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(G.C.PY J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015)

"IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRA

ISpl- MAT-F-2 E.

RATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Original Application No. of 20 DisTrict
..... Applicant/s
(AAVOCALE oo ieeeceei et rrr e es e e ae e e e )
versus
The State of Maharashtra and others |
..... Respondent/s

Oftfice Notes, Ottice Memoranda of Coram,

Appearance, Tribunal’s ordérs o
directions and Registrar's orders

Tribunal's orders

DATE :
" CORAM :
Hon'ble .Ius...e ShriA. H. Joshi (Chalrmm)

[}

kY

ih

ﬁPEARANCE :
ShriSmt, 5., S 00 mqve%
Advoraie for the hgphcmt

Shri /Snu. va
CrO/RG. f). l‘ @ R‘.*spondenr/s

Hr\tfé,

Adj. TOQ

A

Date : 31.03.2016.

0.A.No.1105 of 2015

1. Heard Ms. S.P. Manchekar, the learned Advocate

the learned

for the Applicant and Shri K.B. Bhise,

Presenting Officer for tHe Respondents.

2. Adjourned to 04.05.2016
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) (A.H.Joshl,J.‘}a T
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(G.C.PY J 2260 (A} (50,000—2-2015) |Spl- MAT-I-2 E

IN THE MAHARASHT_RA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAIL

MUMBAI
Original Application No. . of 20 DisTRICT
' ' T Applitant/s
{Advocate .o Lt )
versis
The State of Maharashtra and others
-y ‘ S Respondent/s

o

(Presenting Officer.......ccovveesn.! S ' TR USTUTRP }

Office Notes, Otfice Memorandu of Coram,
Appearance, Tribanul's orders gr Tribuuial’ s orders
directions and Registrar’s orders

Date : 31.03.2016.
M.A.No.60 of 2016 in O.A.No.1105 of 2015

1. Heard Ms. S.P. Manchekar, the {fearned Advocate
for the Applicant and Shri K.B. Bhise, the learned

Presenting Officer for the Respondents,

DATE: 5] ]b]‘é

2. - Learned Advocate Ms. S.P. Manchekar for the

GORAM :
Hen'ble Justice Shei A. H. Joshi (Chairman} Applicant states that bare amendment in the prayer seems
) A to be scant and hence prays for permission to withdraw
A[PEARMCE ith liberty to file fresh lication f d t, if
i a a m
s . p- mﬂmci [ W iberty to file fresl pplication for amendment, |
necessary.
MvocﬂefertheApphcam
shri st 115 2, B S |
C.P.O/ PO. for the Respondent/s 3. M.A. is disposed as withdrawn with liberty as
indicate. “
AG. Torwammn et - AN
et passed i | o
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(G.CP) J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-20135) 15pl- MAT-F-2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Original Application No. of 20 DistrICT
' ' T Applicant/s
{Advocate ... b et e e )
versus
.The State of Maharashtra and others
..... Respondent/s
(Presenting OffICer.. ... v eee e e e )
Ottice Nutes, Office Memorahda of Corum, )
Appenvance, Tribunal’s orders or Tribunal’s orders
directions and Registrar's ordeérs ' )
Date : 31.03.2016.
0.A.No.19 of 2016
1. Heard Smt. Punam Mahajan, the learned Advocate

for the Applicant, Shri K.B. Bhise, the learned Presenting

Officer for the Respondents and Shii D.U. Pawar, the

DATE : 3} '{5 [ A _.. | learned Advocate for Respondent No.4.
CORAM ‘

Hon'ble Mistior 28 4 % leshi (Chairmas} | 2 Learned Advocate Smt. Punam Mahajan for the

B Sit o bty g ‘Applicant has filed rejoinder.. It is taken on record. Copy
APPEAYANCE:
Sbr’fmeI; .‘fummr MQL%‘&O{H
Advore'c ibi the Applicaut | | . ‘
‘ A e, 3. Adjourned to 07.04.2016.
Shri /Sint. ¢ .. ﬁ}\ ) : 3\
C.F.O/PO. fof the Respondept/s '

D U P o @t dipy ot Ha $U
Ad). To. Flu g

be tendered to the Respondents.

—=

Sd/-

- (A.H.Jos'ﬁi:]‘.’ﬂ “

) : Chairman
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|Spl.- MAT-F-2 “E.

(G.C.P.] J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015)

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Original Application No. of 20 ‘ - DiSTRICT
..... Applicant/s
(Advocate ...l e s )
versus
The State of'Mahai‘ashtra and others
..... Respondent/s
{(Presenting Officer............oii i)
_ Office Notes, Cffice Memoranda of Cijt‘IlIiI, )
Appearance, Tribunal’s orders oy Tribunal’s orders ~
directions and Registrar’s orders
0.A.24/2016

. Heard Shri 3:8. Dere, learned Advocate
for the Applicant and Ms. N.G. Gohad hoelding
for Smt. K.S. Gaikwad, learned Presentmg ‘
Officer for the Respondents.

Shri Dere, the learned Advocate for the
Applicant states that the Applicant do not
want to file Affidavit-in-rejoinder. Heard both
the sides on facts by consent. The matter is
appointed for final hearin h‘% before the
. appropriate Division Bench (\), L1im April,

2016,
o AT N\
Sd/- -
/ 5‘] _b LI Rl

- (R.B. Malik)
DATE: _2)|3\iL - - Member (J)
CORAM; - . . 31.03.2016
Hon'hle e ) : (skw). :

Shetifer, S8 Deve.

Adlvosaty, Frp the Arplicant

$hr/S s :ﬁ“f Eohed . N\«)JIJ

CEG/EQ. for the iaspondent/s

KS-Salladed, 4. o Kofs
AdyTos 'F”’ fing) WM heke . . )
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' ISpi.- MAT-F-2 E.

(G.C.P) J 2260 (A) (50,000— 9 r’015)

'IN THE MAIIARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Original Application No. . of 20 . DisTrICT _
..... Applicant/s
(Advocate .................. ) )
versus
- The State of Maharashtra and others
..... Respoendent/s

(Pres'enting_Ofﬁcér...,.........................................................: ...... )

Office'Notes, Office Memoranda of Coram, )
Appeuarance, Tribunal’s orders or o Tribunal’s orders
dirvections and Registrar’s orders -

0.A:-89/2016

Heard Shri K.R. .Jagdale, learned
. Advocate for the Applicant and Ms. N.G.
. Gohad, learned Presenting Officer for the

Respondents. :

‘ Affidavit of Respondent No.4 only has
been filed. Other Respondents have not done
so far. Last chance is being granted for the
- Affidavits-in-reply making it clear that if the
reply was-not filed by whosoever Respondent,
~the matter will proceed without their reply
and the net result thercof would be
constructive admission of the contents of the

" OA.
S.0. to 25t April, 2016.
# | Sd/- S

pate:_ 23\t e | , )
CORAM : : _ (R.B. Malik)
Honnl v N : Member (J)

ttMenberA-—) (skw) : - . - 31.03.2016
D R o
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C l”? T u Yor tise Kespor, Ionu’s

ad Ton ) 4116

[

-

[PTOY


Admin
Text Box
           Sd/-


* [Spl.- MAT-F-2 E.

(G.C P J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015)

IN THE MAHARASI—ITRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Originalr Application No. . of 20 DIS'I‘R‘ICT
..... Appliéant/s
(Advocate .................... )
Cversus
’i‘he Sta.te of Maharashtra and otliers
..... Réspondent/s

(Presenting Officer................... ettt e )

Office Notes, Oftice Memoranda 6f Corain,
Appearance, Tribonal’s orders oy
directions and Rogistrac’s orders

" Tribunal’s orders

' 0.A.244/2016

Heard Shri A.V. Bandiwadekar, learned
Advocate for the Applicant and Ms. N.G.
Gohad, learned Presenting Officer for the
Respondents,

The Affidavit-in-rejoinder is taken on
record. Heard the learned P.O. Last chance
is granted for the State Government to file
Affidavit-in-reply in view of Rule 6 of
Maharashtra Small Family Rules. In the
meanwhile, the interim order earlier made is
extended till further orders

S.0. to 18™ April, 2016. Hamdast.

¢ Sd/-

pate:__zizllL ol ' U/"%’\ SCRARN
CORAM . | — (R.B. Malik)
Hen ot ShsiA H{Choimman) 7 ~ ‘Member (J)

by : '31.03.2016 -

Hon'ble Shii

ARPEARANCE ;

e e e i

Stt/gesten... Y. ‘@M\a\nwo—a\cwo/.

Advosete for the Applicant

Shr/Smt. ¢ ﬁ e ‘f"ha"! vorvirane

C.PO/PO. for the Respondent/s

Ady. Ta........\%\h]l&z....ﬂ............ AN
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THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, MUMBAI

C.A. No. 11/2016 in O.A. No. 1053/2013.

Shri Angadh Rambhau Jadhavar .Applicant
Versus

Shri i.P. Bakshi,

Additional Chief Secretary,

Home Department, Mantralaya,
Mumbai-32 and two others. ..Respondents.

Ms. Lata Patne holding for Shri V.B. foshi, the learned Advocate for the applicant.
Shri K.B. Bhise, the learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.
Coram: justice A.H. Joshi, Chairman
Date: 31.03.2016.
ORDER

(1) Heard Ms. Lata Patne holding for Shri V.B. Joshi, the learned Advocate for the

applicant and Shri K.B. Bhise, the learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.
(2)  The learned Presenting Officer states that:-

(a) The order passed by this Tribunal on 25.2.16 is communicated to the
Respondent No. 1 and 2 through letter dated 4.3.2016, however

response is yet awaited from the Respondent No.1.

(b) Response is received from the Respondent No.2 to the effect that grant
of T.B. Leave to the extent it was within the powers of D.G.P, the
compiiance is done, and for remaining compliance the matter is referred

to the Respondent No.1 by letter dated 19.12.2015.

(3) tn the background that Respondent No.1 has not responded, the Respondent No.1

Shri K.P. Bakshi, A.C.S. Home is directed to file his own affidavit on following points.

{a) Whether his office has received the copy of order passed in O.A. 1053/13.



(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(8)

(h)

Whether he has seen this order, and on which date.

Whether his office has received the communication dated 19.12.15 from the

office of D.G. which is relating to applicant’s case.

Whether he has seen the said communication received from the office of

D.G. and the date on which he has seen it.
What actions are taken with reference to various dates of actions taken.

What is the legal impediment in deciding the matter of grant of applicant’s
T.B leave at the level of government furtherance to the communication

dated 19.12.2015 from the D.G. Office.
Time frame within which the decision waould be taken.
Name of the officer who is responsible for not taking the decision.

Does he consider that it is not necessary to respond to present Contempt

case and if he wants, why no response has been filed before due date.

(4) Learned P.Q is directed to communicate this order.

(5) Steno copy and Hamdast is allowed to the learned P.O for communication.

(6) 5.0 t0 21.04.2016.

Psz

s ; 5 ‘;p' V;V\ T
(A.H.Joshi,J.&
Chairman
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(G.CPY J 2260(B) (50,000—2-2015) = O sple MAT-F-2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMIN ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUl\dBAI
M.A/RA/CA No. - - of 20
CIN -
Orlgmal Apphcatmn No. : of 20

. .  FARAD CONTINUATION SHEET NO

Office Notes, Office Memoranda of Comm, - . .
Appearance, Tribunal’s orders or o : Tribunal’s orders -
directions and Registrar’s orders ) '

' OA No.936 0f2015 with M.A. No.91 of 2016

. Heard Shi G. A Bandiwadekar, leamed
| Advocate for the_Appllcant and Smt. K.S. Gaikwad,
 learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

Reply is ﬁled in the OA. . There is no need, to
‘wait for reply in the MA. Both the matters be placed
E for final hearmg on 4. 4 2016. |

DATE ; 8\(3&6 o [ RB. Malik)
CORAM: ' o o Me;mb_er'(J)
Hon’ble Shri. R?;;IVAGARWAL 1 3132016 - 313.2016
Honble S‘nnR E. li::sz%?ez;i?)) J....._, _ ‘(Sg])_' ,

APPEARANCE :

BBt G2 - chchmco.iaﬂm_
Admme for the Appﬁcant

Ly apyy bl LT EL L TR L I ryiry 1

0. f2- the Respondants

gm/(é |

SL11Y




IN THE MA}IARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
MLA /RLA/C.A. Nu., of 20
N
Original Application No. of 20

_ FARAD CONTINUATION SHEET NO.

OlTice Notes, Office Memoranda of Coram,
Appearance, Tribunal’s vrders or Tribunal’s orders
directions and Registrar’s orders '

Date: 01. 04 2016 (D.B. Matter) .

M.A. No 622/2015 in O.A. No. 1103/2015

Shri Vitthal Revappa Sakate. . Applicant
Versus
The State of Maharashtra and Ors. ..Respondent

| '¢)) Heard Shri J.N. Kamble, the learned Advocate for the
DATE ; l ll’l ?( L ] applicant and Shri K.B. Bhise, the learned Presenﬁng Officer
CORAM : | for the Respondents. '

Hews
v IeJusn..c ShriA. H Joshl (Chazrman) (2)  The learned Advocate for the applicant prays for leave

rlaineshumer fvio
{iemberyA| 1o amend for rearranging the annexures and if necessary for

A.?l’ ;' ’f‘|,

—_—tiey --......_ e . . . . .

Shrtian, 1. "L 05k J%%}L Al Q substituting the memo Qf Misc. Application.

Adverste et Annlic e m— 3 Ieave as prayed for is granted. Amendment be carried
(S:hrs omi, |G (8 &h,,“ge__ out- within %8, weeks. Copy of amended M.A. be served on

P/ PO el Ehe R&#DOHG!EI’L’ ........... " the l‘CSpOl’ldCI’ltS .
Ad). To. J e dot J (4) Adjoumed 10 3.05. 2016 S\
o~ o @'b:%s @3( ful _ | ____;
<1 by Lef Co 1 Ywig | . (AHJosmﬁ[rv v
Chairman

ol o nixlrh . 1.4.2016
g (psz) |




(1.C.P.) J 2260 (A} (50 Q00-—2-2013) i5pl.. MAT-F-2 BE.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMIN ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Qriginal ApplicatlonNo. ™ * "~ S of 20 ) _' ' VD-ISTR‘LC:;‘ : o
‘ e Applicant/s
(Advocate ... oeerrieeraeanieernryrneneantes R, rere)
Versus
The State of Maharashtra and others
..... Respondent/s

_(Present_ing OFFCET. ..o vvee v vermerrirrione e rerapers e rey e S |

foice Nutes, Office Memoranda of Coram,
Appearange, Tribunals orders or Tribunal’'s orders
directions ano;l Rc.u-istrars arders

Date: 31.03.2016. (D.B. Matter)

0.A. 122/2016

(1) Heard Shri AV. Bandiwadekar, the tearned
Advocate for the applicant and Shri K.B. Bhisg, the .

. learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

(2)' The learned P.O state that affidavit in reply
is-ready, however on perusal of the same he finds
that'some more efforts are neceSsary to make it

appropriate.

{3) The learned P.O Prays for four weeks time
to file fresh appropriate reply explaining each and .

every point.

(4) - It is hoped that no further adjournment
would be necessary. 5.0 to 28.04,23016.

*

Sd/-

(A.I‘I,J()'s'lii‘ﬂ)'
Chairma
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(G.C.P.) J 2260 (A) (60,000—2-2016) [8pl- MAT-F-2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

- MUMBAL .
Original Application No. e of 20  DIsTRICT _
. : . Applicant/s
{Adyocate ...... fiereere e prervirereserseraerenees crevened)
- UIS-"‘S#S
The State of Maharashtra and others
' . Respondent/s

{Presenting Officer........... P U OTON e )

_ Dffice Notes, Offics Memoranda of Coram,
Appuaranes, Tribunal’s-orders or
directions and Reglstrar's opders

Tribunal’s orders

.~ Date: 31.03.2016. (D.B. Matter)
0.A. 321/2015
(1) - Heard Shri AV, Bandiwadel_(ar, the learned

Advocate for the applicant and Ms. N.G. Gohad, the

learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

(2) Admit. To come up for hearing in due
course. &
Sd/-
(A.H.Joshi)Y
Chairman
Psz

DATE: 33010

CORAM ;

Ho:: ble 1:13..:cc Shri A H. Joshi {Chairman)
H frea ATICsh

E l-ﬁan\ ;'_‘:

AN %nnlmw\ﬁ’fﬁf

Adivegnis i ;.,An sireunt

Sueisit 1 Sk

C. i’O: DU iof the Respondent/s

Pdm--
AdrFo. ST Lome . LY Mw\ﬂj

o Me Cuge.
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Office Notes, Office Memoraunda of Corum, .
Appesrance, Tribunul's orders or Tribunal's vrders
directions und Registrar's orders

Date: 31.03.2016. (D.B. Matter)

0.A. No.891/2015

(1)  Heard Shri K.R. Jagdale, the learned Advocate
for the applicant and Shrl K.B. Bhise, the learned

Présenting Officer for the Respondents.

{2)  The tearned Advocate for the applicant states
that he wants to amend the Original Application by
substituting the memo of 0.A. and if required carry

out fresh pagination.

{3)  Leave to substitute the Memo of 0.A,, index
and synopsis is grante_d. Affidavit which is at page
38A onwards be struck of and be removed for
enabling the respondent to file fresh affidavit after.

the amendment.

- ) ' (4) Copy of amended O.A. be served on the

respondents.

-{5)  The learned Advocate for the applicant prays
for four weeks time for substitution of the Original

Applic'ation.

(6) Time as prayed for substitution of O.A. Is

granted,

{7) The learned Presenting Officer prays for four

DATE : ?p\\%“ L : weeks more time thereafter for filing reply.
CORAM : : :
Hon’ble Justice Shri k H !osh: {Chairman) (8)  '5.0t022.06.2016.
Hao bl Shei-M—Remoshkumur-tMonborA : ‘ ' :
ARVEARANCE, | \
Sk A - Sd/
Elovoraes L ile An ;ul.,.u't ‘ . : .
Sir o B e | Aoty
C.E03 7 RO, 1ot ta lwprﬂdeﬂth : Chairman '
‘ - : Psz
Ad) ,rg,,m,,.';{;.%:.\.f.].&ﬂ%.: ............. o

r-
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G.LB) 4 2260 (4) (50,000—2-2015) [Bpl.- MAT-F-2 E.

I THE MAHATASHTHA A EHW}YF FRIBUNAL

Omgma! égg}}gg.téqgﬁqi' R of 20 o DISTRICT o
- L Applicapt/s
(A::‘}v;c_)pg}:g ............. Creeanens T SO )
versys
?Ps Btate of Mﬂharaﬁht?# ang ofhers
..... ﬁesgogdepﬂs

(}?ggggﬁtmgg}fﬁcer ......... e erresienieneny ....... }

Ofﬁpa Nutas. Difjce M’Bmprnm%a 0!’ QD!‘HI{I? ) .
Appearaties, Teibunal’s urgqrs or - . Tribunal' s orders
dirm.tinns Hnd “glgtrar's ordars ' ‘ '

Date: 31.03.2016. (D.B. Matter)

C.A. No. 116/2014 in O.A. No. 3/2013 with O.A.
24,38, 39, 40 and 41 of 2013.

(1) None for the applicant. Heard Ms. N.G.
Gohad, the learned Presenting Officer for the

Respondents.
2) Adjoumned 10 20.06.2016.
| ‘ Sd/-
pare: H\3liL : .
CORAM : (A.H.Joslﬁ;lt -
oo Chairman
Psz

Ad). To.. 101(.)}94]{9‘
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(G.C.PY'J 2260 (A) {650,000—2-2015) ' [Spl- MAT-I%2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADNIINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBALI
Original Application No. ' of 20 ' DISTRICT
..... Applitant/s
{Advocate ......... )
versus
The State of Maharashtra and others
..... Respondent/s

(Presenting OffIcer.......ccoi it e )

Oftice Notes, Office Memornnda ol Coz'um, '
Appearance, Tribunul’s vrders oy : Tribunal's orders
chre(.t:una and Reg:st: arts: Ordel‘s N '

Date : 31.03,2016.
C.A.No.32 of 2016 in 0.A.N0.253 of 2016

1. Heard Smt. Punam 'Mahajan, the learned Advocate
for the Applicant and Shri K.B. Bhise, the learned

Presenting Officer for the Respondents. .

P

Sd/-

2 Adjourned to 30.06.2016.

DatE:__ 3l|3ht | . enaitman &
CORAM ; . .

prk
Hop’ bje Jumce qun A. H. Joshi (Chairman)

CPRO/PL. i 140 Laspindent/s

Ady Toon 2814 22l
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(G.G.P) J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015) (8pl.- MAT- F2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

- MUMBAI
Original Application No, " """ of 20 : ) 4 DISTRIC'I‘ .
) R Applicant/s
(Advocate.)
uefrsusI

The State of Maharashtra and others
..... Respondent/s '

(Presenting Officer....... e e e ....... )

Office Notes, Office Memoranda of Coram,
Appeurance, Tribunal’s grders oy | : Fribunal’s orders
directions and Regisirar's orders i

Date: 31.03.2016. (D.B, Matter)
C.A. No. 52/2015 in O.A. No. 315/2014

(1)  Heard Shri A.V. Bandiwadekar, the learned
Advocate for the applicant and Ms. N.G. Gohad, the
learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

(2) The learned P.O has tendered Affidavit of

Respondent No.1. It is taken on record.

" - (3) The learned Advocate for the applicant prays
for time to consider whether the compliance .is

" satisfactory,

(4} Adjourned to 20.06.2016.

A

DATE: 2[s) | - Sdl-
CORAM : B . C
W iee S (A.H.Joshi,J.)"
bl Sustice Sy . - .
Hae T orA . Joshi (Chaii_'manj : Chairman
Psz

f\b_;}:z‘—\ \T(E

5 Sem, _.ﬂ;‘ﬂ,‘_up\jg) “J!:M‘\T

SIT A
A ..;\_rm ﬁ_q‘w ]a‘ﬂ"’p]hﬂiﬂt
) w;ri_

C [!1 .
SR mrf.w FHEE punde;t‘.;:"mm e

AQ. Ta;“l‘o)'w-k'—
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Office Notes, Office Memoranda of Coram,
Appeurance, Tribunal’s orders or
directions und Registrar's orders

Tribunal’ s orders

o

paTE: _ HallL
CORAM :

How’bl: Justice Shri A. H, Joshi {Chairman)
H“‘WWHWW ShE-M-

ARPEARANCE ;

e s e

szu-ir%...mﬂ-m‘%l}c;

Advamate fur the Applicant

C.FC/ 20, tor the Respondent/s

Ady. To 0\1_\1\) ) b

Bl

Date >31.03.2016.
C.A.No.63 of 2015 in O.A.No.511 of 2012

1. Heard Shri R.M. Kolge, the learned Advocate for the
Applicants and Smt. K.S. Gaikwad, the learned Presenting

Cfficer for the Respondents.

2. Learned Advocate Shri R.M. Kolge for the

Applicahts states that oberative order contained in

paragraph 8 is still not complied by the Respondents,
Relevant portion is quoted for ready reference :-

8. Cases similar to the illustrative cases of the
" type mentioned in Para 5 supra also need to be
identified by the respandents and the matter of
grating the benefits of TBP reconsidered and
 decided within two. months from the date of this

order.”
' {Quoted paragraph 8, page 19
from the enclosed order copy.)

3. ' learned P.O. Smt. KS. Gaikwad for the

Respondents states as follows -

(a) Whether  compliance  of  directions
contained in paragraph 8 needs to be re-
verified,

{b) Three weeks time may be granted for the

same.
4, Time as prayed for is granted.
5. - Learned P.Q. is directed to communicate this order

to the Relspondents..
6. Steno copy and Hamdast is allowed to learned P.O..

7. 5.0.t022.04.2016.

%

Sd/-

T (A.H Joshi! la o
‘ ' Chairman
prk
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IG.C.P.) J 2260 (A) (50,000 'z 2015) Bpl- MAT-F-2 E

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Original Ap}ﬂication No. of 20 DrstricT
g ' . ' . Applicant/s .
(Advocate g preseneeeireniens)
versus
The State of Maharashfra and others
..... Respondent/s

(Presenting Officer.............oooooov oo ........ ) : .

‘Office Notes, Office Memoranda of Corum,
Appearance, Tribunal’s orders or Tribunal's orders
directions snd Registrur's orders '

Date : 31.03.2016.
0.A.No.688 of 2015

1. None for the Applicant. Heard Smt. K.5. Gatkwad,

the learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

2 Admit. To come’up for Final heang in due course.

Sd/-

“(AH. Jashi, i)
v : Chairman '
- prk

DATE:__ 23] 2 -
CORAM:
Hon'hie Iusuce Shri A. H. loshi (Chalrman)

AgPEAR AN
Shit/Saw, @ ﬂlnﬁr— "er/ ‘Hl L___.G-‘Q f’ '

Advowes i e Applicant

Sk L K %"\LW“‘%. . :

- CRO/ PU ia. tie Respondent/s
ﬂ&mﬂ«
Ay To. 712 tme—w[ A i‘mal \\cmj

_ TN e Course-
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(G.C.P) J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015) . 1Spl.- MAT-F.2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Original Application No. | of 20 | DistricT
' ‘ L Applicant/s
(Advocate ..., e e b anaaes )
Uersus
The State of Maharashtra and ethers
..... Respondent/s
(Presenting Officer............... e ke iet e et b ety e e e araaaans erpenens)
Offiee Notes, Office Memgrundn of Coram,
‘Appearance, Tribunal’s ordeis or ' ’ Teibunal’s orders
directions and Hegistrar's arders
Date : 31.03.2016.
0.A.No.286 of 2016
1,7 Heard Shri K.R. Jagdale, the learned Advocate for

the Applicant and Ms. N.G. Gohad, the learned Presenting

Officer for the Respondents.

2 Learned Advocate Shri KR. Jagdale for the
AAppIicant states as follows :-

{a} .~ There is a subsequent development namely
the applicant is suspended by the
Government. '

(b) Applicant wants to challenge his suspension
and thereafter he will decide whether to
pursue this O.A..

3. In view of this request, hearing of this O.A. is

adjourned to 04.07.2016, with liberty to circulate before

"due date, if occasion arises. 3\
Sd/-
(AH. Joshi, &)/ 4"
- Chairman

prk
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(GC P)Jd 2260 (A) (50,000—2- 2015) V 1Spl.- MAT-F-2. E,
IN THE MAHARASHTR& ADMIN ISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
AR 5 MUMBAI
. . ;tk
Originaﬂ Application No. P " of 20 DisrriCT _
' c ' T Applitant/s
(AAVOLALE ..\ e et )
- versus
Thé State of Ma.harashtra and others
..... Respondent/s
(Presenting OffICeT .. .. iirivirieir i sesree e et eeamaens )
Offiece Notes, Otfice Memomndu' of Coruny;
Appearancy, Tribunul’s orders or - _ Tribunal’s orders
directions and Registrar’s orders
Date : 31.03.2016.
0.A.No.784 of 2015
1. Heard Shri J.N. Kamble, the learned Advocate for

the Applicant and Shri K.B. Bhise, the learned Presenting

Officer for the Respondents.

2 Learned Advocate Shri J.N. Kamble for the
Applicant has placed' reliance on the jucigment of this

“Tribunal rendered in 0.A.No.192 of 2015.

3. Respondents are directed to explain on the next ‘
date as to whether and for- what reasons the view is
d_ifferent from one taken in 0.A.No0.192 of 2015 can be
taken by the Respondent no.3 in particular and generaily

by the Government in the present case.

4, Steno copy and hamdast is allowed to learned P.O..

DATE : 3\\0,]1(,
CORAM = 5. Llearned P.O. is directed to communicate this order
Mon’ble Justice Skei 4. H. Ioshi (Chairman} to the Respondents.
tn ! P ‘ —— 3 - g ) .

APPRAR, ' , 6. 5.0.t025.04.2016. }\
StySa. : J T"\ K%H? S . ' Sd/-
At vomain fow 1y I'?;b!g-,i’lil . : o ey —

et Suer . Ko P2 BN S : (A.H. Joshi, n)
LA TG 1 the Raspondentfs ' - _ Chairman

prk

Ad). 1»9-5'1’1]}6"..
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Office Notes, Office Memoranda of Coram,
Appearance, Tribunal's orders or
directions wnd Registrar's: orders

Tribunal’s orders

pate:_ sl - -

CORAM
Hou'hle Justice Shri A, H. Joshi (Chau-manl

© HoatbieShei-Manashkumar (Member} A
ALTEARANCE:

&h ﬁ;’“m.. ..7%:.‘.). .&QMJW/

2dvosate S the Anpliceat

. Shei /Smt. ¢ KY.‘Z ‘b-\:ﬂﬁ Srriisssessenseeed ©

C.RO/ PO, forthe R espondent/s

A, TomdeR LBl 20l

B

haY

Date : 31.03.2016.
0.A.No.114 of 2016

1. Heard Shri A\V. Bandiwadekar, the learned
Advocate for the Applicants and Shri K.B. Bhise, the

learned Présenting Officer for the Respondents.

2 Issue notice before admission made returnable on
20.06.2016.
3. ©  Tribunal may take the case for final disposal at this

~ stage and separate notice for final disposal shall not be

issued.

4 Applicants are authorizedt and directed to serve on
Respondent intimatidn/notice of date of hearing duly
authenticated by ﬁeg'istry, along with complete p'aber book
of OA .Respondents are put to notice that the case would
be taken up for final disposal at the stage of admission

hearing.

5 . This intimation/notice is ordered under Ruié 11 of
the Maharashtra’ Administrative Tribunal (Procedure)
Rules, 1988, and the guestions such as limitation and

alternate remedy are kept open.

6. The service may be 'done‘by Hand delivery, speed
post, courier and acknowledgement be obtained and
produced along witﬁ affidavit of compliance in the Registry
within one week. Applicants are directed to file Affidavit

of compliance and notice.

7. Adjourned to 20.06.2016.

N\

Sd/-

(AH. Joshi,' s ™ "
Chairman

' prk
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(G.C.P) J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015) 1Spl.- MAT-F-2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Original Application No. ‘ of 20 : : DistRICT
..... Applicant/s
(AQVOCALE vvoveiereerecreee . USRI )
versus
The State of Maharashtra and otherg
e Respondent/s

{Presenting Officer...........ocooiinninni i, TN )

. Office Nutes, Office Memoranda of Cox_‘um,
Appearance, Tribunal’s urders or Tribunal’s orders
diréctions and Registrar’s orders - ‘

Date : 31.03.2016.
M.A.No.49 of 2016 in 0.A.No.114 of 2016

1. ~ Heard Shri A\. Bandiwadekar, the learned
| Advocate for the Applicants and Shri K.B. Bhise, the

learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents,
2 This is an application for leave to sue jointly.

3. Considering the cause of action pursued by the
Appllicants is common, concurrent and usual, the cases are

not required to be decided separately.

4. In this view -of the matter, the present Misc.
Application . is allowed subject to Applicants paying

requisite court fees, if not already paid.

5. M.A. is allowed. \
. Sd/-
f{)ﬂ*ﬂ bl . s s, 3|
tmwl e .H. Joshi, J.
Chairman

HO‘] ble Jou oo &)

- prk

ST AL L foski (Chdlrmau)
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{GLCP) J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015) 1Spl.- MAT-F-2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

.~ - MUMBAI
Original Application No. L of 20 DistricT
‘ ' ... Applicant/s
(ADVOCALE .ot )
versus
The State of Mabarashtra and others
..... Respondent/s
(Presenting OffIcer.......cccoveiviiiiiniiiceccie e e )
Ottice Notes, Office Memoranda of Coram,
Appearonce, Tribunal’s orders or Tribunal’s orders
directions and Registrar’s orders
Date ; 31.03.2016.
0.A.N0.951 of 2015
1. . Heard Shri AV. Bandiwadekar, the learned

Advocate for the Applicant, Shri AJ. C'hougule, the learned
. ' o Présenting Officer for the Respondents No.1 & 3 and Smt.

Punam Mahajan, the learned Advocate for Respondent
No.2. |

2. By consent, adjourned to 05.04.2016

!

Sd/-
““(A.H. Joshi, Jﬁd v
Chairman
pare;__2Malll T
C()Rn‘d
Hon' bl'.lus’uce Shri A. H. Joshi (Chatrman)
Hes
ARPEARANCE:

Shriidme, ¢ fAV..‘?.M'ﬂAl“La:A%V

Adyorots forihe Applicant

Shri /St &.‘,\ mal{:}':‘.‘...... reseetd

.0/ P.L). for the Res ponuem!s .

Ad To,.wﬂm&...,}l.}....ﬁﬂl\ﬁ%mf

: _ _ _ : - [PTO.
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(G.C.I') J 2260 (A} (80,000—2-2015) ISpl.- MAT-I-2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRA’I‘IVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Original Application No. of 20 o DistriCT
' " L Applicant/s
{Advocate ................ et e e et a e S )
versies
The State of Maharashtra and others.
..... Respondent/s
(Presenting Officer.................. e bietegeaeens e fereeeeenne )
© Office Notes, Otfice Memovanda of Corumn,
. Appearance, Tribunal’s orders or ' o ‘Tribunal’ s orders
directions and Registrar's orders
Date : 31.03.2016.
0.A.No.53 of 2016
1. Heard Smt. Punam Mahajan, the learned Advocate

for the Applicant, Shri N.K. Rajpurohit, the learned Chief
Presenting Officer for the Respondents No.1 to 3 and Shri
AV. Bandiwadekar, the learned Advocate for the

Respondent No.4.

2 Learned Advocate Smt. Punam Mahajan for the

Applicant prays for adjournment.

3. 5.0, to 05.04.2016 }\
Sd/-
(A.H.?J’oshT,'“J‘.‘jll -~
. Chairman
prk

DATE: %\ o
J%?QLRA& Ronuskar 9\\'{ At doshy ¢ ¢)
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lPEARANCE.‘ 3
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(G.CPY J 172601 (2{),00‘;]-“10-2013) . l |Spl.- MAT-F-2 E.
IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL '
MUMBAI
M.A/R.A/C.A. No. , - of 20
IN
Original Application Ne. : ;)f 20 ’

FARAD CONTINUATION SHEET NO.

Office Notes, Office Memoranda of Coram,
Appearance, Tribunal’s orders or Tribunal’'s orders
directions and Registrar's orders

$1.03.2016

R.A 35/2015 in O.A No 682/2014
8 A Randlwedirl
. Heard Shri $&M-Reodse, learned advocate
r the applicant and Shri N.K. Rajpurohit,
arned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

Issue notice  before admission made
eturnable on 21.4.2016. '

Tribunal may take the case for final
isppsal at this stage and separate notice for final
isposal need not be issued. '

Applicant is authorized and directed to
erve on Respondent intimation/notice of date of
earing duly authenticated by Registry, along
ith complete paper book of O.A. Respondent is
ut to notice that the case would be taken up for
inal disposal at the stage of admission hearing.

This intimation / notice is ordered under.
ule 11 of the Maharashtra Administrative
ribunal {Procedure) Rules, 1988, and the
uestions such as limitation and -alternate
emedy are kept open. '

The service may. be done by Hand delivery,
peed post, courier and acknowledgement be
btained and produced along with affidavit of
ompliance .in the Registry within one week.
pplicant is directed to file affidavit of compliance
nd notice. ' '

CORAM :

Hon® blc Shn RAIV AGARWAL
{Vice - Chamﬂm}

APPEARANCE :

Jl;ruw!";" - Im ;. S.0to21.4.2016.

Advocate for the Applicant ' '

ShriSamter. M4, %ﬂi "“‘CL‘

C.PO we—w—«m Respo
Sd/-

""‘"D'C.EA o u-U\eaJ_S C‘C’ k

. ’ . ST
~AgyTox (R&fjiv Aglrwal)
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A(GCPY J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015) & [Spl.- MAT-E-2 E,

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Original Application No. : © of 20 } l DISTRICT
..... Applicant/s
{AAVOCALE 1o )
versus
The State of Maharashtra and others
T s ReSpondént/s
(Presenting Officer.......... ‘ ........ v e )
. Office Notes, Otfice Memoranda of Coruim,
" Appearanee, Tribnnul’s orders or ] Tribunal' s orders
directions and Regustmrs ordei's '
Date: 31.03.2016.
0O.A.No.36 of 2016
1. Heard Shri S.P. Saxena, the learned Advocate for

the Applicant and Shri . AJ. Chougule, the learned

Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

2 It is a common ground that order passed in
0.A.N0.735 of 2012 is carried beforé the Hon’ble High
Court and Writ Petition is admitted and expected to come

up for final hearing sconer.

3. Learned Advocate Shri S.P. Saxena for the Applicant

has tendered rejoinder. it is taken on record.

4, It shall be appropriate to wait till the judgment in
the Writ Petition filed by the State is delivered.

5. In so far as Final hearing of this 0.A. is concerned,
DATE : 2\3)1L S S O.A can be admitted.
CORAM : o
: Hon hie Jumcc Shri A. H. Joshi (Chmman) | e Hence, following order :-
H . Admit. Liberty to move for earlier hearing no
e

sooner the Writ Petition is decided.

EESTSRTINI- 5 £+ (0 AL

Advorate for the \npu-ant q Sd/-
R s I 1..-.%%-.- ..Cﬂ-‘o’---u . . . .

(S,hb'(’)/PO for the Respondent's ' _ (AH. Joshi. 7 Foos
ﬂo\mﬂ" . Chairman

Ly ok 3. Yten e eaer | erk
\r\uw:] o Soane e w.p. 15
Alsfdfd "?‘ ' B—‘{/
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THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, MUMBAI
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.14 OF 2016

DISTRICT: PALGHAR

Shri Suryabhan M. Mundhe - ... Applicant
Versus
The Divisional Commissioner & Other ...Respondents

Shri A.V. Bandiwadekar, the learned Advocate for the Applicant.

Ms. N.G. Gohad, the learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.
CORAM : JUSTICE SHRI A.H. JOSHI, CHAIRMAN
DATE :31.03.201e.

ORDER

1. Heard Shri A.V. Bandiwadekar, the learned Advocate for the Applicant and Ms.

N.G. Gohad, the learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

2 O.A.is taken up for hearing.

3. Applicant has averred in paragraph 6.9 showing that one Shri S.N. Gangurde,
Sectional Engineer, Public Works Department who was suspended along with applicant

is reinstated.

4, Paragraph 6.9 is replied in affidavit-in-reply filed on behalf of Respondents No.1
& 3 by Shri Makarand Pralhad Deshmukh, Deputy Commissioner (E.G.S.), Divisional

Commissioner, Konkan Division, Navi Mumbai. Relevant text reads as follows :-

“11.  With reference ta Para 6.9, | say that, the Petitioner cannot claim the
benefit given ta somebady earlier as his right.”

(Quated from page 43 af the reply)

5. On perusal of para-wise remarks which were furnished to learned P.O., it is seen

that reply filed before this Tribunal is a replica of para-wise remarks filed by the officer,

Shri Makarand Pralhad Deshmukh, Deputy Commissioner (E.G.S.), Divisional

Commissioner, Konkan Division, Navi Mumbai.



6. In fact reply ought to have been based on facts and based on legal or factual
justification showing the grounds and reasons due to which applicant is not entitled to
claim parity with the Sectional Engineer, Shri S.N. Gangurde, referred to in paragraph

no.6.9 of the O.A. paper book.

7. Shri Makarand Pralhad Deshmukh, Deputy Commissioner (E.G.S.}, who has filed
this affidavit and had furnished para-wise remarks is called to show cause a personal
cost of Rs.25,000/- for failing to give reply based on facts if those be distinguishable
with reference to the case of Shri S.N. Gangurde, than giving cryptic, rude, evasive and

irresponsibie reply.

8. In view of filing impolite and rude reply the officer is calied to show cause why
he should not be directed to bear personally the expenses of coming to Mumbai and

filing reply and also not to draw other allowances, whatsoever towards said transit.

9. Steno copy and hamdast is allowed to learned P.O..
10. Learned P.O. is directed to communicate this order to the Respondents.
11. S.0.t0 06.04.2016. )\
Sd/-
Ve’

"(A.H. Josl{if].‘)' b o
Chairman
prk
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IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.241 OF 2016

DISTRICT : NAVI MUMBAI

Shri Kishor Kashinath Patil. )
Age : 31 Yrs, Working as Assistant )
(Personal Assistant to Estimate Committee)
Chairman, Vidhan Bhavan, Mumbai), )
R/o. C-102, Moreshwar Complex, Near )
Gokul Dairy, Sector 18, Kamothe, )

)

Navi Mumbai. ...Applicant

Versus

1. The State of Maharashtra. )
Through the Secretary (Forest), )
Revenue & Forest Department, )
Mantralaya, Mumbai - 400 032. )

2. The Chairman / Secretary. )
Maharashtra Public Service )
Commission, (M.S), Mumbai, )
Having office at Opp. Cooperage )

)

Ground, Mumbai 400 032. ...Respondents

Shri A.V. Bandiwadekar, Advocate for Applicant.
Shri K.B. Bhise, Presenting Officer for Respondents.

L

@‘@\/.
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P.C. :  R.B. MALIK (MEMBER-JUDICIAL)

DATE : 31.03.2016
- JUDGMENT
1. This is an interim order. The Applicant seeks

interim relief of allowing him to appear at the preliminary
examination for the post of Range Forest Officer. The
computer has not accepted his application because the
qualification that he holds of B.E. in Information
Technology has been deleted from the eligibility criterion
and qualification by the Rules framed on 05.02.2016.

2. I have perused the record and proceedings and
heard Mr. A.V. Bandiwadekar, the learned Advocate for the
Applicant and Shri K.B. Bhise, the learned Presenting
Officer for the Respondents.

3. It must be clearly understood that al] my
observations herein are strictly for the purposes of the
interim order and no party is going to be concluded hereby

for the purpose of the final determination.

4. The Applicant is currently working in the
legislative assembly. As already mentioned above, he is

B.E. in Information Technology and he wanted to compete

St

N



for the said post, but for the reasons already indicated
above, the said move has been blocked which he seeks to
get removed by a judicial fiat. There can be no issue about
the fact that just like any other judicial forum, this
Tribunal is also clothed with the power to grant interim
relief in a deserving matter. However, the circumscription
in the jurisdiction of a judicial forum exercising power of
judicial review of administrative action is surely there, both
at the time of the final adjudication as well as interim
relief. The grant of relief, both final as well as interim
would depend upon the facts peculiar to each matter and
application of principles will have to be made at both the

stages.

S. It is not disputed that under the 1998 Rules
which have been superseded by the Rules framed on 5
February, 2015, the qualification held by the Applicant was
a valid one while in the Rules of 2015 that qualification
has been deleted. The fact that the said qualification has
been deleted is not in dispute. Both the set of Rules came
to be framed under the proviso to Article 309 of the
Constitution of India (Constitution). The Applicant has in
the manner of speaking challenged this aspect of the 2015
Rules which will have to be placed under judicial scrutiny

at the time of final hearing of this OA. It is very clear,

[
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therefore, that the grant of interim relief at this stage as a
fall out is bound to produce a result that despite
supersession and hence, demise of 1998 Rules, I will have
infused life thereinto despite a clear language to the
contrary in the 2015 Rules and more particularly in its
preface itself. Without getting drawn into the niceties of
the matter, I think it can be safely mentioned that this
course of action cannot be a common place one and in
case, it is to be adopted, it has to be after due
consideration of all the facts and legal principles and not

just for the asking.

6. The basic principle of interpretation of statute,
and therefore, all the Rules of whatever efficacy is that the
judicial forum has not to proceed with an initial
presumption that the Act or instrument is constitutionally
or legally bad. If anything, the presumption has to be in

favour of its validity.

7. Mr. Bandiwadekar, the learned Advocate in
strongly canvassing his case for interim relief invited
reference to the fact that a couple of other courses were
also excluded from the eligibility criterion, but they have

been now included, and therefore, there is no reason why

N
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the course of Information Technology should be

discriminated against.

8. A very detailed reading of the record in this
behalf may not be quite apposite, but it does appear that
the opinion of the Chief Conservator of Forest was obtained
in the matter as would be reflected by the communication
of 11th February, 2016 (Annexure ‘1’ to the Affidavit-in-
reply of MPSC at Page 48 of the paper book). It was
categorically mentioned therein that while the courses
mentioned in Para 4 (Page 50 of the P.B.} would be eligible
those engineering graduates holding the degree in
Information Technology, instrumentation, B.Sc. Bio-
Technology, B. Pharmacy, B. Tec. Food Science would not
be eligible. Mr. A.V. Bandiwadekar also referred me to the
record to emphasis that Information Technology has been
found to be a good qualification for higher posts even by
the UPSC, and therefore, it comes ill from the mouth of the
Respondents to block the degree holders in this discipline

from competing for the said post.

9. In my opinion, however, unless the hostile
discrimination was writ large ex-facie this Tribunal may
not be justified in assuming the role of an expert in the

field. It is undoubetedly true and is borne out by record

Y
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that a very conscious decision has been taken to exclude
Information Technology from the eligibility criterion.
Whatever happens at the time of final determination is in
‘the realm of future, but as of now, I do not think, I can
rush to the rescue of the Applicant and grant him interim

relief,

10. A principle of law was stated by Mr.
Bandiwadekar that the vacancies which could be called
“old vacancies” would have to be filled up from the stand
point of the Rule then in force. In actual fact, it was his
contention that 1998 Rules would still govern this
particular matter because the vacancies must have existed

when 2015 Rules came into force.

11. It appears quite clearly that the advertisement
No.5 of 2016 it was whereunder on 3rd February, 2016, the
said post was advertised. It is Applicant’s own case that he
unsuccessfully competed for this particular post itself in
2014 also for which the advertisement was issued on 12t
February, 2014. At this stage, therefore, even on facts, it
appears highly improbable that the vacancies advertised in
2016 are old vacancies. I do not think that it would be a
good approach to ignore the existing realities. Mr.

Bandiwadekar in this connection, referred me to a common




judgment rendered by the second Bench of this Tribunal
which spoke through me in OA 933/2012 and OA
1140/2013, dated 12.8.2015. Therein, the two non-
commissioned Officers discharged from Army and hence,
ex-servicemen wanted to compete for the post of Dafter
Karkoon, Canal Inspector and Measurer. The issue arose
in the context of their failure to clear the examination of
MS-CIT. The case of the Government was that they did not
hold the said qualification, and therefore, the issue of
applicability of the Rules, old and new, arose.- for
determination. The second Bench relied upon a number of
judgments of the Hon’ble Supreme Court including
Kulwant Singh and others Vs. Daya Ram and others,

(2015) 3 SCC 177. The law was that vacancies which had

occurred prior to the amended Rules would be governed by

old Rules and not by amended Rules.

12. Now, as to the above aspect of the matter, I find
that as already alluded above, it is not possible to hold
with any degree of certainty at this stage that the vacancies
in question are old vacancies, in the sense, the said term is
understood in this branch of law. It needs to be repeated
that interviews and selections were made quite recently as
per the advertisement issued in 2014. I do not, therefore,

think that I should be proceeding on any presumption that

-t
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just bécause the advertisement has been issued in 2016, it
pertains to old vacancies. In fact, the 2015 Rules came
into force in February, 2015 superseding the 1998 Rules,
and therefore, in fact, there is every reason to believe at
‘least at this stage that the vacancies now advertised are
new vacancies. [ can appreciate the case of the Applicant
that in that event, there ought to have been material to be
adduced by the Respondents in support of their case.
However, in all fairness to the Respondents also, they have
filed the Affidavits and set out their case. When the
matters are heard for urgent relief, then much as one
would expect that the record should be produced by the
official Respondents, but then the state of affairs cannot be

as they are when the matter is finally heard.

"13.. Mr. Bandiwadekar told me that at the moment
what the Apphcant seeks is to let him take preliminary
exammatlon. The result thereof would not by itself result
in acquisition of the job itself, and therefore, as is always
said, no prejudice is going to be caused to anybody if this
interim relief was granted. The Respondents on their part
have tried to set up a case of practical difficulties. It seems
that some other candidates so similarly placed as the
Applicant were also turned down, and therefore, even they

may have to be placed at par with the Applicant were they




to be allowed to appear even at the preliminary
examination. 1 have already mentioned above that there
are other courses also which have been excluded from the
eligibility criteria. Even they may have to be taken care of.
It is quite clear that the preliminary examination is
scheduled on 3t April, 2016. It must have required
elaborate arrangement to be made and in that connection,
the Respondents, in the event of an interim order weuld
have to exert that much more. | was told that more than
33000 candidates have been found eligible to appear af the
preliminary examination and they may also be hit by this

interim order, if made as a fall out.

14. Now, regardless of the fact that as of today,  am
not going to grant any interim relief, I must make it very
clear that the so called administrative difficulties by
themselves can be no ground to negate interim. re_liiéf, if. g
case therefor is made out. Whatever is required to be done
to effectuate the judicial mandate will have to be done in a

society governed by law and rules.

15. However, it is equally true that before any
interim relief is granted, more particularly of the nature
herein claimed, it must be clearly found that the right iz

established at least to grant interim relief. A very strong

=X
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possibility has to be found that a right will have been
established at the ultimate final hearing. At this stage, I
am in no position to conclude that way and 1 am afraid,
therefore, I cannot grant any interim relief. It is no doubt
true that the rights of all concerned are to be protected and
safe-guarded, but ultimately, if there is tussle between a
large number of candidates and fewer, then former must
carry the day. 1 would, therefore, decline to grant any

interim relief. The Original Application is adjourned to 25th

April, 2016. .
Sd/- J\L
RE Malik) ) -°5- 1§
Member-J
31.03.2016
Mumbai

Date : 31.03.2016
Dictation taken by :

5.K. Wamanse.
EA\SANJAY WAMANSEAJUDGMENTS\2016\3 March, 2016\D.A.241.16.w.3.2016.doc
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1G.C.P) I 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015) I1Spl.- MAT-F2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL‘

MUMBAI
Original Application No. - of 20 ’ DisTRICT '
..... Applicant/s
{Advocate R ISP TP )
Versus
The State of Maharashtra and others
Respondent/s

(Presenting Officer....oooooviviiiinnel, — TS )

Office Netes, Office Memorfnnda of Coram,
Appearanee, Tribunusl’s orders or . Tribunal’s orders
directions and Repdstrar’s orders '

0.A.96/2005

Applicant - and Advocate absent.
Smt. K.S. Gaikwad, learned Presentmg
Officer for the Respondents.

s , , The postal packet with the endorsement
‘ o of left is there in the record and that is dated
18.2.2016. ' There was no other way to
proceed in the matter except to issue notice
and if the Applicant has now left even his last
- : known address, I am left with no other

alternative: but to adjourn this OA for
~ dismissal to 4t April, 2016.

- TN~
Sd/-

o f -
(R.B. Malik)
Member {J)
! g 31.03.2016
sl o (skw)

\Q,_Yb au; )

s \.L.ﬁ)'
,.Ar‘lanf—» For_ e, "‘N
W , K‘—g 4“4" k“‘)"‘d

UL P fon the Rewpmident/s

Ad] Thrreern! li ‘l\ L}G‘ ........................ roren
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(G.C.7P.J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015) h [Sp] MAT-F2 E,

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
é)riginal Application No. . of 20 ~ DrstrICT _
. e Applicant/s
(Advocate ... TR e )
versis N ‘,’
The State of Mgha;ashtra and others
..... Respondent/s

(Presenting Offlcer.. .. i aer )

Office Notes, Office Memoranda of Coram,
Appenrance, Tribunal’s orders or Tribunal s orders
directions and Registrar’s orders

0.A.919/2015

Heard Shri M.D. Lonkar, learned
Advocate for the Applicant, Ms. N.G. Gohad
holding for : Shri A.J. Chougule, learned.
Presenting Officer for the Respondents 1 & 2,
-and Shri A.V. Bandiwadekar, the learned
Advocate for Respondent No.3. :

Affidavit-in-rejoinder taken on record.
Admit. Liberty to mention granted. ‘

¥ Sd/- —
S
,’b\-‘ 2
.B. Malik])
Member (J)
31.03.2016

pare:__ B\l L o

N
Hen- ;\ L ,!u"‘n(“‘mmm;

&pwmku*r( Wemberw

ERSE sm the Respondent/s.
ﬂ*) f#*o\*julc for R Wef5.
Ad), Towon SAOIL
by ¥ vedmes- gvz:m)
p )

7]
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- AG.CP) J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015) 1Sph.- MAl I'2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAL
OrigillélApplic%tion No. e of 20 - ' ‘ DiSTRICT o
' e Applitant/s
- (Advocate .....c.cccceinveiennn, [T SUNUOTON [T )
versus
'T‘]’le State of Maharashtra and 6th‘ers
..... Respondent/z

" (Presenting Officer......cccoooveeeeen.. e s SR )

Office Notes, Oflice Memoranda of Corum,
Appearance, Tribunual’s prders or Tribunal's orders
- directions and Registrar’s orders

0.A.299/2016

. Heard Shri A.V. Bandiwadekar, learned
Advocate for the Applicant and Ms. N.G.
Gohad, learned Presenting Officer for the
Respondents.

Issue notice returnable on 6.4.2016.
Tribunal may take the case for final
final disposal need not be issued.

Applicant is authorized and directed to
serve 'on Respondents intimation / notice of
date of hearing duly authenticated by
Registry, along with coniplete paper book of
0.A. Respondents are put to notice that the
case would be taken up for final dlsposal at
the stage of admission hearing.

This intimation / notice i1s ordered
under Rule 11 of  the Maharashtra
Administrative Tribunal (Procedure] Rules,
1988 and the questions such as limitation
and alternate remedy are kept open.

DATE:__ 33\|L ob . | .
CORAM - _ ' The service may be done by hand
Hombi SieeSheizt: W delivery / speed post [/ courier and
Honble Shei ,,,R,p%'..,.'ﬁ umf(Mcmbcr)*— -3 acknowledgement be obtained and produced

FEAPANCE ! ' ' along - with affidavit of compliance in the
ALTEAPANCE Registry within four weeks. Applicant is
SheliSants: 'ﬁ‘\‘.:...'&“f)_él\\)aa“-%o/ _directed to file Affidavit of compliance and

notice.

Advorale :ur tise Applicant

IS TR, X o (A SO ' '
C.BL /PO, for the Respondent's - 8.0. to 6% Ap.rll’ 2016.

A Towrf AL B A sd-

N AP0 | (R.B. Malik)

Member (J}

31.03.2016-
(skw) -

[PTe)

diéposal at this stage and separate notice for


Admin
Text Box
           Sd/-


‘ : : [Spl MAT-F-2 E.

(G.C.P) J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015)

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Original Application No. of 20 - DIstRICT
‘ ' o . Applicknt/s
LAAVOCAte oo S )
versus
The State of Maharashtra and others
..... Respondent/s

(Presenting Officer.....c e

Otfice Notes, Office Memoranda of Coyam,
| Appearance, Tribunals orders or
directions sand Registrar's orders

Tribunal’s orders

PATE:__ 33t .

ShedSind, bkbnq— -QO,’ anf]u* a
Advuerie for the K\pp!u..mt

C.l‘.t} /P ﬁ)r lhe Respondent/s

Ady. To. 7-5\_1\! lb;

0.A.815/2016

The Applicant and his Advocate absent.
Heard Ms. N.G. Gohad, learned Presentlng
Officer for the Respondents.

See the order of 16.3.2016. On that
day also, none appeared for the Applicant.

- Affidavit-in-rejoinder is not filed. The OA is

formally -admitted and in view of the absence
of the Applicant, a ﬁx %ate is given for the
matter to be listed before an appropriate
Bench either for hearing or dismissal.

5.0, to 26t April, 2016.

Sd/-
" (R.B W
Member {(J)
31.03.2016

{skw)

[PT)
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IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

|Spl.- MAT-F.2 E.

MUMBAI
Qriginal Application No. 7 “of 20 DhsTRICT
..... . Applicant/s
(ADVOCALR i )
versus
The State of Maharashtra and others
..... Respondent/s -

(Preéenting Officer

Office Notes, Oftice Memorandn of Covam,
Appuearance, Tribunal’s urders ot Tribunal’ s orders
directions and Registrar’s orders '

0.A.296/2016

_ Heard Smt. Punam Mahajan, learned
- Advocate for the Applicant and Ms. N.G.

Gohad holding for Shri K:B. Bhise, learned

Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

The learned P.O. secks eight weeks
time to file Affidavit-in-reply. I have perused
the OA and I find that there is no question of
granting such a long date for reply. While
directing issuance of notice, I make it clear
that the OA itself may be disposed of on the
next date and the Respondents will do well to
bear this in mind. The learned P.O. do waive

service,
O L\ [, ' S.0. to 12t Aprll 2016.
R i < oicnmoe) - sd- L
Rb r e ‘ ;

RS S e ST
L . (RB. Malik” _
R A : ‘ - Member (J)

L paam BARED o 31.03.2016

, (skw)
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{G.C.P.y J 2260 (A) (50,000—2-2015) [Spl.- MAT-F-2 E.

IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

MUMBAI
Original Application No. of 20 ) DistrICT
‘ : L Appliehnt/s
(Advocaté ............................................................. )
versus
The State of Maharashtra and others ‘
..... Respondent/s

: {PresentingOﬁicer..._..............;..................................T ............... )

Office Notes, Office Memoranda of Coram,
Appeurance, Tribunul’s orders ot ' ’ Tribunal’ s orders
directions and Registear’s orders

0.A.933/2015

: Heard Shri M.R. Patil, learned Advocate
for the Applicant, Ms. N.G. Gohad holding for
Shri  N.K. Rajpurohit, learned Chief
Presenting Officer for the Respondents. -

Affidavit-in-rejoinder taken on.record.
Admit. Liberty to mention granted.

v Sd/- -
| sy
(R.B. Malik)
Member (J)

_ 31.03.2016
(skw) '

DATE :_ 5!\'}“} . e

LtJR,! 5

— i e 8

m i ?r.:mber)ﬁﬂ
TR 0ati].
Dy e e
}’—f— T\\ Q‘\W Md)ra '9‘7/

‘”‘Vi A'-;\léjfwah;i 1’4 A L5
Ady. To, diﬂjmah.'-ak%y e e ﬂkﬁ’”y

é s
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