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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA

AT CHANDIGARH
205 CWP-30633-2018 (O&M)
Date of decision: 15.02.2025
Dr. Sheela Devi ...Petitioner
Versus
The Vice Chancellor and others ...Respondents

CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE AMAN CHAUDHARY
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Present :  Mr. Sachin Gupta Ladwa, Advocate for the petitioner.
(through hybrid mode)
Mr. Deepak Kundu, Advocate for the respondents.
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AMAN CHAUDHARY. J. (ORAL)

l. It has been averred in para 10 of the petition that pursuant to
advertisement on 17.12.2017, Dr.Tina Kapoor was appointed as Deputy
Medical Superintendent on contractual basis on fixed consolidated pay, though
said to be not eligible, which was specifically controverted by respondent
No.2-Registrar of the University in its reply. Nowhere has it been stated by the
petitioner that she had also applied for the same. Be that as it may, she has
neither made any challenge to the selection nor appointment sought thereunder.
2. Prayer 1is for promotion without mentioning therein the
nomenclature of the post or referring to any Rules in that regard nor even an
averment in the petition that the post of LMO occupied by her was feeder cadre
for promotion to the post as Deputy Medical Superintendent, a fact which

respondent-Registrar clarified in para 10 of the written statement that it was not
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and that there was no policy for the same.

3. In the schedule -IV appended alongwith the notification dated
7.11.2016 relied upon, the eligibility required for the post of Deputy Medical
Superintendent has been mentioned as BAMS and PG degree in clinical subject
or BAMS with 10 years clinical experience, however, there is no mention of
filling it up by promotion from the post of LMO.

4. The law point in para 15(iii) raised is that the petitioner is entitled
to reinstate with all benefits and the averments as also prayer are vague, which
learned counsel for the petitioner was unable to refute or offer any explanation

during the course of hearing.

5. The present petition being devoid of merit is hereby dismissed.
(AMAN CHAUDHARY)
JUDGE
15.02.2025
ashok
Whether speaking ; Yes/No
Whether reportable ; Yes/No

ASHOK KUMAR

2025.02.15 15:35

I attest to the accuracy and
integrity of this document



