me. It is also relevant

to state here that I earned an annual increment

in my salary upon completion of one year of service

in  the In s t i t u t e  on 3 0 . 9 . 1 9 8 7 ,  which could n it

have been possible without my work and conduct

being entirely satisfactory.
\

I sincerely hope that you will find 

this explanation to be satisfactory. I ,  on my 

part, take this opportunity to assure you of my 

continued devoted service to the Institute 

as ever. Even then i f  you are not satisfied with 

what has been said in this letter, I shgll welcome 

an enquiry to be ordered in the matter so that
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facts may be brought to light and no injustice- 

is  done to me on the basis of false allegations.

Yours faithfully,  

(Dr .  Devika Chan'dra)

V



S ^ r . - ^ ^ i j s k - o j ^
Appointments Cummitt^e of the Cabinet 
Office of the Establishment Officer 

Department of Personnel & Training

New Delhi, the 25th February, 1986.

The following appointment has been app^yed.i)y_,.the 
i.ntineil-'tS-Coinmittee of the €abinet from the date of taking 
charge and until further orderss-

Dr, A .P .  Mitra, presently serving as 
Director of the National Physical Laboratory, 
to be Director General. Council of Scientific 
& Industrial Research (CSIR) and Secretary, 
Department of Scientific & Industrial Research.

( R.K'. tik'ku )
Secretary,

Appointments CfwinittGe -ot tho Csbinct

to

Cabinet Secretary (Shri P .K ,  Kaul).

Secretary/to Prime Minister (Smt. Seria Grewal ).

Secretary, Deptt. of Pers, Trg. (Shri K, Ramanujam ).

Director General, CSIR and Secretary, Department of 
Science & Technology ( Prof, Yash Pal ).

Director, National Physical taboratory (Dr. AP Mitra ).

Council of Scientitic & Industrial Research 
(Siiri Omesh Saigal- Joint  SecretarylAdmn).

Prof, Yash Pal

Dr, A .P ,  Mitra.

Additional Secretary to Prime Minist>i-r (Shri G,K. Arora ).

P ,S ,  to Minister of State for Science & Technology,

P .S ,  to MS(PP).
' Cat)inet Secretariat il  Shri H,R. Goel -DS

i i ;  Shri H.K. Verma-US 
US(SM)/PS to Secy/PS toEO/RO(CM)/EO(ACC)/EO(PS)/ 
E0(Mibl)/E0(PR)/60(F)/FAS(UN)/Guard/fi^e etc. ^

( K.V. Sampathkumar )
___________  _____________— ---- ...............................................................

\
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I n  the C e n t r a l  Administrat ive  T r i b u n a l ,  Luckn-ow Bench,

c ^ m  /+»■ 1^1  C ( J

Appl icat ion  N o . 232 of  19B8,

Dr .  (M rs . )  De vi ka C handra,  

V'Jife of  Dr .  Rakesh Goel . . Applicant

yer 5US

Di re ct or ,  C e n t r a l  Drug Research 

I n s t i t u t e ,  Chhattar  K a n z i l  P alece , 

Lucknow and o the rs . . . .  Re ■ Do.n dents .

SUnMCMING OF DOC UnE I'iTS/R EICRDS I THE 

ABOVE NOTED CASE

The appl icant  begs to submit as under:

1.  That ,  the foliov.dng rec or ds/dcc ume nt s

vjhich are releva nt  in  the i n s t a n t  case  may kindly  

be summoned from the respondent  no. Is

(a)  Dossiers  o f  the following drugs/compounds ;

i )  Artether 

i i )  N o . 8 1 / 5 3  

i i i )  Adjuvant 

i v )  Havana  Vaccine 

v) r^o.6 7 / 1 4  

vi ) Wo. 73 / 6  02

(b)  Monthly Work Rep orts -c ompi le d and submitted by 

the appl icant  for the various months from 

Cc tobL^r , 1986 onv;ards upto M a r c h , 1 5 8 8  ( 1 3  . )  .

-----2 / -



\ / (  =(c)  >1 onfi  denti al Report in  resp cc t  of  the

applicant for the years 19B6-67 and 

1987-83 .

2 .  Thet ,  the above noted rec or ds/dcc uments

are e s s e n t i a l l y  r e q u i r e d  for a just  and equitable  

decis ion in  the c a s e .

Wherefore ,  i t  i s  humbly prayed that the 

above noted rec or ds/doc um ents v-«'hich hcve been l i s te d  

at s e r i a l  ( e )  to (c)  in  para 1 above be kindly 

Summoned from the Respondent I.o.1 in  t;,e intere'?t of 

justice- and e qu it y .

Lucknow

Dated:  1^1 . 5 . 1989

Signature  of  the Applicant

C ou ns el  for the Applicant

/
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(Uiq. n ;nch)

.'toDlicaticn No. 232 o f  1988

V

Dr (Mrs) Devika Cnandra

Versus

D i r ^ c t ^  O sn tx ;^  Drug 
■PcsearcD, lnsi,i±n'te &. Othcj

. . -teplicant

,  ,  RDST?ond2nts

Counter Affid a v it  in  re-ply to apDlic ^ t ic n _fo r  

Summoning Doairnent.s/I^GOrds in  the above noted Case

I ,  V ,P , Balcshi/ son of Sri K . t-. Bakshi, ared abou' 

54 years. Controller of M m inistratio n . Central -5rug 

Peseffe^h In stitu te , lu die no v; the deponent do solemnly state 

on oath as under:-

1. That ti'ie deoonent is  the Controller o f  Administration

in  the Central Drug P^ssearch Institute  and is '.'ell a.cquainted

\;ith the facts of tI-';C above noted application , Ko has aread
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the a p p lic at io n  fo r  surnmoning docum ents/rocords moved by 

the app lican t  and is  f i l i n g  this counter a f f i d a v i t  in  reply 

to the contents of the same,

2 .  TlTat in  the sa id  a p p lic atio n  the app lican t  has

IDTiyed that certa in  dossiers  re latin g  to drags/com|30unds 

 ̂loe Gummor^d. I t  is  submitted that  sudi dossiers  b e a r  no 

j relevance at a ll  to the m atter in  issu e  in  the p resen t
I

pro ceedings  and are not at a ll  necessary fo r  a d ju d ic a t io n  

i n the rua tte r .

3 . Itiat tha montlTly v/ork reports v/hicn vie re subm itted

s ' '

111: w

p Y  "the arp'olicant to the In s t it u t e  also  b e a r  no relevance to

I.h e  piresent proceedings since tliese wod-c reports p e r t a in  to

technical matters which have no connection  w ith  the p re se n t  

proce edings .

4 ,  That the ' co n fid e n tia l^ra p o rt  o f  the applicant is

a c o n fid e n tia l  document. Tne deponent submits that  the same 

v^ill be produced at  the time o f  hearing^ i f  the H o n 'b ie  

T r ib u n a l  deems i t  f i t  and necessary .

Lu ck nov; dated

August l ^ V " l 9 8 9

I ,  the above named deporent do hereby veri'f/ tha.t 

the contents o f  paras 1 to 4 o f  this a f f i d a v i t  are tr>ae

. .3
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to  iny ov;n kno^^leoge. No p a rt o f this affida'^^it is  f-ls e  and 

nothing m aterial has been concealed. So help me God.

Ma d'. no\ 1 dated 

.'ia^ast j S V  1-89

signed before nse

Solemnly aff:ir;ned be;':ore me on. 1*3 

a t - ■? a. m, the d eoo ne n t \;h o i s

identifiecl by Sr

-idvoCate, High Coi-irt/ .‘\llahabad.

I h .VC sati-fied n y self  by examining the 

deporPnt that h© has understood the 

contents of , this a f f id a v it  \ j h i d n  have 

been read over and exoljjlned bv me.

I  id e n tify  the deponent who has

iBorao

Hicb

C b » _ ^ 5 J 2 _ _ „



I., THE : :E; .TaAL a d m i :i s t r a t i v£ t r i b u n a l

CIHCtlT  HEi\CH, LUCKNOW.

M i s c .  Appl ic at i on  No.  of in  C,^IbItJAL

Appl ica t io n  No . 232  of  1 9 6 ^ .

iir.(['irs) ijevika Chandra  w/o  Dr.  Rakfsh Goel . . .  Applicant

versus

Direc to r ,  C e n t r a l  Drug Research I n s t i t u t e ,  

Chhat ts r  [•',a n z i l  P a l a c e ,  Lucknow,  and

o thers . . . .  Respondent

B r i e f  facts  leading  to the a p p l i c a t i o n ; The fa ct s  of the 

case are given below:

1 .  T h a t ,  subsequent to the f i l i n g  of  the App l icat ion

N o . 232 in  the Hon 'b le  T r i b u n a l  at Lucknovi; Bench,  the 

Respondent No.1 (D i r e c t o r ,  C e n t r a l  Drug Research I n s t i t u t e ) ,  

tiirouyh C o n t r o l l e r  of  A dm ini st rat ion ,  sent lette r  N o . 8 ( 7 2 ) / “ 

86-E . I I  , dated 23 . 1 2 . 8 8 ,  annexed as. Annexurs-1 to this  

a p p l i c a t i o n ,  askint^ the appl icant  to return the o f f i c i a l /  

research  dccuments/msterial  i s s u e d  in  her name by 30th 

D e c . , 1 9 8 0 ,  f a i l i n g  v^hich i t  was threatened  in  the s a i d  

l e tt e r  of  the g c n t r o l l e r  o f  Administrat ion that the l o c k s  

v>dll be broken open and that the cost  of the replacement 

w i l l  be recoverea  from t ht dues of  the A p p l i c a n t .

2 .  That ,  the Applicant  vv>as out of  station  at that

time,  hence i t  \«i3S not pos'-dble to take any act ion  on the 

s a i d  l e t t e r .  The latter  was,  hovever,  acknowlecged by 

her f e t h e r ,
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3 .  That,  in  the meantime an other lt?tter N o . 8 ( 7 2 ) /

8 6 - E . I I ,  dated 7 . 3 . 8 9 ,  annexed as Annexure-Il to this 

a p p l i c at io n ,  has been r e c e iv e d  by the App l icant ,  repe etin gt  

the same threat  as was conveyed e a r l i e r  vide Annexure-I .

4 .  That ,  as already mentioned i n  the Applic atlon (ori ^i nal) , 

submitted before this Tr ib u n a l ,  the Applicant vjas removed

from the service by the Respondent No .1 vjhile she was

continuing to be on Maternity Leave as admissible  to

the employees of  the C e n t r a l  Government and as made

appl icable  to the employees o f  the C o u n c i l  of  S c i e n t i f i c

t

and I n d u s t r i a l  Research ,  an autonomous body in  the control  

of the Government of I n d i a .

5 .  That ,  as the services  o f  the Applicant  were

terminated  while she v;as on Maternity  Leave ,  the applicant 

had no opportunity to j o in  duty under Respondent No.1

and was le f t  with no a ltern ati ve  but to  approach the Tr ib u n a l  

for r e l i e f .

6 .  That ,  the Appl icant  f i l e d  her ap p l ic at io n  before

this Tr ib un al  on 1 9 . 1 2 , 8 8  and the a pp l ic at i on  was admitted 

vide orders dated 2 4 . 2 . 8 9  of  the Tr ib u n a l  and the date of 

hearing has been f i x e d  on 1 3 . 4 . 1 9 8 9 .

7 .  That,  the Respondents have not yet f i l e d  any reply

to the Appl icat ion  nor have they put up appearance on the 

date i . e .  2 4 . 2 . 8 9  f i x e c  i n  this matter,  i n s pi te  of the 

Notice i ss ue d  by this T r i b u n a l ,

8 .  T h a t ,  t h e  A p p l i c a n t  h as  a l r e a d y  m e n t i o n e d  i n  her

s p p l i - a t i o n  t h a t  s h e  h a s  not  h a n d e d  o ve r  t h e  c h a r g e  o f  the  

p o s t  o f  S e n i o r  S c i e n t i f i c  O f f i c e r  G r a d e  I ( S c i e n t i s t  ’C ' ) 

w h i c h  p o s t  she w a s  h o l d i n g  p r i o r  t o  her  r e m o v a l  f r o m  

s e r v i c e  nor t h e  R e s p o n d e n t  N o .1 has  y e t  c i r c u l a t e d  the

C o n t d . . . p / 3 .



and admissible  under the rules  of  the Government af

I n di a .

9 .  That,  in  case Respondent No.1 is not r e s t r a i n e d

of from kseakicKg: breaking open

the lock of  the almirah and taking possession  o f  the 

research  ma terial ,  documents and papers ,  e t c . ,  the v ita l  

i n t e r e s t s  of  the Applicant sha l l  be je opardised  and the 

seme can not be adequately compensated i n  terms of  moneys: 

even i f  the case is decided by the Tr ib u n al  in  her 

favour .

1 0 .  That ,  in  view of the fa c t  that the case has 

been f i x e d  for 1 3 , 4 . 8 9  for h e a r i n g ,  there appears no 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for the Respondent No.1 to proceed with theb 

breaking open o f  the lock and damage the research  

material  and documents kept t h e r e i n .

1 1 .  That ,  there ere no such documents and papers 

in  the Almirah as may be e s s e n t i a l l y  requ ire d  for the 

work o f  the I n s t i t u t e  and that without which the work 

can not be c a r r i e d  on .

1 2 .  That no chemicals  have been kept by the Applicant 

under lock and key Ss a l l e g e d .  The chemicals and 

instruments are ava i la bl e  in  the Laboratory for u se .

1 3 .  That ,  this  threatent- d action of the Respondent 

No.1 tfirough the C on t r o ll e r  of  Administration  is with ■ 

malafide i n t e n t i o n  at the instance  of  the vested 

in t e r e s t s  who are out to h er m 4s  the service i n t e r e s t s  

of  the Appl icant  even after  removal from s e r v i c e .

i Co ntd . . . p / 4
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1 4 .  That ,  no orders  have yet been issued  by the 

Respondent No.1 for completion of the formali-taes 

and payment of  arrears of s al a r y .

I

15 .  Thet ,  oy sending their  l e t t e r s  as per 

Annexures I anc I I  annexed vdth the a p p l i c at io n ,  the 

Hespondent fJc.1 has h imself  admitted thet  the termination  

orders have not yet been made e f f e c t i v e .  Though the 

prayer for interim r e l i e f  as made in  the o r i g i n a l  

ap p l ic at io n  was not granted by this T r i b u n a l ,  yet the 

fact-remains that the appl icant  has not handed over the 

charge o f  the post nor has r e l i n q u i s h e d  the same formally ,
*

the terminati*^n?^ orders having been del ivered  while being  

on Maternity  Leave .

R e l i e f  or P r a y e r ; I n  view of the f a c t s  and circumstances  

mentioned in  the foregoing paras ,  i t  is  most r e s pe c tf ul l y  

prayed that ;

i )  this Hon 'ble  T r i b u n a l  may k indly  be plea-^ed to 

i ssue  d irection  or suitable  orders  to  Respondent 

No.l  not to proceed with breaking open 

the lock of  the almirah end damage the research  

material  and docum&nts,  e t c . ,  to secure the ends 

of  j u s t i c e ;

i i )  to pass any order or issue d ir ec t io n  as this  

T r i b u n a l  may consider  appropriate in  the 

i n t e r e s t  of j u s t i c e  and e q u it y .

Veri f ic  ation , *

I ,  Dr . (M rs )  De vi ka C h andr a , w/o Dr .  Rakesh Goel,  

aged about 30 years ,  working as S c ien tis t  ’Q ' in  the C e n t r a l  

Drug r^esearch I n s t i t u t e ,  Chhatter  Ma nz i l  p alac e , Lucknow,

u o n t d .  . . p / 5 .



R / 0 , A-1 543 ,  I n d i r a  Nagar,  Lucknovj, do hereby 

veri fy  that the contents o f  paras  1 to iS  

are true to rny personal  k n o wl e dg e / l e ga l  advice 

and that I have not suppressed any material  f a c t .

S igned  ano v e r i f i e d  at th is  l.o IK. day of 

March,  1989 in  the compound of C e n t r a l  Administrat ive 

Tr ib u n a l  at Lucknow.

pla c e ;  Lucknovj

Dated:  Z)-> .3 . 1989

Signature  of  the Applicant

Signature  of  the Advocate
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impjs, 22fl (101 ( vnT'T)

CENTRAL DRUG RESEARCH INSTITUTE 
Chflttar Manzil, Post Box No 173 

LUCKNOW-226001 (INDIA)

Dow 23,12,1986

Or.(Mrs) D. Chondro,

Ex-Scientiot C,

Oiviaian of Toxicology,

A-1543, Indra NoQar, ^

L ĵcknOM

Dear Fbdaitiy

I an diroctod to Invito your attontim to Offico nomocandus 

Ho . 8/7VB6- €,II datod 9 .9 .88  i:<horoby your ootvicco hawo boon terf^iinatcd.

It hoo boon roportod thot tho books and chCBiica].o oto. losuod 

to you by tho Toxicology Doportiasnt/Llbrary hawo not beon roturnod by 

you. It also tranoplroo thot o otool olairoh and tho drawsrs of your 

offico tsblo looued in your nac» io lying lockcd in tho Toxicology 

Oivisicn*

You oro roquostfld kindly to roturn oil tho catorial oTflcially 

issued to you by 30th Oocooibor, 1988 olcngwith uith tho koy9 of the 
aloirah and tabla.

In caso tho koyo of tho Almirah aro not roturned by 30th Oocosiooc, 

tho locks of almirah and tablo uill be brokon open and replaced at your 

coat which will bo rocovarod from the duos t-hich roay bo lying payable 
to you, if ony.

Youra Ifaithfully,

< U.pl/'aAKSHI ) 
Controller of Atlminiatration
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Tttoi i)83S-J»e 
Tdter*'" ' ClNOnUO
Phoiu ; aMtl-ia fAO* REGISTHRED

No.
8(72)/86-€.II

owt »rfit*r, "rVe «n’wr “t* i  ts

eren* 22« 001 {ifTrit)

CENTRAL DRUG RESEARCH »NSTiTUTE 
Chettar Manzll, Post Box No. 173 

LUCKNOW-226001 (INDIa )

Oslo
7 .3 .1989.

To,

Dr.(Mrs.) D. Chandra, 
Ex-Scientlst VO’ ,  
Dlvn. of Toxicology, 
A-1543 Indra Nagar, 
Lucknow.

Your attention is invited to this office registered 

letter of even number dated 23 .12.88 , which was acknowledged 

by Wing Commander Ramesh Chandra (Retd.), your father, on 

your behalf vide his letter dated 30.12.68.

\

Since you have not so far taken any action io regard 

to returning material officially issued to you alongwith the 

keys of the almirah, you are once again requested to do the 

needful immediately but not later than 21st March, 1989 failing 

which the locks of almirah and table will be broken open and 

replaced at your cost, which will be recovered from the dues, 

which may be lying payeb le to you, if any.

Youra faithfully,

O O N T R O L I ,E R  P f  A a * - U N I 3 T H A T I 0 N  

/



O
0

Sf3^T?t

?«l

10

— J { ̂ ?qi5?21 ^

5io k m i m i m o  |o

^  ^  s 5,  ̂ ... - ^  < S ^ ^ 4 c U < ,'
3S’?7 ^  3?t??rl 3TR ^  «ri ........................ . "*' —  .............................

5f5pt?r

^ ...........................................  ........ ....... ..........................................*T^?*T

f t  m ^ T  5sj?̂ 5T sifcr$n ( ? ^ m )  i  3?k f ^ %  t m

I  if sisar̂ I gRT ^

5  ^  m  ^>1 5if^5r ^ x  m

m  sitT ^  3iTT  ̂ sA:?: m

^  ? 4 p t 5 ?  5 T 3 T  a « r i  ST'fy?? fjT ^ T T R '^  sA t  ^  H T  3T«I^

| f c n %  ^  ?Tfe5T aftT cT«?T[!JJ 5^f«TT ^51^

CTT |TTt fgqsT̂ (qiTtwjm̂  ) T̂ ?Tf̂ 5i f̂ m fsn q̂m 
3Tq% *TT  ̂ m ffr̂ ^

«if er  ̂ m  m m

I  ^  ^  ^?cfl i  fT  ^  «TT f^JT

jjT ff>??> 3rq% qT>̂TT Ti»n ŝn?
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