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CENTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, AU îWABAD 

LUCKNOW CIRCUIT BENC2i 

Registration T«A. No,46 of 1988

Smt. Renu Pant Petitioner

Versus

Indian Coancil of Agricultural
Research# New Delhi ani Others . •Res|)«n<ients

Hon,Mr*Ju:stice K.Nath# V,C,

Hon.Mr.K«.J> Raman« MaoOber (A)

On difference of opinion arising on sme 

points in our Judgonot̂ ts delivered separately in 

this case, the difference was referred under orders 

©f the Hon'ble Chairman under Section 26 of the 

Administrative Tribunals Act, 1985 to Hon'Me 

Mr. D.K.Agrawal, J.M.

2. Hon'lole D.K^Agrawal# JH has given his opinion 

in his jmdgament dated 1,2,91 and has agreed with 

the i^inion expressed by One of us n«nely Hon*hie 

Mr .Justice K.i^ath, V.C. that the Original Application 

has no force and is liable to be dismissed* In view 

of the opinion of̂  the majority of the Mer%ers who 

heard this case« T.A. No.46 of 1988' is disnissed; 

parties shall bear their costs. *

Vice Chairraan

Dated the S'̂  mheL.1991*

RKM
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CMTRaL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD

CIRCUIT b en ch  

LUCKNOW

T.A- No. 46 o f 1988

iL

Smt. Rerau Paat

versus

Indian Couacil of Agricultural 

Research, New Delhi & others.

Petitioner

Respondents,

hoa 'ble  Mr, D .K . Agrawal, Judl. Member.

>T-

This is  a case of termisiatioaof tte services

of pet-utioraer-Smt, Resu PafJt, by as order dat@d

9 .1 .8 6  (Annexure 2 to the petitio n ). The petitioner

was a temporary employee (o* probation) and her

services were' terminated iia exercise of powers under

rule 5 of the C .C .s .  (Temporary services)Rules,' 1965.

2 . The case was origiaally heard by a Beach

co«isistiag of Horn. Mr. Justice K, Nath, Vice Chairman

aiadHon. Mr. K.J.Raman, Member (A ) . There was a

difference of opiaio* aad cossequently two separate

Judgments were recorded by them. The differeace of

opiaiom was referred to Ho b . Chairmaa under section

26 of the Admiaistrative Tribuaals Act, 1985. The

following two poiats were coataiaed i a t h e  refereace 

order*

i )  Vfhether on the facts and circumstaaces of 

th is  case the petitioaer had beea iaformed of 

her iaadeguacy aad poor perfom aace,

• ... 2
■07<,

I
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i i )  l#jether ia the facts aad circumstaaces 

of the case the impugiaedl tertniiaatiois order

■tfias pURitive or was a® order simplicitor 

. iia terms of the applicable Rule.

2. The Hoa. Chairtna® passed the following orders 

“Let the matter be heard a®d decided by 

Hoei, Mr, 0 .K . Agrawal/ J.iM,"

3 . The facts have already bee® detailed is  the 

judgmeat recorded by Hoa.K .J.Ram a«/ Member (A ) , The 

coatroversy C0atres rouad a very short po iat . Th® 

petitioiaer was appointed w .e .f .  1 7 .9 ,8 3  or probation 

for two years. Her performa»ce was Jiot fouad up to 

the mark, A prelimimary eaquiry was also held about 

her conduct. The conroetaat authority passed the 

isnpugaed order dated 9 .1 .8 6  terminating her 

services. Sh e ,file d  applic&tion uMder sectio® 19 of 

the Aanniffiistrative Tribuaals Act, 1985 raising 

various pleas# imteralia, i)that  the impug»ed order 

was vitiated  oa the groued of malice i i )  the period 

of probation could aot be exteaded after 22 ,9 .8 5  aad

i i i )  the inpagiaed order was punitive. The poittt Mo. i

aad 2 were answered agaiast the petitioner by the

Bewch. However^ there was difference of opinion about-

poiat No. 3 . The Hoa. Members of Beisch expressed

coaflictimg views there©®. Ome view was that the

order was pusitive ira mature aad the other view X'jas

t h a t ,the order was aot puraitive la isature. Therefore^ 

this refereace. Before I  deal further with the

C'^atroversy in question i t  may also be mentioned that

•CTk:,
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a plea was raised by the resporidents that the 

petitiosi was bad because tbs petitioiaer had not 

availed of the opportunity of appeal. This point 

has already been aiasv.’ered by the Beiach -agaiBst the 

respondents. It  has been held that the petitiOB was 

not bad for want of availing of alternativt remedy.

4 . Thus, the oaly question vjhich is tobe 

answered is  whether the order v;as punitive in 

nature or t:he services of the petitioner were 

termi*ated because of her poor performance during 

the probation period. The personal filecof the 

petitioner was looked isto by the Bench which heard 

the case. It  has be-'?'' made available to me as w ell.

The sequence of facts are that the competent authority 

recorded the following order and the impugned order 

of termination was: issued thereafter o» the basis 

thereof:

"la  the l i ^ t  of the above aad most indifferesit 

attitude to work# the services of Mrs. Ra*u 

Paat must be dispeased with under Rule 5, 

since she is  still uad^er probatioa“ .

"In  the l i ^ t  of the above “ refers to as iacideBt 

of abseBce fran duty iia Juae/July, 1985 despite 

refusal of leave duly commuaicated to the petitioner. 

It  so happemed that the petitioner applied for leave 

but it  was refused. S t ill  the petitioner availed the 

leave a^d during that period she performed jouraey 

to and back from. Delhi,T© regularise the period of 

absence the petitioaer submitted a medical certificate 

of her illiaess. The competenat authority got the 

iiaformatioa that she was laot i l l .  Therefore, a
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preliminary emqairy cmiggTy î /as made aad it  was 

discovered that she was actually not i l l  a®d that 

she had performed jouraey to aad back from Delhi.

Thus it  vjas noted that despite refusal the petitiomer 

availed leave on false pretext. The arguments o® 

behalf of the petitioner is that the competent 

authority was thus, guided by the misconduct on the 

part of the petitioner in mvailing lea; e despite •1
refusal. The argument of the otEer side is  that , , ' ;‘V
even i f  it  be accepted that it  was also ose of the ■

/

grounds which led - to the termination of the petitiones^i 

it  Cannot be lost sight of that -che petitioner 's  

performance during the probation period was unseitis- 

factory and that -the cQ-npetent authority was iiifluaiaCQd 

by the fact that her attitiade to work was most 

iadiffereat* I® this maisner the co«trQversy ce®tres 

ronimd as to  i f  the c«3mpeteat authority took a decision 

for termiriatios^of services of the petitioner o® both 

the grounds what will be its effect,

5 .  It  is ®ot disputed that the perfortnaace of 

the petitioner during the probation period was aot 

satisfactory. The first Aanual Remark for the period 

1 7 .9 ,8 3  to 3 1 ,1 2 ,83  reads iateralia  as follows*

**.........She has bee® verbally advised several

times for impoliteness and casual performance;

to be watched fu r t h e r .........**

The secoad remark for the period 1 .1 .8 4  to 31 ,12 ,84  

reads i®teralia# as follcwsj

'*.........She has occasionally been advised ia

y -A...

I
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persoa f©r paying proper attestion towards 

work assigned to h e r . , . . .* *

The third remark for the period 1 .1 .8 5  to 3 1 . 12 .8 5  

iateralia , reads as follows:

•....rep rim an d ed  for availing refused l e a v e ...

y :  Inspite  of several oral warmings, Mrs. Paat

shov.;ed neither improvement in her work and

conduct nor made any effort to achiev2 better 

r e s u l t . . . . , “

6 . The first aad secomd probation reports#

iffiteralia# read as follows*

(a) " • . .♦ .M r s . Paat is  finding rather 

d ifficu lt  to devote her atteatioa to work 

allotted t© her,

(b) the wojSIh give® to Mrs. Pant is  

simple asd has bee® explained many times*
i

^^orkiag cc^ditiopis are as good as to ©ther 

employees ©f the irastitute. But coming late, 

keepisg the work pending, going on leave without 

K  aotice irrespective ®f the urgency of work ira

I hamd have been her seriius shortcomings.

wT view Of the above, the oaly questiora of

law is i f  the enquiry ©r investigation vms set up 

to collect the data regarding the petitioner 's  

absence from 1st to 3rd July , 1985 despite refusal

I f  services^^^i^^^® in^^igaed order ©f termination 

/b a d  in law sotwithstandiag the fact that the petition .

e r 's  performance during the period of probation was

found unsatisfactory or most unsatisfactory ? The

answer to this question is  one way finds place in  the

I
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decisio*a|Df Smpreme C®urt iia the case of State of 

Orissa and ®thers vs. Vidya Bhusha?! Mohapattra (1963, 

Supreme Court, 779) referred to in the Judgmeat of 

Hon, Mr. Justice K , Kfath# ? .C  whereim it  was held 

that i f  tte ®rder of dismissal fiads support on a»y 

fiid iag  @f substantial misdemeaaour for which punish- 

meat cais lav^fully be imposed# it  is  *ot far the court 

to consider whether that ga:au*d al#ae would have 

weighed with the aathority in dismissing the p^ublic 

servaat. The coutt has mo jurisdictioa i f  the 

fitadi»gs ®f the eaquiry report or the Tribuaal prima 

facie make out a case of misd«sneaaoar t© direct the 

authority to rec®«sider that order becaus e i«  

respect of s®rae of the fisdirags but not a ll , it 

appears that there had beea violation of rules of 

natural justice . Therefore# even if  the g r ^ a d  ®f 

unauthorised absence be excliaded# the fiading that 

the petitioner had ’'most indifferent attitude to 

remains valid  ground on which the orders of termima- 

tioR is  to be sustained. Five Judges Bench in the 

case of Champaklal ChSmanlal Shah vs. Union o f India 

(A .I .R .  1964# Siipreme Cisurt 1854) la id  down^tbat 

i f  a prelimimary enquiry was made to find out 

whether a prima facie case for a formal departmental 

entp-iry is  made out, the services of an ©st^loyee can 

be terminated under the terms of coatract of employ­

ment. The Supreme Court held that so far as the 

preliminary enquiry is  concerned it  was only for 

the satisfaiction of the Government to decide 

whether punitive action should be takea or action
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should be taken »Kxa»«^®« u»der the contract

V ^ h e  rules in the case of a temp®i^ary g©verameat 

servaBt who has a© right to hold the post. It  was 

als® la id  down by the Hon. Supreme Court that the 

provision of Article 311(2) were aot attracted i«  

such a case, Thms^ it  appears to me that i f  the 

impugned order of termiaatio* proceeded on two 

grouuds, one of which eve* i f  supposed t«3 be invalid , 

although the same is  aot invalid  and does BC3t i® 

any ma»mer affect the validity  of the impugaed order, 

the other valid  ground Which forms the basis of the 

impugned order is  sufficient to maintain th e  legal 

valitiity of the same. Xhere is , however, tso manner 

of doubt that i f  the impugned order was punitive 

in  nature, the same was liable  to  be struck down 

as la id  down in number ©f cases like  Aaoisp Kumar 

Jaisawal v s . Govt.of Ind ia  (1984) 2, § *C ,C , 369. It  is 

also mo longer a matter of debate that the court has 

the power to l ift  the veil to find out i f  the impugned 

order was made under the camouflaige or cloak or the 

order of termination was simplicotor as held i»  a 

■umber of cases like  Jarmail Singh a»d others vs.

State of Punjab and others (1986) 3 SCC 277. However, 

ia a case like  the present ©ne where it  is clearly 

established that the performance of the petitioner 

during the period ©f probation was not satisfactory 

and there was additional ground of misconduct as 

w ell, the order of the c€wnpetent authority under 

Rule 5 in exercise of the power which flowed from 

the contract of service it  could not be termed as 

bad in  law . I f  the competent authority finds that
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the petiti©Eser v?as a©t smitable for being retained 

i® service# that cania®t vitiate  the order ifepugiaed* 

not cam it  be termed as puaitive attractiag Article 

3 1 1 (2 ) . The remarka earaed by the petitioaer ira 

the first and second, year ©f service p r © v id e /.^ '

^  stafficieat material to hold that the petitioner 's

performance duriag the period ©f pr^batioa was 

B®t satisfactory. The law is  settled that remarks 

is  Confideatial Rolls are m©t intended to cast any 

stigma ®b  the Government servaat (See Oil aad 

Natmral Gas C®mmissioia aad others v s . Dr. Mohammad
\

S . Iskaader A l i , (1980) 3 , SCC 4 2 8 ) .

8 * The next p®iiit is  whether the petitioraer 

^as uaaware ®f her shortc©mimgs and she was »®t 

pr©vided a cha»ce to improve. The learned c^iaasel 

f©r the petitioaer laid  emphasis a® the following 

®bservati@a ®f Smpreme Court in the case ©f Dr. (Mrs.)- 

Surnati P . Shere vs. Union af India  k o t h e r s .(A .I .R . 

1989 S .C . 1431)*

.Defects ©r deficieacies iadifferesice of 

indiscretion may be with the employee by 

iaadvertaace and *®t by incapacity t® work. 

Timely ccsnmunicatioa ®f the assessment of 

^®rk ia  such cases may put title employee ®b

right track......... "

However, the present case is  *®t ©ae where aa 

enployee was a©t made aware @f the defects ia  her 

work a a d  deficieacy ia  her performance aad movemeat 

©rder t® the employee the ground unsuitability  

was passed like the b@lt from the blue as was doae

VTt-a-
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in the case of Dr. (Mrs.) Smmati P . Shere (Supra). 

The petitioner rather was assessed twice by meaas 

af the two aaaual roanarks aad the tw© probation 

reports which make meatioia that she was repriroanded 

f@r availiag leave without aotice, she was advised 

to pay atteati©* t® her w®rk/ aad she was orally 

warded ®a several occasioas but that she did E®t 

improve her w®rk aad conduct. Thus the present case 

is  ®ae where the services were pmt to an ead on 

acc0arit ®f poor performance daring tbe period ©f 

probation# not with a view t© award some pmaishmeat 

to her* The iinpTigned order of terrain at ioajis as such 

an order of termiaatioa simplicit©re

9 , la  the circumstances, I  agree with the view 

taken by Ho®. Mr, Justice K , Nath# Vice Chaitrnaa. 

Accordiagly/ the petition is  liable  t@ be dismissed 

Let it  be put before appropriate Beach f®r proaoua- 

cemeat of the judgmeat in accorda?5ce with the 

majority view.

Lucknow.

Dated*. 2 .1991 .

(D«K. IGRMiMi) 
JUEL .MEMBER*

II

>'■
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD 

LUCKNOU CIRCUIT BENCH.

Registration T. A, No.45 of 1988

(Urit Petition No,1612 of 1986 of the 
(Hon.High Court of Dudicature at Alld 

( Lucknoy Bonch, Lucknou

Smt. Renu Pant Applicant

Uersus

Indian Council of Agricultural 
■Research and Othors . , , , Res pondonts

Hon.Flr,3ustice Kamlnshuar Nath, l/.C. 

Hon. f'lr. K.^3. Raman. Member (A )

(By Hon.Mr.OusticQ K.Nath, V.C. )

The facts involved in the Urit Patitidn

described above aro sot out in tha judgomont of brother )

K .3 . Roman. I have this benofit of carofully going throug

the judgemont, I agree uith his observations and

findings contained in paras 1 to 8 of the judgement; but '■

I have some difficulty  in .ogrBoing uith the vious

tharoafter. Dealing uith the potitioner’s counscl

contontion that tha petitioner uas novor givsn any *

usrning or Censure or any indication as to in uhat manner

and in uhat respect hsr porformancQ uas lacking and the

counsel’s roliance on the Hon’bio Supreme Court’s

judgemsnt in Dr.{rirs ) Sumati P.Shere Vs. Union of Indio &

Others 1989 .SC 1431, brother Raman has held in para 9

of the judgement as follous.

" as in the case before the Hon’ble Suprems 

Court, in the present csss also thero does *' 

not appear to have been a prior communicsticn 

of tha difficulties  or deficiencies, if any, 

in the uork of the petitioner,. Uo are therefore

bound to ’ hold that the impugned order is

liable to be set aside on this ground'’ .

j
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2* I am afraid, this is not taorne'out by the
V I

service racord uhich uas producer! before us. Th® 

episode rogarding thtiv petitionsr *s unauthorised 

absence and making a journey to and back from Delhi 

in 3une/3uly, 1985 daspito clear refusal of leave 

duly .communicated to the potitioner uas not the 

only rosson- for uhich her services uere terminsted.

On the office note on that subject being submitted 

to him, the respondent No,3 recorded a note for 

termination of services as reproduced in para 10 of 

brother Raman's judgement. It clearly mentions tuo
✓

situations for uhich services uere ordersd to bo 

terminated • ( i )  '* in the light of the above” , uhich

refers to ths absence episode, and ( i i )  "and most

- indifferent attitude to uork” , uhich UfidGOb-tsdly- -■ 

refers to the petitioner's indifferent attitude as 

reflected in the record of her uork and conduct. As 

shall appear herQaftor, the service rscord contains 

ehough''matGrial to establish her poor performance and

^ of her being informed about such. inadequacy,

- 3, The record contains the petitioner's A.C.Rs

and probation reports. The petitioner joined service
' /

on 1 7 ,9 ,8 3  on the basis of appointment letter dated 

1 7 ,9 .8 3 , Annexure-5 under uhich her period of probation 

uas tuo years from the date of her joining in the office 

of respondents 2 & 3 uhich uas capable of being extended 

at the discretion of the competent authority.
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first A .C .R . for the period from 1 7 ,9 ,8 3  

to 31«12^83 contains the Reporting O ffic e r ’s remarks 

dated 2 0 ,3 ,8 4  assessing hsr “ as just satisfactory*' on 

most of the counts.«to be uatched"; it is racordod 

’•that shQ had betsn v/erbally advised every time for 

h0r impolitonass and casual performancQj On 3 ,5 ,8 4  

' the respondent No.3 recorded as follous

" a hardly uorking individual, her uork» I - j . .
snd conduct needs constant supervision ,

Second A.C ,R , is for tha period from 

1 ,1 ,8 4  to 31 ,12 ,84 ., The Reporting Officer recorded 

his remarks on 1 8 ,2 ,8  5; Again Tie assessed the petitioner 

“ as just satisfactory” , «just. average" and remarked • 

that ’’she has occasionally been advised in person for ■ 

giving proper attention tousrds uork assigned to her’*..

On 2 3 .4 ,8 5 ,  respondent No,3 rBmarked. that the patitionsr 

‘Jss just about an average worker and would have to 

improve her behsviour uith co-uorkars,

, first probation report is for the period

^  1 7 ,9 ,8 3  to 1 6 ,9 ,8 4 , It uas recorded on 2 6 ,4 ,8 5 ,

yhilB recording a general apprais.al it uas mentioned ' 

that the petitioner was sincere, devoted and amenable 

to discipline. In respect of various elements of 

performance it uas noted that she met requirements of 

job. Respondent No.3 recorded his appraisal on 1 3 ,5 ,8 5  in 

which he said that she was not yet fit; for confirmation; 

that she ought to be watched for another year; that she 

. was finding rather d ifficult to devoto her attention 

to work allotted to her. It was observed that she 

might perhaps improve i f  she devoted her full attention

r
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to the uork. It yill be noticed that both the A.C*Rs 

and the first probation report had bean recorded before 

the 3uns/3uly episode of the petitioner’s unauthorised 

absence. It may be mentioned thst according to the 

case taken in the petition, the petitioner uas.being 

harassed by respondent No,3 ever since her posting in

the Department, This is negativ/eci’by the contents of 

Annsxure-I dated 8 *1 ,86  uhich purports toj,tha
A/ ^

petitioner's regisnation letter in uhich she said that

she uas being harassed by rss pondent. No, 3 for a period 

of six months and therefore it uas not possible for her 

to uork and consequently she tendered her resignation.

It is clear thst the allegation 'harassment * concerns 

a period since about Duly, 1985; that uas the period 

uhsn the petitioner uas .uriauthorisedly absent. The 

idea is that the remarks regarding the petitioner's uork 

and conduct coupled uith the facts that the petitioner 

had been advised verbally several times in person had 

been made before the period of commencement of alleged 

, harassment by respondent [\!o,3. We have already said

that the allegations of malafides against respondent No,3 

have not been established. The second' probat ion report 

is for the period from 19e8o‘84 to 1 6 ,9 ,8 5  and therefore 

had to be recorded essentially, after the unauthorised 

absence episode,

7 , In that second probation report uritten by

the Senior Technical Officer on 3 ,1 0 ,8 5 , it uas mentionad 

that the petitioner only partially met the . requirements 

of this job in respect of ability to plan a programme 

.direction and control, ability to evluste the uork of 

individual and to project of the scheme. On 1 8 ,1 0 ,8 5 , 

respondent No,3 recorded his remarks as follous j-
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« Her yorking d s  y o U  .= uctk has shoun little  

improvem.nt during th® yaar. Hsd ta be 

o i .llv ^d v to e d  not to kaep tha «ork ponding.

Her piobation Relied "'■••7 b*> ^xtsndod by a 
year mora during uhich uo m®y uatch tho 

prograos. Tha york given to Mrs, Pant 

is Simpla and has bean p lained man_ y _ t ^ .  

U o r k i n g  conditions are as .good as to other

a.ployees of the Institute, f i u l ^ l n a ^ .  

kasEijB_thejorkJU^
lrr8Spective_of j a £ j a a i ^ : £ : L ° L ^ ^

„n h„nr< hauo been her sari ous s.hortcenm aS^ ■

y® may axtend hot probation by a y e «  during

uhich ue hope firs. Pant improuos.”

V

g. It u ill be seen that even in this report

il yas specifically  recorded that the potitionar had ’

been orally advised not to keep the uork pending and 

that ™any ti»os the york given to her had been explained 

to her. The mere fact that this report yas recorded

in October, 1985 after the commencement of the alleged

period of harassment by respondent. No.3 u ill  not 

derogate from the value and veracity of the report.

Rs already stated, the a le g a tio n  of malafide of 

respondent No.3 stands re3ected. It cannot be said 

therefore that the report recorded by th® Senior 

Technical Officer on 3 .1 0 .0 5  end by respondent No.3 ,

on 18 . 10 .8 5  cannot be taken into considetalion for 

tho purposes of this case. It is also notiCGsbls that 

the ssrvicss uare not ordered to be terminatod at that 

time but the period of pro'bation uas extended. It may 

e I s o  b a  mentionsd that investigations regarding the 

petitioner*; ‘
• journoy to and return from
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first and third Duly, 1985 commenced a feu ueaks after
(

the .last probation report had been recorded. A careful

"W' ■ , . .
appreciation of the entire material on the record shous

, that from the very beginning of her posting her

performance uas noticed to ba casual; her conduct.

impolits, her attention touards uork inadequate and

■yj- her behaviour touards co-uorkers not upto the mark, her

late coming .and keeping’ the uork pending; and for these

shortcomings she had been orally informed from time to

time. It is ..not possible to accept the petitioner's

case that she uas never giyen any indication that her

performance uas lacking. It uill bo appreciated that

humanly
neither rules rSquired nor is i^/_possible or desirable

to tell or• communicate in writing to an employee about

- the latters faults every nou and than. That uould lead
of

to a constant stst:B;/;_C'oni=t;ont̂ iDnv, Prima facia the version

of the Controlling Officer deserves to be accepted 

'-̂ '̂ lass malafides are proved,

5'-» . Moroovar, uhsrs a person knous a fact (for 

himself, there is no nosd to inform him formally. It 

is also reasonable to hold that a person may be presumed 

to know uhat he ought to knou. Thus the petitioner 

should have knoun that the uork which uas being entrustsd 

to her in connection uith the Regional Cemi^ittee. Meeting 

of 3uly,1 9 85 uss uithin the scope of her employment; it 

uas not excluded in 'her appointment letter, Annoxure-5. 

She, liGvertheless, took up the false case that, it uas 

not a part of the employment. That confirms the vieu 

of respondent No,3 that the petitioner uss not devoted

• to tho performance of her duties. Again the petitioner
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knou that she uas putting up a falsa case in respect of 

her absence from 1st to 3rd Duly, 1985, as also about her 

allBged harassmant by respondent No.3, There is not a n ' . 

iota of evidence to shou that respondent No,3 harassed 

her; the only evidence which she could set up are her 

cun gfter-thought statements uhich under the iiaui of 

‘ Evidence cannot be proved in her oun favour. Again, the 

allegation of the petitioner that respondent No, 3 used 

to order her to go on tours, ” the most important being 

the. Regional Committee l^aeting at Petna fixed for 12th 

and 13th• January, 1985** uas specificslly denied by 

respondent No,3, but the petitioner has not been able to 

produce any corroborative material to support,her 

allegation. Incidentally, the dates of Patna - Meeting 

stated by the petitioner in Annexure-3 ore wrong; they 

V "  were in Duly, 1985, not. Danuary,' 1985, It uill be

■appreciated that these allegations of the petitioner must 

be false to her knouledge,

The'mere fact that an investigation uas 

set up to collect the d ;^e  regarding the pet itioner *s 

absence from 1st to 3rd Duly, 1985 does not justify  S

a conclusion that theorder  of termination uas passed

because of misconduct. As already indicated, the

investigations had been set up after the ACRs and

S s  probation reports had already been recorded. Further

the fact of reservation of onuard journey is admitted

by -the applicant herself. That material uas enough

to lend assurance to the vieus of the Appointing 

'' Authority in the decision dated 8 ,1 ,8 6  leading to the

issue of the impugned termination order, Annexure-.2 

dated 9 ,1 ,8 6  that the petitioner had a most indifferent 

attitude to uork. The petitioner uas a probationer 

and therefore the respondent No,3 uas justified snd 

uithin his pouers to terminate the services of the |

petitioner,

11* The fact that the ground of unauthorised

absence in Dune/Duly,- 1985, is also mentioned as one 

of the factors persuading respondent No,3 to terminate
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the sewioos does not,viUat. th. t.minatlon order. In 

tHo oese of St.t. c

w.haoatra. 19 63 SC 779 , it uaa held thet i f  the Court 

nnds so .e  of the grounds of-the Oisoiplinery Authority 

ordering dismissal as to substantial misdamoanour . 

to Be v/alid, end ether grounds to be not «aXid, it is 

not for the Court to consider whether the «alid g ^ u n d . 

alone uould have yeighed uith the authority in

■ dismissing the'public servant. So even if  the ground 

of unauthorised absence be excluded, the finding that 

the petitioner had "most indifferent attitude to oork" 

is s \/alici ground on uhich the termination is 

sustainable. One of the Fundamental Duties enshrined

in Clause ( j )  of Articis 51-A of the Constitution Qf

India is for every citizen “to strivo touards excslleriC 

in all spheres of individual and collBctive activity*’ . 

Ah employoe uho has an indifferent attitude touards 

uork does not measure up to a Fundamental Duty and rum 

th0 risk of being dispensed uith. Indeed, it appears 

to me that the ground of unauthorised absence uas not 

so much a ground, or basis of termination as the 

occasion uhich activated the competent authority to fcj 

assured that for reasons of her "most indifferent 

attitude to work** it uas proper to terminate her 

services,

12^ Gonsiderable emphasis uas laid by the learf

counsel for the petitioner on the case of D r .(M rs ‘')Sufn| 

P.Shere Ms, Union of India & Others 1989 SC 1431 to 

shou that in the relationship of master and servant 

is a moral obligation to act fairly , that on the

t  Bmi
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informal, if  not formal, give and take, that the 

employee should be mads suare of the defects in his 

uork and deficiency in his performance and that uithout 

such communication it uould be arbitrary to give a 

movement order to the employee on the ground of 

unsuitability. Those observations do not help the 

petitioner, firstly because as I have' pointed out 

above, the petitioner had been made auare of her 

infirmities as mentioned inthe tuo ACRs and probation 

reports and secondly because the decision does not 

say that there ought to be a communication of the 

defects even in those cases uhere the employee is auare 

of them or ought to be auare of them in the natural 

course of things. The Hon’bis Supreme Court distin-

-guished the particular facts of that case uith those ,

of other cases in uhi’ch termination of, a temporary Govt 

servant on probation uas done and the employees' uork 

had not been found satisfactory and he uas not found 

suitable for being retained in service, I hold 

therefore that the decision in Dr,(M rs) Sumati P.Shore* 

case (supra') is of no'help to the pBtitioner,
*

13* The- application, for reasons stated above,

has no force and is dismissed. Parties shall bear

their costs,  ̂ |l

♦a

Hember (A ‘) 

Dated the 2f ^ Ju ly ,1990.

nm

Vice Chairman
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CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, ALLAHABAD. 

CIRCUIT BENCH AT LUCKNOW.

Registration (T.A.) No, 46 of 1988.

Srnt. Renii Pant .... Petitioner.
X ■ ■

VersusI

Indian Council of Agricultural • ’
Research, New Delhi & others .... Respondents.

Hon'ble Justice K. Nath, V.C.
Hon'ble K.J. Raman, A.M.

(Delivered by Hon. K.J. Raman, A.M.)

This is a Writ Petition No. 1612 of 1986 filed on

10.3.1986 in the Hon'ble High Court of Judicature at Allahabad, 

Lucknow Bench, Lucknow and has been transferred to this Tribunal 

for disposal under Section 29 of the Administrative Tribunals Act, 

1985. The petitioner, Smt. Renu Pant, was working as Technical 

, -'yv' Assistant (T-II-3) in the Indian Institute of Sugarcane Research

(IISR), Lucknow, run by the Indian Council of Agricultural Research 

(ICAR), New Delhi. Her services have been terminated by the 

Director of the IISR. The petition seeks to get the impugned order 

of termination quashed. The respondents are the (i) ICAR, (ii) 

Director, IISR, Lucknow in his official capacity and also (iii) Sri 

Kishan Singh, Director of the above institute in his personal capacity.

2. The petitioner was appointed as a Technical Assistant

with effect from 8.3.1983 in the Indian Agricultural Research 

Institute (lARI), New Delhi under respondent no.l. On her own

request, she was again appointed as Technical Assistant (TA) in 

the IISPv, Lucknow with effect from 17.9.1983. The terms of her 

appointment were contained in a letter dated 16.8.1983 from the 

IISR to the Director, lARI (Annexure ,'5'). One of the conditions 

mentioned in the above letter is that she would be on probation 

for a period of two years from the date of her joining the post

<
-
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at IISR  ̂which may be extended at the discretion of the competent 

autliority. Failure to complete the period of probation to the satis- 

^  , faction of the competent-authority would render her liable to be

discharged from service. Another condition stated that other condi-

, . . tions of service would be governed by -the! relevant rules and orders

issued from time to time by IGAR/Government of India. The peti-‘

■ tioner accepted the terms and was appointed by an order dated

22.9.1983 (Annexure 'A-1’ to the counter affidavit), which referred 

^  ■ to the above letter dated 16.8,1983. By the impugned, order dated

9.1.1986 (Annexure ''2')^ respondent no.3 (who v.iŝ , also respondent 

no.2) terminated the services of the petitioner under the rproviso .r 

to sub-rule (1) of Rules 5 of the GCS (Temporary Service) Rules, 1965 

,as applicablê  mutatis mutandis,to the employees of.'the IISR. No 

, reason was cited in the said order for- the termination) In paras 

5 and a of the writ petition, the petitioner alleges that respondent 

no.3, Dr. Kishan Singh, had been harassing the petitioner with ulterior 

motives. In this connection the petitioner has annexed a copy of 

a letter dated 10.1.1986 written by/her^ addressed to the Director

- General (DG), ICAR. According to this letter (Annexure '3')^ respon-

 ̂ dent no.3 used to detain the petitioner in the office after office-

' for his pleasure and that her husband - requested respondent

no.3 on 19.4.1985 not to detain her after 5-00 P.M. A further allega­

tion made in that letter is that respondent no.3 used to ask her 

to accompany , him on tours, particularly on a visit to Patna in 

Januarjyl985. It is stated that due to some reason she ■ could not, 

go. It is further stated that she had requested on 29.6.1985 leave 

for a few days to go-to Delhi. Respondent no;3 allegedly refused 

this leave on the pretext of work connected, with the work of a 

Regional Committee. It is said that she fell ill and did not attend

■ office for a few days for which her explanation was called for 

and an enquiry initiated. Her services were also terminated forthv/ith. 

T̂ he above letter is in the nature of a representation against the
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termination order. The petitioner also states that she had herself 

, submitted a resignation letter to respondent no.3 personally on 8.1.86. 

^  ■ Respondent no.3. however, refused to receive the same and she

sent it by registered post on 9.1.1986. which was received by the

respondents on 13.1.1986, long after the services were terminated

by the impugned order. These narrations are obviously intended 

to substantiate the allegation of malice and illwill made against 

respondent'no.3, as leadihg to the issue of the impugned order. 

One of the major contentions made in the petition is that the C C S

(Temporary Service) Rules,1965 are not applicable to her case and 

that s h e  w a s  on probation for two years and the probation period 

had expired successfully for her. It is contended that the impugned 

order of termination from service is by way of punishment and 

in utter violation of the principles of natural justice. On this

ground she has sought the quashing of the impugned order, as well

as reinstatement,and arrears of wages,and continuty of service.

3. • Respondent no.3. Dr. Kishan Singh,, has filed a counter

V , '  affidavit on behalf of all the respondentsi He avers that as the

work of the petitioner was not found satisfactory, her services were 

-f' ' ' ■ ■'
terminated. The allegations made in, paras 5, 6 and 8 of the writ 

^  petition are totally denied, as being entirely false and fabricated.

It is stated that the petitioner had fabricated letters and documents 

and a false story of harassment and ^wirification against him has 

been concocted. It is stated that the so called resignation letter 

of 8.1.1986, was actually written and sent on 9.1.1986 after the 

petitioner had come to know about the issue of the impugned order. 

, Certain overwritings of dates, postal evidence, etc. have been 

submitted along with the counter affidavit. Attention is drawn to 

condition 5 'in the offer of appointment, referred to above, stipulating 

that other conditions of service will be governed by the'relevant

o T L r r ' ”  'CAR/Covernment

• R u l e s , . ,  are applicable
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to the employees of respondents no.l and 2 in view of Rule 30

of Chapter III of the Rules and bye-Jaws pertaining to the employees 

of ^̂ SR being a constituent- unit of ICAR, New Delhi, these rules 

state that except as otherwise provided,the service and financial 

rules of Government of India shall apply mutatis mutandis to the 

employees of the respondents. The entirp contents of Annexure . 

'3' to the: writ petition have been ffirmly denied. The refusal of

leave to the petitioner has been justifiey on the ground of exigencies 

of work. One more point taken is that the petitioner had not availed 

of the alternative remedy by way of appeal to the DG of ,the ICAR.

4. In a rejoinder affidavit filed by the petitioner, while

reiterating the allegations in the petition, it ;s stated that the 

allegation of respondent no.3 about the unsatisfactory work or per­

formance of the petitioner is vague and misleading. It is stated 

that she was, never given any warning or censure or any indication 

as to in what manner and in what respect her performance was 

lacking. ■

5* - The case was heard on 27.2.1990 when the learned

counsel for . both the sides, advanced their arguments. The learned

counsel for the respondents submitted the file of the respondents

relating to the issue of the impugned order, for our perusal.

6. The plea of the respondents, that the petitioner had not

availed of the alternate remedy by way of. appeal, may be disposed

of first. The CCS (TS) Rules,1965, under which the impugned order

was purportedly issued, does not seem to contain any provision for 
‘ : ■ for’ ,

filing an appeal as such. However, Rule 5(2) of the said rules provides/

reopening of the case by the Head of the Department or specified

authorities, of their own motion' or otherwise. These authorities

are empowered to make such enquiry as they deem fit and to

confirm the action taken or withdraw the notice; reinstate the

Government servant in service or make other order. It is further

provided that such authorities shall specify the amount or portion

I r n ^  ■; _



of pay and allowances,, if any, to be paid to the Government servant

for the period of his absence, if he is reinstated, and also to pass
, how . ; '

orders on, / such period of absence should be treated, whether on 

duty etc. As a matter of fact, the petitioner admittedly submitted 

the letter in Annexure '3', referred to above, to the DG, ICAR, 

against the termination order. In these circumstances, we do not 

•y .' think that there has been any failure to avail of alternative remedy

in this case. '

7. The next point advanced by the learned counsel for

the petitioner is that the latter had completed the probation period 

, of two years, as prescribed in Annexure '5', referred to above.

There was no extention of the probation period. He contended that 

the respondents'are estopped from extending the period of probation 

after 22.9.1985 (completion of two years period). The learned counsel 

stated that there was no failure to complete the period of probation 

to the satisfaction of the competent authority which would have 

rendered the petitioner liable to be discharged from service in terms 

of condition no.3 in the offer of appointment (Annexure ’5'). Put

iK in SB another way, the contention is that because of. the above
period of ■

condition no.3 prescribing a/probation, Rule 5 of the CCS (TS) Rules,

1965 had,; become inapplicable to the petitioner. On the other hand, 

the learned counsel for the respondents has drawn our attention 

to condition no. 5 in the offer of appointment, under which, Other
/

service conditions will be governed by ,the relevant rules and orders 

issued from time to time by the ICAR/Government of India and 

under Rule 30 of the bye-laws, referred to above, service rules 

like the CCS (TS) Rules,1965 have been made applicable to employees

. like the petitioner. There is nothing in the CCS (TS) Rules which, 

in terms, exclude the application of these rules to employees 

on probation. It is seen that this question has received judicial 

attention. We may reproduce para 23 of the Hon'ble Bombay High



Court's judgment in Ishverlal J. Naik v. S.C. Arya, Principal 

Government Arts and Science College Daman and others (1984 (1) 

^  , SLJ 1), where this point is explained and decided

*'23. As a second limb of this contention the peti- 

tioner submitted that if it is held' that he continued 

' - <• to be on probation till his. service v/as terminated

' by the. impugned order, that could not have been

done since the Temporary Service Rules would not 

' be applicable to him as - he- was on probation. Sub-

rule (4) of rule 1 of the Temporary Service Rules 

specifies categories of Government Servants to whom 

 ̂ these Rules do not apply. A government servant on

' , probation has not been included in this sub-rule and 

has therefore not been excluded from the purview 

of the Temporary Service Rules.. Rule 5 of the Rules 

applies to a temporary Government servant and 

excludes a Government servant who is in quasiper- 

manent service. The petitioner cannot be, deemed 

to be in quasi-permanent service as no declaration 

, to the effect that  ̂the appointing authority was satis­

fied -that the petitioner was a suitable for employment 

in quasi-permanent capacity as required by clause

(ii) of rule 3 of the said Rules, was made by the 

i , appointing authority. Sub-rule (3) of rule 1 provides

that the Temporary Service Rules shall apply subject 

, . to what has been said in sub-rule (4) to all persons

who hold a civil post, but do not hold a lien or a

■suspended Hen on* any post under Government of India 

or in State Government. In other words, the Rules

will apply to all persons who hold a civil post under 

a Government except those who hold a lien or a sus­

pended lien on any post. In other words, the Rules

would apply to all Government servants who are not 

permanent. In these circumstances, therefore, it is 

not possible to hold as contended by the petitioner 

' that these Rules' do not apply to Government servants

on probation."

8ksbkkskkkkk We respectfully agree and consequently reject the

contention of the learned counsel for the petitioner in this respect.
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8. The next major contention of the learned counsel

for the petitioner is that the impugned order is vitiated by mala

^  fide on the part of respondents no.3. The. basis for such allegation

is^as indicated earlier in this order, particularly paras 5 and 8 of

the writ, petition and Annexure ’3'. These allegations have been

the
totally and firmly denied by/a personal affidavit filed by respondent

no.3, Dr. Kishan Singh. If is seen that'apart from the petitioner's

V word for it, the accusation:; against respondent no.3 is not backed

up any corroborative evidence. All the letters and documents in -

this connection are slk dated 9.1.1986 or later. Even the alleged

resignation letter of 8.1.1986, seems to have been really sent on

9.1.1986’ only and it appears most probable that the petitioner had

written such a letter after coming to know about the termination

■ of her services. If there had been any harassment of the type

mentioned in the petition, there would have been some reaction

on the part of the petitioner earlier and there would have been

some documentary evidence by way of complaint, etc. No such

evidence has been produced. The learned counsel for the respondents

pointed out to the Hon'ble Supreme* Court’s judgment in the case

of E.P. Royappa v. State of Tamil Nadu and others (SLR 1974

r (1) sc 497), wherein it has been stated

"we must not also overlook that the burden of estab­

lishing mala' fide is very heavy on the person who 

alleges it. The allegations o'f mala fides are often 

more easily made than proved, and the very seriousness 

of such allegations demands proof of a high order

' a credibility."
. ■ thdseof

In this case, the allegations made bŷ  the petitioner bOTder, on'/n|oral
‘ in ord^r^ ■ ,

turpitude and such a serious accusation requires very strong evidence/ 

to be upheld. That has not happened in this case. The allegation of 

of mala fides or malice has to be, therefore, rejected.

9. The learned counsel for the petitioner was on better

grounds when he questioned the basis for the fermination, as stated 

bv respondent no.3 in the counter affidavit. Î e argued that the
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’of the petitioner was unsatisfactory is vague and

emphasised that the petitioner was never given any

censure or any indication as to in what manner and

respect hen performance was lacking. He heavily relied

on the resent judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme Court in-Dr. (Mrs.)

Sumati P. Shere v. Union of India & others (AIR 1989.S.C. 1431).

According to him, the ratio of the above case was fully applicable

to the case of the petitioner and on this ground, the impugned

order was bad in law. We find considerable force in this argument

of the learned counsel for the petitioner. V/e may, for convenience's

sake, reproduce ila:; relevant extract of the above decision

"5. We must emphasize that in the relationship 

of master and servant there is a moral obligation 

to act fairly. An \informal, if not formal, give-and-

take, on the assessment of work of the employee 

should be there. The, employee should be made aware 

of the defect in his work and deficiency in his perfor­

mance. SfefemtsssaEssdgSKggBeyssBKisgiiaskKji f̂csiaBsga  ̂

Defects or deficiencies; indifference or indiscretion 

may be with the employee by. inadvertence and not 

by incapacity to work. Timely communication of the 

assessment of v/ork in such cases may put the employee 

on the right track. Without any such communication, 

in our opinion, it would be arbitrary to give a move­

ment order to the employee on the ground of 

unsuitability.

6. The counsel for the respondents argued that 

the appellant being temporary servant no enquiry 

need be held for her removal if her services are not 

upto the mark. He placed reliance on the decisions 

of this Court in : (i) Champaklal Chimanlal Shah

V. Union of India, (1964) 5 SCR 190 ; (AIR 1964 

SC 1854) and (ii). Oil and Natural Gas Commission 

V. Dr. M.D.S. Iskender Ali,' (1980) 3 SCC 428 : (AIR 

1980 SC 1242). Both the cases pertain to the termina­

tion of a temporary Government . servant who was 

on probation. The termination was on the ground that

his work had never been satisfactory and he was not

. found suitable for being retained in the service. This

0

/  - : 8 : -
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Court held that the termination of service in such 

cases on the ground of unsuitability for the, post does 

.not attract Art.311(2) of the Constitution,

7. There cannot be any dispute about this proposi­

tion. ¥/e are not laying down the rule that there
(

should be a regular enquiry in this case. All that ,

we wish to state is that if she is to be discontinued

it is proper and necessary that she should be told

in advance that ' her work : and performance are not 

up to the'mark." : .

As in the case before the Hon'ble S.C., in the present case also

there does not appear to have been a prior communication of the

defects or deficiencies, if any, in the work of the petitioner. We

are, therefore, bound to hold that the impugned order is liable to

be set aside on this ground.

A perusal of the record of respondent no.2 relating

to the issue of the impugned order, reveals a totally-different aspect

of this case, which had not come in the counter affidavit of the

respondents. It appears that certain enquiries with the Railway

authorities were madê  regarding the trip the petitioner made to

Delhi in June-July,1985. It has already been briefly indicated earlier

in this order that the petitioner had asked fori leave to go to Delhi,
/

but this was refused. Nonetheless, the petitioner remained absent ‘ 

for a few days and afterwards asked- for leave on ground of illness. 

She also submitted two medical certificates in support of her as 

well as her son's illness. These facts also broadly figure in Annexure 

'3' to the writ petition. In the confidential file, referred to above, 

there is a note dated 4.1.1986 which gives a detailed account of

the enquiries made in this connection. It is said that a committee 

consisting of 5 employees v/as constituted by respondent no.3. Thfs 

committee visited the Lucknow Charbagh Railway Station on 5.12;B5 

and made enquiries regarding the reservations ;made in the name 

of the petitioner. Such a reservation was found for the date 29.6.1985 

from Lucknow to Nev/ Delhi. There was. also a similar evidence
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of return trip of the petitioner and her family from New Delhi 

to Lucknow. In the note it was said that in view of the above,
■ ~ ■ *

^  obvious that the petitioner had deliberately flouted the orders

^he Director for not availing of leave and v/ent to Delhi- as per 

her scheduled programme. In, order to support her explanation she 

; had submitted two medical certificates on false grounds, it is said.

<, Consequently, the note said that this was a fit case for initiating 

y  ' ■ disciplinary action against her for/lack of devotion to duty and

behaving in a manner which is unbecoming on the part of the 

Council’s employee under Rule 3 of the CCS (Conduct) Rules,1964.

The note was submitted for order whether she should be charge-

- sheeted for minor or major penalties. The note was submitted to

respondent no.3 who asked- {by an endorsement) on 4.1.1986 some­

one to discuss with him. Thereafter respondent no.3 has recorded ^  

the following note, immediately below the. note, referred to above:-

In the light of above and most indifferent attitute

to, work, the services of Mrs. Renu Pant may be 

. dispensed with under Rule 5, since she is still under

probation.'' '

*̂̂ ove decision of respondent no.3 leaves, no room 

for doubt that the ̂  real basis and foundation of the impugned order

and- finding of availing of leave on. false ground 

and deliberately flouting the orders of respondent no.3. This is clearly 

an instance of action for misconduct and there can be no manner

of doubt that the termination was penal in character. It is no-doubt 

true that the impugned order reads ex facie simpliciter. But when 

the veil is lifted, it transpires that it is an order of punishment

disguised as a simple' termination of service of. a temporary servant.

Such an order of termination, is bad in law. The .above position 

is very well settled in, starting from Parshottam Lai Dhin^ra - v.

Union of-India (AIR 1958 SC 36); Jagdish Mittar v. Union of India 

(AIR 1964 SC 449); Jarnail Singh and others v. State of Punjab 

(ATR 1986 (2) SC 193); Anup ]aiswal v. Government of India
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and another (AIR 1984 SC 636).

12, In the circumstances pointed out above, the impugned 

order of termination under CCS (TS) Rules, 1965 is also hit by the 

provisions of Article 311(2) of the Constitution of India and is liable 

to be set aside on this ground also.

13. In the result, the writ petition is allowed to-the extent

specified hereafter. The impugned order'of termination dated 9.1.1986 

(Annexure '2') is quashed. The petitioner shall be reinstated by the 

respondeWs within one month from the date of receipt of a certified 

copy of this order. On reinstatement, the period from the date 

of termination of the services of the petitioner ta the date of

reinstatement, shall be treated as a period spent on duty for all

purposes except for payment of back wages for that period. She 

shall not be entitled to get any back wages for that period. The 

respondents are no doubt at liberty to take action as per law in 

regard to the petitioner in the light of the discussions above. There

•v/ill be no order as to costs. -

Dated: April 

PG.

,1990.
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Ilf Tffi HOwtBLE î gH -QO URT OF JUjJlGATlMl, AT iiJULAF^iBAB; 

"l Û JIClWU' BSi^GH, LUGKI^Oî .

'W IT  ESTIHUW  NUMBSR OF i9g6.

I

I

■\

Shrimati Eenu Pant. ...............  Petitioner*

Versus*

Indian Gounc il  of Agricultural He search and Others*

...........  Opposite Parties.

S 1

Particulars* Page I'jumbers*

p .

Ith'

i

1 * I’̂ rit Petition* 

2* A ffidavit .

1 to 6 

• 7  to B

3» Annexure No. 1 { Gopy of letter dated 8th
January, 19c^6). 9 to 9

4« Annejoire No. 2 ( Gopy of order dated 9th
January, 19^6) • 10 to 11

/■

5 ., Aimexure Mo. 3 (Copy of letter dated 10th
January, 19S 6 ). 12 to 14

6. Aimeaire No. 4 ( Gopy of Order dated l6th
Jannsry, 19^6). 15 to 15

\7. Annexure No. 5 ( Gopy 01 order dafi'ed l6th
■ August, 1983)* 1 6 to ig

/

HATSB: LUGKMOS'i 

mRCJH, /7 ,^ i9 ;^6 .

T
Couns>2l for the Petitioner*
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IN -m HOSJiBLS HIGH QQURl uF JLQJlUAa:URK  ̂ ALUxUSKD'. 

LUl;i(r,0'W L U M O ;« . . r\

I^RIT ESTlTXUrl I'̂ iTJMiSR UF I986.

3

'■ 'liuPr.F.S
Shrimati Renu Pant, aged about 2S" years, a^ife of Shri

ccfcc fcJ.'f C ' re: ■‘•t( \z”̂  —N \

) ‘ \Axu'^a)n-A , Resident of 365, Kesharwani

Bhawan , Pur an a Quiia, LirarufUW.

Versus

Petitioner*

1 . Indian Gouncil jP|r Agricultural Research, ’ urishi 

Bha,̂ -v’an’ , i€M-ISlLHIi through it ’ s 'JJirector-General;

2« The Director, Indian Institute of Sugar î aiie Research

^  - I wr ' Od oolite PartiS"
. 3  . - 4 1  C

. --

Ui€SH ARTIQLB ■ 226

?rrs=r t-

¥BIT B T IT iO N  

OF m  a0i6TITUTI0N OF IrCLIA.

The above named Petitioner mOst respectfully 

submits as under :-

1 . That on being recomended by the Bmployment 

$:xchan,ge, the Petitioner was .appointed as Technical 

A s s is t ant in t he e st abl i sbjfle nt of ,t he 0 pp 0 git e ■ P art y

number 1 , with effect frora gth March, 1983 an̂ i since then

she performs her duties honestly and efficiently without 

any complaint.

2« That the Qpposite^arty Miraber 1 , is m. All

India Organi sat ioi^ . : ‘idc2«=^ii ^ ^

though it is  a Registered Society,

I but it is’ wholly controlled by the Government^ ‘c u ^ .

r
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3» That the Opposite Party i'iumber 1 run various

research institutions m  the different fields of Agricul­

ture all over the country, The Ina.iaii Institute of Sugar- 

Cane Research, Lucknow is one of such institutes run atid 

managed by the Opposite Party Immber 1, of vjhich the 

Opposite Party ilumber 2 is the Director.

4» That lastly the Petitioner was posted as Techni-

^cal Assisbarjt {T-II-3J_in. the Indian Institute of Sugar- '' 

Gane Research, Lucknow, under the adrainistrative control 

of the Opposite Party Nurfiber 2*

5. That^ver the postii^ of the Opposite

Pai’ty Numbsr 3 , as director at Luclmow, he started harra-, 

ssing the'Petitioner vdth ulterior motives, which will 

be evident from the circumstances narrated hereinafter 

and aLsO elaborated in the various anne^iures appended 

with this Ivrit Petition.

6 . That being compelled by the ataasphere of the

ê fbreine hardships and embarrassement', the etitioner ^submJ 

tted the conditional resignation on gth January, 19o"6, 

addressed to the Opposite Party dumber 2 , and a copy 

forwarded to' the Opposite Party number 1. A copy ,of the 

said resi^ration letter dated Sth Jariuary, 19s6 , is axinex-

ed as JkflSR 1 to this Writ Petition.

7 . That^on 9th Jatiuary, 1966, the services of the

Petitioner were terminated by the. Opposite Party ■ Number 3 

in exercise of ths powers conferred by sub-rule 1 of rule 

5 of the Gentral Civil Service Temporary Service Hules, 

1965* A copy of the impugned termination order dated

V
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, 9th January, 19^6 , is annexed as Ai'iflEIUKii wUiaHSl 2 to 

this ifrit Petition. 

That G n ^ t h  January, 1986, the Petitioner subm. 

tted m^^^^aborate application to Dr. N» S* Randhava, 

Direct Or-General, Indian Goiincil of Agricultural Research^^ 

’ .Krishi Bhawan’ , New Delhi, ■ narrating'the circumstances 

faced by the Petitioner tt Lucknaf due to the attitute of
r

the Opposite Party Nurfiber 3^ A copy of this application 

dated 10th January, 1986, is annexed as Ai'irBXUBS NUMi3Ea

3 to this l€rit Petition. The facts narrated in Anneimrj.
^  —-V- •

number 3 are coi-rect, they may be treated as part of this 

■î rit Petition.

9* That througi a letter'dated l6th January, 19-86,

the Petitioner was informed by the Opposite Party number

3 that there is no question of her resignation as her

• services have already been terminated. A copy of this 

letter dated l6th January, 1966, is annexed as Af'iiSXURS

4 to this Ifrit P ^ it io n .

4'

10. That the impugned termination of the services of

^the Petitioner under the temporary service rules? 19^65 

is  wholly arbitrary and illegsl, those rules do;̂  not applj 

in the case of the Petitioner.

It . That actually the resignation letter, Annexure

number 1 was offerred by^the Petitioner to the Opposite' 

Party riumber 3 , on 8th January, 198b, itself, personally, 

but he refused to take it and then the Petitioner posted

it on 9th January, 198

12* That the Petitioner did not receive any reply

of his applicaMon gi^ibmitted to the Opposite Party Ho. i .
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contained in Annexiire xyumber 3 , uptil now and she waited 

i‘cr the same, which d.ela,jr̂ bd the filing of the Writ Peti­

tion.

13* ' That the impugaed termination of the services of

the Petitioner is wh'olly arbitrary, imlafide and prompted 

by the extreneous consideration, due to the bias of the 

Opposite Party Mumbsr. 3*

14» That initially the Petitioner wag appointed and 

posbed^afc^DeLhi^in the establi^.mert of the Opposite Paiii’ 

number 1 , bi* in_Augiist/September, 19 83,. after her marri­

age, she was transferred to Luoknov  ̂ on her oî n request, 

but she had to fulfil and sign the conditions of her 

appointment again, ^'ath the Opposite Party Wumber 2 -and 

then she joined at Lucknw on 17th September, 1903, since 

then she had been woii<ing at .Lucknow. On joining she>- 

Was placed on probation for a period of two years, "̂’ith 

effect fi'Om 1 ?th September, 198'3, v/hich she completed 

successfully.

15* That for-the purposes of joining at Lucknow, at

this Institute, the Petitioner was off erred terms and 

conditions of her employment throu^i a letter dated l6th ■ 

August, 1983, v-Jhich werS accepted.by the Petitioner. A 

copy of the same is annexed as î .î i’SXURiS i?jUMii3R 5 to this 

Writ Petition.

16 . That according to the conditions for joining afc 

Lucimo^i?, in the estabLishraei^ of th e Opposite party Murabê

2 the -terms and conditionsi contained in Anne^ure Humber
■ H

5 do not pi-ovide for a simple termination imder the 

,G mtral Oivil Services Temporaiy Hules, 196-5, as such
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XH3R3KJRS, it is most himbly prayed that this 1

Hon» ble H i ^  Court may be pleased to issue

( i) A Writ, Order or Directions in the ns^ure of

■ ^Qertiorari,  ̂quashing the^Tipugned ord®-' of i:ermination, 

dated 9th„Januarys, 19^6, contained in iuinemre Mimbfir 

after sum:noning the records from the Opposit e Parties*

( ii) A l€rit, Order or Somi'tiand in the nature of

Mandamus, comraanaing the Opposit© Parties to treat the

I Petitioner still continuing on the post of Technical

I^Assistant (T-II-3), pay her salary, allowances, back

wages, if any, and other dorisequeiSiial, benef it-s arising

4 therefrom, 
t

( iii) Any other yrit. Order or 'directions deemed

proper.

( iv) Waive off the notice to the Opjposite Parties,

as the imtter is MiJST URCEwT. -

(v) Allow the Writ Petition with- costs*

U A jC iiD i L Uu Ki '-i 0 .« j

m a r g e , f-j , 19 86. Go oner*
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IN THS m)ByBiE KIGE uDUHT OF JUiiI0ii3: UBS, i^ 

'lUGKhin? Bi;''i€a, LU^KiA^.

^ I T  iSTITlON WlMEiiR Of 1986.

Shrimati Eenu Paiit.

V"

Petitioiier«

YeTQiiB*

Indian l2oimcil Agricultural Research &  Others*

. . . .  Opposite Parties* 

A F F I D A V I T .

I ,  Renu Pant, aged about 2|T ^'hri

Arvind Pant, Resident of 365, Kesh-erwani Bhaivan, Puraiia 

ila , Luckncjw , states on oath as under ; -

1 . That the deponent, is the Petitioner in the above '

mei«ioned frit Petition, as such she is iblly converiant 

with the facts and the circumstances stated in the said 

Writ Petition*.

2 * That the contends of paragraph number 1 to 17

of the yrit petition are true to ray own knoivledge*

3 . That the deponent, hergelf, has compared the

Annexure Number 1 to 5, either by the copies maintained,

or served or as coidd be fetched by her and they are

their true copies*

EATSE; LUGlQfe 

MAEOH., j f9g 6 .f SMT. ( BEWU PAirT) 
Deponent *

R .T .I . OF THE liiHPOiSNT

I
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the impugied order of termination, contained in Anne^airs 

Humber 2, is not- in accordance with the terms and conditi­

ons of tihe emplojnnenb*

17. That the impug.ied termination of the services

of the petitioner is due to the ill-will of the Opposite
\

'Party Number 3 , it lias been issued in the colourable 

exercise of the poi^ers*

1g. That in the facts and the circumstances ^a b e d

in the foregoing paragraphs, the Petitioner has no any 

)^|^ther equally effective remedy, but to evoke the jurisdi-

y. Ijjtion of th ii Hon» ble Hi#i Court, Lucknow 'Bench, among .

others on the follov^ing -

G R Q. u I  a  i  L-

(A) Because, the impugned termination of the service^, 

of the Petitioner is wholly arbitrary, malafide*

(B) Becausse, the irapu^ied ter?'nination of the servicee 

of the Petitioner is contrary to the tefems and conditions 

of her appointment*

( 0| Because, the impugned termination of the servic-e^

of "the Petitioner is by way of punishment- aid it is in 

utter violation of the Principles of Natural Jugbice and 

|the rules on the subject*

(D) Because', the impugned termination of the service

of the Petitioner is arbitrary and is violative of the 

provisions of iirticle l4 and 16 of the Constitution of

India*

(a ) Becaise, the impugned termination of the servicei

of 'the petitioner is conLrary to the rales and is  not 

supported by any statutory provisions*

\

D J
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faiHSFOKS, it- is most humbly prayed that this

Hon» bl8 Higli Court imy bs pleased to issue

( i) A Writ, Order cr 'Directions in the nature of

■ >Gertiorari, ctiiashing^he^^^ugned order of t;ermination, 

dated contained in Annejaire Humber 2 ,

after' sum-ioning the records from the Opposite Parties*

{ ii) -A 1ft*it, Order or Sommand in the nsbure of

Mandamus, coramanaing the Opposit© Parties to treat the 

I Petitioner still continuing on the post of Technical. 

'■Assistant (T-II-3), pay her salary, allowances, back 

j I wages, if  any, and other dorisecpential benefit-s arising ,
J: ' . . ' ■ j

|i therefrom.

( iii)  Any other ^rit, Order or Directions deemed

proper.

( iv) Waive .off the notice to the Opposite Parties,

as the matter is MOST URGSwT. -

(v) Allow the Writ Petition with costs-

DATSaJ: LUGKl'IOw ;

march,/-^ ., 19 86. Co
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m  TH* HIGH. GDUIff OF ii:j:

' luoxivui  ̂ LuaitoOu.

JiilT ESTITIUN MIMB3R Oi-’ 1936.

Shrimati Eemi Pant. Petitioner*

Versvis*

Indian Council ±‘<3̂  Agricultural Research & Others*

A F F I 1) A ? I T .

, Opposite Parties*

I ,  Renu Pant, aged about 2|̂  years,Wife of &hri 

Arvind Pant, Resident of 365, Kesh^wani Bhawan, Pur ana, 

ila , Luckna-.’ , states on oath as under

1 . That the deponent, is the Petitioner in the above

meiSionea Writ Petition, as such she is iblly converiant 

,\\ with the facts and the circumstances stated in the said 

Writ Petition.-

2« That the contends of paragraph number 1 to 17

of the liriX petition are true to my own toiowledge*

3 . That the deponent, herself, has compared the

A nm m re Number 1 to 5 , either by the copies maintained,

or served or as could be fetched by her and they are

their true copies*

dated: LUaifi^OW; 
MAEGH,  ̂ i 1'9S6.^ SMT. ( fSlNU PAHT) 

Deponent..

R .T .I . OF l^POieST

I
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l^HIKLOiiTlOM. I

the above na^ed d.epoiient do hereby verify 

that the contents of paragraph number 1 , 2 ai3, 3 pf this 

affidavit are true to ray ovm knovjiedge. Hothing in it 

is wrong and nothing mEterial has be® concealed, sO. 

help KB GOD.

DAISD: LUSKWOlv; 

m RGH  ftv, 19 a 6. / '

<u. f;

■ ,a.x.i. OF xH3 -mourn*

SMT ( HSNU PAKT) 

Deponent* -

A . .  >■' 

' ■>

I know the deponent, identify her, '̂̂ ho has sign, 

ed before me.

DiilSiij* Uj iG'iO ki «

MiiRGH, 1-0 , 19 86* deii< to  Siiri ,Abdul Mann an, Advocate, 
^  Sounr-.el for the Petitioner*

Solennly affirmed before me on.this the /»'^i:h 

day of March, 19S6 , a.m ./p.m . by Shrimati Renu

'Pant, the deponeit., vJho has been, idoitified by the Glerk 

to' Shri Abdul Mana,an, Advocate, Allahabad Hi^n Court, 

Lucknovj Bmch, Luclcnovj.

I have satisfied, myself, by e2:amiiiing the depo 

neds that she fulxy under stands the contents of this aff 

affidavit, vlioch has been read out and e^jplained by me.

OATO COMMISSIONER
H ig h . Court Alldbabad,  

Lucktiow Bench

N o  ........... .
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I I  TfS IlOwtBL3 HIGH GOUET OF' JUBX-0̂ 2 UB5,

"l UgM U  LU'^GKwOW, ' ' ' ^

m iT  KSTITIUB OF 1986.

V

Shrim ti Renu pjant. ■ • • • • •

Versus*

Petitioner*

Indian .Gouncil i^- A ^ic u ltu ral Research &  others. Opposit
b- Parties*

AHDSIUES

To

the Director,
■ Indian Institute of Sugarcane Eesear-ch, 

laibareli Road, P»0. Dilkusha, 

LUi;ia^U¥.226QQ.2 *

SUBJBiiT;-BSSIGi'Ii%TlON F M  iHS POST OF BGHi^I^iiiU 

“  ASSISTANT T-Il-3* .______  . . -

S ir ,
«ŝ

With due regards 1  am to state that Ji_am being 

harra_^ed by the Director, I * I * S * R ., from a period of six 

months, therefore, not^po^ssible for me to worlc in

t hi s at mo sph er e in th i s office.

Under these circumstances, I hereby tender my
(

resignation from the pogt of Technical Assistant (T-II-3)
I,

I with imi'aediate effect. Kindly clear 3l l  my dues afe early 

I as possible*

Thanking you.

c .c .
to ,
'ihe Director-General,
Indistn iiouncil of Agricultural

Reseajrch,
Irishi Bhavjan , 
iy;i-DSLHI-110001*

I  our s f  ait hf’U 11 y,
SV-  s M *a 6.
i-RJwU ■

36 5 , Ii8sharwani Bhai'jan 
Pur an a Quila, Lucknow.
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IN THl HOMtBIS HI®  Oj IMT OF JIDluATLli, M

i m m o w  m >1 uri. L U .uKr'-iG i(V •

m n  BTITION  N M 3 R OF 1986,

'V '

y-f

SMf. ■ R enii P m t . P et i ti one r. ■

Versus.

Indian Souncil Agricultural Research and Others.
I

. . . .  Opposite Parties* 

Af̂ iMSlUKS ■ MUMBSE 2* 

i m i M  IKSTITlJm OF SUGMOilHa KSSSA^UH, L m m m  - 2 .

No. F.3-195/83-ADM.I. ' ' m iSD : M I E R I  9 , i'9g6.

Ogncs O M .B . ■

In pirsuance o£ the proviso to sub-rule ( 1 ) of

Eulg 5 of the Oaitral Givil Ssrvices (Temp.orary Service)

Rules, 1965, as applicable imtatis imitaiidis to the eraplo-

yees of the Indian Institiuta of Sugarcane Research,

Lucknow, under the Indian Souncul of Agricultural. Research
* t

I ,  Dr. ICishan Singh, Director, Indian Institute of Sugar­

cane Research,p'=Ijuekna-j hereby teriiiinate forthifath the
—  -  '•  -  -  ,

services Kr* Renu Pant, T .Ii»3  (Technocal Assistant)., 

I . I .S .E .  , and direct that she shall be entitled to claim 

a sUEi ebivalent to the amount of her pay plus allowances
V -

for the period of notice at the same.rates at X’̂ hich she 

was drawing thsn iim ediat^y before the termination of . 

her service, or, as the case may be, for the period by 

which such notice falls short of one month*

sa/-
1 Kismi'J SINGH)

DlfflSi^TQR. ^
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PISTRlBUXlQH;

1 . Mrs* Renu'pant, 10 II-3 (Tschnical Jissistaiit) through 

Incharge, Technical Gell, I« I* i*R * , LUQU'iOfcfj

2 . Incharge, Technical Sell, I *1 .3 *1 * , He may arrange 

to take over complete charge from Mr* Renu Pent.

3* Incharge, Project Files, I*I*S *E * , Lucknovj; 

if. Assistiint Accounts Officer, I . I .S .E * ,  Lucknow; ■

5. Superintendent, Administration I I  Section, I*I*S *B *,

LUGIGlOi'; •

6. G .Q .R ., Dossier of Mrs* Renu Pant.

»

I
i

i

i
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IK THE HIGIi aOURT UF UEE, AT M .LAm M D:

LUiiiU'jUW i3S litiH j LUuKi'jUW,

WHIf HilTlTIuH IPMH3R. OF 198$.

1
V

10f  liy

S>.. ’ -•V.n*,

>

Shrimati Renu Pant. . . . . . . .  Petitioiier.

Versus*

Indian -Gouncil of Agrictilt-ural Research and 0thers»

........  Opposite Parties*

Al'j i'tii XUliS w iiPlBii E *» 3 • ■”™ ' — ■ -  ....   - I T I 111 - — ■ |-~WMMMM / . . _

‘January 10, 198 6.

Respected S ir ,

Please refer ^o' my resignation ( a copy uis sent 

to you by Registered A .D . ) dated 8th Jc^iary, 1986, from 

the post of Technical Assistant (T-II-3) from Indian Inst, 

-tute of Sugarcane Research, Rae-Bareli Road, Lucknovj( If.P 

due to harrassemeit by Dr» Kishan Singh, Director of the 

Institute*

I have the following points to elaborate:- 

1« Dr. Kishan S i n ^  Used to detain me after the office 

timings i*e. ai’ter 5*p»ra*> not for i^ork, but for his 

pleasure. Once on 19th April, 196'5, my husband came to 

him at about 5-30 p«m. and requested him not to detain me
r

after 5.p .m ., ,  because, I am a, married lady and having 

a kid to look after* S ir , ôŵ - please tell me tĥ ^̂ t hov̂  

can it be possible for a mother to give pleasure to 

others instead of looking after her kid. This was the

beginning of my tension w ith Dr. Kishaii Singh.

2. He Used to order me to go on tours, the most impor. 

tant instance happened when he asked me to accompany him

\,X
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important instance happened vjhen he asked rae to accompany, 

him to PATNA fo,r Hegional Committee Meeting No® 17 ( f  cr 

U«P* Bihar, Delhi and Fimju.b) on 12th- m d l3th Jauiu^-y, 

^9.S5* . That time he__was the Member Secretary at

Meeting.

I should have gone there but the very first thijO| 

I  would like to explain you that . I  was net appointed for 

Regioiial •Goramitteee work but for project f il^w o rk . Well 

I did not say thi-s to him but told him ato^^-my son who 

.was eleven months old and in reply he said that Shri 

Inder Deo (his retired peon) will look after him at PATNA, 

This was net, possible for me/ my family i^erabers specially 

for my father-in-law who is a retired AssistajJ; Gcine - 

Oommissioner, in the Gane Department*

Before the Regional -GomTlttee, he issued an ordet 

that the staf'f of Director’ s Personnal Gell and Technical
j{

I Sell w ill not take any holiday on account of Regional 

Gommit'tee work, though the agenda was complete^/ well in 

time* I requested him on 29th June, 1 9 that I have tc 

g!) to D ^ h i  as my brother is coming from 3.aA;RJAH (United 

Arab Bmirates) afber a period of two years, and also I 

told him ^bout my reservation to Delhi but he refused ray 

request* Anyway, I accepted his order not to go to Delhi 

but as luck would Save it my son as well as myself fell 

ill and I was not able to attend the O ffice , for th is , 

a memo was issued tome on 25th July, 1985, ^ gave the 

reply alongwith the medical certificate*

Another lady, Shrimati Usha Kiran (Junior Glerk) 

Director Personal Cell was also on leave in the same

I ■
period when he ordered not to take leave* But to your 

surprise, her leave isad medical certificates were accept­

ed bub not mine* Later on as a punishment she was trans­

ferred to Agricultural Engineering Division of the
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traisferred to Agricultural Bi'igineering Division of the. 

Institute and for me recently an enquiry was set up regarc

I -ding my visit to Delhi* Yesterday only the Director hag

i ' .
' _senb the termiriation order of my services unda" Rule 5 viit 

without giving me any charge-sheet*

Like this I have many points/, to say but I am

■ afraid- that the letter may become very lengthy and you maj? 

not go through it properly* Sir , is this the reward I got 

for- the work.done during the period from 19S3 to .

I hope, rsther mre that you will look into the nrntter 

personally and I certainlu expect justice from your end* 

Hoping to receive an eai-’ly comniunication from 

your kinds elf.

Thanking you and with regards*

Tours fait hf'ulxy.j 

(Mrs)RSM PANT.'

1 -y. N. S'- . .
Director,General,^.,
Indian’ Oouncil of Agricultiral Reiearch, 
X J'trishi Bhawaiit ,'

«-DSLHI~1100p1.

c. c. to ;

1 . Union Agriculture Mlnist er, 
GoveiATAerfc of ’-^ndia, 
t Krishi Bhav I'sn*- , NSW~D^liHI*

2* Hon’ ble PriiiE Minister,,
Pripie Minister Secretariate, 
ESt^-ISL HI-110001 *
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Iw THE HONt BLB HIGH GOUHT UP JlDlGM'IiRK, AT MLAmBAD; 

' LUGKtm BMGH. L W K i m . '

"* KS'fiTIUrJ . OF 1986.

1 "V

..CK , Q:,X

v\

Shrimati Renu Pant. ............. Petitioner.

Versus*

Iiidiaa Gouncil of Agricultural Research &  Qtihers*

. . . . .  Opposite parties.

j J iaiURS ~ 4 »

im iM i  IWSTITUTK of SUGMOilMS RSSIARCH, LUuKwO^,

■ ' - BSGISTBHiD. .  ̂ - ,
•• • • ■ .  -r ■ * ■

WO. 3-l95/s3-Adm., I .  DA'BD; JAWUAHi i6 , i9S6.

. O F ia a M I

■X-,.

■' ■'>

with reference to her resigriation letter dated 

^h^January , 19S$ {j>ogted on 9th January, 198'6) received
V ,  V

';j at this Institute on 13th January, 1986, by Registered 

•'■Vk t copy of (^c^iditioiiai) resignation letter undated

'■ (posted on 11th JaBuary, 19S6) received at this Institute 

i on'14th January, 1986 addressed to the Dr. H .S. Rsndhawa, 

Director-Geaeral, Indian SO'Uiicil of Agricultural Research. 

/•, Mre* Renu Pant is informed that as her services had
r '■'

already been terminated with effect from 9th January, 

19S6, forthwtih. vide t his Office Order No. 3-l95/85-Adm.I 

I dated 9th January, 19S6, the ^question a[' accepting her 

) conditional resignation does not arise . She is further 

■\ informed that no harrassement has beŝ ai caused to her as

alleged*
'‘Mrs* Renu Pant,
365, le sh war vj an i Bh aw an, 
Purana Quila, 'Uantt. Road, 
L Uiiiâ Otf-226QQ1 .

sa/- KISHAW SliJGH
PIREGTOR. fe
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IN Tffi HOi^iHLS HIGH ^0®?T OF JDDK^URfi, AT 

 ̂L usm^oif IS wiiH,. L u-aMw.

m iT  EilTITIOpl NUMaUR OP 1906.

X^-''

V
S hr imat i H enu. P 0n t . . . . . . .  P efc iti on er •

YersvJs*

Indian Ooimcil of Ag:ricultural Research &, Others*

. • • • •  Opposite parties* '

Ali-BiXURa i^UmESR •• 6* ■

ii®iAM i m T n i m  oibugargaie w ,$E .m m , l u q w i .

Mo. P .8-22/ai-. Adm.-1 . . ' DAIBl): iU B j^  16 , 19B3v

To

The Director,
Indiaji Agricultural Research Irigtitute,

IBLHI-12 *

S ir ,

¥ith reference to your office leti^er wo. 2-33/^ 3‘ 

Per-?, dated 20tb July, 19S3, regarding transfer of Mrs*
^ - '

Renu Pant, T-II-3 (Technical Assiettiiit) on compensittnate 

grounds to t h ii  Institute, The Director, I * I . S *E * ,

Lucknow is pleased to offer a post of T-II-3 sa^ictioned . 

under 6t.h Plan of this Institute in the pay scale of Rs* 

425-1 5-500-BB-15-560-20-700 to Mrs Renu Pant subject to 

the following conditions J-

1 . Mrs* Renu Pant will rank enilee Junior to all ®:xist­

ing regular T . I**3 Technicians at this Institute on 

the date she. resumes her duties at this Institute*
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Her pay will be fixed a% per rules*

I She will bs on probation for a pariod of two years
■ ' , —  - - - ■ - 

i, from the date of her joining the post at l.I.g.R.-, 

j which may bs exI^Med at the discretion of the 

competent authority. Failure to conjplete'the 

j period of probation to the satisfs-ction of the

! competait authority will render her liable to be

i ■ ’ ' 
i discharged from service*

Since the transfer is at her. own request, &Jrs*

Renu Pant will not be entitled to any ‘l!*A*, join­

ing ;time or joining-time pay etc.

?: Other conditions of service will be governed by th 

the 'relevant rules arid orders issued from time to

time bv the'I* IS 'Governraenfc of India

6* Her^appoinfcmenb w ill be subject to the conditions {'

that her character and anticedents have been veri­

fied by I .A .R .I  and found satisfactory an

she is declared medically fit for service by the 

prescribed medic£l authority. In  Jier case Givil 

Surgeon/flhief Medical Officer of a Governraenb

Hospital. ' II

y , She "Will be entitxed t»o all the benefits of her j

present service rendered uno.er I*5*A.E* ,  accord-ii 

to rules on the subject issued/ appi'oved by the 

1 . 0* A* R* *

( 2 ) In  case Mrs* Renu Parit accepts the pOst on th

terms and. conditions ^ipulated  a-*Ove, she may be relie 

ed ^̂ 'ith instructions to reporb for duty at I.I*S*H*>

-now immediately* Her service-book may please be for­

warded to the.undersigiied alongwith- her leave account 

a n d L .P .V . .  It may please be confirmed whether she is
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clear from vigilence angle. Her uptodate , dessier

alongwith attested copies oi' her Gharacter Verification 

report, the Medical Fitness certiiicate, and martial 

declaration, oath of alligiabce etc, may also please 

be^ sent to thi^ undersigned*

A spare copy of this letter meant for Mrs* Kenu 

Pm t is also serfc herevjith.

Tours faithfully.

9d/-

l6»8*S3*
Senior Soientist and Head of

Office.

-K...
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IN THo: ITOwtBLS HIGH OOTURT OF AT

LUGKNUiv MNGH, LUGKi^OU.'"

^Givil MisC. Application No.

. IN RS : . 

laiT PETITION NUI^BSR

*0 \ (W). of 19^6;

19S6<

I

Shrimati Renu Pant. ..........  Petitioner /  Applicant. ,

Versus.

Indian Council Agricultural Research and Others*

........ Opposite Parties.

AN APfLIQATION FOR THg INTERIM RELISF. “

The above named Petitit^^ner - Applicant most res­

pectfully subiniti as iinder : -

1 . That throu^ the above mentioned V̂ rit Petition, 6

the applicant has challenged the validity of her termina-j 

tion order, contained in Annei'ure Number 2, if the same 

is allowed to operate, she will suffer irrepairable loss, 

and has every hope of success in her fe*it Petition.

THMiiiFORS  ̂ it is most humbly prayed that. for the

reasons already disclosed in the ^trit Petition and the

affidavit, the further operation of the impugied order of-

termination, contained in Annexure Number 2, may kindly be

stayed, pending the disposal of the Writ Petition, in the-

interes'fc of justice.

BATSU;. LUGKt'iOi'a „ ___
B5AHGH, /»! ■'i9B6» GounseL<ftJrthe Pet'^ioner/

' , Applicant.

I
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IN fHB HOU*BI«E HIGH COUET OP JUDIOATUSS AT ALIiAHABAD

I.ITQ™w BBHQH. LUQKHOr

O.M./^ipplication No .................... of 1986

Indian Council of Agricultural Research, Delhi, and

others ( 1 to 3 of Writ petition ) ...............applicants

In re t

Writ petition Ho. 1612 of 1986 

Shrimati Eenu Pant

Versus

Petitioner

Indian Council of Agricultural Research, New Delhi and others

opposit2,parties

Affidavit

Application for condonation of delay in fil»in^ Qp^ater

V

r
L

The Applicantahove named respectfully submitc.as under;—
/

That in view of the facts and circumstances stated 

in the accopanying Counter Affidavit, specially its para.l^..* 

the three d^»s  delay in fileing the Counter Affidavit is 

liable to he condoned in the interest of justice,

^therefore, it is respectfully prayed that the three 

day's delaya^ in fileing the accompanying the Counter Affidavit 

may kindly he condoned and this counter Affidavit he taken 

on the record of the case.

Lucknow

Dated: 20-5-1986.

( D. S. Randawa )
. , Advocate 

(Sr* Standing Council Central Govt, 
OouJiGil of the applicant



IN THE HON*BI»E HIGH COUR'I OF JUDICATUSE AT ALLAHABAD 
,, „ . (LUCKIOW BBNOH ; LUOTOW)

V/rit Petition Ho., I ^ I Z of 1986.

Shrimati Renu Pant, Petitlonor

Versus

1. Indian Council of Agricultural Research, New Delhi and 

others . . . . . . .  Opposite Parties
7. \

\ Counter Affidavit on behalf of Opposite -

Parties Mos. 1 to 3*

I, Dr. Kishan Singh aged about 55 years son of Dr. G.P.Sin^; 

.resident of D-II-2, Ikshupuri, Kunwar Jagdish Marg, Lucknow, 

l7do hereby solemnly affirm and state as under

That the deponent is the. Director of IXSR, Lucknow and 

he is opposite party Ko. 2 by his designation and opposite 

party Ko. 3 by his name and he has been authorised on 

behalf of opposite party lo. 1 also to affirm this counter 

affidavit.

That the deponent has read and understood the contents of 

the writer petition, the affidavit flkM  in support there­

of and application for interim relief and he is well 

acquainted Mfeth the facts of the case dei^posed hereinafter.

That the petitioner's initial appointment w®e.f. 8.3.1983 

was in the Indian Agricultural Research Institute ,

Hew Delhi and not with the opposite party Mo,1 which is 

Headquarter of the answering opposite parties. As for 

I the work o:̂  petitioner in Indian Institute of Sugarcane 

Research Lucknow is concerned it was not found satisfact(
^ ....^

Oontd.. . .  2h-4

V

' , AU'-‘
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l!hat the contents of these paras/of writ petition 

being matter of record need no reply,

That the contents of para A being factual are 

admitted. It is added that she was anointed as 

T-II-3(Technical Assistant) on purely tempoiary 

basis, A photostat copy of OJ'l. No. F.3-l95/$3-Adm,I 

dated 22nd Sept., 1983 regarding her appointment is 

filed herewith as Annexure No A-'' .

6.
?v

That the
X

allegations as contained in this para 5 of

the W it Ffetition are tot^ly denied as being entirely

X T '
false and fabricated. 'Eb  allegations of harrassnent

7. (a)

—fe-

with ulterior motives are all false and have been 

made as an an after thou^t to create grounds for 'ttie 

Writ Ifetition. B; is significant to point out that 

all the letters and other documents fabricating a 

false stoiy of harrassment and vilification against
•V. ,

the Director, liidian Institute of Sugarcane Itesearch, 

Lucknow have been made out only on 9.1 *86̂ and there­

after I'dth the purpose of^akin^ut a case of mala- 

fide against -tiie Director.

Ihat the alle^tion (is contained in Î tra 6 of the Writ 

Petition that, "She was conipilled by atmosphere 

of the extreme hardship and harrassment, “ is entirely

false and baseless, Mrs. Rmu Pant's socalled
/

resignation letter addressed to Director, Indian 

Institute of Sugarcane search, toknow is filed 

herewiiai as Annexure A-2, "Ihis letter was in fact

written on 9.1.1986 but it was ante-dated as 8. 1.1986 

and it was posted on 9.1.1986 as per post office date

7 and stamp of G.P.O. lucknow on the cover of registered 

letter No, 5159 dated %  1, 86, ^

tî e cover of the

kij:'
ft

I
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tration No* 5159 with the date 9*1.86 is filed herevri.ih as 

Amexure No. This ante dating is also evid^t
«cr:

from the fact that there is overwriting on the date 

! of the letter i^ich was earlier written as 9. 1.86 but

I
1 throu^ an overwriting it was changed from 9, 1,86 to  ̂

i 8e1 ,86. 2ien she wrote the date seperately also as 

I 8, 1.86 which also shows an affcer^thought. Ihis letter 

was received at tiais Ingbitube on 13. 1 . 86,

Biat as a matter of another after-thought she wrote 

a letter sotaetine^on^ll.1,86 to Dr, N.S .Ifendhawa,

Director (^neral, Indian Council of Agricultural Rese­

arch and endorsed a copy to Director, Indian Institute 

of Sugarcane Research, Lucknow after-knowing contents 

of the termination order as it is evident from the 

contents of this letter, mentioning therein that her 

earlier resignation letter addressed to the Director, 

IhdiMi Ihstit-ute of Su^rcane Itesearch, Lucknow be trea­

ted as conditional resigmtion letter, 'fliis letter by 

itself doss not carry any date but the re^stered cover 

of this letter carries the stamp and date of Ftost Office, 

Lalba^, Lucknow dated '11.1,86, A copy of the 

above letter addressed to Ettrector General was endorsed 

to Director, Indian Ii^titufee of Su^rcane Research and 

received in the office of the Institute on 14.1.S6. A 

photostat copy of aforesaid undated letter is filed 

herewith as Annexure A-'A and a photostat of the Regis­

tered cover No. 3539 with date 11,1,1986 is filed 

herewith as Annexure A-5, Hie allegationsH of harrass- 

ment as contained in aforesaid tmdated letter are totally 

denied*

Contd......... 4/_,
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7,(0) That the termination order dated 9.1.86 was served to her

in the forenoon of 9.1*86 through messenger which she refused 

to take and left the offloe Immediately as is evident from 

the notings of the messenger dated 9.1.86 Annezure A-6. The 

same order was again served at her residence through another 

messenger on 9.1.86 in the afternoon and she again declined

4 8.

: ■ )

^ 4 ^

to receive the same after going throu^ the contents of the 

termination order as is obvious from the reportiss'messenger 

dated 9.1.86 Annexure A-7. Thereafter from the afternoon she 

stopped coming to office and accordingly the aforesaid order 

was despatched to her through registered A.B. cover, which 

was received hack with|ln inscription of postal authorities 

that the house is locked address not known, referred hack to 

sender. Even the socalled resignation letter which was ante 

dated as i .U 8 6  was not a conditional resignation. In fact, 

it was written on the 9.1.86 after the termination order was 

issued and the same was shown to her but she left the office
%

after having refused to receive a copy of the same,and after
A

, having handed over the keys of the drawer and other articles 

'ander her charge to the immediate supereor officer, the tech, 

iofficer.

That the contents of the para 7 of writ petition are admitted 

and it is stated that ^^ara 5 of the offer of appointment 

issued to her on 16.8*83 stipulates, "other condition of 

service will be governed by the relevant rules and oMers 

issued from time to time by the Indian Council of ftgricltural 

Research/&ovt, of India,” After accepting the terms and 

conditions laid down in above referred offer of appointment,

Mrs, Pant joined as Technical Assistant at Indian Insitute of
1

Sugarcane Research,Lucknow w .e.f. 17.9.83 (forenoon) and acco 

rdingly hers status as Council*s\ employee remained temporary 

till her" termination on 9.1.86 under the Central Civil Servi­

ces (T.S) Rules, 1965f Since she had not completed three
r  , .

years of service, her services could be terminated under

I
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sub-niLe 1 of Rule 5 of Central Civil Services (ifeiaporary Service)V
Rules 1965, Accordingly her services were terminated and ^ e  was 

allowed to draw one months pay in lieu of one month ŝ notice* Further
'C~

V

! '-K

< >

it is emphatically stated that the Central Civil Sê rvlc^s( Dsmporaiy 

Service) Rules 19^5 are applicable in this case in view of Rule 30

of Chapter i n  of the Riies and bylaws pertaining to employees of

Sidian Institxite of Sugarcane Research, Lusknow being the constitxient 

im t of Indian Council of Agri.G\iLtural Research, ,Ifew Ifelhi, i^le 30 

says,, '*Exeept in regard to matters for which specific provision has 

been made in the rules, by-laws, regulations or orders made or issued 

by the Society, the servlos and financial rules fnamed by the Govt, 

of ]hdia and such other riJies and orders issued by iiie Govt, of ]jidia 

from tiae to time ^all apjxLy mutatis mxjtandis to the employees of 

the .So'ciety in regard to matters concerning their \cond it ion of

 ̂ V '
service,» Th\as her teiminatdon laider temporary service rxXLes is 

-perfectly justified legal and valid,

(4) That the allegations as contained in Annexure-3 of x/rit 

petition referred to in para 8 of the writ petition are 

^denied as b^ng entirely false and fabricated; As per prac­

tice prevalent in the office, 'lady staff membe.rs are neither 

called earlier to office hours nor detai^ted after office 

hours, !lhe ^allegej ^oLdents dated 19th April, 1985 showing 

her husband's request to "the Director not to detain her 

after 5,00 Pem,, ^isjienied being false and, fabricated,

'Further her allegation that the Director used to order her 

for gaing on totirs, is also false, * She was r^ver asked to 

proceed on tour and she never went on tour.

Ciat the contents of sub-para 1,2&3 of Para-2 of her letter 

dated 10th January 1986 (cited as Araiexure-3 of writ petition) 

are denied being false. She was never asked by the Director 

to accompany him to visit Patna for Itegional Committee No, 4 

 ̂on 12th & 13th July, 1985, Ifer allegation about the

C ontd ,,....6/-.
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Director's telling that Shri Inder Deo, Retired 

peon will take care of her 11 months old son at 

Patna is also totally false and baseless. Moreover, 

her contention that she was not appointed for 

Regional Committee No.4 hut for project file work 

is also wrong. She was/not offered the post for 

looking-after the project files work exclusively.

(C) That the instructions were issued by the Director, 

Indian Institute of Sugarcane Research on j 9«6* 85 

to 7 employees of Director’s personal Cell and 

Technical ^ 1 1  that in the light of the ensuing 

meeting of Regional Committee on July 12-13 1985_at_ 

Patna leave/absence of any kind was not permitted

till that meeting is over. All the 7 employees
r-  ̂ ----  - ^
inclusing Mrs. Renu Pant noted the contents for 

compliance. However, Mrs* Renu Pant mentioned on the 

same note that she would be on 3 days casual leave 

w.e,f. 1st to 3rd July, 1985 but the leave was 

refused to her because of exigency of the instittte
L/ r-

work, ^he again noted the same for. compliance. A
jy,

photogtat copy of the office note dated 29.6.85 

alongwith the remarks and notings is filed herewith 

as Annexure A-8. Thereafter Mrs. Renu Pant submitted ‘ 

an application dated 4th July 1985 applying thereby 

for 3 days casual leave for the past three days, 1st 

to 3rd July 1985 on the grounds of unavoi^ble 

family circumstances, after having absenteî for three 

days, in defiance of clear instructions of the 

Director. A photostat copy of her application 

dated 4th july, 1985 is filed herewith as Annexure 

A-9.

- : 6 : -

1—
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®iat the Case of Smt, Usha Kiran, who also procee­

ded on leave during the above mentioned period, 

the circumstances were quite different from these 

of Mrs, Pant. Smt, Usha Kiran submitted an applica­

tion dated 3-7-85 for four days Earned leave,w.e.f, 
V "

U^7.85 to #.7.85 on the grounds that she is buffer­

ing from h i ^  fever. She further extended leave 

vide application 6.7.85 for 2 days earned leave 

on 5.7.85 to 6.7.85 on the grounds of fever. She 

was directed for submitting medical certificates 

in support of her sickness and she submitted the 

same, Thus she was sanctioned the leave. 2he 

contention of Mrs. Pant that ^ s .  Usha Kiran was 

transferred to A gricultural Engineering Division 

as a measure of punishment is also baseless. 

According to Office Order Ho.8-7/75-Adm.I dated 

11th July, 1985 she was not the only Junior Clerk 

who was transferred but there, were to»other 

Jr. Clerks who were also transferred as a matter 

of routing, a photostat copy of the office order 

dated 11.7.85 about transfer of Mrs. Usha Kiran 

and other is filed herewith as Annexure lo. A-10

That the contents of para 9 of the writ petition are 

admitted being fa-ctual.

That the contents of the Para 10 of the Writ 

Petition are not admitted ^ara-5 of the offer of 

appointment issued to her on 16.8.83 stipulates, 

’’Other conditions of service will be governed by 

the relevant Hules and orders issued from time 

to time by the Indian Council of Agricultural 

Research/&ovt. of India". Thus Central Civil 

Services (Temporary Service)

Contd.......8/- .
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Rules 1965, are applicable in tM s case in view of Rule 

30 of Chapter-IH of the Rules and ^ye-laws pertaining to 

empLoyees of. I n d i a n ’ Institute of Sugarcane Be search, Iwcknow 

being constitent tmit of Indian Council of Agricultural’ 

Research, Ifew Dslhi. The above RiiLes and ^-laws say ; 

"^eept in regarf to matters for which specific provision 

has been made in the Rules, !^e-laws, regulations or orders 

made .of i s s u e d -by. the Society, the service and fin^cial 

ri;les framed by the Goveniment of lidia from tiiae to time, 

i^all anplv mutatis mutandis to the employees of ibe 

society in regains to matters concerning thfeir, conditions

of service, ” . ’

Mrs. Renu Pant joined at Indian Institute of Sugarcane

Itesearch, Lucknow vfve.f. 1 7 .9 .^  (Forenoon) and since she

had not completed three years o f ’service, her services coiild

be terminated, under the sub-ruLar1 of RiiLe-5 of Central

Civil Services(Temporary ^rvice) Rules 1965. Accordingly

■her services were terminated vide office order No. 3-195/

83-Adn.I-dated 9 *1 .^  and she was allowed to draw one month’s

pay in^ieu of one month ‘s notice. Thus the termination

order dated 9. 1.86 is not arbitrary and it is perfectly

legal ^ d  valid, • '

'fliat the contents of Para 11 are denied, petitioner’s asse-
w ^ ----

rtiDn that the res:^gnation letter was tendered by the peti­

tioner to the opposite party No.3 that is Dr, ELshan Singh, 

Director, Indian Institute of Sugarcane Research,I«cknow 

on 8bh January 1986 personally but he refused to take it, 

is entirely false and is orily an afberfchotighb on her part to 

create grounds for the writ petition, as it is eyident from 

the so called lesignation letter that thie date 9. 1.86 has 

been tampered and changed into 8,’1 , 86. fforeover, she again 

gave date on the same letter as 8, 1 . 86, v/hich is an 

afterthou^t, ^

i

Contd,........9/-« !■
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That in reply to the contents of Para 12 of tte Writ 

Petition, it is, stated that the application referred to 

I in this para was with the consideration of opposite party 

! No. I, tut in tiie meantime, the Petition filed the present 

i Writ petition. Birbher that application of the petitioner 

 ̂ can not be regarded as an appeal against the termination 

order addiessed to Director (feneral, M ia n  Cotaicil of 

AgricuLtviral Research, New Delhi. !Hie alternate remedy 

by way of appeal which lies with Director General, 3hdi^ 

Council of AgrLC\3ltural Research, tinder instructions issued
1

1 by the ^cretary, Indian Comcil of Agilcultural Eeseafch 
}

' vide letter No. 1(9)/79-Vig. dated ZBth March, 198I 

Anoexwre 17, but the petitioner has not availed of the 

alternate remedy. A photostat copy of the aforesaid circular 

letter is filed herewith as Amexore No. A-II.

13.' 'tf^ihe contents of the para' 13 of the *̂-it Petition are denied.

The termination of services of the petitioner is neither

arbitraiy nor m alafi^ B  is also not prompted by the

extraneous considerations or due to bias of opposite party 

-No. 3 7  In fact opposite party No* 3 at no point of time, 

had any malafide or bias against the petitioner.

-  ̂ 9 ;-

14;

15.

16.

Biat the contents of the para 14 of the Hrit Bstition are 

admitted teing factual except that die v/as appointed vide h 

office order No. 3-l95/^-Adm,I dated 22 Sspfc,, 19^3 on pur^j 

temporary basis and a. copy of which was served on her, ifer 

assertions that she had completed her probationary period 

successfilly is baseli^s and it is denied.'

’ k /

that the contents of iiiinexure-5 ds inferred 15 of the

writ petition are not denied.

the oontenttmraised in Pais ifi

r ‘ -

Confcd..., io/».
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•'Other conditions of service will be governed by the relevant

rules and orders issued from time to time by the Indian Council 

of Agricultural Research, Government of India." Thus CGS(Tem­

porary Service) Rules 1965, are applicable in this case in View af" 

-of Eules 30 of chapter-III of the Rules and Bye-laws p^taining 

to employes of Indian Institute of Sugarcane Research, Lucknow 

being cons^tituent unit of Indian Council of Agricultural Research 

IJew Delhi. ihe above rules of Bye-law^ say : "Except in regard 

to matters for which specifie provision has beefimade in the 

Rules, Bye-laws, Regulations or Orders made of issued by Society, 

the service and financial Ru^s and Orders, issued by Society, 

the service and financial and Orders, issued by the Govern­

ment of India from time to time, shall apply mutatis mutandia to 

the employees of the Society in, regards -to matters concerning 

their conditions of service." Thus the termination order is in 

ac^eordance with the terms and condition of the empioyment., 

iUBat the contents of para 17 of the Writ Petition are denied and 

it is stated that her services were terminated in accordance with

as her work was f̂oMPd—unsatisfactory.

18.

-Jr

19.

T^ere has been neither any illwill nor any colourable exercise of 

Îpower on the part of opposite party Ho. 2 and 3 in terminating the 

services of the petitioner. There is absolutely^'malafide on the 

part of opposite party Ko.3.

That the termination order as issued on 9.1.86 was implemented 

with effect from the same date and the petitioner handed over the 

keys of the drawer and other articles under the charge to her 

immediate superior officer the technical officer. Since than 

nothing remains under h§r charge*

I
That the Hon'ble High Court on 12.3.86 when the writ petition 

was he^d for admission, directed the opposite parties to file 

the counter Affidavit by Monday the 17th March 1986 but since 

the matter rel«ated to the Indian Council of Agricultural 

Research who has its Headquarters at ^ew Delhi the parawise
*v J '

comments had to be approvg^by the authorities at New Delhi, 

^ h i s  could be done only yesterday^ |?urther

Contd.,...1l/-
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I identify the deponent wbo has signed before me,

apvdgatb ^

L,

n

SolsitiLy afflimea be&iB me on ■ 3 'S t , at I

by th. Deionent ^  . k  - ^  '

g) MTOoate H i^ . Court UictooM.

Ihavs satisfi^a "ysd.f be examintog to  Deponents that

he «aersta.d the oontents of ttds alfiaavit which ha^ been

read over and ejcpLained by me.

S . S . <Ĵ ialik

Advocate Cath  Cnmrnissionci 

A lla h ab a d  High Court 

Liickoow Bench, Ludinow'.

No.... .................................

Ô tC. •••
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the deponent kimself mostly remained omt of station 

^  o£Uofficial tours during this period. As such the 

counter affidavit could not he prepared and filed, 

earlier, The delay in preparing a^d filing this 

counter affidevit is not deliber^e and it is liable 

to be condoned*

20, !2hat the deponent has been advised to state that 

alternate remedy by way of appeal to the Director 

General, Indian Council of Agricultural Research,

Kew Delhi was open to the petitioner but he has not 

availed of the same,

21. That the grounds taken by the petitioner are not 

siJ^tainable in law and the petitioner is not entitled 

to any relief prayed for. The writ petition being 

devoid of any merit is liable t9 be dismissed with 

cost.

- : 11 : -

Lucknow
V wSiEisrii}

D a t e d T • ‘Sfe

m iP iG A T io ir

I, the above named deponent, do hereby verify that 

the contents of paras 1 , 2  and 19 are true to my own 

knowledge -fche contents of paras 3 to 18 are true to my 

knowledge derived from the official records and the 

contehts of paras 20 and 21 of this affidavit are believed 

by me to be true on the basis of legal advice, No part 

of this affidavit is false and nothing material has been 

conceived so help me God,

Lucknow 

Dated
f/ DEPOraO)

0ontd,..12/-
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I identify the deponent who has signed tefore me,

JU)1/DCa'1B

SolsnriLy affirmed before me on  ̂ St-  ̂ at ^

by the Iteponent WiSi is identified b y '

D  .C Aa"vocate H i^  , Goiirt Lucknow.

I have satisfied myself be examining the Iteponents that

he \3nderstand the contents of this affidavit which have been

read over and explained by me.

>S. S .  ^Jhalik 

Advocatc Oath Commissioner 

Allahabad High Court 

LucIimw Bench, Ludcaow.

" • ........ ■ w . l . b i . ................................ .

........
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Annê cure Mo. A -



'Wv\

: . 'V '

A - 1

i

- V

y

c-r-rrUTE OF SUSARCA® RESEABCS 
INDIAN in s t it u t e  _  226002

no, r»3-195/83-Aam.l

^ g t r s  O R P ^

The Director.^ilSR 

Hrs. R«B«» Pant to the 425-15-SOO-6B-157
at this institute In the ^gp^city ««*«=*■
560-20.700.in a_pu«lv cordltlonB leid down in

/  I 17,9.1983(F-«'-0 r  «1 8-22/ 83.Ad..I dated 16o8,1983

1 Sep tem ber

>

5 '

p,9.I983Cr.HO -  dated 16.8.1983
;hls office iwniorandwNo. 8  ̂ /
until; fwtKsr orders. ^

( p.N .Avastby ) 

Senior **
lleaa of Office

through the Incnarg . ' » f t T  «ew

2 T h e  C h i e f  A d m t i i i i t r 0 t W e ^ « | “ ',^  ^  2-33/83-

S lb i  vith  «£ .ronc. «  
pet.IV dated ^

3 . k 1st ;rA c«u n « icer. lisa)^ Luacnov. .

yCe-̂CJL
A

4 .

5 .

6 .

Adm.Il section. K SR . Ladtnow. 

Concerned Section.(Tech.Cell) 

(3uar<3 ?il®»

4..

^ aGCHI/19 /9 /1983 .
%
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To,

4 - 2 .

The Director ^ S ’“ A ' 0

Indian Institute of Sugarcane Research 
Raibereili  Road 
P .O .  Dilkusha.
Lucknow- 226 002

SUBJECT* Resignation feom the post of 
Technical Assistant T-II- 3

S i r ,

With due regards I am to state that I am 

being harrassed by the Director,IISR from a period of six 

months,therefore it is not possible for me to work in this 

atmosphere in this office*

these circumstances, I hereby tender 

^  my resignation from the post of Technical Assitant(T.II-3)

Kith immediate effect.Kindly d e e r  all my dues as early as 

possible.

V

-\

Thanking you.

n

Oci'u , C)' I

Yours faithfully

• V ;

cc
fo.

The Director General 
Indian council of

/ AGririjl4*iii^»l __L

(REMU PAMT)

365 Kesarwani Bhewan 
Parana Quilla 

CenttjRoad LUCKWOWo

Agricultural Research 
Krishi Bhavan 

Mew Delhi-110 001 o

- c"o ./ sis

L\l - ^

■
.'ec
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W  KE:. HON’HJS; HIGH COURT OF JUDIGATDIE AT ALUHABJU3

LIIJŜ OW ffiWGH 

LUGKNOW

li&lt Petition No, 

Sirimati Benu Pant

of 1986

-... ifetitioner*

■yfersis

Indian Oouncil of iigrictiLt\a:  ̂ Itesearch Opposite 
Parties,.

Ajrmexure No'. A - 6





m  t i  m m >  m m  m  m m m m  m  m a s m

• A
M t O t

' 4

4

s s .s w i ' « f

_t—

--A

# '' 'j\ 1
W

. - '  ~ < A ^  - F

\ V V. A
\  ̂ , L* y

w*f-

M i a

v.-V''"



>■-

-4.

V,
i .

)  ̂ t . 

■' "o
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Petition No, 

Sirimati Itenu pant

• • • • • of'

»«««» »••»«»*«* Petit loner .

M ia n  Council o-f IgricTiltvaal Ifeseareh . . . . .  Opiosito

and others.
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f'-ii- ’̂JH  IsL-̂TUÔ ^'vitxi^ AA  ̂ d ' J- ■

jz-cA. -̂L/Ui 'VUS^ Xc^J- 2-̂ -  ̂- u-̂ y

6-/ I. vM yi<" 1 t/T .̂ wi tl

;7 ' / '■'Km J  caY~ r^W -  0̂

l/jj,-'. % ^ -h ^  ^  J.J.

w  cc-^9 f  ̂  H  /' ? ,  

jUJU fJU  //, i f  i'-

.o<Xli/L ,

'-̂ £̂yi_

r.

(v̂o-vi-e

. — ---

P>Li-o'-u>»- sXCjLcXi x̂'v'e-eJjfvd'

/Va Cl. , ' ' ^  ■

" '̂ ~f -e-eî C-CitL ■• ;
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^t® d tlie  n th  J u ly , 1965,1 y
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"u  K* ijxaxiaau
/ Jr, dork

ap.G.

^  3iri Has! Kareg?; Jr. QL«rk
^  3 .* .iW o M .

Jr. dark

o-p.a

ap.c.
Adn. 1 , Seo-tj,0Q

S h . K

J3L3XHJjjl/now 

1.
(Z K  S A m m  

î ,nscumsT m  m/i op 0Fm&.
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2.
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5.

6.

7.

8.

«1 conoarn«l an«lon»VS.otion»l R,ad. 
^■tt. Asoountf Offloar, I.I.S.H., I u * « ^  

la=h«-ffe, Ata.n a,otlo,^ I.l.S.ii.,

^ 1 .0 . (S«,  V), Mivsteetloii, I .I .a .3 ,, 

Kk.O., tM.111 SeoUoll, I.I.S.S., Iu*„ow. 
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To

Thr. D i r e c t o r s  of Rc s c or c h . I n s t i t u t a a .

Subject:  SchccWlo of Disciplinary  . n d '' A; ,p„ n  t r

' • n'n' i"'Position' of pcn^Jtit'-
>  in', terms of C e n t r a r '’

(Classification, ControJ

extended to

' h  ■

. u ‘ c . n r i n ' '  (ho , c l " ; d u i ; ' ’of

tHe » a t t o ,  Hn. ,oon  r o „ i ^ i e d 1 n ^ ? ^ r

hensiuc Echodulc^of^disci  a compro-
nuthoritioc In

(■ĵ ' P^r CCS (CCA) Rules 1 5 6 5 '’ ,^  “ " f  ' " ^ '0^ P'^naltinr,
cmploycL’s) cou-rinr, ’■ cxt u n d u d  to ICAR

both at tho h o a d q u L t " r o ?  t“ c
thf> rosr..Trch + T , C o u n c i l  and at

3pprovr;d by t he " p rc <■'i dp +'"^Tr^D^ drawn up and 

rcuiGca a c h o d u l c  is ":,ncl o i c d , ^

* 'f(:i 
\
)

■ regarding o J n o L t i n a / d i  Previous ordors
‘ 3<-'thoritioB 1 i tho  ̂ '::','^P '̂ '̂~'3 '̂7/^Jpp(-‘llate

of tho Council I t ^ i J  ^ '*■''' headquarters
J  ^  d i s c i p l i “ ;y  that horcaftor .

“ ccordonco with tho said .c h iS S J ” " "

____________  ' V'Pui^r; faithfully

( p : N .  Rau)

Copy forwordod to;-
1. All D . D . G s ICAR.n-

^  ■ D“ :o%\” ‘ ? ^ /? j ^ - t - - (^ i n , /D i r e c t o r (W o r k s )

P.T.O.
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(KISHAK SINGH) 
Birector 

Indian Institute of 
Research, Lucknow.
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G«-

I-} Givil Ilisc. Application I  ̂ ' { ;/) ofyi9s6:

I i'J RS *.

hmm m m O u  liUHBSR 1612 of 1986.

A -

Shrimati Renu Pant. Petitioner/ Applicant.

lerm s*

Indian Institute of Agf'iciiltural Research and Otheri?. 

Opposite Parties*

AN APP1. I JATION FO^ TH.S liiTHlRIK E5LIS F.

The above named Petitioner - Appi-lcant most 

respectfully submits as imc'er-:-

1 • That the above mentioned v/rit Peuition is direct-

ed against the impugned termination of the services of the 

applicant. The Countsr ax]id Rejoinder Affif'aviua have

■ been e:n:chan^d^, vfnich al sO indicate tha.t the terraintition • 

of the services of the applicant was only arbitrc-ry.

THi&RSPOHS j it is most humbly prayed that fOr the

0

reasons already disclosed in the acconpanying Eejoinder 

Affidavit, the impugned order of terniu«tion may ki:.6ly\ 

be stayed, pending the disposal of the 'A^it Petition iJia
i

the 0.ppo£ite Pcirties be dirgcted to pay the salary regulas^ 

-ly to the upplicant, in the iateres^of justice. '

DATSU; LU^Ki'O,/:
l‘'IAHJH • r I , 1936. Gounsel fcrr the^=^^f§Bitic^^/ ?

Applicmit.
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-RIT .P2IITI0H  rtilER 1612 OF ^ogfi'

S hrimat i Renu P . . . . . .  p
i euic-iorier*

Versus* '

Indian Gomicil of Agricultural Research and Ouhers-

•- '*• Opposite Parties*

Rejoinder Affidavit to the Counter 
Affidavit, fun.ifched on behalf of th«
0 r̂i  ̂n r- 1 C Oot-i-rtT . "I .'I '-i0
by

------------------------- , - v r j  -  v - v j  i . * U .  c :  i  \JX U i i b

PPOf.ite Party iluriber 1, 2 and 3, sworn 
Dr* jlisha-n Singh, dated M^rch , 1986, 

received on 20th II:-.rch, 1986.

I ,  Shrir/iati Renu Pant, aged about 25 years, 

l‘/ife of Shri Arvind Pant, Resident of 365, » Kesharvji-ini 

Bh£i'V/an’ , Purana Qiiila, LUQiix,Oi,»j gtates on oath as underi

1« That the deponent is the Petitioner in the

above msntioned i;rit 'Petition, she has re,ad the Goiinter 

Affidavit fiirnis‘'̂ ed on behalf of th 5̂ QppOsito Parny Ho.

1 to 3 , understood the contents thereof an6 is fully 

conversant v;ith. the facts and the circunstances staoed 

hereinafter.

2. That the c.ontents of paragraph numbe’'' 1 and 2

of the counter Affidavit need no reply .

3 . T''-at the contents 01 paraj^i-aph number 3 Ox the

countsr Affidavit are denied, the depouent- ."ias origi­

nally appointed in the Indi^in Agricultural He*earch 

Institute , which is  one of the research institutes rvui



ji\

îxd. :xuic;g3tl by 'the wopotit-3 Far'cy xAirioet’ 1 , li^e the 

liidiun Iric'Gitu-tj8 ui jj'iigdi" Jane h}

I LucKnovv, in Liwy bs v'tc'ther pwiatsd out that the work aad 

; c-̂ i.dwct oi' ths dep̂ îiaxit r:iore

 ̂ I) he al!L’3gat.ion in r'-.-

r:iore 'chi-n s^tisi'acuory ,

ths para uua.er rt^piy ie -vague and 

raiE-lsadiag. It m̂ y al^o bs poiirtQ^d one t^at apart fier 

roiKin-s liuictions oh':, depw.iei-it vjus markea ssveral files 

'.by whs Opposite Party ivuriber 3 > sh.9 vrds naver given, any, 

jjwaraing, or censure o - any indication as to in what 

iSmanaar ano in v;hafc rsspsct her' performance is lacking, 

hsncs t'^ic £ll3gation of unsat isfactory vvork made by the
%

^Opposite Pc:"'’ty nurb-;.-’" 3 is an aftsjr thought.

4. Thc,.t ths GOrrD-uto of para^aph iiUiiib3r 4 of ths

GouriDar iiffir.^.vib njed nc ■‘“aply*

5* That in rapLy vC ohe co,atie: t o f  pari.y;raph numr-

ber 5 of the Jou^.tar fif-avit, it ’"’.ay be pointed out 

that the ap.;:.inor:ia.ix., *in::a;.iir3 riunbir was issued

in pursu-nce of ths co:jriui --£ of cuppoinunsnG ofi'erred 

to the deponei,!. ^nc. ciocepted by bar throu^ Anneiaire 

nu:':ibsr 5 to tha writ patition^ ahic'^ clsarly iadicate 

X:h‘"'*t ijha a p p x i i o o x  sjxi.; o.SM'-i.i6nt ’-'as on a probation 

i!)r two years, which eŝ -pirsc. iii ijept :r- b̂iT, 1965 s^tis- 

factoriliy and tha aepous,:!:. aighi. ao huv- been confirmed 

theraaiter. In -̂ny case a he tsnporary ^ss^'vice rules 

do not ^"pply in ths case of oha deponent*

6. Thct t'-’ ::: cont^:nth' of paragraph numbs’'- 6 of the

Gounter Affidavit are ve''er:i8ritiy denied t>nd the contents 

of paragr^p*'’ nur̂ b̂: ' . 5 ox' t''<,e 'frit Petition are reit^^^ec  

as correct* All the alaegations of har ■ asEe-.ient are
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correct, the allegations made in Annemre- Kurnbsr 1 and' 3 ■.

are algD correct. It is incorrect that thOse allegations

. are after thought* It nay be pointed out that the resig-
- Written

nation letter was on gth January, .1966, when

uhe Opposite Party nm-̂ bs'’' 3 refused to take it , it was 

posted on 9th January,, 1966 and there is nothing after 

thought in it.

7 . That the contents of paragraph number 7 (a) of th 

the aounter Affidavit are denied. It may be pointed out 

that there was no antidating, it was written on gth Januar

' 1966 and posted on 9th January, 1986 (the conditional-  •  ̂ - .111 _

resigiiation) as mentioned by the deponent in the writ 

petition. It may further be pointed out that the allega-_ 

tions made therein are corrrect. The allegations of 

harrasseinent are true which was going on for the sufficien- 

time, all the allegations have, not been narrated in the 

'i'Jrit Petition Or in Anne>:ure Number 3 , in which it has bee 

been mentioned that'the deponent was asked to accompany 

the Opposite Party Numter 3 to visit Patna with an halt 

at V A M A S I . It may be further pointed oirt in that 

•re gar d t hat the de part ment al , ve h ic 1  e^w as also ar r'ange d 

for .̂:he said journy.

8. That the contents of paragraph number 7 ( b) - 

.of the counter Affidavit^ are not admiteed. The letters 

contained-in Annexure Number ’ A-if̂  and «A-5’ were despat­

ched on 11th January, i960, ofcourse the deponent missed 

the date over it .
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9« '̂ ha,t the conterjts of paragraph niimbar 7

the Gounter Affidavit are denied, the deponant came to 

know about her termination on 10th' January, 19S6, the 

impugned terEiination order is wholly unwarrarxtted* fhe 

story that the deponent 'refused to take the termination 

order is 'wh.olly false'and fabricated, it wag a result of , 

the resignation letter of. the deponent, which was condi­

tional.

10 * i'hat- the- contents of paragraph number g of the

Gounter - Affidavit are denied, the deponent, was appointed 

on. two. years probation, which she successfully complgbed 

'in September, 19S5« The Central Civil Services (Tempo- 

rary Services) lule.s,. 1965 do-not apply in the case of 

the deponent.

1 1 . That the averments contained, in

sub-para ('a) of paragraph number g of the Counter'Affidavi' 

are denied, the alle.gations m|.ade by the deponent in 

An.tieiiure Ho, 3 to the w rit ' petition and paragi'>aph number 8 

of the writ petition are cor rect and bonafide, the impugn 

-ed termination is wholxy arbitrary, even in the counter 

affidavit It has not been indicated that how the deponent* 

work was treated unsatisfactory or not satisfactory© . 

Suddenly on 9th Januaiy, 1986, how it became unsatisfactor 

under what conditions and under what circumstance and the 

only circumstance was as sugi^ested by the depo^mit. 

Opposite Parties have nob pointed, out any administrative 

exegiency or public interest to warrant the impugned ter­

mination of the services of the deponent. ■ Ther^ .was no 

anti-dating , in any case, the conditionsl resignation 

was Written on 8th January, 1936 and posted on 9th January 

1986, there was no over-Writing in it*
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.1 2* That the contents of paragraph number 8 ( b) of 

the Gountsr Affidavit are denie.d, averments are falge 

■3-s tnose contradicted by subsequent avernignts of the 

counter aifidavit, itself* It may ylso be pointed out 

that no reason v;ill cause of gO sudden terminp^tion has 

been disclosed in the counter affidavit.

, 13 • That in reply to the contents of paragraph nura 

b e r ^  (c) of the Counter Affidavit, it may be pointed 

out that all the seven employees of the'Directorate PersO 

nel Cell four''employees of the technical cell fere

■ not seeded at Patna, at the maximum sone officials of the- 

persOn.,el cell might be needed genuinely, but .this all 

■̂vas planned m th  ulterior motives and net. in the adminis­

trative interest, these activities are nothing new on the 

part of the Opposite Party number 3 , other instances can 

be brought to the notice of the court. For the three 

days leave, the deponent submitted medical cer|7ificate 

and was paid salary for that period. At the time of 

the said leave and suggested visit of Patna, the child 

of the deporiant was only of 11 months and the Opposite 

Party Kumber 3 was fully avjare'of it , the deponent was

algO ill ,
I

14« That the contents of paragraph number ^ ( d) of 

the Counter Affidavit are denied, li-ike Shrimati Usha Kir&i 

the deponent i,vas also ill in any case she availed only 

three days leave and it vjas not due to any fault or-.defaui 

on the part of the deponent, but it wag due to the illnesj 

and unavoidable circumstances*

15* • That the contents of par^^graph number 9 of the

aounber Affidavit need no reply.
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t5 , _ That the confconts of number 10 oi the

Gounter Affidavit are denied aiid t h . corxtenTis oi paragra­

ph number 10 of the V/rit Petition are reiterated 'as 

correct. It may bs again poiiAed out that rule 5 of the 

■Gentral Oivil Services ( Temporary S ervices) Biles, 1965,

^ is  not applicable in the case oi tne deponent*

17 .. Thatthe content s .of paragraph number 11 of the 

■Gounter Affidavit are .denied ana the contents ox para^ci- 

ph number 11 of the W i t  Petition are^ reiterated as corr­

ect. It may be again stated that the deponent tried to 

deliver her coiiaitio.i:ial resign£*i'^n to the Opposite Party 

lumber 3 , the ' wag, refused and then only she posted it on 

9th January, 19S6j

ig. That the contents of paragraph number 12 ô- the

Gounter Affidavit■are denied and the contents oi paragra­

ph number 12 'of the V/rit Petition are reite'-ated as j

correct. There is  no appeal or revision provided agains 

the impugned termination in the G .O .G .A . Rules or else- • 

where, sO there is  no question of existence oi any alter­

native rernedy. . The deponent has nob received any -̂opy
s

of Annexure Muraber «A-13’ as meirbioned in paragraph num­

ber 12 of the Counter Affidavit.

19. That the content's of paragraph number 13 of the

-Qounter Affidavit are denied and the contents of paragrfc 

ph number 13 of the W i t  Petition are reiterated as 

correct. The circumstances attenderrt and preceding 

clearly indicate that the imPiigiiea ternination of tri«'^ 

services of the deponsnt is wholly arbitr’ary ana discre 

natory, it is evident from t.;'e Gounter Affioavit-, itsel
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■20. That the contents of paragraph number 14 of th*

.Qount er Afiidavit are not s^dniitted as framed^ and the 

contents of paragraph nunbsr 14 of the Ifrit Petition are 

reiterated as correct.

21. That the contents of paragraph number 15 of the

Counter Affidavit are denied and the contents of paragra­

ph number 15 of the Writ Petition, referring Annexure 

number 5 are reiterated as correct.

22* That the contents of paragrttph number l6 of the

Gounter Affidavit are denied-and the, contents of paragra­

ph number l6 of the I/rit Petition are reiterated as 

correct. It may be further pointed out again that the

provisions of Central Civil Services (Temporary Services) 

Rules) 1965 cannot be applied in the case of the deponent

23. Tnat Lhe contents of paragraph number 17 of the

Counter Affidavit are denied and the contents of paragra­

ph numter 1? of the Writ Petition are reiterated as

/  reiterated as correct. It may be further pointed out 

that the averments made therein are vague and misleading.

- • t  ■ - A

24. That the contents of paragraph number 1g of the

Gounter-Affidavit are denied.

- ♦ •  A  •

25. That the contents of paragru ph number 19, 20

and 2 1 . of the XJounter Affidavit are'denied.

M TEU : LU^KKO¥:UGKKO¥: 

i 9 a 6 . .

(Shrimati p.enu gant) 

Deponent"

R .T .I . OF THB liEPOrSiff.



-i.- I ,  thr abova nained depo^nsnc do hereby varify 

the*' the coxiteats of puruy-i;,ph number 1 to 25 of this 

Rejoinder Affidavit true to my own kno;vledge* 

nothing in it is vvi-on„ und nothin^ iic^terial has been 

concealed, sO help me GOD.

I) ATj3 "iJ • Ij U 0 ;
fcLî UH 3 “*^, 19s6 (Shrimati Reriu Punt) 

jDsponanfc.

R.T. I . OF fHii

I know the deponent, identify her, Kho has sign 

-3d before iiB. __

. N , I «

» ■»M 3 i j ;  LUOKi',0;’: . _ _
MAR OH 19S6. Qlerk to Shri Abdiil "annan, Advocate,

Counsel for the Petitioner.

Solem ly affirm?d befO'-a ne on this the 2-® th 

day of ITarch, 1986, , by S'hrimati Renu

Pant, the deponent, who has be in icentif ied by the Gle:<'j 

to Shri Abdul Hannan, Advocate, Allahabad High Court, 

Lucknow Bench, Lucknov' .̂ ‘

I have s«tisfi‘=d, myeelf, by e^-ianiining the de 

next that she .fulxy unae>'stan6 s the conten&s of this R< 

-inder Affidavit, Vvhich ĥ ŝ been rea,d out and explaiaej 

by me*

W m

ttfk Cmirt. AUahafM4 

tacknm leaA.

 ̂ *t ■'Sk. » '
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. , miD>I/̂
sm̂ ip8a-wtel{«asaffj'a®s8

IN 'rftS HONtjjLa; HlCiH jQUUET UF, JUDIGATIJH3, jST ALLAHAiirtic, 

"LuaKiMO^ bsjmok, 'Luumjy^^y f Q  i ' ■'

€ivil Mlsc. Appiicatiofi No. 0  6 ^ U)
....  ̂ y»,

IS BS s .

’>EXT RSTi'jHOw' NUMBH i612 UF 198'6«

U) of 19S6s

1/

\

7^:

"vV_y

i ■

Shrimati Rem  Pant. • • •  Petitioner /  Applicant.

Versus*

Indian Goimcil of Agricultural Research &  Others*

’ Opposite Parties*■

AN APfLIQATIOM R>R THS INTERIM RaLIBF.

....... The above named Petitioner - Applicant most

r esp ect full y m bmit s a>s unci er *. ~

1, That throu^ the above mentioned lirit Petition

the applicat* has challenged the validity of her iiipuga- 

ed terminablon, which is wholly arbitrary and alafide.

IHSiEMHB, it is r“°st humbly, prayed that for 

the reasons'already aisolosed in the ¥rit Petition, 

affidavit and in the ac ompanyking affidavit, the furth 

er op eration of the termination Order may kindly bs 

stayed, pending the disposal of the ’.frit Petition and 

the Opposite Parties be .directed to pay the salary Vo 

the applicant regularly, pending the disposal of the 

Krit Petition, in the interest of justice. ^

Goiinse
M 3 i ) :  LU'Uilî Ol?: 

APRII. -
- ^1

Applicant'

i



V

(^yHlGH COURT^^^^'

M  THE HUN’ BLB HiCiH (iOURT OF JUDiOilTUKE, AT AL^AHABi^: 

* ‘ ' ' ^LUaKlWW HSmGH, LUCJKiW.

taiT PSTITIUN NUjyiBSR l6l2 t)F 1936.

N
Shrimati Renu Pant Petitioner*

Versus'

Indian Council of Agricultural Research and others* Oppo­
site Parties.

AN AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT uF THE AFPLIOIITIUN 
. - ■ the llffBRiM RSijlSF. . - . ,, .

I ,  Bhrimati Renu Pant, aged about 25 years, ¥ife 

of Shri Arvind Pant, Resident of 36 5 , » Keshtrwani Bhawan* 

Purana Quila, Lucknow, states on oath as under ;-

1 . That the deponent is the Petitioner in the above

mentioned Writ Petition, as such she is fully conversant 

with the facts and the circumstances stated in the said 

Writ Petition as well as stated hereinafter.

2* That the above mentioned Writ Petition is direct­

ed against the termination of the services of the depon'eni= 

in the said w i t  petition, the affidavit between the 

parties have been exchanged and the question of Interim
%

Relief is important, hence it is expedient in the interes' 

of justice that the termnation order of the deponent be 

stayed*

MTSB:

198$.



V

V

• - »i ■" “■ ■■ 'I -I.-' ■ .

tte above named deponent do hereby verify

that the contents of paragraph number 1- and 2 of this

affidavit are triig to my own knowledge* Nothing in

it is Wrong and nothing material has been concealed^ .

so help me GOD,

DATED: LUGaWs 
A P R I L , 19^6*,

i-
I SHRimTi RENU PANT)

„ „  ̂ ' ■ ^Deponent.,, ^
of the Deponent.

. A I

K
(g iflM U L ____

1  know the deponent, ideatify her, who has

signed before me-

DATED; LUiSMUWj 
A P R I L , 19 36.

t A
10"" '

Gleii  ̂ to Shri Abdul %nnan, Advocate, 
, Soiinsel ,for the Petitioner.

Solemnly affirmed before me on this the th 

day of April, 1gg6, at £'iia»«>/p.m., by Shrlmati Renu 

Panb, the dqjonent, who has been identified by the ijlerk 

to Shri. Abdul ‘■‘annan, Advocate, Allahabad High aoia-t, 

Luokn®) Bench, Lijckno). ’

I have satisfied, myself, by examining the depo. 

nent that she flilly understands the contents of this aff; 

afiidavit, Which has been read out and e x p l a i n  by me.

___ 1
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