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Neutral Citation No. - 2025:AHC:30972

Judgment Reserved on 17.2.2025
Delivered on 5.3.2025

Court No. - 10

Case :- WRIT - A No. - 20881 of 2024

Petitioner :- Dr. Anupama Yadav And Another
Respondent :- State Of U.P. And 3 Others

Counsel for Petitioner :- Siddharth Khare,Sr. Advocate

Counsel for Respondent :- C.S.C.,Rohit Pandey

Hon'ble Saurabh Shyam Shamshery,J.
1. Heard Sri Ashok Khare, learned Senior Counsel assisted by Sri
Kauntey Singh, learned counsel for the petitioners and Sri Rohit Pandey,

learned counsel for the respondent University.

2. It is admitted case of the petitioners and respondent University that
they are working as Lecturers in Department of Education (Bachelor of
Education) being appointed in pursuance of an advertisement since

2006 being a self financed course.

3. In pursuance of an earlier litigation, petitioners have been paid
salary in regular pay scale and they have also been granted benefit of
recommendation of VIth Pay Commission also and presently they are

receiving about Rs.1 lakh per month.

4. Learner Senior Counsel appearing on behalf of petitioners submitted
that by impugned Office Memorandum dated 30.11.2024, it was decided
that their Honorarium be reduced to Rs.30,000/- per month since
December, 2024, which is a drastic reduction and therefore, they are
aggrieved. Learned Senior Counsel further submitted that such action is

arbitrary and was taken without assigning any substantial reason. For
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reference impugned order 30.11.2024 in its entirety is reproduced

hereinafter

"7 24-1072024 BT 3RS 04:00 I97 Twex Iih UhsHd 9ad d
Wﬁzﬁa‘ww%ﬁ%@aﬁaq&wﬁmﬁmﬁa

el SaeR it T 9T (fotso ) vd Ifig
ﬁw(w@ﬁf&aﬁm@%aﬁmwwﬁﬁm%&wm
afgd ol Rl S Rafene & peafa, T sfert @ Feus /
fammeer 31T TeR T (Sfo WM IR) IUAT B | Sth dob
Y RHERY 13 91 2020 &1 3detiar b /=T g o< srfder)
ST S fI9rT A A8l Jeh | UTH 81Y dleit TR Ud S9dh I8l 8l 38
mmﬁwwﬁwwﬁmﬁa@awwwﬁwﬁﬁ
TN T TSR Salfdd stoUso faunT vd Tfid favrT $i foxia
a9 2024-25 H UTH ol UTH 3R Ve o7 H AT & T 3 b HIUe
5 folerent o I I Tt Ich T 1 P! Afeie 9 &l I8 & 3Id: Sh
& $hH H HTo PAUNI St b ASATAR Fad e Friq fb I &-

1- frafdene 5 Wit Avd JoHraia SaTfeld saeR 3iTh Uofhe™
(fotso) faumr &t admm anfde ferfd & dlotgo faurr H
BRRT T fAerht Bl A8 foxraR 2024 ¥ da9 & ®I ¥ wo 30,000/-
Ufd 718 U fdar S|

2-fyfoemey & i faurr ¥ Irafa Tarfad aes (RR) &
RRATTS Uieadpd H el & o= 3feu Usiianul &

gfepaISe UTeashHl &g frfa amamRer fiAie 13 @1 2020 & )
I 7 ((9AR) g 3eg e & maedr e 01 iie=R 2024 |
THTH &1 Sfct & afe Afasy 7 Aeifoids Hrf 2q MaeTd & d Idh! Tar
3T AR b B H e TR H FAIGAIRIT UTH I ST Fehell 5

3-fagfoamer 9 waferaiNa aoard Senfoid Tid fa9rT 6 anfdie
I & IR M & fad 9a9 R ameg el aes (RiaR) &
ﬁwaﬁaﬁmaﬁwﬁw«zomﬁqﬁéﬂﬁwﬁm 30,000/-
gfY 718 U fr SR

4 I {9 (TR 3% US[hed) I (Fhar D) & et forerel a1
ﬁmﬁwzﬁwmamquwqﬁmwaw
SR AefRa fhar Tar daq fiAie 31 SFd 2025 @ AT &
TR e fhU I 1R IR o1 H Saht gers! &l St & 1 SaT
Ja gdad fasan ST A e it smafe % TRER @1 sFTa off faar S
b a1 99 IR G RER b1 S|

frig orfaa sv - ool /o,
f4.91.91./270/2024 i 27.11.2024 & I AT I GNfeT 9
g yaT omq|"

5. Learned Senior Counsel referred a Government Order dated

13.3.2020 in regard to distribution of funds received from the fee of
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students of a particular course. For reference, relevant part of it is

reproduced hereinafter:

“6-fAerni/fAreorR HHETRET & I T uReTfeddl & Tewd 4-

(1) Tafoaafyd ursgsd i Tregar, BET HI Ge&r, v ufdan,
folerent bt el e FMefRa @ wien anfs | Fwaf=ad orf fay e
& TR 9§ Jagd fHAT S 81 RIRG e U femeRr dHatRay &
AT &1 FeRe T [afdered g1 srferia: fhar Smem
foreft ITGRIshA H BT & {810 Yo | UTH 81N dTell 31T &1 &9 4§ 3H
75 UfAerd 31T 39 UIsshA Ay & faefept Ue fASUITR HHATRAL & Iad
anfe R @t faran SIRAMI et Ta fAemR dHeRal @ o I S
uIGasH & ol FefRa fererr go dem Hiet & Jwer iR AR )
39 Ty H Ufday ITfSc THae PRiar IS N1 § 59 39T &l
a9y Ierg fosar T b Iy fob o @1 75 wfderd 319 faerpl/ fRemR
HHATRAT & I 3Mfe WR g fasarm ST &7 2

(2) fde@ vd fAeorR SHaiRal & T IW ael da7 @1 JTaE
SP Sep W H AT BHRIT SR |

6. Learned Senior Counsel further referred paragraphs 38 and 45 of writ

petition which are also reproduced hereinafter:

"38. That there exists other self finance institutes of the
respondent University namely, University Institute of Engineering
and Pharmacy, School of Bio-Science and Bio-Technology, School
of Pharmaceutical Science, School of Journalism and Mass
Communication and School of Health Science.

45. That there does not exist any justification for computing the
funds of self finance courses individually with reference to
individual courses/ departments. In fact, it is incumbent upon the
respondents to take into account the entire funds generated from
all the departments having recognized under self finance
scheme.”

7. Per Contra learned counsel appearing on behalf of respondent
University referred the impugned order and submitted that since the
course is runned under a self financed scheme and petitioners are
working on Honorarium basis, therefore the institution cannot grant
them salary beyond their finance and in case financial condition
improves they will be given arrears also, therefore, in such
circumstances no mandamus can be issued. Number of intake of

students in concerned course has drastically reduced.
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8. I have considered the above submissions and perused the records.

9. It is not under dispute that petitioners are working for last more than
18 to 19 years and their Honorarium was gradually increased from
Rs.Thirteen thousand to Rs.1 lakh per month and they are maintaining a
particular standard of living, therefore, by decreasing their Honorarium
to Rs.Thirty Thousand per month in one stroke would definitely disturb

their financial status as well as their mental peace also.

10. Even after observing above, Court cannot ignore that this is a self
financed course and source of income is only the fees generated from
the students and as pointed out that number of students is gradually
decreasing, therefore, institution is facing financial constraint, which is
the main reason to reduce Honorarium. The argument that fee
generated from all courses be consolidated could not be accepted since
it would amount to interfere with financial matter of a University being

not permissible except in extraordinary circumstances.

11. In the aforesaid circumstances, Court cannot issue a mandamus that
the institution continue to pay Honorarium to the petitioners of Rs.1
lakh since it depends upon the financial position of the institution which
has not been much disputed on the basis of records available, therefore,

impugned order at this stage cannot be interfered with.

12. However, since it is an institution of Chhatrapati Shahuji Maharaj
University, Kanpur and petitioners are working for last more than 18 to
19 years therefore it is incumbent upon them to maintain amount of
Honorarium and for that to take endeavour to strengthen their financial
condition and therefore, they are directed to take appropriate steps
specifically that this Court has earlier passed order for increase of their
Honorarium i.e. to pay in regular pay scale (See Dr. Sachin Kumar
Srivastava and Ors. Vs. State of U.P. & Ors, Writ-A No.65736 of 2007
decided on 27.3.2016), which remained unchallenged.
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13. At this stage, Court also takes note of the vision of the concerned
University which is to enlighten and empower humanity by nurturing
future leaders and change agents for universal development and
societal transformation. To work towards sustainable excellence in
global standards of academia, technology-centric learning, robust
research ecosystem, institutional distinctiveness and harmonious social
diversity. The Court hopes that to give proper honorarium to petitioners

would also be a step to achieve its object and mission.

14. Court also takes note of Chapter VI (Finance Committee) of First
Statute of the University, that it may also look into the matter to
increase the strength of students for the concerned course and if
necessary, petitioners be shifted to some other course in according to

their educational qualification so that they may not face financial crisis.

15. Court also takes note that in the impugned order, the University has
assured that in case finance is generated, their Honorarium will be
inreased and arrears will also b e given. The decision being based on a
documents of their finance department, which could not be much
disputed therefore, without interfering with the impugned order, this

writ petition is disposed of with above observations.

Order Date :- 5.3.2025

SB

Digitally signed by :-
SANDEEP BHATTACHARYA
High Court of Judicature at Allahabad
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