1. : E 0.A.N0.281 of 2015

MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NAGPUR BENéH NAGPUR
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 281/2015

Shri Ashish S/o Vasant I‘Duram

Aged about 32 years, Occu. Nil, |

R/o 207, Suyog Nagar, Behind N.I. T Garden,

Nagpur-440 015. ‘ |

| Applicant.

Versus

1) The State of Maharashtra, |
Water Resources, Department Mantralaya
Mumbai-32 throughl|its Secretary

2) The Executive Engineer Chandrapur
Medium-Project Drvrsron No.1,
Chandrapur-442 401

Engineer Chiandrapur
Pathbhandhare Prakalp Mandal
Chandrapur.

3) The Superintending

4) Chief Engineer, Water Resources
Department, Crvrl Llnes Nagpur

5) Sub Divisional Offlcer Echampal‘lr

Budit Area, Sub-Division Office No.4,
Babupeth, Chandrapur- 442 403.

Respondents

Shri G.G. Bade, P.P.Kh‘aparde, Ad\rocates for the applicant.

Shri S.A. Sainis, P.O. for the respo;ndent no. 1.
S/ShriV.G,, AV. & Mrs‘. N.A. Palshrkar, K.D. Deshpande,

Advocates for Respondent nos. 2 ’jco 5.

Coram :- Hon. Shri Rajiv Agarwal, Vice-Chairman (A) and
Hon. Shri J.D.Kulkarni, Vice-Chairman (J).
Dated :- 10/03/2017. | |
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Per: Vice-Chairman (J)
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unsel for parties.
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\

stated that the C.Rs. of the applicant were

d he never jchallenged the said C.Rs. during

e performanice of the applicant was ‘below
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puty Enginger, Executive Engineer and
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te the applicant and hence the termination

counsel for the applicant submits that the
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8. From the aforesaid order, it is clear that the applicant has
been terminated on two grounds,}i.e., (1) he has not passed requisite
departmental examination and (2) his performance was not as
expected.
9. The appointment order %has been placed on record at
Annex—A-Z, dated 27-08-2010. In tﬂ]e said order it has been Clearly
mentioned that the applicant was éppointed on probation and his
probation was for two years. It isialso clearly mentioned that the
applicant will have to pass requisite departmental examination within
two years and three chances. The clause 18 of the appointment order

is very clear and specific and it readsjas under :-

“Aeazn uRlne-9 g R FfE ﬁa%tziaﬁ fatza Rl gdien
uRfdienieler wemaelise safitt 20 sracas R, adw uBkends
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10. ~ From the aforesaid Clausé 18 it will be clear that passing of
departmental examination and pérformance was the requisite

qualification and in case the applica?nt did not clear the examination
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Juisite standiard of performance, his services
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133 to 154 (bo

We have

He did no
In Dece

rema

75 (both inclusive) and paper book at page
th inclusive) (Annex-R-1 and Annex-R-2
minutely pérused the said correspondence.
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t appear for the professional examination in
2mber, 2012 the applicant appeared for the
ined absent for viva-voce of General
aper of Engi%neering Drawing and as such he
e year 2013 the applicant did not appear and
Jic in not submitting the form within time and
lethargic attitude he could not get hall ticket.
year, 2014 was held in between 26-11-2014

applicant was given one more chance, but for

applicant failed to appear.
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The correspondence placed on record by the respondent /

hat the numk?ier of notices wevre' issued to the

were giveﬁ to him to improve his work,
ever tried to improve his standard. He was

s. The CRS. of the applicant clearly shows

nsatisfactorj and he was incompetent and he
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The O.A. star

sd/-

(J.D. Kulkarni)
Vice-Chairman (J).

dnk..

ORDER
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1ds di_smisseﬁd, with no order as to costs.
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