IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI
CONTEMPT APPLICATION NO.44 of 2016
IN
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.134 OF 2015

Shri B.C. Pardeshi ..Applicant
Vs.
The State of Maharashtra & Ors. ..Respondents

Shri K.R. Jagdale — Advocate for the Applicant
Shri A.J. Chougule - Presenting Officer for the Respondents

CORAM : Shri Justice A.H. Joshi, Chairman
DATE : Ist August, 2016
ORDER
1. Heard Shri K.R. Jagdale, learned Advocate for the Applicant

and Shri A.J. Chougule, learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

2. Ld. PO states that the Home Department has taken decision to
reject applicant’s representation. The decision is communicated to the

Director General of Police by letter dated 18.7.2016.

3. While deciding this OA, this Tribunal had granted to the
respondents four months time for deciding the representation. It is seen
that the decision is rendered five months beyond the time granted. Any
application for enlargement of time is filed. Even today no expression of

apology or post facto enlargement prayed.



2 CA.44/16 in OA134/15

4. [t is seen that no blame whatsoever prima facie can be fastened
against respondents no.2 to 5. The decision was required to be taken by
respondent no.l and delay that has occurred is primarily on account of

delay which is caused by respondent no. 1.

S. Ld. PO is called to argue to show cause as to why cognizance of

contempt should not be taken. Ld. PO has no reply.

6. At this stage the Ld. PO states that the matter may be kept

tomorrow to take further steps.

7. S.0. to 2.8.2016.

</
(A.H. Joshi, J.})
Chairman
1.8.2016
Date : 18t August, 2016

Dictation taken by: S.G. Jawalkar.

D:\JAWALKAR\Judgements\2016\8 August 2016\CA.44.16 in OA.134.15-BCPardeshi-S0.2.8.16.doc




C.A. No.60 of 2015 in O.A. No.1013 0of 2014

Smt. M.V. Deshmukh . Applicant
Vs.
The State of Maharashtra & Ors. ..Respondents

Heard Shri M.D. Lonkar, learned Advocate for
the Applicant and Shri K.B. Bhise, learned
Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

b
2. Ld. PO prays for adjournment for enabling to
A

trace the papers.

4. S.0. t0 3.8.2016.

<7/ /_

(A.H. Joshi, J.)
Chairman
1.8.2016

(sg))



THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, MUMBAI
U.A.N0.786 of 2016 to O.A.No.788 of 2016 with O.A.Nc.792 ot 201
vl.B. Barkule (0.A.786/2016)

M.R. Darade (0.A.No.787/2016)
A.D. Thorate (0.A.No.788/2016)

5.D. Girme (0.A.N0.792/2016) s APRHCANLS.
Versus
tne sdtate of ivianarashtra & Ors. e RESPONUENLS.

smt. Punam vlanajan, the learned Advocate Tor the Applicants.

Smt. K., Galkwadg, the learned Presenting Officer for the Kesponaents.

CORAIN : Justice 5hri AH. Joshi, Chairman
LAlE 01.08.2016
ORDER
i. Hearda >mi. Punam Manajan, the learned Advocate Tor the Applicants ana i,

n.5. Galkwada, The learned Presenting Otticer for the Kesponaents.

Z. ssUe notice returnable on 11.08.2016.

>5. iripunal may take the case ror ninal aisposal at this stage ana separate nouc: 1.,

1nal disposail shat not pe issued.

. APPICANTs  are  auwnorized  and directed L0 Serve  on  Kesponae i
MUmation/notice of date Of heanng auly autnenucatec Dy KegIsty, aions wi.
Lompietle paper book of Q.A.. Respondents are put to NOTICE TNAT (e Case Woul o

LaKen up 1or fninal aisposal at the stage or aamission nearing.

3. thls Inumauan/naotice 1S ordered under Kule 1L Of tne  ianarasn. .
Agammistrative inbunal (Procedure) Rules, 1983, and the gquestions sucn as imitat.: .

AlG allernate remeay are Kept open.



& the service mav be done bv Hand deliverv, soeed post. courier and
acknowledeement be obtained and produced along with affidavit of compliance in the
Registry within one week. Applicants are directed to file Affidavit of comnliance and

nohce.

7 zrennndent Na.2 is called to consider as to whether the Resnondent No.2 would
iiKe to toltnw same course as adopted by the Respondent No.2 while passine order
datedk 13.07.2016. copv whereof is at page 25. If the Respondent No.2 opts to follow
the sam~ caurse, Resnondent No.2 shall be free to do so and in that event filing of

affidavit <hall he disnensed with.,

2 it osnandent No.2 wants to take difference view, Respondent No.2 should file
affidavit contesting the O.A. and answering each and everv point and paragraph

withoutt=1 nn the naxt date.

2} Hamdast and steno coov is allowed tp learned P.O. to communicate this order to

ﬂ]e ReSr\n"\"’nv‘\r-;_

10. S.0.t 11.08.2016.

_ o s

{A H. Jo<h| 1)
fhairman



IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 694 OF 2016

DISTRICT :Thane

Shri T:L. Wankhede ..Applicant
Vs.
The State of Maharashtra & Ors. ..Respondents

Shri ARR. Joshi, the learned Advocate for the Applicant.

Shri N.K. Rajpurohit. the learned Chief Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

CORAM : Shril. A.H. loshi, Chairman.
DATE : 01.08.2016
ORDER

Heard Shri A.R. Joshi, the learned Advocate for the Applicants and Shri

N.K. Raipurobit. the learned Chief Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

Learned Advocate for the Applicant states that he is filing service report

showing service on the Respondents.

Learned Advocate for the Applicant also states that he wants to argue on

the point of interim relief.

1 Learned C.P.O. for the Respondents prays for two weeks time for filing

replv and states that Respondent No.3 shall file reply.

Since the Respondent no.3 is transerring authority, it is necessary that
rhe transfer will have to be justified by Respondent No.3 onlv. Respondent
¥0.2 mav restrict reply to the facts and points averred against him. since this

job cannot be done by the Respondent No.3.



b

o. ITIS Noped that each ang Every point contained in O.A. will be repliea.

‘. Applicant shall be tree to Join on the transierreq POsSt ana sucn joining

will not come in way of granting interim relief as the situation may arise.

. LIS noped and clarified that the Respondent No.3 oUght 1o do the

dsséssmentof legality of order passed by him, after taking legal opinion.

9. IT Respondent No.3 considers that the order can not pe Justitied on tne
point ot adherence prescribed by Section 22N Bombay Police act, Responaent

No.3 shall be free to withdraw the order.

10. It Respondent No.2 is in a postion to justify the oraer, In that situauon

only, the affidavit needs to be filed.

Li. Steno copy and Hamdast is allowed to learned C.P.O. to communicar

tnis oraer to the Respondents.

1. 5.0.t022.08.2016.

AN ToERY )
Chairma

Siid



IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 637 OF 2016

»

DISTRICT :Satara

Shri R.B. Bhosale ..Applicant
Vs.
The State of Maharashtra & Ors. ...Responaents

Shri M.D. Lonkar, the learned Advocate for the Applicant.

Shri N.K. Rajpurohit, the learned Chief Presenting Officer for the Kesponaent:.

CORAM : Shri J. A.H. Joshi, Chairman.
DATE : 01.08.2016
ORDER
1. Heard Shri M.D. Lonkar, the learned Advocate 10r the Appilcants anu

Shri N.K. Rajpurohit, the learned Chief Presenting Officer for the kesponaents.

2. Learned P.O. for the Respondents prays for time tor filing armaavit in
reply.
3. It is seen that the Applicant’s prayer is Tor to decide ana aispuse of his

application dated 22.01.2014.

4. It prima facie appears that the detailea para wise reply to the Q.A. is not
required.
5. It shall suffice if the Respondent No.2 to whom tne representation is

supmitted, files own affidavit or affidavit of any other senior orncer on
following questions:-
{a) Whether the Applicant’s representation dated 22.1.2014 wnicn iz

at Exh. ‘G’ page 42 is received and pending in the orlice o1 tne
Respondent No.2.



(L)

{0)

Whether cognizance of the said representation is taken and what
steps are taken to deal with the same.

What steps and process are involved in deciding Applicant’s
representation dated 22.01.2014 Exh. 'G’ page 42.

(d) Does any legal impediment exist in deciding the Applicant’s
renresentation above referred?

(e) Are there any other representations which need to be decided
along with Applicant’s representation?

(£ If there is no any legal impediment in deciding Applicant’s
representation, what are the reasons due to which Applicant’s
representation is not decided sofar.

%) In case there is no legal impediment in deciding Applicant’s
representation, the time frame within which the representation
would be decided.

6. Itis not necessaryv to file affidavit, if Applicants representaiton is decided

~e1ore next (Jate,

7. Steno copv and Hamdast is allowed to learned C.P.O.

8. Learnad C.P.O. is directed to communicate this order to the
Resnondente.

9 5.0.to 20.09,2016. 3\

<q// - v

(A H. Joshi, J&
Chairman



o iNateg. Office Memorunda of Cornm. - l

innenrance, Tribuanl’s orders or Tribunal’s orders

Caepeeions and Reeistrar's orders 1

! 0.A.626/2016

i Shri D.K. Dhiware ... Apolicant

| Vs,

| The State of Mah. & ors. ... Resnondents

Heard Shri K.R. Jagdale, the learned Advocate

for the Applicant and Shri N.K. Reipurchit. the
learned Chief Presenting Officer for the Respondents

‘? Issue notice returnable on 22.08 2016.

Tribunal may take the case for final disunsal
at this stage and separate notice for final disnosal
shall not be issued.

Applicant is authorized and directed to scrve
on Respondents intimation / notice of date of
hearing duly authenticated by Registrv. along wiih
complete paper book of O.A. Respondents arc put' (o
notice that the case would be taken un for final
disposal at the stage of admission hearine.

. This intimation / notice is ordered under Ral-
11 of the Maharashtra Administrative Tribuns
(Procedure) Rules. 1988 and the questions such ax
limitation and alternate remedv are kent opern -

The service may be done bv hand delivery

i speed post / courier and acknowledgement b
{ obtained and produced along with affidavit o
| compliance in the Registry within four weeis
t Applicant is directed to file Affidavit of comnliance

+ and notice.
! S.0. to 22n¢ August, 2016. The learned I
) . : ; P -
g \ ‘ g' do waive service. . - .
),t =
R Sd/- >
ot g e Chaieman)— | (R.B. Malik]
Pl M (Memberh] Member (J)

E ' 01.08.201¢6
e 2P T adale, (skw)

ot tha Appleant »
el R Pw“"[LQ i

i fer the Pespondents

e tooo|glla

s
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© e Notas, Dffice Memornnda of Coram.

‘anearance, Tribunal’s ordevs or

~owenctang and Registrar's - ovders

Tribunal’s ovders

Fei B MALIK (Memben) T

Ul Jegdel
o i ARTRCn

L%‘Gmuwaﬁb

beta irAVEPLINAE O BORARS

om0 '2—3/('8’“6‘

i b |

- the Resnondents |

0.A.627/2016

Shri M.S. Kulthe ... Aoplicant

Vs.

The State of Mah. & ors. .... Respondents

Heard Shri K.R. Jagdale, the learned Advocate
for the Applicant and Smt. K.S. Gaikwad. the learmee
Presentine Officer for the Resnondents

Issue notice returnable on 22.08.2016

Tribunal may take the case for Hnal dispoeo
at this stage and separate notice for final disnoss
shall not be issued.

Applicant is authorized and directed to scroe
on Respondents intimation / notice of date of
hearing duly authenticated by Registryv. along w:h
complete paper book of O.A. Respondents are pur to
notice that the case would be taken uv for.final
disposal at the stage of admission hearing.

This intimation / notice is ordered under Riile
11 of the Maharashtra Administrative Tribun:!
(Procedure) Rules, 1988 and the questions such s
limitation and alternate remedyv are ket onen

The service may be done by hand dehoeei
speed post / courier and acknowledeemont o
obtained and produced along with atficavt
compliance in the Registry within four
Applicant is directed to file Affidavit of compliz:: o
and notice.

el

S.0. to 22m August, 2016. The learmned P
do waive service. -

Sd/-

(R.B. Malik)
Member ()
01.08.2016

o) ol

(skw)
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PR AT (B0.000—2-2015) Y

o '"HE MAHARASHTRA ADMINIQTRA'I‘U% THIBIUINAT,
MUMBAI

-y apolication Mg, @ = of 20 T Ve

Snnbreantis

T
The State of Maharashtra-and othera
Foeanorten it s

g Oicero USSP

coo Notes., Office Memoranda of Coram,
swearance, Tribunal's orders or Tribunal’ s evders

nrms and Registrar’s orders o O.A_644/2016

e el e e e

| Ms. A.A. Pawar. ... Apolicant
! Vs. .
| The State of Mah. & ors. ... Resvondents

? Heard Shri A.V. Bandiwadekar. the learnsd
| Advocate for the Applicant and Mrs. A.B. Kololei
| holding for Shri K.B. Bhise. the learned Presentine
{ Officer for the Resvondents.

’ On a very simple aspect of the mater, even n«
| the 2nd Respondent has filed the Affidavit-in-repiv
| The Affidavit of the State has not been filed and that
i was their stand with regard to the 1997 Rules as
amended by 11.2.1998 and in that connection. 1 had
made it clear that even pending this OA, the
Respondents, especially the 1st Respondent can
consider the case of the Applicant. I may have to
proceed without the Affidavit-in-reply and therchv
— visiting on the said Respondent, the consequernices of
=] g’{ [ (s . constructié%admission,_ il these directions are ne!
T complied wijt Therefore, just routine adiourmen!
e would not & and for this clarification. the OA stands
) AT RAIV A GAR WAL adjourned to 4 August, 2016.
fre PR MALIK chmherL(*— : )

i

B | Sd/- SRR
. a»:h BW@J@CQ;JQ’L (K.B. Malig)

: (Ajr’ Armica .zAM(r\% - Member (J)
CI o 1. p: Rlise. _ 01.08.2016
Tcs d (skw)
Por‘ ents

e
o \14' 42( oy 2~

s e &A,-(‘Z/(G
‘Wl/ﬁ/_//
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Y A (H0.000—-2-2010} sSolo MATLD

- R MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRYBIUNAT,
MUMBAI
- ) application Wl o 0 e nf 20 : U Thrnn
Apefreantle

The State of Maharashtra and othors
frosnonrdopt/s

Semne Ut eer. U UU PRSP .

o iNntes, Dffice Memoranda of Coram.
cocgrance, 'Pribunal’s orders or Tribnnal's gvdrrs

------ nons and Registrar’s orders

|
|
!

a ) f M.A.232/2016 in 0.A.1048/2015 with
| M.A.233/2016 in 0.A.1049/2015

| Shri S.C. Gadade & Anr. ... Applicants
| Vs.
1 The State of Mah. & ors. ... Resnondents

| Heard Shri A.V. Bandiwadekar. the learncd
| Advocate for the Applicants and Mrs. A.B. Kololgi
| holding for Shri N.K. Rajpurohit, the learned Chief
| Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

! " A further request for time to file replv s
| turned down because on the last occasion. last
chance was granted. The matter is set down for
hearing and orders on 4t August. 2016, making it
- clear that just before the hearing commences. if the
T 1\%“\6 : reply is tendered, it will be taken on record and the
o MAs shall be heard on that date,

S bieShrRATV AGARWAL
S.0. to 4% August, 2016.

ujm*ﬂm L .
i ™ B MALIK (Membent I : \T—
e p B dicasa dalon Sd/- TL
woonge ft the Apolicant - e lhceuan [&:14) . (R'B. Malik) \ " ©
Cag Qoo gy fe prerale T | Member (J)
BEFMae the Resnondents ~ 01.08.2016

{skwi

o O L(/?//G

#y_|

EEERNE e



Admin
Text Box

           Sd/-


C e et [Ypl- MATF2 R

“rTE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAT

MUMBAY

coyanteap vy 0N Throenrrper

. Arnnhichntie

i e State of Maharashtra and others

Resnondent/a

coccnnee. brunel’R ardors or

e gmseade oo plalfb |

Ao cirtres emaorandn ot Corum

Teihunal's orders

Date : 01.08.2016.

Ceme T e enRten 'y ardora |
L

' 0.A.No.312 of 2016 with 0.A.No.313 of 2016 with
0O.A.N0.406 of 2016

: R.A. Kulkarni (0.A.N6.312/2016)
| P.B. Avhad {0.A.No.313/2016)

I .S8.K.Sawant [0.A.N0.406/2016) .... Applicants.
\ereys

{ The State of Maharashtra & Ors. ....Respondents.
1. Heard Smt. Punam Mahaian. the learned Advocate

| for the Apolicants . in 0.ANo.312/2016

. t
e e ‘ 0.A.N0.313/2016). and Shri A.A. Gharte. the learned

v lashi {Chairman) ! Advocate for the Apoplicant in 0.A.N0.406/2016 and Shri

Filampart 1 Al Chougule. the learned Presenting Officer frr the
‘ I Respondents.
Ve NAaNAYAY |

ot £ 0P D12 L HING)

o dw.‘,’\ Ao Nalhite 2. Bv consent adiourned to 04.08.2016.
Vi 4 ecameses Bt gt yuas l’f,"'ﬂﬂ){‘ﬂ“ﬂ&'?ﬂ? ~
‘ LTS _
Sd/-

~TAH. Joshi. 1.1\
Chairman X

. e
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(Sph- MAT-F-2 L

LliASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

Gl 2y . ListricT
..... APPLLANT S
Gerss
1he State of Maharashtra and others
AAAAA Hespongenvs

woorunada 0f Curam,
Vs urders ur T'rivunal’ s orders

plelrur’s . orders

Date : 01,08.2016.

0.A.No.312 of 2016 with 0.A.N0.313 of 2016 witn
0.A.No.406 of 2016

R.A. Kulkarni (0.A.N0.312/2016)
P.B. Avhad (0.A.N0.313/2016)

. 5.K. Sawant (0.A.No.406/2016) . Appiicants.

i versus
| The State of Maharashtra & Ors. ...Kesponaents.
L. Heard Smt. Punam Mahajan, the learnea Aavocate

1or the  Applicants . in 0.A.N0.312/20lb. . ana
0.A.N0.313/2016), and Shri A.A. Gharte, the Iearnea

o TSt

i B uharnian) ? Advacate far the Applicant in 0.A.N0.406/2016 ana >nn
| Al Chougule,,the learned Presenting Officer tor tne

gesponaents.
o, bz LB
< aP. o2 LAY 2. By consent adjourned to 04.08.2016.

i Heofll
ondent/s

e HLRL b ‘ : ,mg/ / -
= A K H. JosﬁifT)E‘“““

Chairman

i

e pr




M rarku i)

1H5pl- MAT-#-2 .

[ARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL |

ut’ ©U

L.

of ZuU

‘ARAD CONTINUATION SHEET NO.

—
emoranaa of Coram,
bunal’s oraers or .
legistrar's orders

Tribunal & orders

v \Ll."ﬂ]fﬂlﬂﬂ)

o) A

....................

.................

C.A. No.82 of 2015 in O.A, No.10 ot 2009

Shri A.K. Pusegaonkar & Ors. ..Applicants
Vs,
The State of Maharashtra & Ors. .Responaents

Heard Shri B.A. Bandiwadekar, learned
Aavocate for the Applicants and Smt. K.S. Gakwad,

learned Presenting Ofticer for the Responaents.

2. Ld. PO states that the atfidavit requirea 10 oe
riled pursuant 1o para 4 and 5 ol oraer dawed
17.6.2016 is received. However, the text 1nereol 1s

noi saustaciory and prays IOr One Weeks ume 101

- tiling proper attidavit.

3. S.0.t022.8.2016.

1.8.20106

(Seg)



wida of Coram,
@ lrihdae or
w'$ orders

——— r—vw—.. .

: ‘Tribunal’s orders :
CA.42/2016 in OA.1092/13 with OA.1031/13
Shri P.5. Mahamuni & Ors. Applicants
‘The State of Maharashtra & Ors. ..Responaents

Heard Shri R.M. Kolge, learned Advocarte ror
e Applicants and” Shri AJ. Chougule, leamea

fresenting Oftficer for the Respondents.

2. Shri Kolge, L.d. Advocate states that part or

e order 1s complied with. ‘Applicant has calculatea

- and 1dentified the deficiencies and statement tnereor

15 toaay hanaed over to Ld. PO. In trn the Ld. ru
nas handed over the sheet of deticiency 1o >nr
rrakash H. Damodare, Assistant Director, Vocauonal

raucation and Training, Pune. -

3. Ld. PO prays for two weeks time (0 veriry e

supslance of the grievance and take Sieps Ior
compilance, 11’4.7_7/;/«71 d-l_\

4. 8.0.102.9.2016. N

(A.Irﬁoshi, .
- Chairman
1.8.2016
(32))
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\AD CONTINUATION SHEET NO.

muranaa of Coram,
mil's vraers or Triounal’s orders
fistrars oraers

C.A. No.53 of 2014 in O.A, No.44 of 2009

Shri R.G. Joshi Appilcant
Vs '

The State of Maharashtra & Ors. ..Responaents

, Heard Shri R.M. Kolge, learned Advocate ror
l the Applicant and Shri K.B. Bhise, learnea

. ’ Presenung Oftficer for the Respondents.

| 2. Shri Kolge, Ld. Advocate for the appicant
| states that rejoinder 1s ready and some tune Is
required Ior carrying out pagination €I¢. and prays

tor one week’s time for filing it.

S LTI )
3. S.0.w1l.8.20l6. - \
‘‘‘‘‘ j M*u«i‘déﬂi—t .
T . (AH. Joshi, I~
‘ ' Chairman
| 1.8.2016
Si cremserssisurseve ) (ng)



AKASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

{opl- Mav-o-2

MUMBAL - -
Lo U L’lﬁ'lm»”i.‘- ot
R AppLtadii:
e state of Maharashtra-and owners
.... Lies puiiucii -
g uoranda Ul Cord, |
WL BEUs Orduers or i . Tribunal’ s oraers
W lalrar’s ordaers t
| Date:01.08.2016
i o 0.A.N0.394 ot 2016
. Shri N.R. Kale: ~ApplIcant
i : Vs,
' Yhe State of Maharashtra & Ors. ..Responaents
| 1 Heard ~ Shri V.U. Sherknane, the iearned

i (L REMAan)
#1;--‘-““-‘3“)-3'-‘“‘ elos

......

e

| Aavocate halding for Shri R.G. Panchal, the igarmeu
1 Aavocate forthe Applicant and Smt. K.S. Gaikwaa., tie

' learned Presenting Officer tor the Responaents.

|2. Learned ‘P.O. tfor the Kespondents SIales s
- | fonows:-

para. wise remarks are received ana drait
affidavit is prepared. However, turther ume is
required for re-dratung.

Time as prayed for is granted till next date.

5.0.1021.09.2016.0

(AR Joshi, ¥
Chairman

-

poaa



Iophe MAE L
MIASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI : :
FRY o .:J:JIH::‘.‘PRIL;’II, .

..... sapplicenilye

..... nesponde:ts:
A5 e ddinka O CUrdn,
I s L G . Trivunal’ § orders
i sadw ahtuels
Late : 01.08.2016.
| : ‘ 0.A.No.423 of 2016
' Shri D.J. Patil ‘ . Appilcant
: Vs.
| Yhe State of Mah. & Ors. ..Responaents
' 1. Heard Shri K.R. Jagdale, the iearned Advocate

i nolaing for Shri D.B. Khaire, the learned Advogate Tor
i the Applicant and Shri K.B. Bhise, the learneq

' Presenting Otficer for the Respondents.

| 2. Learned P.O. tor the Respondents Shri K.B. bnise
l nas tendgered two affidavits. Both are taken on recora.
Coutdltitianf 3. Learned Advocate for the Applicant prays ior

i“"'(w t + A
tnree weeks time.

jasl = noldmg

A, Time as prayed for is granted.
R 5. $.0,t024.08.2016. \
o

s o 'm.msﬁa,”zgf
' Chairman
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HAD CONTINUATION SHEET NO.

pocanas of Coram,
wl's oraers or Tribunal's orders-
merar's orders

C.A. No.85 of 2013 in O.A: No.788 0f 2012

Shri R.T. Paul .Applicant
‘ Vs .
The State of Maharashira & Ors. ..Responaents

Heard Shri D.B. Khaire, . learned »>peciat
Counsel with Shri K.B. Bhise, learned Fresenung

Orricer tor the Respondents.. = = None Ior ine

|  Appicant,

' 2. Shri Khaire; Ld. Special Counsel ror e
’ respondents prays 1or three weeks ume as ne wanis

| 10 re-examine ine matier.

(_ usitman) N :3. in view of the request, adjoumed to 24.8.2016.

desgh Cunsd | ("’HTO %"‘
g. ﬁr}/ \b){ e , Chairman
 1.82016

o (sg)




RASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL.

opls MAT-F-2 i,

o1 20

[ AV]

$AD CONTINUATION SHEET NO.

randa of Coram,
I'n urders or
rur’s orders’

Tribunal’s orders

» 4 HEIEman)-
TeeHbOEF A

ne4n

C.A. No.72 0f 2014 in Q.A, No.834 of 2011

© Shri D.D, Mehta & Ors. - .Applicants
Vs, N
Lhe State of Maharashtra & Ors. - ..Responaents

Heard Smt. Punam Mahajan, learned Advocate
ror the Appiicants and Smt. ‘Archana B.K., learneg

rresenung Officer for the Respondents.”

2. Smt. Mahajan, Ld. Advocate for the applicants

- states that 1t Is considered necessary to serve tne

contemnors  personal  notice, . wait  for 1s

acknowledgment,till reasonable time and therearer

lake suitable steps, Smt. Mahajan, Ld. Advocate

prays 1or three weeks time.

5. lume granted.
4. 8.0.10692016, \
(A.H. Joshi,
Chairman
1.8.2016

lsgy)



W et OF Uoraim,
Wy Grunre OF
wers ordors

Trbunal’ s erders
C.A. No.66 0f 2015 in O.A. No.499 of 2014

st hairman)

Frteaber) A

lt..*‘%!’.:.)"."\d"")

premif...

Shri A.V. Joshi ‘ LApplICam
Vs,
The State of Maharashtra & Ors. -..Kesponaenis

Heard Shri Sherkhane, learned Aavocuw
holding for Shri C.T. Chandratre, learned Aavocaw
tor the Applicant and Shri N.K. Rajpurohit, .learncd

Chief Presenting Officer for the Responaents.

2. . Copy of certain correspondence which inciuue
one letter dated 21.1.2016 issued by the aepartment
10 the applicant is tenderéd to the Ld. Advocate >nri
sherkhane. 1.d. Advocate for applicant 1s direcied Lo
take 1nstructions as to whether the applicant nas

comptiied with the steps and compliance on nis part.

3. it the applicant desires 10 comply wihn, e

should do the neediul within two weeks rrom toaady.

4. rer reporlng Sieps as may be complied vy

respective parties, adjourned to 7.9.2016.

. e
(A.H. Joshi, J r
" Chairman v

-1.8.2016
(e



Lo {Spl- MAL-b-2

L&RASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE T RIBUNAL
MUMBALI

[ b ZU ' DHsTRICT

..... APPAICiigs

Lobalea
The State of ivlaliarasntra and oters

..... Hespondeies

s o emoranda of Lovan,
rirunal’s vraers or . 1'ribunal’ s orders

L laglstrur’s  orgers

Date :.01.08.2016.

0.A.No0.223 of 2015

Shri 5.5. Khatke o ~.Applicant

Vs,
The State of Maharashtra & Ors. ..Kesponaents
1. Heard Shri A.R. Joshi, the learned Advocate Tor

the Appticant and Shri N.K. Rajpurohit, the jearnea

Chief Presenting Officer for the Responaents.

2 tearned Advocate for the Applicant Shri A.n.

Joshi states that the Apphicant has neen granted

[R— i

promouion auring the, pendency or this O.A.

3. Learned Advocate for tne Applcants wants 1o

v . colieCct Tne papers and gecige as 10 how manner in
JHany : |
whicnh the case be pursued, and prays Tor agjaurmment.
(&g P
g eas 4. 5.0.10 9.08.2016.
: Q"
(A H. Joshl /i
Chairman -

il




Isph~ MAT-I'2 o

d{ASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
UE U DsTrIicT
..... Applilaiite
Vel odu b
I'ne sState ot Maharashtra ana others
..... Respondeny:
B sunay of Loranm, }
nel's vrders or Triounal’s orders
ileral’s graers
r
' Date : 01.08.2016.
i - 0.A.N0.574 of 2016
!
‘ shri P.A. Pagare. ~Applicant
; Vs,
' The State of Mah. & Ors. - ..Responaents
| 1. Heard Shri- B.A. Bandiwadekar, the learneo

'AOVOCHI‘E Tor the Applicant and Shri K.8. Bhise., tne

i learnea Presenting Otficer for the Respondents.

l <. Learned P.Q. for the Respondents prays ror ume

iror titing repty.

i “btirman) | 3. 1Time as prayed tor is granteq. Q
Shianr g ot ; ‘:"
I4, 5.0.to 19.08.2016. - i
v | | ==l
| (A.H. Joshi, ).)
i | Chairman
|



(,.‘_uuuf%-zmsj - - {Spl.-° MAT:1-2 K.
AHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAIL -

Aol INO. : of 20 ' DISTRICT .
.y Applicantss

versus

The State of Maharashtra and others

..... Respanaenws ..
.................................................................. }
aciz Memoranda of Corum, } .
) dribunul’s orders or o - Tribunal's orders
na Registrar’s urc_ie-rsv ) N
.Date ; 01.08.2016.
0.A.No.405 of 2016
P.H.Wig - | . . «« Applicant. .
versus
The State of Maharashtra & Ors. ~..Respanaents.
1. Heard Shri MD Lonkar, the learned Advocate Tor

the Appljcént and Smt. K.S. Gaikwad, . the learned

Presenting Officer for the Respondents,

2. Learned P.O. Smt. KS. Gaikwad rtor 1ne

Respondents prays for adjournment tili 04.08.2016.

ek (i '
‘5 airman) . 3. - Inview of the foregoing, adjourngd to 04.08.2016.
. o o
! o (A.H. loshi, L.y { -
g" %‘Kw%m & 1 prk a ‘ R ' c'.ha'rman

L ‘ T xe)



cow,UlU—2-2015) ISpls MAT-F-2 L.

AHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI

sl INUL of 20 DisTrICT
R Applicant/s

versus
I'he State of Maharashtra and others

..... Respondenws «

jro Memoranda of Coram, - .
{ {ribunal’s orders or Tribunal’s orders

!:\d Registrar’s orders

Date: 01.08.2016.
0.A.No.595 of 2016

Shri 5.A. Chavan &Ors. : «Applicants

Vs,
The Secretary, Agriculture & Ors. w.Respongents’

1. Heard Shri K.R. Jagdale, the learned Advocate
tor the Applicant and.Smt. K.S. Gaikwad, the learneg.

- Presenting Officer for the Respondents,

2. Learned Ad‘voc’at_e for the Applicant Shri K.R.

Jagdale prays for time.

-irmman), 3. Learned P.Q, fO_r the Respondents prays for rour
L 7 weeks time for filing reply.
J‘_jaéjg 4. Though four weeks time is prayed longer time is
‘i‘NW&J '| granted with a caution that no further adjourned will
\ e be granted. |
T, 5. 5.0. 10 19.09.2016.

; : ~ (AH. Joshi, LN
: Chairman

sba

IPEG



S o—Led i) iSpl.- MAT-F-2 b,

iARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
vl 20 - DISTRICT
..... -Applicanws
versis
I'ne State ot Maharashtra and others
-.... Respondenus

Msnoranda of Coram,
wunal’s orders or Tribunal’s orders
pgegistrur’'s orders

Date : 01.08.2016.

0.A.Nc.M.A.N0.246 of 2016 in O.A.N0.595 of 2016

5hri 8.A. Chavan &Ors, ‘ ~Applicants
Vs,
The Secretary, Agricutture & Ors, . Responaents
1. Heard Shri K.R. Jagdale, the learned Acvocate

for the Applicant and Smt. K.S. Gaikwad, the |earnea

Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

is L -
2 Thisen application for leave to sue jointiy..
3. Considering the cause of action purused by tne
i zn} , '
r——— A Applicants is common, concurrent and usual, the cases
1l are not required to be decided separately.

gas< ' '

4, In this view of the matter, the present. Misc.
wed '

Application is allowed subject to Applicants paying -

requisite court fees, if not aiready paid.

J"ﬁ/ 5. Misc. Application is allowed.

.....................

; i
(A.H. JaZhi, J'.'\“"‘““
Chairman

I sba

1200,



—z-2014) |Spl.- MAT-I-2 &

HA.RASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

- MUMBAI
iNOL of 20 ‘ Disrricr
..... Appiicant/s
versis
The State of Maharashtra and others
..... Hesponuenws
................................................................ )
» memoranaa of Coram,
wibunul’s orders or Tribunal’s orders
1 Kegistrar’s orders .
Date ; 01.08.2016.
0.A.N0.242 of 2016
Shri A.D. Raste 7 - Applicant
. Vs.
The State of Mah, & Ors. «.Responaents
1. Heard Shri A.R. Joshi, the learned Advocate

holding for Shri \A.M.‘Joshi, the learned Advocate ror
the -Applicant and Shri K.B. Bhise, the learned

Fresenting Ofticer for the Respondénts.‘

2. Learned P.O. for the Respondents Shri K.B. Bhise

wspi (Chairman) prays for two weeks time for filing reply.
EeETTIiemberyA o —
/3. Though two weeks time is prayed longer time is
""""""" 1‘444\1 b\d"}' granted with a caution that no further adjournment
p‘nf)L .| will be granted.

4, 5.0.1t0 21.09.2016.

nn T W

(A.H. Joshi, ﬂ
Chairman
sDa .

VIR




2l ‘ ISpl- MAT-F-2 E.

\RASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
of 20 -  DisTRICT
..... Applicant/s
versus '
The State of Mabharashtra and others
..... Respondentss

m.ornada of Coram, |
ul’s orders ar Tribunal’s orders
gisirur’s oraers N

Date TOL.U8:2016:

| 0.A.No.789 of 2016 with 0.A.No.790 of 2016

M.N. Khitare (0.A.789/2016}.

- A.B. Kolekar {O.A.790/2016). e Applicants.
i versus
| ‘ The State of Maharashtra_ &drs. ‘ | ....Respongents.
i 1. Heard Sm'F. Punam Mahajan, the learned Advocate .

] for the Applicants and Smt. Archana- B.K, the learneo

I presenting Officer for the Respondents.

| . < Learned' Advocate Smt. Punam Mahajan for tne
| ' Applicants states as follows -

Respondent has cancelled the transfer proer n
relation to each of the application in these two
— C Original Applications.

g clihainmany 3. in view of the foregoing’ O.A. has become
foTowTIOesyA infructuous and is disposed of.
!
R ER S ‘ e AR, Jot 'rl-)(}
1. antis e o Chairman

prk

Fome ATV OTY g

1




iSpl- MAT-#-2 B,

ASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL .

MUMBAI
ui 20 Disrricy
..... Applicant/s
............................. 7
Del'slis
'J'he State of Manarashtra and others
..... Respondem/s
L o Loram, .
Lraers or Tribunal's orders
s uraers
Date : 01.08.2016.
| M.A.No.195 of 2016 in O.A.No.359 of 2016.
| Shri P.D. Yasatwar ' " L.Applicant
Vs, :
The State of Mah. & Ors, ‘ ..Respondents
1. Heard Ms. S.P. Manchekar, the learned

Advocate for the Applicant and Smt. Archana B.K,, the

learned Presenting Officer for the Responaents.

2. Learned P.Q. for the Respondents personally

unaertakes to go to the office and set right pagination

(i-hairman) : . L
: for placing affidavits in Q.A.
e — placing

3. .0.t0 3.08.2016.
s R N
[ E _)}:ﬂ , /,-——*

A.H. Joshi A

P - Chairman

sha

[PTO.



gyorgnda of Loram,
punal's orders or

jeNistrar's orders

’l‘vihux;al’ i orders

= .+ Joshi (Chairman)

bardiWedelay

PRV

.. Jod). AN
waw) Wity

Date : 01.08.2016.
M.A.No.235 of 2016 in 0.A.N0.572 of 2016 _

5.G, Padage ... Applicant.

versus
The State of Maharashtra & Ors. - ..Responaents.
1. Heard Shri B.A. ‘Bé‘ndiwadekar, the learnec

Advocate for the Applicant and Shri K.B. Bhiseg, the learnea

presenting Officer for the Respondents.

2, Learned P.O..Shri K.B. Bhise for the Responaents
has tendered the affidavit opposing the M.A.. It is taken

on record.

3. In the midst of hearing, learned Advocate Shri B.A.
Bandiwadekar for Applicant states as follows :- _

(a) 1t -appears- that aii the documents ana
information are not explored.

(b} It would not be necessary to do it and file fresh
-0.A. and M.A. for that purpose.

(c)‘ Liberty may be granted to withdraw the M.A.
and O.A. and file afresh.

[}

4, Leave and liberty as prayed for is granted.

5. M.A. and Q.A. both are disposed as witharawn,

with liberty as indicated.

\

i

a——— ,;,_‘_.;7 : -

(AH. JO?WD"\
Chairman

ptk :



hiice Memoranda of Coram,
e, Tribunal’s orders or
ung Hegistrar's ordera

Tribungl & orders

w e sshit {Chairman)
oAl (NiembeRrA

vm’ uln-ln sesrenesas

ﬂmMM Yo K.

\, L1 Ao SR, PR Y T

el TR

PITPP TR e ITYSCLELRTTT LI LA L L)

WL

Date : 01.08.2016.
0.A.No.649 of 2016

D.N. Shinde & Ors. .. Applicants.

versus
~ The State of MaHlarashtra & Ors. ....Responaents.
1. Heard Shri H.A, Joshi, th'é learned Advocate for tne

Applicants and Smt'. A,r‘ch‘ané BK, the learned Presenung

Officer for the Respondents.

2. . Issue notice returnable on 30.09.2016.

3. Tribunal may take the case for final disposal at this
stage and separate notice for final disposal shall not be

1ssued,.

4 Applicant% are authorized and directed 1o serve on

Respondents intimation/notice of ‘date of hearing duly
authenticated by Registry, alang wit_h complete paper DOOK
of O.A.. Respondents are put to notice that tne case woula
be takén up for final disposal at the stage of aomission -
hearing. g

5. This intimation/notice is ordered under Rule 11 of

the Maharashtra- Administrative Tribunal {Procedure)

“Rules, 1988, and the questions such as’ limitation ana

alternate remedy are kept open.

. The service may be done.by Hand delivery, speed

. post, courier and acknowledgement be obtained .and

produced along with affidavit of compliance in the Registry
within one week Appllcants are directed to file Affigavit

of comphance and notice.’

7. 5.0,t030.09.2016.

{(A.H. .loshl, J

. | , -
Chairman

prK



ra—2-2045) Spl.- MAT-F-2 &,

iARASH'fRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
v or 20, DisTtRICT
..... Appli‘uanvs :
versus
The State of Maharaghtra and others
..... Responaent/s .

Moemornndd %t Corany, .
sbunal’s orders or - ‘Iribynal’s orders
Kugistrur’s orders '

Date : 01.08.2016.

M.A.N0.267 of 2016 in O.A.No.649 of 2016

D.N. Shinde & Ors. - Applicants.
versus ‘

The State of Maﬁarashtra & Qrs. . ~..RESPONOENTS,
1. Heard Shri H.A. Joshi, the learned Advocate for tne

| Appiicants and Smt. Archana B.K., the learned .Presenting

l Officer for the Respondents - .
2. This is an application for leave 1o sue jointly.
3. The cause pursued by the applicants in the G.A. is .

L : common and concurrent.

siychatmnran) V
i 4. In this view of the matter, the present Wwhisc.

Appiication is allowed subject ‘to_ Applicants paying

D — requisite court fees, if not already paid.

5. M.A. disposed of accordingly. \

y‘{/ . (A Toshi, 1)
) . . “ Chairman

Lk

a0}




[Spl- MAT-F-2 E.

\tASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
ol 2y DistricT
..... Applicant/s
verses
T'he State ot Maharashtra and others
..... Hespondentws
......................................................... j
Losranda of Coram,
iLuls orders or . Tribunal’s orders
gu:lrur’s orders '
| Date : 01.08.2016.
| S 0.A.N0.239 0of 2016 .
l Smt. 5.P, Khatavkar & Ors. ' ..Applicants
g vs.
' The State of Mah. & Ors. . ..Responaents

1 1. Heard Ms. S.P. Manchekar, the learnea
} Advocate ror the Applicant and Shri A.J, Chougule, the

' learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.
| 2. Learned Advocate for. the Applicant Ms. S.P.
-| Manchekar prays for two weeks time for filing rejoinea.
3. Time as prayed for is granted.

$e. (Chalrman)
pridenBorrA 4. S$.0.1023.08.2016. Q E

heczy o 0//. :
m— ki 5%

b oy B B : (A.H. Joshi, .

SRR Chairman

soa

(PTO.




IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI

MISC. APPLICATION NO.216 OF 2016
IN

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.428 OF 2016

DISTRICT : THANE

Shri Ram Yashwant Kamble. )...Applicant
Versus
1. The State of Maharashtra & Anr. )...Respondents

Ms. S.P. Manchekar, Advocate for Applicant.
Mrs. A.B. Kololgi, Presenting Officer for Respondents.

P.C. :  R.B. MALIK (MEMBER-JUDICIAL)
DATE : 01.08.2016
ORDER
1. This is an application wherein the basic case of

the Applicant is that there is no delay. However, if delay

was there, then the same may be condoned. In that case,



the quantum of delay is pegged as at one year, ten months

and two days.

2. The Applicant is a retired Rationing Officer. He
retired on 30.6.2012. There was a departmental enquiry
pending against him at that time. Punishment was
awarded to him whereby 5% of his monthly pension was
withheld forever. That order is impugned in the OA which
is dated 6.7.2013. This MA has been presented on
10.5.2016.

3. I have perused the record and proceedings and
heard Ms. S.P. Manchekar, the learned Advocate for the
Applicant and Smt. A.B. Kololgi, the learned Presenting
Officer for the Respondents.

4. The basic submission of the Applicant is that the
slashing of the pension is a continuing wrong in as much
as that much amount will be deducted forever from his
monthly pension, and therefore, the bar of limitation would
not operate. In this connection, my attention is invited by
Ms. Manchekar, the learned Advocate for the Applicant to
Union of India Vs. Tarsem Singh, (2008) 8 SCC 648.

Para 7 thereof needs to be specifically taken note of. The

concept of continuing wrongs in the context of continuing



cause of action has been explained by the Hon’ble Supreme
Court. It is held that a service related claim, if based on
continuing wrong will be such as to be immune from the

bar of limitation.

S. The learned P.O. in stoutly opposing this MA, has

tried to distinguish Tarsem Singh’s case for the reasons

set out by her in Para 12 of the Affidavit-in-reply to this
MA. It apparently appears to be her submission that the

Rule of Tarsem Singh will be applicable in case of

disability, pension of Army Serviceman on medical ground,
etc. and not in case of the punishment resulting into
slashing of the pension. Even a cursory perusal of Tarsem
Singh’s case would not bear the learned P.O. out. I think,
it is very clear that the Rule thereof will be squarely
applicable hereto.

0. The learned P.O. has severely assailed the
Applicant for lacking in vigilance in the matter of agitating
his rights. The cause assigned is set out in the 3
Paragraph of the Affidavit-in-reply in which there is a
reference to the Supreme Court Judgment in U.P.
Jalnigam and Another Vs. Jaswant Singh and Another,

(2006) 11 SCC 464. Another Judgment referred to is in




the matter of State of Maharashtra Vs. S.M. Kotrayya,
1996 (6) SCC 267.

7. Now, in my opinion, the issue of indolence or
lack of vigilance is fact specific. What is required to be
implemented is the principles of law laid down by the
Hon’ble Constitutional Courts to the case at hand. This
particular matter, in my view, is fully governed by the Rule

of Tarsem Singh’s case and on facts, even otherwise, the

delay is not so exorbitant as to disentitle the Applicant

from being heard.

8. In the first place, therefore, there is no delay

going by Tarsem Singh’s case. Assuming, however, the

delay was there, then the basic principle of the law of
limitation not only under Section S of the Limitation Act,
but also under the general principles which govern the
matters to which Limitation Act, 1963 is applicable
demonstrable contumacious conduct indicative of careless
sleeping over the rights should be there. And unless by
the passage of time, third party rights have been created
whereby an innocent third party would be hit hard for the
indolence, the Court will lead the need to ensure a decision
on merit. The delay will have to be condoned. Here also,

by allowing the Applicant to argue his OA, the Tribunal



shall be putting on anvil the validity of the disciplinary
action against him and no third party is going to be
adversely effected. Therefore, examine it from any angle or

facet and I think the application deserves to be allowed.

0. It is held that in the first place, there is no delay
in bringing this OA, but even if there was delay, the same
is hereby condoned. The Applicant and the Office of this
Tribunal are directed to process this OA, so as to be
brought before the Division Bench II on 29t August, 2016
for filing reply.

Sd/-

(R.B. Malik)
Member-J
01.08.2016

Mumbai
Date : 01.08.2016
Dictation taken by :

S.K. Wamanse.
E:\SANJAY WAMANSE\JUDGMENTS\2016\7 July, 2016\M.A.216.16 in 0.A.428.16.w.8.2016.doc
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