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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT ALLAHABAD

WRIT - A No. - 18430 of 2025

Randhir Singh
..... Petitioner(s)
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State Of Uttar Pradesh And 4 Others
..... Respondent(s)
Counsel for Petitioner(s) . Mukesh Kumar, Sr. Advocate
Counsel for Respondent(s) . C.S.C., Rakesh Chandra Tiwari

Court No. - 33

HON'BLE VIKASBUDHWAR, J.

1. Counter affidavit filed today is taken on record.

2. Heard Sri Ashok Khare, learned Senior Counsel assisted by Sri Mukesh
Kumar, learned counsel for the writ petitioner as well as Sri Gaurav
Singh, learned Standing Counsel for the State and Sri Rakesh Chandra
Tiwari who has preferred an impleadment application as intervener.

3. Sri Gaurav Singh, learned Standing Counsel has made a statement at
bar that he is well equipped with the instructions and he isin a position to
argue the matter and he does not propose to file any affidavit the writ
petition be decided on the basis of the documents available on record.
With the consent of the parties, the writ petition is being decided at this
stage.

4. The case of the writ petitioner is that the writ petitioner was initialy
appointed as Junior Clerk on 19.04.1995 and thereafter he was granted
promotion as Senior Clerk in the year 2015. As per the writ petitioner he
has been posted in different places at present he is posted in the office of
Chief Medical Officer, Aligarh. It is also the case of the writ petitioner
that once Sonu Kumar who was preferred an impleadment application
bore animosity against the writ petitioner and he used to file umpteen
number of complaints against the writ petitioner. Learned counsel for the
writ petitioner has invited the attention of the Court towards Annexure-1
starting from page 14 in page 30 reference whereof has been made in para
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7 showing the fact that from one Mobile as many as 232 complaints on
IGRS Portal were made against the writ petitioner and other staffs.
However, according to the writ petitioner, on the complaint so made by
the complainant, a report came to be submitted on 11.03.2025 whereby
nothing was found substantiated against the writ petitioner. Again, an
inquiry stood conducted against the petitioner while indicating that the
writ petitioner was found counting of note but nobody saw him delivering
currency and the Additional District Magistrate-11 also tendered the report
dated 24.01.2025 holding that none of the allegations stood proved
against the writ petitioner. It is also the case of the writ petitioner that on
13.02.2025, a report based upon the complaint was submitted by
Additional District Magistrate, City, Aligarh holding the allegations not
proved. However, according to the writ petitioner, on the basis of a report
of City Magistrate/lnquiry Officer, Aligarh dated 08.09.2025, the writ
petitioner has been placed upon suspension on 26.11.2025.

5. Questioning the suspension order, the present writ petition has been
preferred.

6. This Court entertained the present writ petition on 15.12.2025 while
passing the following orders.-

"1. Contention of the learned Senior Counsel is that the impugned suspension order
cannot be sustained for the simple reason that though the writ petitioner happens to
be a Senior Clerk in the office of Chief Medical Officer, Aligarh, but one Sonu Kumar,
who happens to be a busy body and bears animosity with the writ petitioner who has
filed an impleadment application is just against the writ petitioner and he keeps on

making complaints on and on.

2. Submission is that Annexure-1, which commences from page-15 and concludes at
page-30 of the paper-book itself shows the voluminous complaints made by Sonu
Kumar and the said complaints came to be investigated and thereafter nothing was
found against the writ petitioner and in this regard reference has been made to page-
48, 51 (relevant extract at page-53/54) and page-58 (relevant extract at page-61 of
the paper-book). It is also contended that even a politician being an MLA who was

also after the writ petitioner, and on the basis of the same, an inquiry stood conducted
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on 08.09.2025 wherein according to the writ petitioner at page-103 of the paper-book,
the charges were not found to be proved against the writ petitioner, but based upon
the said inquiry report dated 08.09.2025, the Appointing Authority has placed under
suspension holding the charges to be proved. Submission is that though one of the
charges is with regard to counting of Rs.2000/- note , but there is no iota of evidence

to show that the writ petitioner was handed over the said currency in that regard.
3. Si Gaurav Singh, learned Standing Counsel seeks time to obtain instructions.

4. i Sushil Kumar holding brief of Sri Rakesh Tiwari submits that an impleadment
application has been filed on 12.12.2025, but the same is not on record. Office to

trace and place the same on record.
5. Put up thiscase on 17.12.2025, as fresh".

7. Learned Senior Counsel of the writ petitioner has sought to argue that
the order dated 26.11.2025 passed by the Director, Administration,
Medical and Health Services, U.P., Lucknow cannot be sustained for the
simple reason that though the entire basis for placing the writ petitioner
under suspension is an inquiry report dated 08.09.2025 but the said
inquiry report nowhere in any manner whatsoever shows that the writ
petitioner has committed any misconduct. Submission is that in the
inquiry report dated 08.09.2025, Annexure-16 at page 99 relevant extract
at page 103 of the paper book under item no. 1 this much has been stated
that one Dr. Mohit Goyal along with the writ petitioner has tendered their
statements and Inquiry Officer based upon the statements opined that one
Sri Dinesh Khatri posted as Additional CMO and a Nodal Officer had
abdicated in the work and the said work are being executed by the writ
petitioner and one Sri Goyal. He submits that in the concluding para of
the report dated 08.09.2025, a finding has been recorded that the writ
petitioner was shown taking illegal gratification but in the entire
complaint, nothing is there to substantiate the said allegation and without
recording any finding, conclusion has been drawn. It is also the argument
of the learned Senior Counsel for the writ petitioner that earlier reports
dated 11.03.2025, 24.01.2025 and 13.02.2025 have not been considered at
al and merely on the basis of the report dated 08.09.2025, the writ
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petitioner has been placed under suspension.

8. Countering the submission so made by the learned Senior Counsal for
the writ petitioner Sri Gaurav Singh, learned Standing Counsel submits
that a perusal of the suspension order dated 26.11.2025 would go to show
that the writ petitioner had been placed under suspension on the basis of
the fact finding inquiry report dated 08.09.2025. However, on a pointed
guery being raised to the learned Senior Counsel for the writ petitioner
whether there happens to be any considerations in coming to the
conclusion in the report dated 08.09.2025 whereby only conclusions have
been drawn without there being any basis that the writ petitioner has been
found not only counting the notes but also the currency was delivered to
him, the answer is in negative. He submits that the only consideration
made relatable to the writ petitioner is stands extract in page 103 relevant
extract whereof is being quoted hereinbelow.-

"1. T8 JHIUT & H9TE H fdg F@ar 01 FRrem wedtd &idr 8l

2. fdg dean 02 & Fey # glo Afed TMae I 9t T0rER <Terkl gR 3 1 991 o 3UR & g
Tdiid 2T & Toh Ylodiiotiot-oglocio Ta affeded ol Wil 9if fAST @3l <l aATdl oh qsdrd ot
faer @t ua oft 2otk <, aRks feiftes & grr fosa 1 @1 81 Jers 2022 & 31.03.2024
qh YIAHITSIet @ giddied Aoee™ &l i Slo Afed T gIRT fehdl 4T §1 WTgde awedi &
e T Tl ST & Ty | hig J1ed Iucrsy Tal el T 8| TRIY ik T4 F I Udid
gl 8|

W GRT U YT & ey § ol Y 9 U9 el & sraeiie o fafe @ wer & fR
TodtoTHo3{ Blo. faAer @it gt wiaerufia fifedar & eror 31ifdie e & dt &1 59 g
1 18T F IMYR R Fieard qe Rifchcaiientet stethire & swrdva oft 3R dterd, afvs werew
(dcHTA Ued TeITeh) g U8 & a-ad fhd ST U4 Ued T8™sh & ¥4 H &hdid 8id &
HRUT TG A1 o ¥ H Iuctedl ANl o facier o off TR Tt g1 Ot o o-a hed T
&0 9 @ < ) 31 fdl oft TRaR) Fifien g1 shraferd H 41 &l de-o foRaT ST Shara R
! JUf 7 1A 8| 30 YR U Feridh off R dredl gR1 shierd Je fAfhcaiaar st
2 9 o1 o Rl ST & g difediond & sraciie & Bt 81 Ut gen § st g
fafercaiarenidl, arefiTe & dATd aivs Hgraeh oii TR =tedl W2 SRIgl <1 gfe gidt 81"
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9. He further submits that the impugned suspension order does not recite
the conclusions which were made with respect to the other inquiries
conducted against the writ petitioner.

10. | have heard the submission so made across bar and perused the
record.

11. Apparently, the writ petitioner has been placed under suspension on
26.11.2025 relatable to certain charges. The premise on which the
disciplinary authority was encouraged to suspend the writ petitioner is the
conclusions drawn in the inquiry report dated 08.09.2025. The inquiry
report dated 08.09.2025 is Annexure-16 at page 99 and para 2 of the
inquiry report dated 08.09.2025 as extracted hereinabove goes to show
that there is no material to show that the writ petitioner was instrumental
in taking illegal gratification. Further, the conclusions so drawn in the
inquiry report dated 08.09.2025 itself shows that the writ petitioner was
found taking of illegal gratification. Importantly, the report dated
08.09.2025 revedls that in the body of the report wherein facts and
consideration is being shown there is no allegation that the writ petitioner
indulged in illegal gratification while taking currency. However, in the
concluding part of the report dated 08.09.2025 without there being any
basis, it has been observed that the writ petitioner was found not only
counting currency notes but also indulged in taking illegal gratification.
Even otherwise, the Court finds that the earlier reports so made on the
basis of the complaints of the complainant dated 24.01.2025, 13.02.2025
and 11.03.2025 have not been considered at all in the report dated
08.09.2025. Prima facie, the Court finds that on 05.12.2025, a charge
sheet has been served upon the writ petitioner and looking into the overall
fact situation, the Court finds that the continuance of the writ petitioner
under suspension is unwarranted.

12. Accordingly, the writ petition is being decided in the following
terms.-

(@) the order dated 26.11.2025 passed by Director, Administration,
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Medical and Health Services, U.P., Lucknow is set aside; (b) since a copy
of the charge sheet has been served upon the counsel for the writ
petitioner along with instructions dated 16.12.2025 today itself, thus, it
will be presumed that the writ petitioner has full knowledge of the charge
sheet; (c) the writ petitioner shall file its objection to the charge sheet by
06.02.2026; (d) the Inquiry Officer shall conclude the inquiry within a
period of three months from today. A statement has been made by |earned
Senior Counsel for the writ petitioner that the writ petitioner shall
cooperate in the inquiry. Subsistence allowance shall be paid to the writ
petitioner from the order dated 26.11.2025 placing the writ petitioner
under suspension till revocation of the same i.e. till today. In case, the
writ petitioner does not participate in the inquiry and takes unnecessary
adjournments then it is open for the inquiry officer to conclude the
proceedings.

13. With the above observations, the writ petition stands disposed of.

14. Instructions filed today are taken on record and marked as Appendix
‘A,

(Vikas Budhwar,J.)
January 16, 2026

Rajesh

Digitally signed by :-
RAJESH KUMAR
High Court of Judicature at Allahabad
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