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HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT ALLAHABAD

WRIT - A No. - 4278 of 2026

Smt. Suman
..... Petitioner(s)
Versus
State Of U.P. And 3 Others
..... Respondent(s)
Counsel for Petitioner(s) . Ra Kumar Dhama, Samarath Singh
Counsel for Respondent(s) . C.S.C, Yatindra

Court No. - 52
HON'BLE MRS. MANJU RANI CHAUHAN, J.

Heard learned counsel for the petitioner, learned Standing Counsel for the
State-respondent and Mr.Y atindra, learned counsel appearing on behalf of
respondents 2, 3 and 4.

This petition has been filed challenging the impugned suspension order
dated 11.3.2026, passed by District Basic Education Officer, Shamli and a
further prayer has been made to reinstate the petitioner on the post on
which she was working before passing of the impugned order and to not
interfere with her in peaceful functioning on the said post.

Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the petitioner, who was
working as In-charge Head Master, has been placed under suspension on
the basis of three charges, which are as follows:

" Sl GAE, THI UgETeTUe (Wofdo Terw-3, fdehrd &3 hiyer, UMell) Sl ATENT & WUl &l aq
HFloTdodflo (BLO) & ¥U H A &I MY &1 Ih e 16476-82/2025-26 f&iw 05.02.2026 RT ¥R
fAafem & srgerm & T ettt grt Fereanfte gt Rmfefd 1k wear fag T €

1. Tafem wrf & sragen: Safed ok Gdenfies sreaar & sraee Fafes 38 stfa-Teayef wrf ot o & T
ZHR AT, S Wl wldEE AfgfFgn, 1950 & arT 32 Td i yfaHiea sfafaam, 1951 @ 9rt 134 &
T Ueh 8- U Bl

2. HR SEAENT U9 gedaeR: 30 dey H JeanfdienRa grT @y wR fau 7y fden dhr srarer st qun 3
1Y ifed Ud a1vg W (M sconduct ) &1 TN STl U8 hed IR Hall TRBR] ddeh AR FHawrae,
1956 & f42m-3 o TIE Iewrs Bl

3. ST HT H ST U UG QI o [Hd g = 3 ISTehid STl § TTTaRre Icd= aheT|
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., fiFdl GAA, T9R YT U, Wi faeed Gom 3, famd &5 e ol IR Ydy WAl dah
(318 Te Jdier) fRammaett, 1999 & fam-4 & yad Afkdl &1 W aRd §U dohial UH1d & Fefad fomar s
21 Fetes & od e

T SAARRY: 38 YaRR0T Sl feqd S g @vs e Afdend, 3.4 Td e i Sig A Mg forar S 2
g et 15 fGad & +fiak RT3 (Char ge sheet ) dOR & 37U AT T el | T AT dchldd
T & AR & |

() Fretea a1afdy 7 3k srenuen o foxfiar sxagfiaet & mfaumt & AR FamaR e fHafe = < g
(@) Sitae fate s 37 fomdta frem &g @ve-2, s 2 & 4 & 9o aw-53 & Taui & SiqaR siia- fHafe s
T BT, Tfe 3 3 31T T YATOT O 2 o o feRddt 3t o & U W SRl el Bl

() Fers srafer | <k sreAniuehT Uofdo TERMIR, faehrr &1 iy & Trag wift|”

He submits that although it mentions that by some letter dated 5.2.2026,
the election work as BLO was given to the petitioner, but aforestated
charge No.1, mentioned in the suspension order, does not specify as to
what work has not been done by the petitioner. The other two charges
only speak about misconduct and misuse of her position. Therefore, the
impugned order is vague, ambiguous and arbitrary, hence is bad in the
eyes of law.

He further emphasizing upon paragraphs 43-46 submits that there was
some conversation between the District Basic Education Officer and the
petitioner and on the same day, she has been placed under suspension,
which speaks volumes about the biases due to which, the petitioner has
been placed under suspension.

He further submits that even if the charges are proved, they do not
warrant major penalty, therefore, the suspension order has been passed in
violation of Rule-4 of Uttar Pradesh Government Servant (Discipline and
Appeal) Rules, 1999.

On the other hand, learned counsel for the respondent-BSA submits that it
has been clearly specified that by letter dated 5.2.2026, the election work
given to the petitioner has not been done by her, which shows the
misconduct of the petitioner. Therefore, the petitioner has been placed
under suspension. Detailed charges shall be mentioned in the charge-sheet
and opportunity shall be given to the petitioner to submit reply.
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This Court is of the considered opinion that the charges so levelled against
the petitioner cannot be examined at this stage, inasmuch as the explanation
and documents relied upon by the petitioner can be a defence in the
departmental inquiry, as during departmental inquiry, the petitioner will
have ample opportunity to prove hisinnocence.

In view of the aforesaid, thiswrit petition is disposed of with a direction that
the departmental inquiry be initiated against the petitioner and brought to its
logical end, strictly in accordance with law, at the earliest possible
preferably within a period of three months from the date of production of a
certified copy of this order before the disciplinary authority. The petitioner
shall cooperate in the inquiry.

(Mrs. Manju Rani Chauhan,J.)
March 28, 2026

LN Tripathi

Digitally signed by :-
LALIT TRIPATHI
High Court of Judicature at Allahabad
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