
127  IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB AND HARYANA 

Dr. Sangeeta Rani 

   

State of Haryana and others

CORAM:  HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SANJEEV PRAKASH SHARMA
  HON’BLE MRS. JUSTICE MEENAKSHI I. MEHTA
 

Present: Mr. Bhupinder Mali
   
               
SANJEEV PRAKASH SHARMA, J. (Oral)

1.   Learned counsel 

in rejecting his prayer for interim relief without appreciating the fact that the 

petitioner had been working since 2020 as Extension Lecturer based on the 

same Ph.D. degree. 

2.   Learned counsel submits tha

from services was passed on the basis of a l

debarring the university from admitting Ph.D. students for five years in 

future. He submits that there is no debarment or de

degree and, therefore, the petitioner should have been allowed to continue. 

3.   We find that the order impugned before the learned Single Judge 

is the order by which the petitioner has been relieved from service based on 

the letter issued by the UGC d

Ph.D. program for next five years. 
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submits that the learned Single Judge has erred 

in rejecting his prayer for interim relief without appreciating the fact that the 

petitioner had been working since 2020 as Extension Lecturer based on the 
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from services was passed on the basis of a letter issued by the UGC,

debarring the university from admitting Ph.D. students for five years in 
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4.   The issue is open before the learned Single Judge with regard to 

the qualification held by the petitioner. However, so far as granting or 

declining the relief is concerned, the same is discretionary and no right is 

created in favour of any individual for an interim relief.  

5.   However, we notice that the declining of interim relief is 

apparently on account of the fact that it would amount to grant final relief if 

the relieving order is stayed. 

6.   In view thereto, we do not intend to interfere with the order 

passed by the learned Single Judge. However, in the facts and circumstances 

of the case, the appellant would be always free to move an appropriate 

application for early disposal of his writ petition.  

7.  All pending misc. application(s) also stand disposed of.  

 
 
 

  (SANJEEV PRAKASH SHARMA) 
JUDGE 

 
 
 
         (MEENAKSHI I. MEHTA) 
              JUDGE 
12.03.2025 
rajesh 

 
1. Whether speaking/reasoned?   : Yes/No 
2. Whether reportable?   : Yes/No  
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	I attest the accuracy and authenticity of this order/judgment.
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