
MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL MUMBAI 
BENCH AT AURANGABAD. 

 
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 99 OF 2015 

 
DIST. : OSMANABAD 

 
Krushna Sajgir Gosavi,  
Age. 59 years, Occu. Pensioner, 
R/o Hudco Colony, Near Ganpati Mandir, 
Tuljapur, Tq. Tuljapur, 
Dist. Osmanabad.               --              APPLICANT 
  

V E R S U S 
 

 
1. The State of Maharashtra, 

Through its Secretary, 
Revenue Department,  
Mantralaya, Mumbai – 32. 

 
2. The State of Maharashtra, 
 Through its Secretary, 
 Finance Department,  
 Mantralaya, Mumbai – 32. 
 
 (copy to be served with the 

C.P.O., MAT, Bench at Aurangabad) 
 
3. The Collector,  
 Collector Office, Osmanabad. 
 
4. The Sub Divisional Officer,  
 Bhoom, Tq. Bhoom,  
 Dist. Osmanabad. 
 
5. The Tahsildar, 
 Tahsil Office, Paranda,  
 Tq. Paranda, Dist. Osmanabad. --        RESPONDENTS 
 
 
APPEARANCE  : Shri R.K. Shingnapure, learned Advocate for 
    the applicant. 
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: Shri N.U. Yadav, learned Presenting Officer for 
                   respondents.  

  
CORAM  :   HON’BLE SHRI J. D. KULKARNI, 
   MEMBER (J) 
 
DATE     :-  20th December, 2016 
 

 
J U D G M E N T 

 

 
1.  The applicant has been appointed as a Talathi vide order dated 

31.3.1994 and he has completed 12 years of regular service on 

30.3.2006.  Vide the impugned order dated 318.10.2013, the Collector, 

Osmanabad granted benefit of first time bound promotion scheme to the 

applicant, since he has completed 12 years of regular service in the cadre 

of Talathis.  The applicant was getting the pay scale of Rs. 5200 – 20200 

with grade pay of Rs. 2400/-.  By virtue of first time bound promotion 

benefits granted to the applicant, his pay scale was raised to Rs. 5200 – 

20200 with grade pay of Rs. 3500/-.  The said first time bound promotion 

benefit has been granted from 16.11.2009.  According to the learned 

Advocate for the applicant, the applicant has completed 12 years of 

regular service on 30.3.2006 and not on 16.11.2009.   

 
2. The applicant filed representation on 30.11.2013 and requested 

that he shall be granted time bound promotion or deemed date for the 

same from 31.3.2006.  By the communication of the Tahsildar, Paranda 

dated 3.12.2013 and further communication of Sub Divisional Officer, 
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Boom dated 7.4.2014 the concerned record of the applicant was 

forwarded to the Collector for considering his request, however, the 

applicant’s request has not been considered and, therefore, the applicant 

has filed the present O.A.   

 
3. The res. no. 3 by filing affidavit in reply resisted the claim of the 

applicant and submitted that the applicant has been communicated by the 

res. no. 3 the Collector, Osmanabad vide letter dated 18.11.2014 that his 

claim was rejected by the Dist. Promotion Committee in the year 2007.  It 

is further stated that the applicant was under suspension vide order dated 

14.3.2008 on the charges leveled by the A.C.B.  He was found unfit for 

the time bound promotion on 10.6.2009.  The Special Court acquitted the 

applicant from the charges of accepting bribe vide order 16.10.2009 and, 

therefore, the applicant was reinstated vide order dated 16.11.2009.  The 

Dist. Promotion Committee in its meeting dated 26.8.2013 considered the 

applicant’s claim and granted benefit of time bound promotion to the 

applicant from 16.11.2009 i. e. from the date of his joining the service on 

reinstatement.  The respondents contended that the claim of the applicant 

has been considered properly.  .    

 
4. No rejoinder affidavit is filed by the applicant to the affidavit in reply 

filed by the res. no.3.   
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5. Heard Shri R.K. Shingnapure, learned Advocate for the applicant 

and Shri U.U. Yadav, learned Presenting Officer for respondents.  I have 

perused the application, affidavit, affidavit in reply filed by the res. no. 3 

and various documents filed on record.   

 
6. The only material point to be considered in this O.A. is whether the 

applicant is entitled for deemed date of first time bound promotion from 

31.3.2006 as claimed by him ? 

 
7. From the facts of the case, it is clear that the applicant has 

suppressed the fact that his earlier claim was rejected or that he was 

under suspension etc.  The respondents have placed on record the 

copies of the minutes of the D.P.C. meetings held on 10.6.2009 and 

26.8.2013.  The said minutes of the meetings are Exh. R.1 & R.2 

respectively.  From the said minutes of the meetings it is clear that in the 

meeting dated 10.6.2009 the case of the Talathis, who have completed 

12 years regular service from 20.5.2007 to 10.6.2009 were considered.  

In the said meeting, the case of the applicant was considered and was 

rejected, since he was undergoing the prosecution under A.C.B. and also 

because the applicant was under suspension.   

 
8. In the minutes of the meeting dated 26.8.2013 (Exh. R.2), again the 

case of the applicant was considered and the applicant was found eligible 

for time bound promotion from 16.11.2009.  Vide letter dated 18.11.2014 

(Exh. R.3) the Collector, Osmanabad informed the Sub Divisional Officer, 
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Osmanabad that the applicant shall be made eligible for time bound 

promotion from the date of his reinstatement i. e. from 16.11.2009.  I do 

not find any illegality in considering the applicant for time bound 

promotion once he was reinstated in the service due to his acquittal by 

the competent Court of Law.   

 
9. The learned Advocate for the applicant submits that the suspension 

period of the applicant has been regularized and he has been acquitted in 

the criminal case.  He has also placed one document in this regard, which 

is marked as document ‘X’ for the purpose of identification.  From the said 

document, it seems that the Sub Divisional Officer, Bhoom has taken into 

consideration the fact that the applicant was acquitted in the criminal case 

and the criminal appeal filed against his acquittal has been dismissed 

and, therefore, it was decided to regularize his suspension period.  The 

relevant order is as under :- 

 
“4- mDr fnukad 14-2-2011 jksth xkslkoh ;kauh fouarh vtZ nsoqu 

leosr vihy dza- 105@2010] 4 Qsczqokjh 2011 ps fudkykph lR; izr 

lknj d:u R;kapk fuyacu dkyko/kh o izLrkohr dsysyh foHkkxh; pkSd’kh 

vafre fudkyh dk<.;kckcr fouarh dsyh vkgs-  izdj.kkr U;kfu.kZ; 

nks”keqDr vkgs-  U;k;ky;kP;k fu”d”kkZ’kh eh lger vlY;kus rlsp 

rglhynkj dGac ;kauh nks”kkjksi 1 rs 4 foHkkxh; pkSd’kh djhrk lknj dsys 

ukghr-  l/;k foHkkxh; pkSd’kh lq: dj.;kph vko’;drk ukgh Eg.kwu rh 

pkSd’kh can djr vkgs-   
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5- izLrqr izdj.kkr Jh- ds- ,l- xkslkoh rykBh ;kauk mDr dsle/;s 

ek- fo’ks”k U;k;k/kh’k mLekukckn ;kauh R;kauk funksZ”k eqDr dsys vkgs vkf.k 

R;k fu.kZ;kfo:/n ‘kklukus ek- mPp U;k;ky; [kaMihB vkSjaxkckn ;sFks 

nk[ky dsysys fdzfeuy vihy dza- 105@2010 gs jí dsys vkgs-  izdj.kkr 

egkjk”Vz ukxjh lsok ¼inxzgu vo/kh ijdh; lsok o fuyacu cMrQhZ o 

lsosrqu dk<qu Vkd.ks dkGkrhy iznkus½ fu;e 1981 ps xkslkoh rRdkyhu 

rykBh xkSj rk- dGac rnuarj rykBh lTtk HkkaMxko rk- ijaMk ;kapk fuyacu 

dkyko/kh [kkyhy vkns’kk izek.ks fu;ehr dj.;kpk vkns’k fuEuLok{kjhr 

ikjhr djhr vkgs- 

 
vkns’k 

 
v½ Jh- ds- ,l- xkslkoh rRdkyhu rykBh lTtk xksj rk- dGac 

ln;k rykBh lTtk HkkaMxko rk- ijaMk ;kapk fnukad 14-3-2008 iklqu 

lsosr iqu%LFkkfir dsY;kP;k fnukadk Ik;Zarpk fuyacu dkyko/kh izFke Jh- ds-

,l- xkslkoh ;kaP;k fuyacu fnukadkyxr iqohZP;k fnukadkl R;kauk ns; o 

vuqKs; vlysY;k f’kYyd jtsP;k [kkrh [kphZ ?kky.;kr ;koh-  rso<h iqjs’kh 

jtk f’kYyd ulY;kl moZfjr fuyacu dkyko/kh gk dk;Zdky Eg.kwu 

x.k.;kr ;kok-” 
 

10. Perusal of the aforesaid order shows that the entire period of the 

suspension has not been considered as duty period exclusively.  It was 

decided that till permissible leave is available, such period shall be 

treated as leave and for rest of the period, it shall be decided as duty 

period, if the leave is not available.  In any case, the fact remains that 

whenever the case of the applicant was considered, either he was under 

suspension or undergoing trial and, therefore, the res. no. 2 has 
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considered the applicant’s case for time bound promotion on the date on 

which he was reinstated in the service.  No illegality has been pointed out 

in the action taken by the res. no. 2.  I, therefore, do not find any merit in 

the O.A. Hence, I pass following order :- 

 
O R D E R 

 
 The O.A. stands dismissed.  There shall be no order as to costs.   

 

 

MEMBER (J)    
  

ARJ-OA NO.99-2015 JDK  (DEEMED DATE) 

 


