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Dr.  Balraj  Singh  S/o  Sh.  Ranbir  Singh,  R/o  Vice  -Chancellors

Residence,  Sri  Karan  Narendra  Agriculture  University,  Jobner,
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Versus

1. Chancellor,  Sri  Karan  Narendra  Agriculture  University,

Jobner Through Its Secretary, Raj Bhawan, Jaipur.

2. State Of Rajasthan, Through Its Secretary, Department Of

Agriculture, State Secretariat, Jaipur.

3. Sri  Karan  Narendra  Agriculture  University,  Through  Its

Registrar, Jobner, Jaipur.

----Respondents

For Petitioner(s) : Mr. Sunil Samdaria
Mr. Arihant Samdaria

For Respondent(s) : Mr. Rajendra Prasad (Senior 
Advocate), A.G. with Mr. P.C. Sharma,
Ms. Harshita Thakural, Avinash 
Choudhary, Sheetanshu Sharma and 
Mr. Tanay Goyal
Mr. Basant Singh Chhaba, AAG

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ASHOK KUMAR JAIN

Order

14/10/2025

REPORTABLE

1. Instant  Writ  Petition  is  preferred  by  petitioner  who  was

appointed  as  Vice-Chancellor,  Sri  Karan  Narendra  Agriculture

University (hereinafter referred as the “University”) under the Sri

Karan  Narendra  Agriculture  University,  Jobner  Act,  2013

(hereinafter referred as “Act of 2013”) by order dated 29.09.2022

by  the  Chancellor  (The  Governor  of  State  of  Rajasthan)  for  a

period of 3 years. Admittedly, the term of 3 years is going to an
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end on 14.10.2025 as the petitioner has joined on the post of

Vice-Chancellor of State University on 15.10.2022.

2. The  Chancellor  of  University  on  07.10.2025  has  placed

present petitioner under suspension pending enquiry by a enquiry

panel  constituted  by  letter  dated  25.09.2025  in  pursuant  to

powers under Section 25-A(1) of the Act of 2013 (as amended).

3. Aggrieved petitioner has filed the instant writ petition with

following prayer:-

(i) To issue an appropriate writ, order quashing and
set  aside  the  impugned  suspension  order  dated
07.10.2025  (Annexure-4)  with  all  consequential
benefits arising thereto.

(ii) Issue  an  appropriate  writ  order  or  direction
directing the respondents to consider the candidature
of petitioner for appointment as a Vice-Chancellor of
the  University  in  pursuance  of  agreement  dated
14.08.2025  without  taking  into  consideration
impugned order dated 07.10.2025.

4. The matter was considered on 10.10.2025 wherein all parties

have put in their appearances and when this matter is considered

on 13.10.2025, the respondents have filed their replies and the

petitioner also submitted his  rejoinder.  We have considered the

entire petition, replies filed by respondent Nos. 1 and 2 and also

by respondent No.3 along with documents as referred by both the

parties. Also considered the judgments as referred during course

of  argument  by  learned counsel  for  petitioner,  learned  AG and

learned counsel for respondent No.3.

5. Having taken note of each and every material we have made

all  endeavors  to  dispose  of  the  petition  after  considering  legal

position but for sake of brevity we are not referring the pleadings

of the parties in detail.
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6. Learned  counsel  appearing  on  behalf  of  petitioner  while

referring  Section  25-A(2)  of  Act  of  2013  submitted  that  it  is

necessary  for  Chancellor  to  make  consultation  with  the  State

Government but herein neither he made any consultation nor any

reason  has  been  assigned  to  avoid  consultation.  He  further

submitted that the provision is not a discretionary and any power

has  to  be  exercised  only  after  consultation  with  the  State

Government. He further placed reliance upon judgment in case of

Dipak Babaria and Ors. Vs. State of Gujarat and Ors. (2013)

3  SCC 502  and  Dhanajaya  Reddy  Vs.  State  of  Karnataka

(2001) 4 SCC 9 to buttress his argument that when a specific act

is prescribed to be performed in a specific manner then same has

to be performed under the law in same manner. He also referred

the provisions of removal of Vice-Chancellor and submitted that

Vice-Chancellor is not an official who can be suspended in such

light and fanciful manner by the Chancellor as he does not have

any  such  power  to  suspend  the  Vice-Chancellor  (petitioner

herein).

7. Learned  counsel  has  further  referred  the  power  of  Vice-

Chancellor as prescribed under the Act of 2013 and submitted that

Section 26 prescribes the power and duties of Vice-Chancellor and

under  Sub-section  (9)  of  Section  26  it  is  duty  of  the  Vice-

Chancellor to give effect to decisions of the Board regarding the

appointments, promotions and dismissal of officers, teachers and

other  employees  of  the  University  and  by  circular  dated

01.02.2022 no restriction can be placed upon the Vice-Chancellor

to put a restriction on exercise of statutory power under the Act of

2013. He also submitted that present petitioner has performed his
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duties under the Act and within the parameters prescribed under

the law and there is no violation of any rule or procedure.

8. Learned  counsel  has  further  submitted  that  initially  a

Committee  was  constituted  by  the  Chancellor  by  order  dated

18.08.2025  under  the  Chairmanship  of  Secretary,  Agriculture

Department and report of Committee is filed along with reply by

the  respondent(s)  and  the  report  clearly  indicate  that  present

petitioner  was  not  only  exonerated  but  none  of  the  allegation

made in the representation or complaint were found proved. He

referred  report  dated  11.09.2025  submitted  by  three  member

Committee  to  the  Chancellor.  He  further  submitted  that  on

07.10.2025, the Chancellor has constituted another Committee to

enquire about the allegations made by Dr. Arjun Balodia whose

services  were  terminated  in  accordance  with  procedure  by  the

University.  He  further  submitted  in  pursuant  to  decision  about

enquiry  which  was  constituted  on  07.10.2025,  a  decision  was

taken by the Chancellor on 06.10.2025 to place present petitioner

under  suspension  who  was  scheduled  to  demit  the  Office  on

15.10.2025. He further submitted that Dr. Arjun Balodia has also

filed  a  writ  petition  to  challenge  his  termination  and  same  is

pending today for consideration before this Hon’ble Court.

9. Learned counsel  for petitioner also submitted that when a

writ petition is pending to consider the validity of the termination

order  then  any  enquiry  on  said  allegation  is  impressible.  He

further submitted that after a detailed enquiry conducted by the

Secretary, Agriculture Department who is part of the Government

did  not  found  any  substance  in  the  allegations  made  against

present  petitioner  then  conducting  a  fresh  enquiry  on  same
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allegations  is  contrary  to  principle  of  natural  justice.  He  also

submitted that material placed on record by respondent(s) in their

replies clearly  indicate  that  the  Chancellor  with  a  pre-judicial

approach has already made-up his mind on 06.10.2025 to place

present petitioner under suspension. He concluded his argument

by submitting that the impugned order is not only contrary to the

provisions  of  law but  it  is  also  violative of  principle  of  natural

justice and petitioner is entitled for invocation of extra-ordinary

jurisdiction of this Court.

10. Learned  counsel  for  petitioner  while  placing  reliance  upon

order  dated  27.08.2024  in  S.B.  Civil  Writ  Petition  No.

10567/2024  titled  as  Ashok Singh Vs.  State of  Rajasthan

and Ors. and submitted that a Co-ordinate Bench of this Hon’ble

Court  at  Principal  Seat,  Jodhpur  has  considered  a  suspension

order passed in mechanical and casual manner and set aside the

same. He further referred order dated 06.05.2025 in  D.B. Civil

Writ  Petition  No.  2402/2025  titled  as Sheetal  Rathor  Vs.

State of Rajasthan and Ors. passed by a Division Bench of this

Hon’ble Court wherein judgment in case of Mohinder Singh Gill

and Anr. Vs. The Chief Election Commissioner, New Delhi

and Ors. AIR 1978 SC 851 is referred and submitted the validity

of any act has to be judged by the reasons so mentioned in the

document and cannot be supplemented by reasons in shape of

affidavit or otherwise.

11. Aforesaid contentions were vehemently opposed by learned

Advocate General on the ground that petitioner has no right or

authority to invoke extra-ordinary jurisdiction of this Court under

Article 226 of the Constitution of India as order of suspension is
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one of the incident of services and he placed reliance upon State

of Orissa Vs. Bimal Kumar Mohanty AIR 1984 SC 2296 and

submitted that any person in employment can be placed under

suspension  during  pendency  of  disciplinary  inquiry  on  serious

allegation  of  mis-conduct  and  normally  Courts  refrain  from

interfering in such orders.

12. Learned Advocate General has placed reliance upon Section

2(g) of the Act of 2013 for definition of Chancellor and further

Section  8  of  the  Act  to  show  obligations  and  powers  of  the

Chancellor.  He  further  referred  Section  9  for  visitation  and

inspection powers of the Chancellor. He also referred Section 24(i)

and  submitted  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  is  an  Officer  of  the

University and he is just an Officer as the other officers under the

Act. He further referred 25(1) and submitted that Vice-Chancellor

is a whole time paid officer of the University and appointed by the

Chancellor  in  consultation  with  the  State  Government  which

clearly signifies that Chancellor is an appointing authority of the

Vice-Chancellor. He further referred Section 16 of General Clauses

Act, 1897 and Section 18 of Rajasthan General Clauses Act and

submitted that by virtue of general interpretation an appointing

authority  have  a  power  to  remove  or  place  anybody  under

suspension  as  same  is  within  the  statutory power.  He  further

referred  Section  25-A(1)  and  submitted  that  the  power  of  the

removal the Vice-Chancellor vests with the Chancellor and it is not

mandatory for him to consult State Government before exercising

such  powers.  He  further  submitted  that  due  process  has  been

adopted  by  the  Chancellor  and  the  Chancellor  is  competent

enough to consult Government Officers as provided under the law
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and  today  he  is  not  only  making  statement  on  behalf  of  the

Chancellor but also on behalf of the State Government. He also

submitted  the  Government  is  not  in  disagreement  with  order

dated 07.10.2025 for placing present petitioner under suspension,

therefore,  same  has  to  be  considered  in  light  of  the  spirit  of

defence made by the respondent(s).

13. Learned Advocate General  has further  referred doctrine of

necessity and submitted that when certain things are warranted

and required to be done immediately then such a decision can be

taken by the Chancellor and considering the doctrine the order of

suspension passed against present petitioner is in accordance with

the provisions of law. He further submitted that as the restriction

has  placed upon  the  Vice-Chancellors  not  to  take  any  policy

decision in pursuant to circular  dated 01.02.2022 during last  3

months of their tenure, and same is as per public policy. He also

placed  reliance  upon  decision  making  process  adopted  by  the

Chancellor by referring note-sheets of the Office of Chancellor and

submitted that all decisions were taken in pursuant to note-sheet

put up to the Chancellor and same is in accordance with rules and

procedure established under the law.

14. Learned Advocate General has further submitted that initially

a Committee under the Chairmanship of Secretary (Agriculture)

was appointed by the Chancellor but contrary to the terms of the

appointment.  The  Secretary  has  further  appointed  a  sub-

Committee on 21.08.2025 and based on report of Sub-Committee,

the Secretary submitted report to the Chancellor which was not  in

accordance  with  terms  of  reference  for  enquiry  panel  and  had

prompted the Chancellor to appoint a new Committee under the
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Chairmanship  of  Dr.  Kailash  Sodhani.  At  last,  he  referred  and

placed reliance upon judgment in case of M.S. Sanjay Vs. Indian

Bank and Ors. 2025 INSC 177 and submitted that the remedy

under Article 226 of the Constitution of India is discretionary in

naure and in a given case, even if some action or order challenged

in the petition is found to be illegal and invalid, the High Court

while  exercising  its  extraordinary  jurisdiction  thereunder  can

refuse to upset it with a view to doing substantial justice between

the parties.

15. Mr. B.S. Chabba, AAG adopt the arguments as advanced by

learned  Advocate  General  and  submits  that  the  State  is  in

conformity with the action of the Chancellor.

16. Heard  learned  counsels  for  petitioner,  learned  AG  and

Learned  AAG,  appearing  for  respondents.  Perused  the  material

placed on record along with judgments as referred by both the

parties.

17.  Sri  Karan  Narendra  Agriculture  University,  Jobner  was

established  by  the  enactment  passed  by  the  Rajasthan  State

Legislature  which  receives  the  assent  of  the  Governor  on

13.09.2023.  Section  3(2)  clearly  provides  that  University  shall

consists of a Chancellor, Vice-Chancellor and other authorities as

provided in the statute. The definition of Chancellor is provided

under  Section  2(g)  and  the  power  and  obligations  of  the

Chancellor are provided under Sections 8 and 9 of the Act of 2013.

Section 8(2) clearly provides that the Chancellor shall be the head

of  the  University  and  shall  when  present,  preside  at  the

convocation of the University. Section 9 authorizes the Chancellor

about  his  authority  of  visitation  and  inspection.  The  provisions



                
[2025:RJ-JP:41804] (9 of 21) [CW-15729/2025]

made  in  the  Act  of  2013  makes  it  clear  that  Chancellor  is  a

supreme authority for the University and no person can including

present petitioner challenge his supermacy under the Act of 2013.

18. Section 24 defines the Officers of the Universities and under

(i)  the  Vice-Chancellor  is  included  which  means  the  Vice-

Chancellor is an Officer of University. Section 25(1) makes it clear

that the Vice-Chancellor shall be a whole time paid officer of the

University and shall be appointed by the Chancellor which means

the Chancellor is the appointing authority for the Vice-Chancellor

and Vice-Chancellor is subordinate to Chancellor. The general law

as mentioned by learned AG under the General Clauses Act also

makes  it  clear  that  the  appointing  authority  has  the  power  to

remove,  dismiss  or  suspend  any  person  for  whom  he  is  an

appointing authority.

19. Section 26 provides powers and duties of the Vice-Chancellor

but same has to be considered subject to exercise of power by the

Chancellor as prescribed under Section 8 and 9 of the Act of 2013,

thus, the powers and duties of the Vice-Chancellor are subjected

to general  superintendence by the Chancellor of  the University.

The Act of 2013 does not give any autonomous authority to the

Vice-Chancellor  and  Vice-Chancellor  cannot  claimed  to  be  an

autocratic or autonomous body performing his function ignoring

other provisions of law.

20. Section  25-A  provides  for  removal  of  Vice-Chairman  and

same is reproduced as under:-
“Removal  of  Vice-Chancellor.- (1)

Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act, if at
any time, on the report of the State Government or
otherwise, in the opinion of the Chancellor, the Vice-
Chancellor wilfully omits or refuses to carry out the
provisions of this Act or abuses the powers vested in
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him or if otherwise appears to the Chancellor that the
continuance  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  office  is
detrimental  to  the  interest  of  the  University,  the
Chancellor  may,  in  consultation  with  the  State
Government, after making such inquiry as he deems
proper, by order, remove the Vice-Chancellor: 

Provided  that  the  Chancellor  may,  in
consultation with the State Government, at any time
before making such order, place the Vice-Chancellor
under suspension, pending enquiry:

 Provided further that no order shall be made by
the  Chancellor  unless  the  ViceChancellor  has  been
given  a  reasonable  opportunity  of  showing  cause
against the action proposed to be taken against him. 

(2) During the pendency or in contemplation, of
any  inquiry  referred  to  in  sub-section  (1)  the
Chancellor  may,  in  consultation  with  the  State
Government, order that till further order.

(a)  such  Vice-Chancellor  shall  refrain  from  
performing  the  functions  of  the  office  of  Vice-
Chancellor,  but  shall  continue  to  get  the

emoluments to which he was otherwise entitled; 
(b)  the  functions  of  the  office  of  the  Vice-

Chancellor  shall  be  performed  by  the  person  
specified in order.”

21. A perusal of Annexure A-7 indicate that on 18.08.2025, the

Chancellor of University has constituted a Committee under the

Chairmanship  of  the  Secretary,  Agriculture  Department,

Government of Rajasthan, Jaipur to enquire into the allegations

made  against  the  present  petitioner.  This  Committee  was

constituted under Section 9(2) of the Act of 2013, to conduct an

inquiry  about  allegations  against  present  petitioner.  The  Order

dated 18.08.2025 is reproduced as under:-

Øekad % ,Q-47¼3½vkjch@2021@4550 
 

vkns”k
            

leLr vf/kdkjhx.k] deZpkjhx.k] Nk=x.k ,oa ihfMr leLr fo”ofon~;ky; ifjokj] Jh
d.kZ ujsUnz Ñf’k fo”ofon~;ky; tkscusj] t;iqj }kjk ekuuh; jkT;iky egksn; ds le{k
vH;kosnu ÞJh d.kZ ujsUnz Ñf’k fo”ofon~;ky;] tkscusj] t;iqj ds dqyxq: cytjkt flag
muds lg;ksxh clar Hkhapj }kjk lHkh “kS{kf.kd ,oa v”kS{kf.kd inksa dh HkrhZ esa fd, x,
QthZokMk :i;s ysdj dh x;h fu;qfDr;ka] fo”ofon~;ky; esa fu;e fo#) fd;s x;s vkns”kksa
rFkk efgykvksa ds lkFk fd;s x;s vuqfpr O;ogkj tSls vkfn ÑR; fd;s tkus ds laca/k esaß
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tkap djk;s tkus gsrq ekuuh; jkT;iky ,oa dqykf/kifr egksn; }kjk Jh d.kZ ujsUnz Ñf’k
fo”ofon~;ky;] tkscusj vf/kfu;e] 2013 ¼;Fkk la”kksf/kr½ dh /kkjk 9¼2½ esa iznÙk “kfDr;ksa dk
iz;ksx djrs gq, fuEukuqlkj tkap lfefr dk xBu fd;k tkrk  gS %&
1 “kklu lfpo] Ñf’k foHkkx] jktLFkku ljdkj] t;iqj v/;{k

2 la;qDr “kklu lfpo] Ñf’k foHkkx] jktLFkku ljdkj] t;iqj lnL;

3 foRrh; lygkdkj] Ñf’k foHkkx] jktLFkku ljdkj] t;iqj lnL;

tkap lfefr }kjk izdj.k ds laca/k esa lacaf/kr dks viuk i{k j[ks tkus dk volj
nsrs gq, leLr nLrkostksa  dh tkap lEiUu dj  15 fnol esa  tkap fjiksVZ e; vuq”kalk
ekuuh; jkT;iky ,oa dqykf/kifr egksn; ds le{k izLrqr dh tk,xhA 

jkT;iky dh
vkKk ls]

                                                                    

¼MkW- ìFoh½
lfpo]

 
jkT;iky]jktLFkku

22. The material placed on record clearly indicate that present

petitioner  was  placed  under  suspension  after  exercising  power

under Section 25-A(i) of the Act of 2013 and following order is

passed by the Chancellor on 07.10.2025:-

vkns”k

jktHkou ds vkns”k Øekad 5099&5100 fnukad 29-09-2022 ds }kjk MkW- cyjkt flag dks
dk;ZHkkj laHkkyus dh frfFk ls rhu o’kZ ;k lÙkj o’kZ dh vk;q izkIr dj ysus rd] buesa ls
tks Hkh igys gks] ds fy, Jh d.kZ ujsUnz Ñf’k fo”ofon~;ky;] tkscusj dk dqyxq: fu;qDr
fd;k x;k FkkA 

MkW- cyjkt flag] dqyxq:] Jh d.kZ ujsUnz Ñf’k fo”ofon~;ky;] tkscusj }kjk bl
lfpoky; }kjk tkjh ifji= Øekad 543 fnukad 01-02-2022 ¼dqyxq: }kjk vius dk;Zdky
ds vafre rhu ekg esa dksbZ Hkh uhfrxr fu.kZ; ugha fy;s tkus ds laca/k esa½ dk mYya?ku
djrs gq, fo”ofon~;ky; vf/kfu;e@ifjfu;e esa mYysf[kr vius vf/kdkjksa ,oa {ks=kf/kdkj
ls ckgj tkdj dkfeZdksa dh lsok c[kkZLrxh o LFkkukUrj.k djus rFkk dfu’B vf/kdkfj;ksa
dks egRoiw.kZ inksa ij inLFkkfir dj ofj’B vf/kdkfj;ksa dh vunsk[kh dj fo”ofon~;ky;
dk ekgkSy ,oa Nfo /kwfey djus dk ÑR; fd;k x;k gS rFkk yxkrkj tkjh gSA tks fd
fo”ofon~;ky; fgr esa ugha gSA
 

bl lfpoky; ds vkns”k Øekad 5258&59 fnukad 25-09-2025 ds ek/;e ls dqyxq:
ds fo:) izkIr fofHkUu xaHkhj izÑfr dh f”kdk;rksa ds laca/k esa tkap gsrq ,d tkap lfefr
dk xBu fd;k x;k gSA 

vr% eSa] gfjHkkÅ ckxM+s] jkT;iky] jktLFkku ,oa dqykf/kifr] Jh d.kZ ujsUnz Ñf’k
fo”ofon~;ky;] tkscusj mDr fo”ofon~;ky; ds vf/kfu;e] 2013 ¼;Fkk la”kksf/kr½ dh /kkjk
25d dh mi&/kkjk ¼1½ }kjk iznRr “kfDr;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq, mi;qZDr rF;ksa ds en~nsutj
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,oa tkap dk;Z esa ck/kk mRiUu u gks ,oa fo”ofon~;ky; fgr esa MkW- cyjkt flag] dqyxq:]
Jh d.kZ ujsUnz Ñf’k fo”ofon~;ky;] tkscusj dks dqyxq: in ls rRdky izHkko ls fuyfEcr
djrk gw¡A

gLrk0@&

                                                               ¼gfjHkkÅ ckxMs½
                                               jkT;iky] jktLFkku ,oa dqykf/kifr
                                                            

23. The  order  dated  07.10.2025  issued  by  the  Chancellor

indicate  that  present  petitioner  is  indulged  in  taking  policy

decisions  contrary  to  circular  dated  01.02.2022  and  further  a

Committee  is  constituted  on  25.09.2025  to  inquire  about  the

allegations  made  against  the  Vice-Chancellor.  A  copy  of  order

dated  07.10.2025  for  constituting  a  Committee  under  the

Chairmanship of Mr. Kailash Sodhani is placed on record by both

the parties and same is reproduced as under:-

Øekad % ,Q-47¼1½vkjch@2024@5258

vkns”k

MkW- vtqZu flag cykSnk] vkpk;Z dhV foKku foHkkx }kjk ekuuh; jkT;iky egksn; ds le{k
izLrqr vH;kosnu ij jsO;w djus ds vk”k; ls izkFkhZ dh c[kkZLrh vkns”k fnukad 14-07-2025
dh oS/krk dh tkap djk;s tkus gsrq ekuuh; jkT;iky ,oa dqykf/kifr egksn; }kjk Jh d.kZ
ujsUnz Ñf’k fo”ofon~;ky;] tkscusj vf/kfu;e] 2013 ¼;Fkk la”kksf/kr½ dh /kkjk 9 ¼1½ o ¼2½
esa iznÙk “kfDr;ksa dk iz;ksx djrs gq, fuEukuqlkj tkap lfefr dk xBu fd;k tkrk gS %& 

1 Jh dSyk”k lks<k.kh] iwoZ dqyxq:] o/kZeku egkohj [kqyk fo”ofon~;ky;]
dksVk 

la;kstd

2 Jh  ch-,y-  esgjMk]  iwoZ  dqylfpo]  gfjnso  tks’kh  i=dkfjrk  ,oa
tulapkj fo”ofon~;ky;] t;iqj 

lnL;

3 Jh egs’k eh.kk] foRr fu;a=d] o/kZeku egkohj [kqyk fo”ofon~;ky;]
dksVk

lnL;

Tkkap lfefr }kjk izdj.k ds laca/k esa lacaf/kr dks viuk i{k j[ks tkus dk volj
nsrs gq, leLr nLrkostksa  dh tkap lEiUu dj  15 fnol esa  tkap fjiksVZ  e; vuq”kalk
ekuuh; jkT;iky ,oa dqykf/kifr egksn; ds le{k izLrqr dh tk,xhA 
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tkap lfefr dks fo”ofon~;ky;  vkus@tkus dk   T.A.\D.A.  o cSBd pktsZt ¼
tSlk ykxw gks½ Jh d.kZ ujsUnz Ñf’k fo”ofon~;ky;] tkscusj }kjk ogu fd;k tk;sxkA

                                                         jkT;iky dh vkKk ls]

                                                            ¼MkW- dfork flag½
                                                               lfpo

jkT;iky] jktLFkku 

                                                         

24. Aforementioned order indicate that Dr. Arjun Singh Baloda

has  filed  a  representation  to  the  Chancellor  to  challenge  his

termination order dated 04.07.2025 and the Chancellor in exercise

of his powers under Section 9(1) and (2) of the Act of 2013 has

constituted a Committee.  The order clearly  indicate that  in  the

term  of  reference  does  not  contain  any  word  about  enquiry

against alleged misconduct, committed by the present petitioner,

whereas, the impugned order dated 07.10.2025 mentioned that

by order dated 25.09.2025 a Committee is constituted to enquire

into the allegation against the petitioner. We have reproduced the

orders made by the Office of the Chancellor but we are refraining

ourselves from expressing any opinion on poor drafting of letters

(communication) by the Office of the Chancellor.

25. Legally speaking, the action taken by the Chancellor has to

be justified on basis of record and the order has to be defended

from the face of the record and not by law.  The General Clauses

Act  clearly  authorizes  the  Chancellor  to  remove,  dismiss  and

suspend any person appointed by him. Section 25-A of the Act of

2013 was inserted by the State Legislature as an Act of 1/2022

(amended Act) and it authorizes the Chancellor to remove Vice-

Chancellor but it is expected of the Chancellor to act in accordance

with rider placed under the law. 
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26. The material submitted by respondent(s) clearly indicate that

earlier  the  Chancellor  has  appointed  a  Committee  under  the

Chairmanship of the Secretary, Agriculture Department vide order

dated 18.08.2025 (Annexure R-1) and the Secretary has further

appointed  a  Sub-Committee  on  21.08.2025  by  order  dated

21.08.2025 (Annexure R-2).  After the report of  Sub-Committee

(Annexure  R-3),  a  report  dated  12.09.2025  (Annexure  R-4)  is

submitted to the Chancellor recommending the exoneration of  the

petitioner  from all  the  allegations,  referred  in  the  letter  dated

18.08.2025.

27. A  note-sheet  is  referred  by  learned  Advocate  General  to

show internal communication of the Office of Chancellor. The note-

sheet order dated 06.10.2025 prepared by Mr. Raj Kumar Sharma

(Additional  Administrative  Officer)  and  submitted  for  approval

clearly indicate that in pursuant to a Committee constituted under

the Chairmanship of Kailash Sodhani to look into representation of

Dr. Arjun Baloda, a further suggestion is made and thereafter a

letter dated 07.10.2025 is addressed to Mr. Kailash Sodhani and

same is reproduced as under:-

“lfpo
ekuuh; jkT;iky] jktLFkku

Øekad% ,Q-47¼3½ vkjch@2021@5
fnukad % 07 vDVqcj 2025

Jh dSyk'k lks<k.kh]
la;kstd] tkap lfefr]
Jh d.kZ ujsUnz d`f’k fo”ofo|ky;] tkscusjA
lanHkZ%& bl lfpoky; dk vkns”k Øekad 5258&59 fnukad 25-09-2025

egksn;]

mi;ZqDr lanfHkZr vkns”k ds Øe esa Jh d.kZ d`f’k fo”ofo|ky;] tkscusj t;iqj ds
dqyxq: cyjkt flag rFkk muds lg;ksxh clar Hkhapj }kjk lHkh “kS{kf.kd ,oa v”kS{kf.kd
inksa dh HkrhZ esa fd;s x, QthZokM+k :i;s ysdj dh x;h fu;qfDr;ka fo”ofo|ky; ds fu;e
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fo:) fd;s x;s vksn”kksa rFkk efgykvksa ds lkFk fd;s x;s vuqfpr O;ogkj tSls vkfn fd;s
tkus ds laca/k esa laca/kh izdj.k dh “kklu lfpo] d`f’k foHkkx jktLFkku ljdkj ls djok;h
xbZ  tkap  dh  tkap  fjiksVZ  ¼izfr  lyaXu½  rFkk  dqyxq:  ,oa  vU;  ds  fo:)  izkIr
f”kdk;rksa@i=ksa dh Nk;k izfr;ka layXu dj iszf’kr gSA

ekuuh; jkT;iky ,oa  dqykf/kifr egksn; ds  funsZ”kkuqlkj fuosnu gS  fd d`i;k
vkids la;kstd rRo esa xfBr tkap lfefr }kjk bl i= ds lkFk izsf’kr tkap fjiksVZ ,oa
f”kdk;r vH;kosnuksa@i=ksa dks Hkh viuh tkap esa lfEefyr djrs gq, foLr̀r tkap fjiksVZ
e; vfHk”k’kk ;Fkk”kh?kz  fHktok;s tkus dk Je djkosaA rkfd rnuqlkj mDr tkap fjiksVZ
ekuuh; jkT;iky ,oa dqykf/kifr egksn; ds le{k izLrqr dh tk ldsA

layXu % mi;ZqDrkuqlkj
Hkonh;

¼MkW- izFoh½”

28. When we collate  all  these  communications  then  it  is  also

apparent that by letter dated 25.09.2025 no reference is made for

enquiry about any allegation against present petitioner but after

note-sheet dated 06.10.2025, a specific letter dated 07.10.2025 is

addressed to Mr. Kailash Sodhani. The material on record which

we  have  noticed  from  N.175  of  initial  communication  dated

06.10.2025, a proposal is prepared for approval and submitted to

be sent to the to send the Government for post fact consensus, on

action initiated against present petitioner.

29. Having considered the material available on record we can

draw a  conclusion  that  before  placing  present  petitioner  under

suspension  the  Chancellor  has  not  initiated  any  process  of

consultation  with  the  State  Government  meaning  thereby  the

State Government was not consulted before taking any decision in

pursuant to Section 25-A(1) of the Act of 2013. The word used by

Legislature  is  “may”  but  sometimes  “may”  has  to  be  read  as

“shall”  particularly  when the  University  is  funded  by  the  State

Government and moreover, a Committee under the Chairmanship

of the Secretary, Agriculture is formed by the Chancellor which is

sufficient to draw a conclusion that Chancellor is well-aware about
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intention  behind  the  insertion  in  the  Act  of  2013.  In  such

circumstances it was obligation upon the Chancellor to consult the

State Government and State Government does not mean a sub-

ordinate  executive  rather  it  means  a  political  executive  under

Section 162 of the Constitution of India. The rules of business,

framed under Article 162 also made it clear that the final decision

making authority in most of the cases is the Minister on behalf of

the Governor.

30. Section 9(2) of the Act clearly provides that the Chancellor,

shall,  in  every  case,  give  due  notice  to  the  University  of  his

intention to cause an inspection or enquiry. It means if any inquiry

is initiated by the Chancellor then due notice is required but it

appears  that  when  a  Committee  is  constituted  by  order  dated

25.09.2025 then the term of reference was not to enquire the role

and  involvement  of  present  petitioner  rather  after  note-sheet

dated 06.10.2025, a private letter addressed to Kailash Sodhani

was sent wherein for the first time the Chancellor has made it

clear that Mr. Sodhani to investigate the role and involvement of

present petitioner for the allegations made against him and not a

single document is placed on record to show that the Chancellor

has  ever  deviated  and  rejected  the  report  submitted  by  the

Secretary of Agriculture in pursuant to order dated 18.08.2025.

31. Having  considered  entire  material  available  on  record  the

several  allegations  were  made  against  present  petitioner  and

these  allegations  requires  indulgence  of  the  Chancellor  or  the

State Government while making an inquiry but same has to be in

accordance  with  law  and  not  on  “whims  and  fancies”  of  any

individual. Every action has to be in conformity with the principle
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of natural justice particularly when specifically provided under the

law.  If  the  Chancellor  intended  to  initiate  any  enquiry,  then

obviously  he cannot  act  as  if  he is  a  controlling  administrative

office of the Vice-Chancellor.

32. The material  on record clearly indicate that before placing

petitioner under suspension the Chancellor has neither intimated

the State Government nor consulted the State Government about

the proposed action. Similarly, no notice was served under Section

9(2) of the University about intention to cause an inquiry by the

Chancellor. As per proviso no opportunity of show cause about the

action proposed to be taken against the petitioner was afforded by

the  Chancellor.  Herein,  the  inquiry  was  already  instituted  on

25.09.2025 but term of reference of enquiry panel are not in a

relation to the allegations against present petitioner.

33. In case of  Mohinder Singh Gill and Anr. Vs. The Chief

Election Commissioner, New Delhi (supra) and as relied by

the Division Bench of this court in case of  Sheetal Rathor Vs.

State  of  Rajasthan and Ors.  (supra) it  was  laid  down that

validity  of  any  action  has  to  be  judged  by  the  reasons  so

mentioned  in  the  document  itself  and  same  cannot  be

supplemented  by  subsequent  reasons  in  shape  of  affidavit  or

otherwise. Herein, after constituting a Committee by order dated

25.09.2025,  the  petitioner  was  placed  under  suspension  on

07.10.2025  only  on  the  ground  that  petitioner  is  indulged  in

activities  prejudicial  to  public  policy  and  also,  his  continuous

involvement  in  official  duties  may  further  damaging  to  the

institution.  The order  for  suspension dated 07.10.2025 indicate

term  of  reference  made  to  inquiry  panel  vide  order  dated
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25.09.2025 but nothing is mentioned in order dated 25.09.2025.

Thus, there is no justification in order dated 07.10.2025 about the

suspension of present petitioner.

34. The letter dated 07.10.2025 issued to Mr. Kailash Sodhani

clearly indicates that, contrary to previous communication, certain

references were mentioned but same is contrary to order dated

25.09.2025 whereby a Committee was constituted to enquire into

the allegations made in representation by Dr. Arjun. It is sufficient

to show malice and bias in the instant case as on 06.10.2025, the

Office of Chancellor has prepared a note sheet and on 07.10.2025,

the Chancellor has approved the suspension of present petitioner

along with enhancing term of reference of Inquiry Committee. In

pursuant to enhancement in term of reference, no new order was

issued by the Chancellor, rather a private letter was addressed to

Mr.  Kailash  Sodhani.  The  dispatch  number  of  suspension  letter

dated 07.10.2025 is  5385 and letter  to  Mr.  Kailash Sodhani  is

probably despatched after the issuance of order of suspension to

the petitioner.

35. The  order  of  suspension  clearly  referred  letter  dated

25.09.2025 and does not refer any letter dated 07.10.2025, or

allegations as proposed in note-sheet dated 06.10.2025. It clearly

means  that  letter  dated  07.10.2025  may  be  an  afterthought

process  and  probably  created  just  to  create  a  defence  in  the

instant  case.  Having considered the  material  placed on record,

there is no doubt that the Chancellor has an authority to place a

Vice-Chancellor  under  suspension  but  only  in  consultation  with

State Government, if he intends to remove him under Section 25-

A of Act of 2013. The doctrine of necessity permits an action that
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would normally be illegal or unauthorized when such actions are

essential  to  prevent  a  greater  harm or  to  uphold  fundamental

constitutional principles. It is based on maxim that one act which

is otherwise not lawfully is made lawful by necessity.

36. A  duty  lies  upon  the  respondents  to  justify  the  action

initiated by them by placing present petitioner under suspension.

Section  25-A(2)  specifically  provides  that  the  Chancellor  may,

during the pendency or in contemplation of an inquiry referred in

sub-section  (1),  may,  in  consultation  with  State  Government,

prohibit the Vice-Chancellor for performing the functions of Office

of Vice-Chancellor, and during this period he can authorize anyone

to  perform  functions  of  Office  of  Vice-Chancellor.  It  clearly

indicates that some contingencies are provided by the Legislature,

and before acting in accordance with Section 25-A(1) of the Act of

2013, the justification has to be recorded by the Chancellor.

37. Any action that violates the principle of natural justice and

denies any person a fair opportunity of hearing or opportunity to

defend  himself  then,  any  decision  whether  made  under  the

doctrine of necessity is null and void and same is required to be

interfered by the court. It is well recognized legal maxim that ‘audi

alterm partem’ means passing an order affecting rights without

proper notice or a chance to be heard is violative of principle of

natural justice.

38. In case of K. Prabhakar Hegde vs Bank of Baroda 2025

INSC 997 and  Krishan  Dutt  Awasthi  vs  State  of  Madhya

Pradesh 2025 INSC 126, Hon’ble Supreme Court has considered

the  grounds  of  violation  of  principle  of  natural  justice.  The

principle of natural justice does not mean that only on procedural
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lapse  one  can  consider  violation  of  principle  of  natural  justice,

rather the totality of the circumstances must indicate violation of

natural justice per se.

39. Considering  aforesaid,  it  is  apparent  on  record  that  the

Chancellor acted in haste in drawing a conclusion to place present

petitioner under suspension and there is  no basis  on record to

justify suspension of  present  petitioner.  The Chancellor has not

made any effort to consult the State Government as mandated

under Section 25A-(1) of the Act of 2013.  The Chancellor has not

served  any  notice  of  show  cause  before  initiating  any  action

against present petitioner, the Chancellor has even not intimated

the  University  about  his  intention  to  institute  an  inquiry  and

enhancing  the  scope  of  inquiry  on  07.10.2025.  There  is  no

justification by extending any parameter, therefore, the order of

suspension  is  wholly  unwarranted  and  contrary  to  the  legal

position as discussed hereinabove.

40. Herein this case, there are two contingencies under Section

25-A of the Act of 2013 and first one under Sub-Section(1) was

invoked by the Chancellor but if there is any apprehension that

the petitioner may act hastily and for personal gains during his

last  days,  may  indulge  in  certain  activities  which  may  be

prejudicial  to  the  public  policies  then  the  petitioner  may  be

restrained  under  Section  25-A(2)  of  the  Act  of  2013,  from

performing duties and taking any decision.

41. In  view of  discussions  made hereinabove,  considering  the

allegations against the petitioner we are not inclined to set aside

any of the inquiry proposed against the petitioner. Similarly, we

are not inclined to direct the State Government or the Chancellor
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to consider the candidature of present petitioner in pursuant to

advertisement  dated  14.08.2025  as  the  allegations  were

considered  by  Chancellor  as  serious  and  we  do  not  want  to

substitute  our  opinion  upon  the  wisdom  of  the  Chancellor,

therefore,  the  Writ  Petition  is  liable  to  be  partly  allowed  with

certain rider upon present petitioner.

42. In view of discussions made hereinabove, the instant Writ

Petition is partly allowed against the respondent(s)  and  order

dated  07.10.2025 is hereby quashed and set aside for placing

present  petitioner  under  suspension  from  the  post  of  Vice-

Chancellor  of  the  University-  Sri  Karan  Narendra  Agriculture

University, Jobner. In order to do substantial justice, the petitioner

is directed to join subject to restrictions under Sub-section  (2) of

Section  25-A  of  the  ‘Act  of  2013’  and  he  is  refrained  from

performing the function of Vice-Chancellor and taking any decision

in pursuant to reinstatement as Vice-Chancellor in the Office. It is

also made it clear that  the petitioner shall not be considered for

any  appointment  till  the  enquiry  report  is  submitted  to  the

Chancellor and any decision is taken by the Chancellor on said

report.

43. Misc. application(s), if any, also stands disposed.

(ASHOK KUMAR JAIN),J

MONU /153-S


