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BHAGAT PHOOL SINGH MAHILA VISHWAVIDYALAYA, KHANPUR KALAN

AGENDA FOR THE 81°' EMERGENT MEETING OF THE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL TO
BE HELD ON 13/09/2024 AT 12.00 NOON THROUGH BLENDED MODE (ONLINE &
- PHYSICAL) IN THE CONFERENCE HALL, ADMINISTRATIVE BLOCK, BHAGAT
* PHOOL SINGH MAHILA VISHWAVIDYALAYA, KHANPUR KALAN. -

1. To considerthe Legal Opinion rendered by Sh. R.D. Sharma, Dy. Advocate
General, Haryana on the report of Fact Findings Enquiry submitted by Dr.
D.R. Yadav, Inquiry Officer appointed by the Vice-Chancellor vide letter No.
BSMV/ET-1/22/682 dated 30.05.2022 to enquire and resoive the pension

case of Dr. Sumitra Devi, Assomate Professor (Retd.) (Annexure-’l pages
1-2). \

Statement of the case:-

Dr. D.R. Yadav was appointed as Inquiry Officer by the Vice-Chancellorto
enquire and resolve the pension case of Dr. Sumitra Devi, Associate
Professor {Retd) vide letter No. BSMV/ET-1/22/682 dated 30.05.2022
(Annexure-2, page-3). The Inquiry Officer has submitted the report of the
fact findings inquiry on 05.01.2024 (Annexure-3, pages-4-24)which was
placed before the Executive Council in its 78™M meeting held on 06.03.2024 and it
was resolved vide resolution No. 11 as under (copy enclosed):

“The report of the Enquiry Officer was considered by the House and it

was resolved that the legal opinion from the Advocate General, Haryana be
sought and further action be initiated accordingly”

Accordingly, vide letter No. BPMV/ET-11/23/1972 dated 22.03.2024, the
University had requested to the Ld. Advocate General, High Court of Punjab &
Haryana, Chandigarh to render Ld. Legal Opinion w.e.f Fact Findings Enquiry
submitted by Dr. D.R. Yadav, Enquiry Officer. In this regard, the Dy. Advocate
General, Haryana submitted his legal opinion which is reproduced below: b

“After going through the fadtual narration as discussed above, as
mentioned in the correspondence dated 22.03.2024 addressed to this office
and the copy of the Inquiry Report dated 05.01.2024 submitted by the
Enquiry Officer Dr. D.R. Yadav, undersigned is of the view that the further
action is to be taken by the University as per regulations of the University.
Prima-facie, the contents of the Inquiry Report dated 05.01.2024 being the
final decision taking authority. As far as reference of pension case of Dr.
Sumitra Devi, is concerned, the same is also required to be finally decided
by the University authorities. Thereafter, the necessary decision relating to
release of pensionary benefits, same is also to be taken by the University
authority based on the decision of the University on the Enquiry report.

Thus, the query sought by the University is answered above and file
be returned”.

-



It is pertinent fo mention here that Director Higher Education, Panchkula
vide Memo No. 7/29-2016 UNP (1), dated 28.11.2023 has informed that Dr. D.R.
Yadav, Medico Legal Advisor to Govt. Haryana & Director, PGIMS, Rohtak (Rtd.)
was appointed as enquiry officer by the University without any intimation to this
office whereas an Inquiry Officer has already constituted by the Government on
the complaint made by Sh. Suitan Singh against appointment of Dr. Sumitra
Devi, Lecturer in Education, BPSMV, KhanpurKalan (Retd.) which is under
consideration. I\-ie has also directed o remove Dr. D.R. Yadav as enquiry officer
with immediate effect under intimation to this office.

In respohse to the above letter, the University has informed to the Director
Higher Education, Panchkula, Haryna vide letter No. BPSMV/ET-11/23/5468
dated 07.12.2023 that Dr. D.R. Yadav was appointed as Inquiry Officer to
enquire and resolve the pension case of Dr. Sumitra Devi, Associate
Professor (Retd) vide letter No. BSMV/ET-1/22/682 dated 30.05.2022 and
also requested to advise whether the University may continue in the
process of the Enquiry or the University shall have to stop/freeze the issue
for which reply is still awaited (Annexure-4, pages 25-26).

Further, Dr. Sumita Devi, Associate Professor retired on attaining the age of
superannuation at 60 years on 28.02.2019. Her pension and other benefits have
not ‘been released due to pending enquiry being conducted by DHE Haryana on
the complaint made by Sh. Sultan Singh alleging that the appointment of Dr.
Sumitra Devi was illegal.

" She filed a CWP No. 25939 of 2022 in the Honble High Court, Chandigarh
regarding release of pension and other retiral benefits. The Hon'ble High Court,
Chandigarh has taken decision dated 15.11.2022 which is reproduced below:-

"« sarned counsel for the petitioner submits that at this stage, he would be
satisfied if the present writ petition is digposed of with a direction to respondent
No.3 to take a decision on the legal notice dated 25.08.2022 (Annexure P-9)
made on behalf of the petitioner.

| find the prayer made by learned counsel for the petitioner tobe
reasonable.

Accordingly, at this stage, without commenting on the merits of the case,
the writ petition is disposed of with a direction to respondent No.3 to take a
decision on the legal notice dated 25.09.2022 (Annexure P-9) made on behalf of
the petitioner, by passing a speaking order and after affording opportunity of
hearing to the petitioner, preferably within two months from the date of receipt of
a certified copy of this order.

Needless to add that the decision so taken be communicated to the -
petitioner and if such decision is not to the satisfaction of the petitioner, She
would be at liberty to challenge the same, in accordance with law’.

In compliance of order dated 16.11.2022 of the Hon'ble Higtr Court in CWR-mmmmees
No. 25939 of 2022, a speaking order has been passed by the competent
authority of the University vide No. BPSMV/23/4603 dated 16.10.2023 that
provisional pension and other pensonsary benefits has been released along with

»



2.

arrears including 7" Pay Scale except Gratuity and Commutation pension. The
provisional pension has been released to her as per Haryana Civil Services
(Pension) Rules, 2016. Gratuity and Commutation pension has not been
released to her so far as per Clause 81 (1) (a } of the HCS Rules, 2016. Itis
pertinent to mention here that enquiry process on the complaint made by Sh.
Sultan Singh against Dr. SumitraDevi is being conducted by the Joint Director,
Higher Education, Panchkula and the office has attended the same and produced
the official documents on 07.05.2024, 26.06.2024 and 10.09.2024 (Annexure-5,
pages 27-29). _

The above legal opinion was placed before the Vice-Chancellor after
cénsidering\ the matter and ordered to place the same before the Executive
Council for consideration and decision. '

Any other item with the permission of the Chair.
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LEGAL OPINION
Subject: Request to render legal opinion w.r.t. Fact Finding
Enquiry submitted by Dr. D. R. Yadav, Inquiry
Officer. ’ :
Ref. No. BPSMV/ET-I1/23/1972.

I have gone through the contents of the letter No.

" BPSMV/ET-11/23/1972 dated 22.02.2024 addressed to this ofﬁt.:e,' the

proceedings of the Executive Council held on 06.03.2024 pertaining to
agenda item No. 11, copy of the fact finding inquiry conducted by Dr.

D.R. Yadav, Enquiry Officer, and other related material made available

to this office, the file has been sent to solicit the opinion on the- .

following points;-

“As per the agenda No. 11 of the Executive Councii of
Bhagat Phool Singh Mahifa Vishwavidyélaya, Khanpur
Kalan, éonepat to the effect that Dr. D.R. Yadav, Inquiry
Officer was appointed by the then Vice Chancelfor of the
University vide letter No. BSMV/ET/1/22/682 dated
30.05.2022 to enquire about iillegal appointments and
resolve the pension case of Dr. Sumitra Devi, Associate
Professor (Retd.), in which it was resolved to sollcit the
opinion of this office at to what course is required to be
adopted?” -

RIEF FACTS:

r

recejved agamst tiwo Faculty members pertaining to. ||1egal fraudulent
appo:ntment agamst the selection process out of whlch one pertams w0
Dr. Sumitra Devi on a vacant post of Lecturer in Education Technology

in Bhagat Phool Singh, College of Education, Khanpur Kalan, Scnepat.

~Afact finding ir mqun'y was conducted in which allegations leve!ed stood

proved. The Inquiry report as well as the agenda item N'o.‘ 11 of the

4

T. By. ss5/ss5

e

Brief facts of the case are that certain complaints were .

Bt
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. e
Executive Council of Bhagat Phool Singh Mahila Vishwavidyalaya,
Khanpur Kalan, Sonepat further suggests that she has been
superanngated from the service and the pensionary benefits see.ms to
be withheld. After the receipt of f.he Inquiry Report submitted by Dr.
D.R. Yadav, now the proposal has been sent to this office to solicit an

opinion as noted in the opening of this opinion.

OPINION:- |

After going through the factual narration as discussed

above, as mentioned in the correspondence dated 22.03.2024

addressed to this office and the copy of the Inquiry Report dated
05.01.2024 submitted by the Enquiry Officer Dr. D.R. Yadav,
undersigned is of the view that the further action is to be taken by the

University as per regulationsi of the University. Prima-facie, the

contents of the Inquiry Report dated 05.01.2024 being the final

decision takinej authority, As far as reference of pension case of Dr.
Sumitra Devi, is concerned, the same is also required to be finally
decided by the University Authorities. Thereafter, the_‘necess‘;ry
decision relating to r’eleésé of pensionary benefits, same is also to be
taken by the University Authority, based 6n the decision of the
University on the Enquiry report.

| Thus, the quéry sought by the University is anéwered

above and file be returned.

A
(R.D. Sharma) %\S\ 1
Dy. Advocate General, Haryana

229453

'(/ﬁf ‘5 ?/t/] R&;‘MQM?J o

' %—L;“Zs Vi) s v)alya hy.«)} }41—,.6::?)0% Vesdar }[g’ayx/bq,é)

Ld. A.G/HRY,

Blisgel Flaop Siogh M
g q -




W e & et

.‘__'., N
P

E‘,hé at Phool Sj . e
g hool Singh Mahila Vislnwavidyaléya/ o

Qfico No, 01263

Ref No. BPSMVIET-1122) /589

Dated: .?c/djg;?_

To
Dr. D.R. Yadav, . |
Medico-Legal Advisor lo Government of

Haryana and Director, p
H.No. 896/28, Subh » Rontak (Retd.),
Rohtak _ash Nagar,

Sub.: Appointment as Inquiry Officer.

Sil‘, ' | i - ’
" | am directed to inform you that: . , ‘ - |
. ected to miqrrn you that.you have been appointed as an Enquiry Officer to
enquire and re;olve the pension c‘a"ses’.-of Prof, Vimal.Joshi (Retd.), Deptt. of Law and Dr.
Sumitra Devi (Retd.), Associate: Professor, [TTR. .
You are, therefore, requested to convey your gonsent within 15-days from the receipl
of this letter. TA efe. will be paid as per University rules alongwith remuneration/honorarium

on completion of the enquiry as per Govt.rules:

-

/'RD/ """" e
Deputy Registrar (ET)
for Registrar

C Dated 3 0/"5/'2?

for information:-
-Chancelior), BPSMV,

Endst. No. BPSMVIET-/22] 148357

A copy of the above is forwarded to-the following
1.  P.S.tothe Vice-c:hanceflor (for kind information of the Vice
2 gij:nﬁgr ﬁ;a;agegistrari {for kind information of the Registrar), BPSMV. Khanpur

- . ' * o . . - . ".'L

Kalan C o : ‘ ,?‘{g#

- . ”@a. . :
SO U
Deputy Registrar (ET)
—~for-Registrar. ...

DA
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act Findings Inguiry Report'on the complaint of Sh. Sultan Singh dt 25.04.2016 against the
selection process of Dr. Sumitra Devi on a vacani post of ‘Lecturer in Educaticnal
Technology’ in Bhagat Phool Singh College of Education, Khanpur Kalan, for final disposal of
her pension case.

it

r

Undersigned was earlier appointed &s Inquiry Officer vide BPSMIV/ET-1/22/1682 dt
30.05.2022 as per orders of the Ho'n’l'ale Vice Chancellor, Bhagat Phool Singh Mahifa

Vishwavidyalaya, Khanpur Kalan, {Sonipat) on the issues of complaints pending against 2

Facuity members, requiring disposal for resolving pension cases, for which due to paucity of
time, consent for only one, i.e retiral benefits to Prof. Vimai joshi (retired,} Department of Law,
Bhagat Phool Singh Mahiia Vishwavidyalaya Khanpur Kalan, Son'ipat Was givgn, after
consultation with D.R. Establishment Qide my letter dt 18.07.2022. And now, the University
vide letter no. BPSMV/ET-11/22/95 dt 06.01.2023, requesting for the final report in the matter

on the title mentioned above as well.

-

In this inguiry, the crux of allegations is that Smt Sumitra Devi wife of Sh. Ram Kumar

Jatyan, who was then working as Supdt. and ultimately retired as Dy Registrar from Maharishi

Dayanand University (MDU) Rohtak, which was the Affiliating University of the Pvt Grant-in.-

Aid colleges for granting approval of teachers so appointed, got her initially appointed on

regular basis after ad‘&erﬁsemen_t, despite being ineligible as ‘Lecturer in Educational

Technology’ , on a vacant sanctioned post, by the management of Bhagat Phool Singh{ BPS)
College of Education, a Govt aided pvt. College running B Ed course, at Khanpur Kalan
(Sohipat), and subsequently, got her approval of appointment on a different post, which

did’nt exist (already filed up) as ‘Lecturer in Education’, from the officiating Vice Chancellor,

br. L. N. Dahiya, MD University Rohtak, This approva!_w‘asjust contrary to her earlier rejecton
orders of her appointment duly issued by a regular VC, Sh. Vivek Chand Sharma, resulting
thereby loot of public money to the tune of crores of rupees, under'a criminal conspiracy

hatched by Smt. Sumitra Devi, her husband & other public servants fraudulent!\,} in seeking

such appointment, and then continued to remain illegally on public post, drawing salary &

service bensfits throughout Hll her retirement, despite other complaints including his

complaint dt 14.04.2021 regarding not to release pension, to all the concerned quarters

~ which includes vigilance bureau also pending against her in this regard, as per the allegations.

In this context, Bhagat Phool Singh Mahila Vishwavidyalaya (herein after called the
B.P.S University) was asked to send a complete brief of subject matter of Inquiry which was
sent to the undersigned vide University letter dt 05.64.2023, followed by documents given

subsequently including on the date of such hearing fixed on 03.11.2023 for the complainant



-
,

» . sterment'on 03.11.2023 attached as Annexure A giving a synopsis of the background of the

P
o

_;.;"v‘\}ll'loie case depicting the inter personal relationship of Sh. Ram Kumar Jatyan, Smt Sumitra

Devi, anf:i DrL N Dahiya, Prof. of MD University, and submitted also the documents in eupport

of the allegations of her illegal appointment. Documents pertaining to this tnquiry were also

collected from the Directorate of Higher Education Haryana, Panchkula attached as Annexure

E. All these documents so coliected were arranged seguence-wise as per Page-no. depicted

in the paras given below may kindly be perused and the findings based on facts that emerged

from such record are as under:

q
abey

lmi_'ia!!\,' in the vear 1993, Govt of India enacted & notified a Central Act, National
Council for Teacher Education (NCTE) Act, 1993 for regulating the education
system throughout the Country with the aim of preparing committed, responsible
and professional teachers, expected to equip the aspirant school teachers with the
requisite attitude, skill & knoWiedge to address the challenges of becoming
effective school teachers. For this, duly recognised Higher Education Institutions
offering ﬁndergraduate or post graduate prbgrammes of study in the fields of arts,
science, commerce, mathematics etc. are set up while laying down the
qualifications of the teachers workiﬁg. This Act was amended from time to time
and Rules, Regulations were framed under this Act. To achieve such aims and
objectives, existing Teacher qualified in filed of Educational Technology is
absolutely essential in the institution for imparting training to f'uture Teachers.

Principal Sharda Sharma of Bhagat Phool Singﬁ (BPS) College of Education, Kanya
Gurukul Khanpur Kalan, Sonipat vide letter 815/TC/F-5 dt 03.05.88 requested the
Directbr, Higher Education Haryana, Chandigarh to accord sanction to create a new
post of ‘Lecturer in Educational Technology’ being a newly introduced compulsory
subject which only a speciaiised person can_teach, and other routine posts, about
which she wrote in the past number of tim.es. also, but to no avail {Page: 1-2).
Aceordingly, the Director, Higher Education (DHE) issued the sanction to create 1

ost of Lectufer in Educational Techno!ocr along with 2 other posts of lecturers in
gy g

Hmdi and Economzcs wde letter No. 20/1 87 C H( ) dt 17 10.88 {Page: 3-4}. The

appomtment S0 made on th|s new!y created 1 post i.e Lecturer in Educational

Technology has been the subject matter of this Inguiry.
Consequently, Mirs Rama Tyagi was the first one to join this Instttuhon, being M.Sc.,
M Phil, M.Ed., as Lecturer in Educational Technology on this newly created post, on

14.12.88 (Page: 5-6). She remained on leave without pay from 1.3.94 to 28.2.55,



and ultimately she resrgned During the leave vacancy period of Mrs. Tyagi, Mrs.
Summa Pevi applied for Ad-hoc appointment {Page: 7-8) vide adver‘dsement

stated to be appearing in The Tribune dt 17.11,1994 & 27. 11 94 menuonmg there

in the Application Form dated 29.11.94 that she offer her service for the post of |

lecturer in eaucahon {Social Science and Educatzona! Technology) obviously,
knowing fu!ly well that she is actua!ly eligible for the post of Lecturer in Education
only, and the word Educaticnal Technology was written in bracket to claim the
benefit of leave vacancy post of Educational Technology as well, thus

mispresenting the fact, in order to SeCuie an appointment under weij thought of

& preplanned manner, As per the proceedings of sefec‘non committee, 4 '

candidates appeared in the interview of the post of lecturer in Educational
Technology held on 15.12.94, at 12:00 noon wherein 2 candldz;téslls:éve}cted on
purely temporary basis and Smt Sumitra was mentioned attop at sr. no. 1, by the
Selection Committee consisting only of Principal Sharda Sharma; Lecturer, Mrs.
Shakuntia Khereta; General Secretary, Dr Kapoor Singh Narwal & President of
College Governing body, Sh. Hoshiar Singh Malik {Page: 9). Appointment letter on

the post of Lecturerin Educational Technology on purely temporary basis was given

- to Smt. Sumitra Devi on 15.12.94 jtself (Page: 10), and following this, she must

have to join the post on 15.12.94 itself however, the joining report is not available

in the record supplied. Her joining can only be in the afternoon of 15.12.94. This

otherwise was an illegal appointment due to absence of DHE & University.

" nominees and subject expert in the selec‘non committee, the salary of which was

illegally cIalmed and elaborated in para 4 below, Ieavmg aside the absence of

essential specialised qualification of Educational Technology for the newly

introduced compuisory subject as moved by the same Prinéipal her self, duly‘

presentin the Selection Committee meeting, while demanding the post of Lecturer

in Educational Techno]og;/ 'i’rom DHE,

. Then strangely Mrs Sumitra Dew in collusion with the Principal proceeded further

L"'Ei

to move her} case for regularisation of her such ‘temporary service renaming by her
as “Lecturer ir Education™ {Page: 11}, while concealing the fact that she was
actually appointed on 15.12.94 for the post of Lecturer in educational technology
as per her abpointment letter. This was done to hide her ineligibility.for not being

a specialised teacher for the post of Educational Technology so got created ?y the

Principal from DHE, as contained in para 2 above and further knowing fully well

o~




that her selection made by illegal sefection committee L;vithout any subject e>.<pert
nominee of DHE and Unlversxty, still the matter was sent by the Prlnc;pai to MDU
Rohtak for regulansahon as Lecturer in Education being Afﬁhatmg University vide
letter no 479/TC/F-5 dt 7-2-95 {Page--12) (without any response from MDU as per
‘record ) & Dept. of Higher Education also vide letter No. 1548/TC/F-5 dt 25.03.95
{Page:13} for regutarisaﬁon of her service as Lecturer without mentioning the
particular of post, with ulterior mo’ove whether in the SUbjECt of "Educa’non or
“Educaticnal Technology”. On thlS the Directorate sought proceedings for the
appointment of Smt Sumxtra as Lecturer, name of the nominee of the Department
of ngher;Educahon and approval of the appointment by MDU Rohtak_}vide memo ‘
no.8/14-93C-4(1) dt 9.5.95 {Page: 14). About this, the Department of Higher _
Education was informed by the Principal vide letter no. 1645/TC/E-5 dt 20.05.95

: {(Page: 15} that she was relieved on 31.3.95 AN in absenﬁa vide letter 1552/TC/F-
5 dt 31.03.95 {Page:16). This move of her reliving was obviously done to hush up
the matter after smellsng the D:rector s adverse attitude towards regulansa’non b
because she was not attending her duty from 09.03.95 onwards {Page: 16/A). |

~ this, her Pay Bills of teaching staff of sanctioned post duly passed by the Dy Director | |
O/o Director, Higher Education, Haryana under the grant- in- AID scheme reveals
that salary has been claimed from 15.12.1994 to 08.03.1995 {Temporary services) s ‘
after more than one year gap along with the bill of so called regular job of
subsequent period (Page-16 B) . From 09.03.1995 to 31.03.1995, she was not on ]
duty period and still she procured experience certificate illegally from 15.12.1994 ?
to 31.03.1995 {Page: 16 C). Thus There has been a clear embezziement of petty =

amount of sa-lary of one day i.e 15.12.1994 when on that day her interview was o ;(
" fixed at 12 noon, then how can she claim salary for that day i.e 15.12.94 ? Such .
state of affairs reflect her doubtful integrity and this was the first offence she !
committed on the very first day of her becoming Lecturer. The act & conduct of .‘
smt Sumitra,-and-that of = Principal of the college & its manageme‘nt reflects
adversely about the intention to get her temporary servsces regu!ansed in such a
~ short span of ’nme of Ieave vacancy of about three months on the false pretext of _
her selection through duly constituted Selection Committee, which had neither the 7 : Vo
University & DHE nominees, nor the Subject Expert, nor she possessed tne i

- specialised qualification of. that post which was got sanctioned from DHE i.e

e e e o et =
1 :

Educational Technology. Accordingly, the Directorate held the reply of proposal } !

PRt S



- unsatisfactory and asked about the appointment as to on what basis it was made
and whether her salary was given by the department vide letter dt 07.07.95 (Page:
17), about which no further records of correspondence available & produced to
me whereas the depart'ment paid to her salary of Rs. 14040/- of this period él]egaliy
resulting in its embezzlement as well. |

. Then, an advertisement for regular appointment appeared for a post of lady

lecturer preferably Science (:ar)didate in Educational Technology again for BPS

College of Education, Khanpur in the press- Hindustan Times August 10 and Tribune

Aug 11, 1995, with last date of submission of application as 5.9.95 { Page: 18}.

Surpr;s.ngly after the c!us.ng dme 5.2.95, a Corrigendum of the aforesaid post
A "Tf\ i -n_- . _" = n i

Was :ssued/m tne press cit 28/3 1,95 stating the words “Lady lecturer in. _
Educationalh:rechnology” may be read as Lady Lecturer in Education to teach
“Essential of Teaching-learning”. It was mentioned in this that the application
should reach to the principal and copy to Dean, College Develhopment Council,
MDU,'Rohtak up to dt 8.12.95, as issued by General Secretox;y of college
management (Page: 19). Ohviously, the such corrigendum has been got introduced
by the interested person not possessing the specialised qualification of post of
Educational Technology, thus accusing fingers were pointed. towards Smt Sumitra
Devi who could not get Her service regularised earlier & DHE snubbed the College
and asked Principal Whéther- the salary of this period given or not as stated in
preceding p-ara 4. However, somehow with the subsequent Corrigendum
appearing in the press dt 1 & 4.12.95, the earlier Corrigendum stood withdrawn
and the original advertisement of the pdst.of Educational Technology remains valid
(Page: 20-21). This was on the intervention of the University as the same got
inkling that this was a design to change of qualification, to accommodate Smt
Sumitra Devi as per the averments made by the complainant.

As per records, in ali 9'candida’cés applied for the post of “Lecturer in Educational
Technology” {Page: 2&522/1). Against this very advertisement, there is no formal
- original Application of Smt Sumitra Devi on the recqrd, except that at sr. no.‘54 of

Dak Diary register of the college, simply an entry of receipt of undated such

application on 30.08.95 made, which was shown as “filed in the concerned file”
{Page: 23). During the date of hearing on 3.11.2023, the University provided exact
photo copy of her old earlier application dated 29.11.94 {Page: 24-25} with

testimonials attached far being the application submitted for the post of lecturer

g



in educational technology advertised on 1Df.“ and 11" August 1995, which is a
questionable Application Form mispéesenﬁng the fact of applying for the post of
“Lecturer in Education” as discussed in earlier para 3 above, and need no
repetition. Similar applicahon was also available from the records of the
Dlrﬂctor"te Ag pér the synopsis sheet for the interview for the post of lecturer in
educational technology on 11:12.94 it can be extracted that only one candidate
was beloriging to the preference category of Science stream at sr. no. 8, and the
rest inc.i‘uding Smt. Sumitra Devi , at Sr. 4 were from Arts stream and Dr. Sumitra
Deviwas ineligible for the said post of educational technology,because she was not
quaifﬁed/passed in the specxallsed subject of ”Educa‘non Technology” in her Post-
Graduate degree i.e. M.Ed. or MPhil or PhD level. A person who has not studied

educational technology as a subject in Masters or Ph.D level can not teach one full-

‘fledged compulsory subject of Educational Technology in B.Ed. course, which has

3 Hours paper IV of 80 marks + 20 internal Assessment, being followed in parental
Kurukshetra University as attached here {Page: 26}
Since she was not an eligible candidaté, as per the original advertisement of

lecturer in Educational Technology, the matter in the first go after carrying out the

~ scrutiny, which was not d_one should have been closed there & then filed for her

selection process. But the Principal of BPS College of Education, on extraneous
considerations, went ahead with her selection process of hoiding'the interview,
obviously to select her despite being ineligible & the interview date for 11.12.95
got fixed and in this case, vide interview letters written to all the candidates dt
27.11.95 (Page: 27) wherein it was strangely left to the candidates themselves to
decide the eligibly to appear in the interview to be held on 11.12.95, while
recording t,hé following para in the interview letter :--

“come for interview only if you are convinced that you Julfil the eligibility
qualifications according to the university norms”

Outside members of selection committee were also informed about the date, time

and venue of the méeﬁﬁg \'fid'e”varidus iéttérs dt 27.11.95 (Page: 28-30). In the

Principal, Meham, it was made clear to the Principal on the back side of the letter
that sending of DHE representative does not imply that the post for which the DHE
nominee has been sent is a sanctioned one by the department. It is clarified in the
letter that the DHE will disburse the salary only for the post whi‘ch/is duly

€

- letter endorsed. by. the Dlrector Higher Education-to his nominee, -the-College




sanctioned by it and salary for non-sanctioned posts wilt not be given (Page: 30}

but contrary to this, her salary bills not only of ad- hoc, temporary service but of

her so cairied regular job passed up to Dy. Director O/c DHE and deposited in her
account. Starting of interview at scheduled time 11:30 on 11.12.950f5 candidates,
might have been deferred considerably because of contefn‘plated proposal for its
postponing arising out of controversy of issuing the corrigendum of advertisement
of Lecturer in Educational Téc;hnology and Lecturer in Education post, for which

withholding the VC nominee, as evident from a hand written letter dt 11.12.95

presented by the Principal of the college to the Dean, College Deveiopment Cou ncil

of MDU Rohtak on the date of mtervxew itself {Page: Chviously, considerable
time might have been consumed in decision making by the VC at Rohtak and then
reaching to the venue of interview at Khanpur, for such selection proceedmgs o
complete, and the whoie thing might have lasted upto evening.

. Any how, interv:ew carried out on 11.12.95 wherein out of 9 apphcants, 5
appeared in interview and ltS proceedings are reproduced below (Page--32):
The Proceedings of selection commitiee for the selection of Lect. in Educaimnal

Technology held on 11.12.1995 at 11:30 A.M. in the office of Pnnapal B.P.S. College of
Educanon khanpur Kalan The following were present.

1. Sh. H.S. Mahk Pres;dent Governing Body, B.P.S. College of Education,
Khanpur Kalan.

2. Mrs. Sharda Sharma, Principal, B.P.S. College of Ed. Khanpur

3. Sh. R.S. Punig, D.H.E. Nominee, Principal, Govt. College, Meham

4. Sh. D.K. Chadha, V.C. Nominee, Reader,-Depft. of Ed., M.D.U. Rohtak
5. Dr. B.S. Dagar, Subject Expert, Reader Deptt of Ed., M.D.U Rohtak A
The foHoWing candidates were interviewed:

1. Dr. (Mrs.) Vandana Rana D/o Sh. Raj Singh

2. Mrs. Sunita Dahiya D/o Sh. 5.M. Dahiya Singh
3. Mrs. Sumitra Devi D/o Sh. Dalip Singh

4. Dr. Shakuntal D76 Sh. Gian Chand
5 Mrs. Sushma D/o Sh. Dayanand Dalal

The selection committee recommended the following candidates in order of merit

Jor T appolmtmient tu the post of Lect. in-Educa-h'qn—Technolggy....agafnst A¥aaio Tt SO — i

post.
1. Dr. (Mrs.) Sumitra Devi_ D/o Sh. Dalip Singh
2. Dr [Mrs.) Vandana kana D/o Sh. Raj Singh
3. Mrs. Sushma D/o Sh. Dayanand Dalal

[
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12.

- In this context, coming to the constitution of the selection committee about which

a complaint of aa prospective candidate Dr. Mrs. S. Sexena, H. No.13; New
Munirka, New Delhi { Page: 33-36} was lodged to the Hon’.ble Chancellor/
Governot, Haryana, wfth a copy to the Commissioner & Sec‘retcry Education Dept{
duly received in Director Higher Education Office on 20.01.§7, guestioned the
appointment of subject expert as member of selection cornmittee for the post of
“Lecturer in Educational Technology”, Dr. B.S Dagar, Reader, Dept. of Education,
MDU Rohtak who himselfﬁcjid"not studied this subject of Educational Technology,
and thus he is not a speciaiised teachér even qualified in Educational Technotogy
so as to act as an Expert and it was incumbent upon him to recuse himself, Thu‘s
constitution of such selection commitiee appears unsustainable & not considered
as !egal one, and _the selection made becomes null & void. No record is available as
to how this complaint was disposed of consequently as there is no rebuttal of the
Principal to the Director. | _ |

Surprisingly, the Appointmént letter without any rider/precondition of approval of
appointment by the University impose_d & was issued to Smt Sumitra Devi with
undue haste on the same day i.e 11.12.95 (Page: 37) just to favour her. Prior
approval of her appointment from the competent authority i.e VC of Affiliating
University was not taken by the President of Governing Body of BPS college of
Education, Khanpur Kalan, nor the condition of subject to apbroval of vC
incorporated in her appointment letter which was essential because of prevailing
circumstances of her controversial selections, not only of regular selection made
on 11.12.85 but also ,of her ad-hoc/temporary selection made on this Educational
Technology post on 15.12.94 when she had to be relieved by the Principal on
31.03.95 in absentia. Such selections now also made smacks of malafide intentions
to favour her, in any case.

Following the issuance of her appointment letter as “Lecturer in Educational

~ Technoiogy”, she submitted her joining report on 12.12.95 (FN) to the Principal,

13.

BPS College of Education Khanpur Kalan & joined as such en the post {Page: 38).

College Teacher’s Return for the post of “Lecturer in Educational Technology” was
sent by the Principal of the college to the University for seeking the approval of
such qppointmént so made of Smt Sumitra Devi on the next day of her joining on

13.12.95 {Page: 39)

i
’

I




14. The university made a back reference to the Principal of the college to send a detail

15,

16.

 available from ah.ymﬁlle of the Co_l‘leg‘e“a'ﬁ-d her bersonal file as to whether these-.

17.

reply as to whether thg sanctioned post is of “Lecturer in Educational Technoiogy”
or of “Lecturer in Education” and whether regular or temporary, vide its létter CB-

111/96/2194 dt 19.4.96 {(Page: 40), Which was obviously essential to approve such

appointment.

The Pr.incipal vide its letter no. 1947/7C/F-1 dt 9.5.96 (Page- 41) rightly replied to
the University regarding the i:rreation -‘of the post of “Lecturer in Educational
Technolbgy" by the DHE letter dt 17.10.88, And further stated that the post is an
regula_n' basis and was filled up after the seEecﬁon of the candidate by properly
constituted selection committee, which appeérs a wrong reply as per the
deliberations made in the preceding para§ above. There has been concerted effort
on the part of beneficiary Smt Sumitra Devi and College Authorities with malafide
intention and design't{) sabotage the fair & transparent selection process for the
post of “Lecturer in Educa.tional Technology” which was specifically and
purposefully created for specialised Teacher and thus ’che_rcoilege issued a
manipulated and vague appointment letter to her. .

Therefore Competent Authority i.e the Vi-c.e Chancellor- of the Affiliating MD
University of BPS College of Education Khanpur Kalan issued order vide CB-
111/96/3636 dt 1.7.96 (Page: 42} while rejecting outrightly the approval of
appointment of Smt Sumitra Devi as “Lecturer in Educational Technology”, since
she has neither studied the subject of Educational Techknolog-y at M.Ed./ M.Phil.
level nor her area of Ph.D. { Cooperative learning) falls under the area of

Educational Technology. In fact, these are the speaking orders, which cannot be

rebbutted with any stretch of imagination. The. Principal conveyed these orders to

‘the Gen. Sec. of the Governing Body who ordered “ She (Dr. Sumitra Devi} will

continue and have no dues on college till further orders”. Smt Sumitra Devi noted

these and on the back side of these orders recorded that “I will not claim any kind.

of dues against my post and salary till further orders”. No record was made

However, the Principal of the collage represented to the University vide letter dt
05.07.96 {Page: 43-44) pleading the main issue that EducationainechnoJogy at M

Ed/ M Phil level or PhD in Educational Technology are not part of essential

qualification prescribed by your University for the said post. This g:c;ntention is

[ I
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159,
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wrong because the post of Lecturer is Edl;lcat-ionai Technclogy was specifically got
created by this very Principal herself' vide letter dt 3.5.28 Wheh it was stated that”
educational technology is a newly introduced compulsory subject which only a
specialised person can teach, as‘ per para 2 & none else. Therefore, Smt Sumitra
being ﬁot speciaiised teacher can not be appointed. As such, complete selection

3

process so adopted was fraudulent right from calling for interview all candidates

without any scrutiny of Applications done. infact incumbent Dr Sumitra Devi was

ineligible, composition of selection committee was quesﬁonabié as the so called
subject Expert was nlot the qualified one in the concerned subject of Educational
Technology as per the complaint of Mrs. Saxena cited in preceding para. The
a!legations levelled in the complaint o.f Mrs Saxena were never refuted by the
College Principal as per the record made avallable/shown by the umvers;ty and
defendant Dr. Sumltra Devi on the day of hearing on 3.11. 23 where due
opportunity to her was given to defend her appointment. Placing Smt Sumnitra at
top of merit list without specifying any interview rﬁarks is arbitrary, and thus so is
issuance of appointment. letter. These 'poin’cs have already been considered in
preceding paras from 2 onwards. |

In this context, reminde} after reminders Were issued by the Principal for approval
of appointment to University and latest was of dt 7.9.96 (Pagé: 45) which shows
that the college was so keen to accommodate her on extraneous reasons/grounds.
The regular VC, Sh. Vivek Sharma being the Competent Authority, reiterated his
earlier orders dt 1.7.96 clarifying that she does not possess specialisation of
Educational Technology at M Ed/ M Phil/ Ph D level vide his orders issued CB-
11/96/5552 dt 20/30.9.96 {Page: 46) for the post. Such orders are perfect and
expected 'orders but the_se 10 days time after putting the dispatch no. on 20t
instant and then issuing the same on 30.09.96 suggesting that beneficiary might
have tried to get such orders annulled. Such dates of dispatch 20/30 Sépt 96

smacks of nothmg but contemplatmg to manage the rejection orders concerning

© Smt Sumltra Dew approval which they Tfailed to get before. However, the

20.

management of the college which was a privately managed institulion uridet grant

in aid scheme of State Govt., rather than relieving her from the job, still continued |

her with job. _ 7

As a consequences of that, the Principal of the coliege vide his letter 2058/TC/F-5

dt5.10.96 (Page: 47-48) continued to write to the University alleging the condition
e . '

/3
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of imposing the qualification of specialization of Edicational Technology for the
said post utterly untenable on- frivolous grounds (i) hypothetic conditions, which
is basicelly wreng. lnfact these were realistic in accordance with the letter & spirit
with which post so created as per recommendation of the Principal itself. {ii) a

letter unsigned stated to be written by simply a HOD (Educahon) who is other wise
not a competent authorlty tg do so, and {(iii) V C nominee’s presence, who

otherwise miserably failed to perform his assigned duty of fair selection of anly

eligible candidate resulting in issuance of manipulated illegal appointment letter, -

which was outrightly rejected & not approved by the reguiar concerned VC vide

his orders dt 1.7.95 and 20/30.9. 95 so issued in this regard as cited in the previous -

para. The version of the principal stated vide letter dated 5. 10.96 was never
acceded to by the university as being unjustified and unreasonable.

Surprisingly considering the above letter dt 5.10.96 of Principal submitted to the
University in para~above, and the Teacher’s Return of Smt Sumitra Devi, the
Princip.al was informed that Vice Chanceller, who was actuaily Officiating the office
of the V.Cfrom 22.11.96 to 25.2.97, vide his letter no. CE-H1/96/7405 dt 29.11.96
{(Page: 49) i.e just with in a weak of assuming the new r:harge, approved her
appointmenf as ”Lecturer in Education” w. e.f 15.12.94 to 31.3.95 on temporary
basis and w.e.f. 12.12. 95 on regular basis. It is strange that neither the letter of
5. lO 96 nor the Teachers Return form mentions about such approval of her ad-
hoc/temporary appointment made from 15.12.94 to 31.3.95 on any of the post
like “Lecturer in Educational Technology” by the college, which reflects that
approval of this period has been given purely on extraneous considerations,
because her salary might not have been dispersed, which is a pioy to get that, And
further, how an acting/officiating Vice-Chancellor Dr. L N Dahlya can overrule,

mod:ﬁed Or review arbrtrarily the rejection order of the approval of appointment

of Smt Sumitra on the post of “Lecturer in Educational Technology” duly issued by -

a Regular Vice Chancel!or .Sh Vivek -Sharma, that too, with speaking orders so

issued to justify the same. It is strange that the post vacant was of "Lecturer in

Educational Technology”, whlch was duly advertised on both the occasions in the
year 1994 & 95, that resu!ted in selection & appomtment of an ineligible candidate
Smt Sumitra Devi on this post illegally { who was otherwise eligible for another
post of Lecturer in Education only being the generic & not specialiseq, post).

Principal of Coliege, sent Teacher’s Return for approval of appointment so made

L}
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for regular post only & not the ad hoc made in 1954, of Educational Technology,
being the specialised subject. At this stage, the question about the role of V.C is
simply to determine whether the appointment so made is genuine of not ? i
genuine, its approval is granted and if not, approval of appointment is not made or
refusad specifying the & reasons thereof i.e with speaking orders { which had aiready
heen done by the regular VC on 2 occasions). But the Acting VC Dr Dahiya over
stepped his authority. He wrongly approved her appointment as Lecturer in
Educa’don,‘not only for regular appointment, but also of her Ad hot service, for
which no request ever made. Dr Dahiya approved her appointment on a non-
existent post of “Lecturer in Education”. There was no veéant post of lecturer in
education under grant -in -aid scheme at that time in BPS College. There was oply
one single sanctioned post of lecturer in education which was already occupied by
Dr Renuka Sharma. Such type of approval of appointment given to her on a
different post, for which she was actuaily eligible, amounts 0.2 back door entry
into the service, for which the post was never advertised. Thus, this [etter dt
26.11.96 so procured from VC office was a fraudulent document so created to
claim unauthorize regular salary, and other service benefits and it is on this
account, Smt Sumitra Devi at some place uses her desxgnation of Lecturer in
Equcational Technology and at other places as Lecturer in Education depending
upon the situation to mislead concerned quarters, at her will for iliegally ciaiming
benefits. :

In this context, a Complaint by another prospective candidates Sh. Dharam Pal &
Sh. Ram Parshad was lodged against wrong approval for Lecturer ship to Smt
sumitra Devi to the Director Higher Education, Haryana reoeived on 12/12/96,
which was sent to Principal, BPS college of Education Khanpur Kalan for comments

{Page: 50-51} alleging that post of Lecturer in Educational Technology was actually

advertised by BPS Coliege of Education, for which only few candidates applied

mcludmg Smt Sumitra, whose hushand Sh. Ram Kumar }atain is working as Supdt

in the University and he got her selected a_s Lecturer in Education, whereas the

- post advertised was of Lecturer in Educat\ona! Technoiogy, and moreover, she has

_ not studied the subject of Educational Technology at M £d level. Her approval as

{ecturer in Educational Technology was denied by Sh. Vivek Sharma, Vice

Chanceller twice ae she had not studied the-subject of Educational Technology.

Now her.husband, who has earned lacs of rupees in B Ed course approval and also

A

A
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24, Following the said so cajled approval of appointment of Smt Sumitra.De_vi as

Lecturer in Education issued vide letter no, CE—H!/96/7405 dt 29.11.9¢ and after
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have not been arranged date wise, so it is not possible to tell about the missing
papers, which can be taken out of the ﬁie by the custodian of the record, which
were otherwise contrary to her interest. So the absence of the épplic—ation form of
Mrs. Surnitra Devi along with other records could be the actual reason behind this

been custodian .

. So far as the inquiry report of Professor PC Patanjali dt 10.06.19 and 10.12.19

{Page: 58-60) is concerned, the same was conducted superficially & in a casual
manner by not calling the comp!atnant Sh. Sultan Singh. He, thus ex- party, made
out and examined two issues. The first issue was about the degrees of Smt Sumitra

Devi. She on the date of hearing 03.11.2023 so fixed brought all her degrees, with

which complamant was confronted and he was duly satisfied with the genuineness

of such degrees. She subm;tted the photocopy of her Pre university, BA part 1
degrees (Page: 61~62) which were causing suspicion about the final BA degree,
and that of M Ed. (Educa’donal Technology) as additional subject passed by her
later on in Dec 1998 (Page: 63), not submitted earlier. Thus first issue settled.
However, about her late producmg of additional qualification of M Ed in
Educational Technology after -th-_reekyeagof her appomtment Just:fy the averment
made by the complainant that she was very well aware of her ineligibility already

and thus obtained this degree secret[y to fill up this lacuna in her selection later

on. The second issue was of whether the post, on which Smt Sumitra Devi was

initially appointed on 12.12.95 was duly sanctioned by the Directorate of Higher
Educati_on Haryana? To which Prof Patanjali reported-

The post was duly sanctioned by the Dfrectorate of Higher Education vide letter no.
20/1-87C 1 (4) dt 17.10.88( copy enclosed at Annexure 3). This IS absolutely correct
so far as the sanctioning of the post is concerned But the post so sanctioned was

that of Lecturer on Ed ucatlonal Technology, not that of Lecturer | in Education.

But in her case, there was lot of bung[mg in her selection process for the post on -

which so called her seiectlon made. For thls to understand, it would be worth while

to go into whole background of the case The Department of Educatlon ora .

'College |mpartmg training to prospective Teachers , comprlse of 3 categories of

Teachers- . - _
(i)  Lecturein Education, meant for generic/general purpose |
(i) Lecturer in specific subjects, like Physics/Bi.o!ogy/Economics/Hindi/En_glish

etc, and '
_ fe=y
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d.

{iti} Lecturer in Educational Technology, introduced recently possessing

specialised qualification in subject of Educational Technology

On the recommendation of Principal that Educational Teéhndl'ogy, newly
introduced compulsory sufaject which only a specialised person can teach, the DHE
sanctioned this one post of Lecturer in Educational Technology vide his letter Ht
17.10.88. QObviously, it was nct meant for an ordinary teacﬁer like Smt Sumitra

Devi, who had no specialisation in the subject of the Educational Technology. in

the month of August, 1995 one such regular post of Lecturer in Educational

Technology was advertised in the nress for BPS College of Education. § candidates
applied including Smt Sumitra Devi. She was otherwise ineligible but with vested

interest, still her interview conducted on 11.12.95. It was strange that the

interview letter put the condition of determining eligibility on the candidates

himself/herself so as to avoid any blame on the College administration. In this
interview, Smt Sumitra was selected illegally being ineligible and‘apbointment
letter also issued without any ‘rider-/condit'ions'of approval on the same day and
she Joined on this post of Lecturer in Education Technology on 12.12.95
immediately . Her Teacher’s Return sent next day for approval of appointment to
the affiliating MDU Rohtak, approval of such irregular appointment was not given
& rejected outrightly by the regular VC with speaking orders dt 01.9_7.96 {(Page 42)
of not possessing requisite qualification of Educational Technology. Op subsequent
representatibﬁs, the VC naturally reiterated his earlier orders of rejection vide his
orders dt 20/30.05.96. But still other representatiohs made without any relevant
rhymes and reasons. In collusion with vested interests, the acting VCissued a Ie’ctér
dt 29,11.96 stating that the VC approved hef appointment as Lecturer in Education
w.e.f 15.12.94 to 31.03.95 on temporary basis and w.e.f 12.12.95 onwards on

regular basis.

There existed no sanctioned vacant post of Lecturer in Fducation, being pre

occupied by Dr. Renuka Sharmo

The post of Lecturer in Education was neither advertised nor selection made

nor the appointment letter of this post issued

&




i {’7

.G No Teacher’s Return of approval of appointment as Lecturer in Education post

from the Principal of the College was ever sent & pending with the VC office,
on which such approval letter can be Issued

d. The regular VC has alrecdy settled the issue ohce for all the pending issues of 4
Teacher’s Return of Smt Sumitra Devi fo_r an approval of her appointment as | - '
Lecturer in Educationgl Technology Post so advertised & filled up with her
appointment, with the passing of speaking orders of not possessing the

spec:ahsed qualification of Fducationgl Technology, hence not eligible for the

post on which she appointed. These order were never challenged before the
CompgrentAuthority i.e Chancellor nér in the Cburt, thus attaining finality.

e, Thus a simple co’rhmunfcaﬁon, that too, from acting VC dt 29.11.96 cannot
supersed the speaking orders duly issued by the regular V€ -

f. About the actual intention behind letter dated 29.11.96, so issued within a
week’s times of unsettling of regular VC due to agitation launched by the vested
interests contrary to their interest, including $h. Ram kumar Jatian, the husband
of Smt Sumitra, as per the complaints fodged and averments and statement of
complainant made, Wwas to give financial and other service beneﬁts to Smt
Sumitra Devi. The benefits of temporary service w.e.f 15.12.94 to 31.03.95
given, that too of on the post of Leéturer in Education, for thch she was not
issued any experience by the college rather an experience certificate was jssued
by the college for the post of feqturer in educational technolog}}. The orders
dated 29.11.. 1936 by the then officiating vc for approving the temporary service
of Dr. Sumitra Devi from 15. 12.94 to 21.3.95 on the post of lectuer in educanon
is basically wrong, given merely on extraneous considération and not
demandea’ in Teacher’s Return form. The approval of her appointment as

Lecturer in Educaho_n was not asked for in Teacher’s Return at any time. Then

. b i e e A 2 e

such letter tantamount to g bajck'c_)’oor entry of Smt Sumitra Devi which was
- .misused by her,_knowingly Sully well that she was never appointed as Lecturer

in Educahon post as conveyed to her by the actmg VC by endorsement of letter.. .. ... e

 d29.11.96
1)5’5 Lt’\j L'L % LB

g8 . And at the same time, 1ci.".';o Jully aware of rejection of her actua! appointment
letter on the sanctioned post of l_ecturer in Educaz?onal Technofogy, due to her
ineligibility, vide regular vVC orders Endorsements so conveyed dt 1.7.96 and

. 20/30.09.96. So the pleadings of Dr. Patanjali without considering these two
: i
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orders of a regular VC & continuous disbursement of pay from grant -in- oid
scheme of the pos:t is absolutely erroneous, and not sustainable.
h. Even otherwise, the law is well settled that the successor in office does not
have the Jurisdiction to review or médify the order passed .by its predecessor.
In this regord, reliance, can be placed upon a judgement rendered by the
Supreme Court in Vinod Kumar v/s State of Haryana and others 2014(1} SCT
312 and by Punjab' and Har;/ana I—‘u‘gh Court in CWP no. 137944 of 1995 tiled as
Ba!ﬁinder Singh v/s State of Punjab and others decided on 17.05,2017.

27. Considering the facts and circumstances of this case, neither her appointment on the post of

Lecturer in Education Technology is valid/ legal due to her ineligibility, nor the approvel of her
appointment as Lecturer in Education, due to non-existence of such sanctioned post é_nd other
factors. Thus while misleading & mispresenting the fact of ineligibility for the pést and non-
existenée of the post for the claiming and payment of éaléry etc. and otlher consequential
benéfits are questionable and unjustified and such issues hardly arise. Existence of sanctioned
post is absolutely essential condition for the disbursement of pay as conveyed by the f)irector
Higher Education vide letter dated 5.12.95 (Page: 30), and consequently the pension as well
of the employee which is the primary responsibility of Accounts Section and its A}Jdit branch,
which have been dealt with in a mbst irregular and scammed manner in this case of Sumitra
Devi in BPS College, right from its inception when it was a Govt Aided pvt institution fo its
taking over ultimately by the BPS University. It was the Head of Departmerit of Educa'fion, Dr.
Sandeep Berwal who was the first one to put up his note of dissent on 14.09.:10 which was
over looked in a 3 members committee’s decisions constituted by a VC to sort out the issue
of release of her pay by the majority of 2 {Dr. Vimal Joshi HOD Law and Sh. L K. Shé_rma
Assistant Registrar {Estt.)} to 1, reg}arding.release of her pay and seeking clarification from
MD University Rohtak about her approyal dt 29.11.1996 so given by ac‘cfng VC Dr. L N Dahiya {
Page: 72 of Page 64-73} and no further record has been made available from MD University
Rohtak in this regard except thaic iéoi‘lowing issuance of so called her approval of ap'pointmenlt
on a kr&gﬁﬁlexistent Lecturer in Education post given by acting V C, Dr Dahiya c;lt 29.11.1996

while concealing. his predecessor’s speaking order passed retreated its regular V C, setting

: -aside-the-ii!egal--apbaintment-so made_-af-Smt--Sumitr-a_--Devi on-account-of h_er---inciigibility for- -

the post of Lecturer in Educational Technology, thus her first salary bills of her temporary
appointment { from 15-12-1994 to 31-03-1995) and that of regular appointment from

12.12.1995 which were claimed after a lapse of _rﬁore than a year and got the amount

_. deposited in her personal account after being prepared by the P_rihcipai fraudulently and got
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passed from the Dy. Director in the office of the Dtrector H:gher Education Haryana under the
“ Grant -in-Aid scheme as per the prescribed Performa present in the past Pay Bill Register {Page-
74-87)._ln. this undated pay bill c‘laim of her temporary service rendered starting from 15.12.1894
to 31.03.1995{Page- 74}, there was clear cut embezzlement of one day’s salary of 15-12—1994, as
the timing of interview was at 12 noon itself, ana on that very day of joining would therefore be
in the afternoon, and thus no salary ‘;Na.f. admissible, which otherwise continued to be given for
the whole period under Grant-in-Scheme, despite approval of her appointment was of a different
post i.e E_ecturer in Education, whereas the vacant post so advertised & duly sanctioned, was of
tecturer- in - Educational Technology as per the typed pay bill claims made by the Ofo of
PrmCtpal in the Performa {Page-74)}. Salary bill of entire penod cleared & given from Grant-in-Aid
scheme, despite her approval of appointment made on a non- -existent post, ‘Lecturer in
Education’vide the MDU letter dt 29.11.1996 as mentioned in the letter but not recorded so in
the pay hill Performa, which is violative of DHE letter dt 5.12.1895 {Page 30) so issued.

The modus operandi of claiming her first pay hill of so called regular services starting from
12.12.1995 was that, as soon as the illegal approval of her appointment issued by the acting V C

Dr. Dahiya vide letter dt 29.11.1996, as ‘Lecturer in Education’ (non existent post), instead of

‘Lecturer in Educational Technology’ (duly advertised post) received in the college, immediately

after that, process of claiming the salary of Smt. Sumitra Devi initiated by the Principal of the
college, while preparing a manipulated pay bill (Page-87) concealing and suppressing the vital
facts, in order to claim her salary in fraudulent manner. Firstly, at the tep of this bill, after her
name Mrs Sumitra Devi, the designation simply of Lecturer typed while conceeling subject of the
post- whether ‘Lecturer in Education” or ‘Lecturer in Educational Technology’. Secondly, under

the column 3, of Designation with subject & teaching, the designation had been deceptively

depicted as Lect-in-Edu instead of ‘Lecturer in Educational Technology’, by scrubbing with pen

ink there on the last words of Technology under the second line, so‘as to appear as Lect-in Edu,
for the lonely post of ‘Lecturer in Education’, for which Smt. Sumitra Devi was actually eligible.

This was done in order to claim & embezzle fuii salary of about one year in one go just to favour

Smt. Sumitra Devi, simulating wnth the actual approval of off;(:iatmg Vice Chancellor dt

29.11.1996 as that Qf the post of ‘Lecturer in Education’ {being non existent, pre occupied )} and

column 2 of the Performa, where merely Appomtment approved vide MDU letter No.” alone was

got typed without specifying the name of the post, and letter no. left blank therem, which is
hand written, may be subsequently written at the time of passing of the bill at the level of DHE

office under a conspiracy, or |later on when Smt. Sumitra Devi was the custedian of whole record

= )

“the fact of sanctioned post of Educational Technology s completely concealed. Thirdly, under
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,acting as Principal as discussed -earlier in the preceding. paras. Dr. Dahiya over stepped hns

¢ au’chority in issuing such approval letter as ’Lecturer in Education’, the post of which neither

existed, nor advertised and already filled up by Dr. Renuka Sharma as is evident from the pay hill
of February 1956{Page-77}, in which approval of post of 'Lecturer in Educational Technology’
was also shown awaited against Mrs. Sumitra Devi’s name. This manoeuvring of Bills was done
to favour Smt. Sumitra Devi so as to start getting her pay regularly. Similar was the state of affairs
so far as her pay bill of temporary a‘ppeintment from 15.12.1994 to 31.03.1895 is concerned.
Despite such irregularities existing, her salary bills were passed hassle free in one go for obviqus '

reasons.

The maotive behind such irregularity was to give regular appointment with salary to Smt. Sumitra

Devi by hook and crook, when she was actuefly qualified for the post of ‘Lecturer in Education’

only, but the post available/sanctioned/advertised was of ‘Lecturer in Educetiona] Technology’..

Somehow she was appointed as ‘Lecturer in Educational Technology’ despite heing me[lglbie by
the management of the col!ege and the approval of the appomtment was not given by the
university on the 2 consecutive occasions. Following this, acting \{.C approved her appointment as
‘L ecturer in Education, the post which was not available and already occupied by another Lecturer
of the same subject. Then how can such salary bills of Smt. Sumitra Devi pertaining to her'past
temporary service and currentAregular appointment can be moved and.then the bill passed ? on

the contrary her bay bills were passed amount of which credited in her account.

Itis beyond comprehension that such gross irregularity would continue to be done not only from
months to month, but.also from years together, till superannuation gomg unnoticed, unless’
there had been a nexus operating in the system of Grant-in Aid. This may not be a solitary case

of such irregularity but others may be gomg on NOW. Therefore i, would be desirable to get the

~ special audit of whole of the Grant-in Aid scheme done at state level to assess the actual

pilferage of State Exchequer. Secondly, system of issuance of blanket appointment letters by Pvt.
Institutions just after interview should be banned all together, until approval of affiliating
Umversrty so taken .However, i case of exigency, the rider of such approval shouid be imposed

1y the'terms and conditions-of Appointment letters so tssued

) _;5’

her original Apphcatlon of Regular jOb and noting flles records not available, and beyond my
scope of inquiry, being a matter of crimmal mvestlgatlon by investing agency to be headed by a
officer of repute and impeccable integrity, so that a right message go to the pubyc to refrain from

commlmng such corrupt practices in future.

9.

7o fird out as towhere; how and by whom such tempering with-of records committed and how




From the fmdmgs based on the facis narrated above, | am of the opinion that Smt Sumitra
Devi and her husband Sh. Ram Kumar Jatyan, while working as Supdt. and retired subsequently
as Dy. Registrar MD University Rohtak, hatched 3 well-knit criminal conspiracy, in collusion with
Smt Sharda Sharma, the then the Principal & the Management of a Govt aided Private B.P.S
College of Education, Khanpur Kalan (Sompat) and Dr. L N Dahiva, the then officiating Vice
Chancellor of the affiliating  MD University, Rohtak, with flagrant disregard to the system ,
resorted to 'abu'se of power by giving the illegal ap'proval on 25-11-1896 of ‘her initia!l
appointment as ‘ Lecturer in Education’ during earlier recruitments made in the year 1994 and
85, when neither such post of ‘Lecturer in Education’ advertised nor existed (the so!e sanctioned
post of ‘Lecturer in Education’ in the college was already occupied by Dr. Renuka Sharma). While
doing so, Dr. Dahiya subverted the earlier orders dt 01.07.1996 and 20/30.09,1996 duly passed
by his predecessor, regular Vice Chancellor rejecting her approval of an illegal appomtment as
‘Lecturer in Educational Technology’ due to her ineligibility, made by above sald private college,
which was also otherwise not permissible under the settled law of the land that successor in
office does not have the jurisdiction to review or modify the order passed by its predecessor.
The manner in which this whole i issue of recrmtment of an ineligible teacher Smt. Sumitra Devi
processed by the college from rts advertisement smacks of mala fide intention, which is not in

consonance with the spirit of Natlonal Councii for Teachers Education Act.

Such actions of officers holding public asslgnment's amounts to grave criminal misconduct while
in service, resulting tllereby putting a huge burden on the State Exchequer ln the form of salary
and other consequential benefits arising out of seeking such fraudulent appointment and then
centinuing ille cra'l" en the public post drawing salary throughout till her retirement and still
continuing as pensioner.

TSR

DA: As above | o 1 l\,"“\ :i\ N

- {Dr. DR Yadav)
_ Inguiry Officer
Medico-Legal Advisor to Govt of Haryana
& D.irecta.l‘ PGIMS Rohtak (Retd)
#696/28, Subhaéh Nagar, Rohtak

23
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~and further action be injtiated accordingly.

“{Action by DR, B [

To consider & approve the report of the Fact Findings Enquiry submitted by Dr.
D.R. Yadav, Inquiry Qfficer appointed by the Vice-Chancellor vide letter No.
BSMVIET-1/22/682 dated 30.05.2022 to enquire and resolve the pension case of
Dr. Sumitra Devi, Associate Professor (Retd.) TR

The keport of the Enquiry Officer was _c;onﬁ__cjgré‘qf-.gy the House and it was
resolved that the legai opinian from the Advocate’_Qé'ﬁéﬁ'j&ii’;_‘_‘f“Hé]f}"j_@'ﬁ?_’f??{gﬁ'i'Uﬁﬁf

e A ey g

T Aty g,

(Action by DR, ET)
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From : _ -
" ngl/iz’b
Director Higher Educat
" cation, Haryana : :
Panchkula. f vy | - gb\(j&f CfL,/%/

To _
.. . . ) . . ¢ /y}. X \\ o ‘/
| %?eReng’"a"‘ ‘ af 4 ol
Bhagat Phool Si N, .
. District Sonepatﬁgh Mahila Vishwavidyalaya, Khanpur Kaian, |

iMemo No. 7/29-2016 UNP (1), 8. ‘
.EDated Panchkulg, the 7—5.7"//;‘ /2’0) 3 %
Sublect-i Complai e |
blect ?{Oiﬂplamt made by Sh. Sultan Singh, G-2/1 BPS Mahila Vishwavialaya, Knanpur
alan against the app0111tment of Dr. Sumitra Devi, Lecturer in Education,

Bhagat Phool Singh Mahila Vishwavidyalaya, Khanpur Kalan.
Kindly refer 1o he subject cited above. '
| have heen directed 0 inform you that Sh. Dr. D.R. Yadav, Medico Legél Advisor to

Govl. Haryana & Directof PGIMS, Rohiak (Retd.) was appointed as engquiry officePwithout any.

intimation to this office..

. l l l ‘ Ha-l t d § 1 - l 'y“'"' - _e[] appo;nted alt enqlmy
! t e e .,._...-,..—._,.,-,,..n«._....,.«:.‘ \;—--,_,..—.-r,,,.-- be |

enquiry s under consideration of this office. ‘
requested 10 emove Sh. DI D.R. Yadav as enquiry officer In subjet

..,_._...—-......—_..__..._.......

It is {herefore
e TN
mmediate effect with infimation

cited matter with i | 1o this office.
Superinte/ndent UNP, .

for Director Higher education.
Haryana, panchkula,

L

LL v



G| T o ven
R T e iy ot
S ‘-fww—.-_:i;___‘_.__“_"__:ggé?;-,§ﬁ"m"'.x1>. TPy

. —— B ; - .
¢ - hagat Phool Singh Mahila Vishwavidyalaya

g, Kl '
E‘r‘lz’ié"‘{"f" o STathD}Jr Kalan (Sonepaf), Haryana-131305 i '
/?J,,s R A st niversity established by an Act 31 to 2006) . ’i q Z\
. : | v n-L.._ B [

Bt Gr versi
(B4 Grade University recredited by NAAC)

L.

Ref No. BPSMV/ET-U23/__Skgd
L —— B Dated:

i

TO‘ L ) . ‘
The Birector Ganeral, |

Higher Education, Haryana,

Shiksha Sadar Sector-5, |

Panc;:hku:\a (Haryana) |

Sub: Complaint made by Sh. Suitan Singh, G5-2/1, BPSMIWV, Knanpu! Kalan against
‘the ?‘Ppomtment of Dr. Sumitra Devi, Lecturer in Education, BPSMY, Khanpur
Kalan (Sonipat). ' T

Sir, '

Kindly refer to your office Memo. No. 7/29-2016 ¢JNF (1) dated 08.11.2023 on the

subject cited above. . )
| am directed o inform you that Dr. D.R. yadav has peen appointed as:; Enquiry
cases of Dr. Sumitra Devi,

ned). Further, the
ari Enquity

Officer by;'the_Universlty io enguire: and resolvg-the pension
Associate.Professor (Retd) and Prof. V_}g\g\ Joshi (Retd.) (Copies attac
copy of Memo No. ‘No. 7/20-2016 UNP (1) cated 55.08,2023 vide which

Officer ha’s been appninted by your officedin the sub]e'(':t"c—it;ér'j ma{ter has not heen received

:n this University.

Therefore, you ar® requested 10 kindly supp!
ed by you‘(:"aﬁ—i'é'e in the subject cited matter as the same has not

y the copy of letter under whiciw Enquiry

Officer has been appoint
been recgived by the University. However, in
‘ d whether the U;i;/érsity s;{argﬁ\!{._.ggnﬁnue in the proce-i;ss of the
" ed yide jettes

the light of circumstances explained above,

the o’rficé may be addvise
Enguiry or the University shall have 10 siop / freeze the issue as convey

dated 28.11.2028.

Tranking you. , - If ) '
. : N e I
- : A
o Deputy Fﬁegt‘strar (ET)
for Registrar
deh

s,

Ao
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Fact Finding Committee constituted for conducting inquiry in to the complaint made

by Sh. Suitan Singh against Smt. Sumitra Devi, Lecturer, BPS Mahila Vishwavialaya,
Khanpur Kalan, Sonipat,

' fnrstlor Y

WARA S Vo \) 'l
Inquiry !
On 07.05.2024 at 11:00 !
From i
i
Director General Higher Education, i
Haryana, Panchkula.

To A;ﬁ
The Regisurar, !
Bhagat Phoo! Singh Mahila Vishwavidyalaya, Khanpur Kalan, i
District Sonipat. :
Memo No: 7/29-2016 UNP (1) 8 %
Dated, Panchkula, the 3. ¢ } L(} 224 - !
Subject:- :
i

Kindly refer to your letter No. BPSMV/ET-11/23/5468 dated 07.12.2023 on the subject ,
cited above. ‘

i
It is inform you that a Fact Finding Inquiry has been entrusted to the undersigned for
conducting enquiry into the complaint made by Sh. Sultan Singh. H. No. (G-2/1 against Smt. Sumitra Devi, & '
Lecturer, BPS Mahila Vishwavialaya, Khanpur Kalan, Sonipat dated 25.042016 related to appointment ',
on the post of Lecturer in Education in BPS College of Education, Bhagat Phool Singh Mahila .
Vishwavialaya, Khanpur Kalan, Sonipat, :

You are, therefore, requested to depute a well conversant-v#icer/official in the matter who
present in the office of the Inquiry Officer, Ground Floor, Shiksha Sadan, Sector-5, Panchkula on

07.05.2024 at 11:00 AM with al! details/ documents pertaining to the subjei tici

Inquiry Officerqum Joi'gi'
for Director General Higher Education, Haryana,
Panchkutae -

Endst, No. 7/29-2016 UNP (1) Dated, Panchkula, the

A copy of the above is forwarded to Sh. Sultan Singh. H. No. 2, first floor, CRSU Campus, :

Jind, 126102 with the Tequest to attend the hearing in the office of the Inquiry Officer on 07.05.2024 at
11:00 AM,

— S — i

Inquiry Officer cum Joint Director, '.

for Director General Higher Education, Haryana,
Panchkula :

s
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inquiry
On 26.06.2024 at 11:30 AM

From
Director General Higher Education,
Haryana, Panchkula.
To S
The Registrar,
Bhagat Phool Singh Mabila Vishwavidyalaya, Khanpur Kalan, Y
District Sonipat. & \‘L’ '
’ . o 0’\\ P ,
Memo No: 7/29-2016 UNP (1) . MMW g
Dated, Panchkula, the | 2 l l ' ' _ : o
I2]6l202Yy ' s
Subject:- Fact Finding Committee constituted for conducting inquiry in to the complaint made

by Sh. Sultan Singh against Smt. Sumitra Devi, Lecturer, BPS Makila Vishwavialaya,
Khanpur Kalan, Sonipat.

FR,

Kindly refer to the subject cited above.

Tt is inform you that a Fact Finding Inquiry has been entrusted to the undersigned for ,
conducting enquiry into the complaint made by Sh. Sultan Singh. H. No. G-2/1 against Smt. Sumitra Devi, - i
Lecturer, BPS Mahila Vishwavialaya, Khanpur Kalan, Sonipat dated 25.04.2016 related to appointment
on the post of Lecturer in Education in BPS College of Education, Bhagat Phool Singh Mahila

Vishwavialaya, Khanpur Kalan, Sonipat.

You are, therefore, requested to depute a well conversant officer/official in the matter who
preseht in the office of the Inquiry Officer, Ground Floor, Shiksha Sadan, Sector-5, Panchkula on
26.06:2024 at 11:30 AM with all details i.e. approﬁal isélted by the Department of Higher Education |
regarding selection of Smt. Rama Tyagi, Lecturer in Education Technology, Approval of Department of |
Higher Education regarding selection of Smt. Sumitra Devi, Service Book Smt. ‘Sumitra Devi alongwith

personal file of pertaining to the subject cited matter.

£
Tot

£
1 ” 6
Inquiry Offigercum Jot Director, .

for Director General Higher Education, Haryana,
Panchkulacy

Eadst. No. 7729-2016 UNP (1) e Daated, Panchkula, the

A copy of the above is forwarded to Sh. Sultan Singh. H. No. 2, first floor, CRSU Campus,

Jind, 126102 with the request to attend the hearing in the office of the Inquiry Officer on 26.06.2024 at
11:30 AM...

=5~
Inquiry Officer cum Joint Director,
& for Director General Higher Education, Haryana,

Dramahlnla
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Thguity On 10,09.2024 at 03:30 PM f

. The Registrar, ‘

Bhagat Phool Singh Mahila Vlshwawdyalaya Khanpur Kalan, = v W‘l/

B e S —

From

Director Higher Education,
Haryana, Panchkula.

District Sonipat.-

Memo No: 7/29-2016 UNP (1) '
Dated, Panchkula, the 29.08.2024 : . E /r//z

Subjeet:- Fact Finding Committee constituted for condueting inquiry in to the complaint made
by Sh._Sultan Singh against Smat. Sumitra Devi, Lecturer, BPS Mabhila Vishwavialaya,

] .‘_‘_‘*_—‘——»ﬁ,___

Khanpur Kalan, Sonipat.

S ek
 Kindly refer to the subject cited above.

It is inform you that a Fact Finding Inquiry has been enirusted to the undersigned for
condueting enquiry into the complaint made by Sh. Sultan Singh. H. No. G-2/1 against Smt. Sumitra Devi,
Lecturer, BPS Mahila Vishwavialaya, Khanpur Kalan, Sonipat dated 25.04.2016 related to appointment
on the post of Lectwer in Educafion in BPS College of Education, Bhagat Phool Singh Mahila
Vishwavialaya, Khanpur Kalan, Sonipat.

You are, therefore, requested to depute a well conversant officer/official not below the rank
e ———

" of Assistant/Deputy Registrar in the matter who present in the office of the Inqmry Officer, Ground Floor,

Shiksha Sadan, Sector-5, Panchkula on 10.09.2024 at 03:30 PM with all details regarding selection of

S—

Smt. Sumitra Devi alongwith all record pertaining to the subject cited matter.

] 3
Inquiry Of"ﬁ c cum Joint D1rector

for Director ngﬁer Education, Haryana,
Panchkula«

Dated, Panchkula, the 29.08.2024

Endst, No. 7/29-2016 UNP (1)
A copy of the above are forwarded to the following for information and necessary action:-

Sh. Harpal Singh, CAQ, HQ.
Dr. Ajit Singh, DD, HQ.
Sh. Rohan Gupta, ADA, HQ.

Ly 3

Sd -
... Inquiry Officer cum Joint Director,
for Director Higher Education, Haryana,
Panchkula

o~
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE 8§4™

MEETING OF THE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL

(EMERGENT)

HELD ON 13/09/2024 AT 12:00 Noon THROUGH BLENDED (PHYSICAL AND ONLINE)

MODE IN THE CONFERENCE HALL, AD

MAHILA VISHWAVIDYALAYA, KHANPUR KALAN.

MINISTRATIVE BLOCK, BHAGAT PHOOL SINGH

The following were present:-

1.

2.

10.

1.

12.
13.

14,
15.

16.

Designation
Prof. Sudesh, Chairperson
Vice-Chancellor
Prof. Vijay Nehra -do-
Dean, Faculty of Engineering & Technology
Dr. Suman Dalal, -do-
Dean, Faculty of Physical Education
Dr. Anu Balhera, -do-
Dean Faculty of Education
Prof. Ashok Verma -do-
Dean, Facuity of Arts & Languages
Prof. Ravi Bhushan, -do-
Dean, Faculty of Social Sciences
Dr. Sunil Kumar -do-
Dean Facuity of Sciences
Dr. S.P. Gautam, -do-
Dean Faculty of Ayurvedic Medicine
Prof. (Dr.) Sunita Srivastava, Chanceilor's Nominee

Professor, Department of Physics,

Central University of Haryana, Mahendargarh

Prof. Manjula Chaudhary, -do-
Director, Directorate of Distance Education,

Kurukshetra University, Kurukshetra

Dr. Monika Malik, Associate Professor, -do-
Central University of Haryana, Mahendergarh

Smt. Kamla Rani -do-

Dr. Manju Rani Sharma, Assistant Professor, -Other -
GCW, Madlauda

Prof. Ipshita Bansal, -clo-
Deptt. of Management Studies

Dr. Sandeep Dahiya Special Invitee
Controller of Examinations

Prof. Shweta Singh, Secretary

Officiating Registrar
And Dean, Faculty of Commerce & Mgt.

- Atthe autset, the Vice-Chancellor welcomed all the members t6 the g1

Attended
Offtine

Offline
Offline
Offline
Offline
Offline
Offline

Online

Online

Online

Online

Offline
Offline

Offline
Offline
Offline

meeting

of the Executive Council (emergent) which has been convened at a short notice keeping

in view the fact that Dr. Sumitra Devi, Associate Prof. (Retired) has filed a contempt

-

i
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petition before the Hon'ble Punjab and Haryana High Court at Chandigarh for releasing
her full retrial benefits. Accordingly, as conveyed by the University advocate, the
University has to pass a fresh speaking order before the next date of hearing i.e.
25.09.2024.

After the exchange of pleasantries, the formal agenda item with the permission of

the Chair was taken up by the Executive Council.

1. To consider the Legal Opinion rendered by Sh. R.D. Sharma, Dy. Advocate General,
Haryana on the report of Fact Findings Enquiry submitted by Dr. D.R. Yadav, Inquiry
Officer appointed by the Vice Chancellor vide letter No. BPSMV/ET-1/22/682 dated
30.05.2022 to enquire and resolve the pension case of Dr. Sumitra Devi, Associate
Professor (Retd.) (Annexure-1, pages 1-2).

The House was informed that Dr. Sumitra Devi was the Associate Prof. in
Dept. of Education (erstwhile Institute of Teacher Training and Research) and she
retired on 28.02.2019 after attaining the age of superannuation. The University
has released the provisional pension to Dr. Sumitra Devi due to pending enquiry
being conducted by Dr. D. R. Yadav. It is worthwhile to mention here that Dr.
Sumitra had already filed CWP No. 25939 of 2022 praying to release her pension
and other terminal benefits. The said CWP was disposed of by the Hon’ble High
Court on 15.11.2022 with a direction to the University to take a decision by
passing a speaking order upon the legal notice dated 25.09.2022 made on behalf
of the petitioner by affording an opportunity of personal hearing to the petitioner.
In compliance of the order of Hon’ble High Court, the University passed a
Speaking Order vide Endst. No. BPSMV/23/4603 dated 16.10.2023 (pending
inquiry being conducted by Dr. D. R. Yadav). However, Dr. Sumitra Devi has filed
a contempt petition before the Hon’ble Punjab and Haryana High Court for
releasing the full retrial benefits.
Further, the House was informed that earlier Prof. P. C. Patanjali was
appointed as Enquiry Officer of fact finding enquiry to enquire the matter of
complalnt made by Sh Sultan Singh against Dr. Sumitra Devi, Associate Prof. .
| ”(Retd } regarding illegal appointment on a non-existent post and he submitted his
report on 10.06.2019 and opined as under:

v

) -






“On the basis of enquiry held on 10.06.2019, as far as the degree (s)
passed by Dr. Sumitra Devi, Associate Professor (Retd.), matriculation
and graduation, it was found that all the relevant certificates were in
order and correct. Self certified copies of these certificates are placed at
Annexure-| in the Report.

After verification of all the relevant documents, it was found that the post
on which she was appointed in College of Education on 12.12.1995 was
duly sanctioned by DHE, Haryana was found in order. Then she was
absorbed in university.”

The above said report had been approved by the then Vice- Chancellor
at her own level and was not placed before the Executive Council. 7

Thereafter, Dr. D.R. Yadav, Medico Legal Advisor to Govt. of Haryana
was appointed as fact finding Enquiry Officer vide letter dated 30.05.2022 to
resolve the issue of pension in r/o of Dr. Sumitra Devi, Associate Prof. (Retd.).
The report of the fact finding inquiry was submitted by Dr. D.R. Yadav on
05.01.2024 and the same was placed before the House in its 78" meeting held
on 06.03.2024. The Executive Council in its 78" meeting held on 06.03.2024
vide agenda item no.11, resolved that the legal opinion from Advocate General,
Haryana be sought and further action be initiated accordingly. The University
requested the Ld. AG, Haryana to render his opinion on the fact finding enquiry
report submitted by Dr. D.R. Yadav in compliance of the resolution of the
Executive Council.

However, Ld. Dy. AG, Haryana informed that the matter may be decided
at the level of the University. Meanwhile, a direction has also been received
from the Director, Higher Education Haryana vide letter dated 28.11.2023 that
Dr. D.R. Yadav may be removed from the enquiry as an enquiry is already
going on in the office of Higher Education, Haryana against Dr. Sumitra Devi,
Associate Prof. (Retd.).

Accordingly, after going through the facts of the matter and a
detailed deliberation as well as taking into consideration the rule position
enshrined in the HCR, 2016 (pension rules), vide Chapter-lll, clause 2(b), the
House resolved to approve the fact finding report submitted by Prof. P.C.
Patanjali. Further, it was resolved that all the retrial benefits in rlo Smt.
Sumitra Devi, Associate Professor (Retd.) be released forthwith as she has
~already retired in February, 2019 (keeping in view the fact that no judicial
inquiry is pending and she has never been charge sheeted by the University at

any point of time till date as well as there is also no direction from any

competent court of law as well as the State Government to withhold the !
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terminal benefits in respect of Dr. Sumitra Devi, Associate Professor.) Further, no
cognizance was given by the House to the report submitted by Dr. D.R. Yadav in
view of the directions of Director Higher Education, Haryana conveyed vide

memo no. 7/29-2016UNP (1), dated 28.11.2023.

(Action by DR ET)

The meeting ended with a vote of thanks to the Chair.

M
Registrar tum Secretary

4\2—%

Vice Chancellor
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