
SYNOPSIS 

The Petitioner is a sitting Judge of the Hon’ble High Court of 

Judicature at Allahabad, (“Allahabad High Court”) with an 

unblemished judicial career spanning over 11 years. He was elevated 

from the Bar as an Additional Judge in 2014, and on 01.02.2016, was 

made a Permanent Judge. He was transferred to the Hon’ble High 

Court of Delhi (“Delhi High Court”) in 2021 and was repatriated to 

the Hon’ble Allahabad High Court in April 2025 amid the events 

leading to this Petition. 

On the night intervening 14-15.03.2025, a fire incident occurred in an 

outhouse located in the official residence allotted to the Petitioner at 

the time (30, Tughlaq Crescent, New Delhi and hereinafter “Official 
Premises”). It appears that while attending to / extinguishing the fire, 

officials of the Delhi Fire Services (“DFS”) and Delhi Police 

(“Police”) discovered the presence of burnt currency/cash in the 

outhouse. They did not seize the alleged cash or prepare a panchnama 

or otherwise memorialize their discovery in any manner known to 

law. However, it appears that certain photos/videos were privately 

taken by some of these officials and formed the basis for events that 

follow.  

Notably, the Petitioner was at a remote location in Madhya Pradesh 

from 12.03.2025 onwards (on vacation with his spouse during the 

Holi Break of the Hon’ble Delhi High Court) and was not present at 

the Official Premises at the time of the incident or the discovery of 

the alleged cash / burnt currency.  

On 22.03.2025, the Hon’ble (then) Chief Justice of India, constituted 

a Three Member Committee (“Committee”) in terms of the In-House 



Procedure adopted by a Full Court of this Hon’ble Court on 

15.12.1999 (“In-House Procedure”) to inquire into allegations 

against the Petitioner, being that— 

a. The burnt currency/cash found by the DFS / Police officials at

the outhouse on the night intervening 14-15.03.2025 belonged

to the Petitioner.

b. Some person had removed remnants of the burnt currency/cash

from the outhouse in the morning of 15.03.2025, to the

knowledge of the Petitioner.

On 03.05.2025, the Committee tabled its Final Report, a copy of 

which was received by the Petitioner in the afternoon of 04.05.2025. 

The Final Report concluded that there was sufficient substance in the 

allegations against the Petitioner and the misconduct found “proved” 

was serious enough to call for initiation of proceedings for his 

removal as a High Court Judge.  

On 04.05.2025 itself, within hours of receiving the Final Report, the 

Petitioner received a communication from the Hon’ble CJI informing 

him that the Hon’ble CJI was satisfied with the findings recorded and 

conclusions arrived at by the Committee. The Petitioner was advised 

to resign or seek voluntary retirement by 7 PM on 06.05.2025, failing 

which the Hon’ble CJI would “intimate competent authorities to 

initiate action for his removal”.  

The Petitioner responded to the Hon’ble CJI on 06.05.2025 inter alia 

seeking adequate time to review the Final Report and pointing out that 

past practice and convention in implementation of the In-House 

Procedure envisaged a personal hearing before the Hon’ble CJI and 

other senior-most Judges of the Hon’ble Supreme Court, before any 



advice was rendered to the concerned judge based upon the report of 

the In-House Committee.  

The Petitioner did not receive any response from the Hon’ble CJI and 

was not afforded any personal hearing in the matter.  

On 08.05.2025, the Petitioner learned through a Press Release issued 

on the website of this Hon’ble Court that the Hon’ble CJI had written 

to the Hon’ble President of India (“President”) and the Hon’ble 

Prime Minister of India (“Prime Minister”), enclosing a copy of the 

Final Report dated 03.05.2025 along with the letter dated 06.05.2025 

addressed to him by the Petitioner.  

The Petitioner is not in possession of a copy of the communication 

dated 08.05.2025 but assails the action on various constitutional 

parameters. The Petitioner is seeking the indulgence of this Hon’ble 

Court challenging the process culminating in the communication of 

the Hon’ble the then CJI to the Hon’ble President and to the Hon’ble 

Prime Minister by way of his communication dated 08.05.2025 

seeking the initiation of removal proceedings of the Petitioner as a 

Judge of a High Court. 

The Petitioner seeks a declaration that the recommendation by the 

Hon’ble CJI vide Letter dated 08.05.2025 to the Hon’ble President 

and the Hon’ble Prime Minister for initiation of his removal as a High 

Court Judge is unconstitutional and ultra vires.  

Primarily, the In-House Procedure, adopted via a 1999 Full Court 

Resolution to handle complaints against judges and preserve judicial 

independence while maintaining public faith, unjustifiably extends 

beyond the intended scope of self-regulation and fact-finding. By 



culminating in recommendations for removal from constitutional 

office, it creates a parallel, extra-constitutional mechanism that 

derogates from the mandatory framework under Articles 124 and 218 

of the Constitution, which exclusively vest powers for removal of 

Judges of the High Courts in Parliament through an address supported 

by a special majority, following an inquiry under the Judges (Inquiry) 

Act, 1968.  

This Act, enacted per Article 124(5), provides a comprehensive, 

legislatively sanctioned process with stringent safeguards, including 

formal charges, cross-examination, and proof beyond reasonable 

doubt for “proved misbehaviour”.  

On the other hand, the In-House Procedure, which adopts no such 

comparable safeguards, usurps parliamentary authority to the extent 

that it empowers the judiciary to recommend or opine on the removal 

of Judges from constitutionally held office. This violates the doctrine 

of separation of powers, which is part of the basic structure of the 

Constitution, as the judiciary cannot assume the role reserved for the 

legislature in the removal of judges. 

Furthermore, the Constitution confers no superintendence or 

disciplinary powers on this Hon’ble Court or the Hon’ble CJI over 

High Courts or their judges. The absence of such authority entails that 

administrative/self-regulating procedures (such as the In-House 

Procedure) cannot circumvent or override the constitutionally 

protected tenure of High Court judges or imbue the Hon’ble CJI with 

unregulated authority to act as the arbiter of the fate of other judges 

of the High Courts / this Hon’ble Court.  



Thus, to the extent that the In-House Procedure permits 

“recommendations” of any nature by the judiciary for the “removal” 

of judges, it cannot be legitimized as filling the “gap” between 

“proved misbehaviour” and “bad conduct inconsistent with…high 

office” alluded to in C. Ravichandran Iyer v. Justice A.M. 
Bhattacharjee (1995) 5 SCC 457. Instead, it overreaches 

constitutional limits by enabling punitive outcomes without 

legislative sanction, concentrating excessive power without standards 

or safeguards, and thus erodes judicial independence and public 

confidence. 

Furthermore, the Petitioner seeks quashing of the Final Report dated 

03.05.2025 issued by the In-House Committee constituted by the 

Hon’ble CJI, and all actions consequential thereto, on the basis, inter 

alia that:  

1. Invocation of the In-House Procedure was improper and invalid,

since it was done in the absence of any formal complaint against

the Petitioner. The proceedings originated only from

presumptive queries raised on 21.03.2025, based upon

unsubstantiated allegations that the Petitioner owned

(unquantified) cash, and had caused removal of its remnants

after it was discovered. The In-House Procedure does not

conceive of, and is not designed to operate in, such

circumstances.

2. Unprecedented public disclosure of these unverified allegations

via press release by this Hon’ble Court on 22.03.2025 subjected

the Petitioner to media trial, resulting in irreparable damage to

his personal reputation and career as a judicial officer. Such



public disclosure was ex facie disproportionate and violative of 

the law laid down by the Constitutional Bench in Sahara India 
Real Estate Corpn. Ltd. v. SEBI (2012) 10 SCC 603.  

3. Proceedings before the Committee violated natural justice,

reasonableness and fairness under Article 14. The Committee

failed to notify the Petitioner of its devised procedure, denied

him any opportunity to provide inputs on the evidence to be

collected, examined witnesses in his absence and provided him

with paraphrased statements instead of video recordings (despite

availability), selectively disclosed only “incriminating”

material, ignored and failed to collect relevant and exculpatory

evidence like CCTV footage (despite Petitioner's requests),

denied opportunities of personal hearing, did not put any

specific/tentative case to the Petitioner, impermissibly reversed

the burden of proof without notice to the Petitioner, and

effectively hindered any effective defence by the Petitioner.

4. The Committee’s mandate of being a “fact-finding” inquiry was

unjustifiably truncated, being limited only to non-contentious

issues—i.e., (1) whether cash was present in the outhouse, and

(2) whether the outhouse was part of the Official Premises. Both

these facts were non-contentious because the Petitioner did not

dispute the presence of cash, and the location of the outhouse

was evident at sight.

5. The essential mandate of the Committee was to test the veracity

of the allegations against the Petitioner – i.e., the “presumed”

facts were required to be proved or disproved by factual inquiry.



It follows that the essential mandate of the Committee was to 

discover the truth of at least the following seminal facts:  

a. When, how and by whom was the cash placed in the

outhouse?

b. How much cash was placed in the outhouse?

c. Was the cash/currency genuine or not?

d. What was the cause of the fire?

e. Whether the Petitioner was in any manner responsible

for the “removal” of “remnants of currency” on

15.03.2025?

The answers to these queries logically held (and continue to 

hold) the key to the truth of the matter, regardless of whether 

they inculpate or exculpate the Petitioner. The mere discovery 

of cash provides no conclusive resolution. It remains essential to 

determine whose cash and how much was discovered. These 

aspects bear directly on the severity of the allegations, and 

equally, on the potential for orchestrated scandal; added to by 

the cause of the fire, whether intentional or accidental, and the 

involvement of the Petitioner in the alleged “removal” of the 

currency. The Final Report dated 03.05.2025 provides no 

answers to these pivotal questions.  

6. The Committee’s substantive findings in the Final Report dated

03.05.2025 are untenable, based on unjustified inferences, not

evidence.

7. After the submission of the Committee’s Final Report, the

Hon’ble CJI endorsed its findings and conclusions on the same

day. This approval was followed by a communication to the



Petitioner advising him to resign or seek voluntary retirement 

within an unduly restricted timeline, failing which he was 

informed that action to initiate his “removal” would be initiated. 

Furthermore, the Petitioner was denied any opportunity for a 

personal hearing, contrary to established precedents in similar 

cases.  

8. Compounding these issues, media leaks of the Final Report’s

contents, followed by distorted reportage of the Committee’s

findings, were left unaddressed, perpetuating procedural

unfairness, breaching the confidentiality inherent to the In-

House Procedure, and continuing to inflict irreversible harm on

the Petitioner’s reputation and dignity.

Hence, the present Petition.


