
IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
AURANGABAD BENCH, AURANGABAD 

 
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 597 OF 2012 

 
DISTRICT : JALGAON 

 Manohar s/o Devram Deore, 
 Age : 35 years, Occupation: Nil, 
 R/o. Plot No. 6, Gat No. 95/3-B, 
 Behind Shadawadi Jain Temple, 
 Near Rajini Floor Mill, Jalgaon. 

        ....APPLICANT  

VERSUS 
 
1. The State of Maharashtra,     
 Through it’s Secretary, 
 Home (Transport) Department, 
  Mantralaya, Mumbai-32. 

 
2. The Commissioner of Transports, 
 Administrative Building, 4th Floor, 
 Government Colony, Vandre (East), 
 Mumbai – 400 051. 

.....RESPONDENTS 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
APPEARANCE   :  Ms. Madhavi Ayyappan holding for Learned 

  Advocate Shri S.B. Talekar, for the Applicant.  
 
: Shri N.U. Yadav, learned Presenting Officer 
  for the Respondents.  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
CORAM: HON’BLE SHRI RAJIV AGARWAL, VICE CHAIRMAN (A) 

     AND 

   HON’BLE SHRI J.D. KULKARNI, MEMBER (J)  

DATE  :  21-10-2016. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

O R D E R 

(Per : Shri Rajiv Agarwal (Vice-Chairman)) 
 

  Heard Advocate Ms. Madhavi Ayyappan holding for 

Learned Advocate Shri S.B. Talekar, for the Applicant and Shri 

N.U. Yadav, learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents. 
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2.  The Applicant is seeking appointment as Assistant 

Motor Vehicle Inspector (AMVI) pursuant to his selection by the 

Maharashtra Public Service Commission (the Respondent no. 2) 

for the post by letter dated 25.5.2006. 

 

3.  Learned Counsel for the Applicant argued that the 

Respondent no. 2 had issued an advertisement for selection to the  

post of AMVI on 25.5.2005. The Applicant participated in the 

selection process and was recommended by the Respondent no. 2 

for appointment from OBC category. The Applicant was informed 

accordingly by the Respondent no. 2 by letter dated 25.5.2006.  

Learned Advocate for the Applicant stated that though the 

Applicant was recommended by the Respondent no. 2 for 

appointment to the post of AMVI, the Respondent no. 1 has not 

issued the appointment letter to the Applicant. As per the 

Recruitment Rules for the post of AMVI, a candidate is required to 

have a driving licence  to drive a Motor Cycle, Light Motor Vehicle 

(LMV), Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) and Heavy Passenger Motor 

Vehicle (HPV). However, if a candidate has one of the licence 

either for HGV or HMV, he can acquire the another one during the 

probation period, after appointment.  Learned Advocate for the 

Applicant argued that the Applicant had licence for Motor Cycle 

and LMV.  He also had licence for both HGV and HPV. However, 
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the Respondent no. 1 raised issued regarding his HGV licence 

unnecessarily.  The Applicant had acquired LMV licence on 

13.07.2000 and he had paid necessary fee of Rs. 80/- on 

7.7.2000. He was given HGV licence on 5.10.2002. This is evident 

from the reports of Deputy Regional Transport Officer (Dy. R.T.O.), 

Jalgaon. On 22.3.2007, Assistant R.T.O., Jalgaon, reported to Dy. 

R.T.O., Jalgaon that the Applicant was given HPV licence on 

9.12.2002.  Dy. R.T.O., Jalgaon submitted a detailed report to the 

Transport Commissioner, Maharashtra State, Mumbai, on 

23.3.2007. It is reported that the Applicant got driving licence for 

Motor Cycle on 8.10.1999. On that licence, by endorsement dated 

13.07.2000, LMV licence is granted.  There was some overwriting 

in the original records regarding date on which LMV licence was 

granted to the Applicant. The date was 13.7.2002, which was 

changed to 13.7.2000. However, it is seen that the Applicant paid 

necessary fee of Rs. 30/- for LMV licence on 7.7.2000. Also on the 

original licence granted to the Applicant, the date is 13.7.2000 

and there is no overwriting. The applicant was given HGV licence 

on 5.10.2002 and that entry matches with the receipt of licence 

fee of Rs. 80/- paid by the Applicant.  Learned counsel for the 

Applicant contended that the Applicant had LMV licence on 

13.7.2000 and HGV licence on 5.10.2002. The original objection 

that the Applicant could not have acquired HGV licence within  
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one year of obtaining LMV licence was evidently invalid. Learned 

Advocate for the Applicant stated that another objection that the 

Applicant had not given any details of the authorized Motor 

Driving School where he has obtained training to drive a Heavy 

Goods Vehicle is also covered in the report of Deputy R.T.O., 

Jalgaon dated 16.07.2010. It is mentioned that entry regarding 

non-training of the Applicant in any authorized Motor Driving 

School may be due to mistake of employees of the School or the 

mistake of the employee of the Dy. R.T.O’s office. Learned 

Advocate for the Applicant argued that this issue is pending with 

the Respondents for almost ten years now. There is no doubt that 

the Applicant was fully qualified to be appointed to the post of 

AMVI.  

 

4.  Learned Presenting Officer (P.O.) argued on behalf of 

the Respondents that the driving licence of the Applicant were 

verified through Dy. R.T.O. Jalgaon, who gave report on 

20.10.2006. It is clearly mentioned in that report that in the office 

records there were overwriting and the date of endorsement of 

LMV driving licence granted to the Applicant was 7.3.2002, which 

was scored off and 7.3.2000 was recorded. The endorsement fee of 

Rs. 15/- by receipt no. 551/14512 is dated 7.3.2002.  This clearly 

establishes that the Applicant obtained LMV driving licence on 
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7.3.2002 and not on 7.3.2000.  Learned Presenting Officer stated 

that as per Rules, HGV licence cannot be granted unless one year 

has elapsed from the date of grant of LMV certificate.  In the 

licence of the Applicant, endorsement for HGV licence is 

19.10.2002, i.e. within three months of granting of LMV licence. 

Learned Presenting Officer stated that for grant of HGV licence, a 

person is required to give training certificate from an authorized 

Motor Driving School. However, the Applicant could not produce 

any evidence in this regard. In the records of Motor Driving 

Schools in Jalgaon, no entry regarding this was found.  The 

receipt no. 358488/7170 dated 5.10.2002 regarding fee of Rs. 

80/- for this licence, was in respect of licence no. 14910/98, 

while the Driving Licence number of the Applicant was MH-

19/15249/99. This clearly shows that endorsement regarding 

HGV licence in the driving licence of the Applicant was bogus.  

Learned Presenting Officer argued that the Applicant was given a 

show cause notice dated 16.04.2007 to clarify these issued but no 

satisfactory reply is received from him.  The Applicant is not 

eligible for appointment as AMVI as he had submitted false 

information about his HGV driving licence.   

 

5.  We find that the Applicant had himself submitted 

voluminous documents in this O.A.. Condition about driving 
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licence for various types of Mother Vehicles was given in para 4(2) 

of the Schedule-1 of the advertisement dated 25.5.2005 issued by 

the Respondent no. 2. It reads:-  

“¼1½ lnj ijh{ksl vtZ lknj dj.;kP;k ‘ksoVP;k rkj[ksl Eg.ktsp fnukad 6 

tqyS 2005 jksth eksVkj lk;dy] gyds eksVkj okgu] tM eky okgrwu okgu 

vkf.k tM Ikzoklh okgrwd okgu pkyfo.;kph dk;eLo:ih oS/k vuqKIrh 

¼Licence½ mesnokjkus /kkj.k dj.ks vko’;d vkgs- 

 
¼2½ oj uewn dsY;kizek.ks tM ekyokgrwd okgu fdaok tM izoklh okgrwd 

okgu ;kiSdh ,[kknsp okgu pkyfo.;kph vuqKIrh ¼Licence½ vl.kk&;k 

mesnokjkl v’kh vuqKIrh] fu;qDrhuarjP;k ifjfo{kk dkyko/khe/;s izkIr dj.ks 

ca/kudkjd jkghy-  ifjfo{kk dkyko/khe/;s v’kh vuqKIrh izkIr u dj.kk&;k 

mesnokjkl lsosrwu deh dj.;kr ;sbZy-” 

        

6.  A candidate was required to have on 6.7.2005 the 

following driving licences, viz.  

(i) Motor Cycle, (ii) LMV, (iii) HGV and (iv) HPV. Out of HGV and 

HPV, if the Applicant had any one licence, the balance could be 

acquired during the probation period, in case a person was 

appointed as AMVI. The Applicant has claimed that he had LMV 

licence which was endorsed on his original driving licence for 

Motor Cycle No. MH-19/15249/99 on 13.7.2000. When the 

Respondent no. 1 verified this licence of the Applicant, by 

crosschecking with the office records maintained by Dy. R.T.O., 

Jalgaon, it was reported by Dy. R.T.O., Jalgaon on 20.10.2006 

that in the office records, there were over writings.  The date of 
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endorsement of LMV driving licence of the Applicant was 

7.3.2002, which was scored off and date of 13.7.2000 was 

written.  For driving licence of LMV, fee of Rs. 15/- was required 

to be paid.  The counter foil of the receipt no. 551/14512, which 

is mentioned in the office records for granting LMV driving licence 

was paid on 7.3.2002 as per the record of entry regarding this 

driving licence. This appears to be clinching evidence that the 

Applicant was granted LMV driving licence on 13.07.2002 and not 

on 13.07.2000.  Why Dy. R.T.O. chose to change his report 

subsequently, is a matter, which should be enquired into by the 

Respondent no. 1.  

 

7.  Now coming to the date of grant of HGV driving licence  

to the Applicant, as per office records, it was endorsed on 

19.10.2002.  The receipt no. 358488/7170 dated 5.10.2002 of Rs. 

80/- for this endorsement was found in respect of driving licence  

no. 14910/98, while admittedly, the driving licence number of the 

Applicant is MH-19/15249/99. It is clear, that the endorsement 

on the driving licence of the Applicant for HGV was bogus.  

Another factor which establishes this fact is the report of Dy. 

R.T.O. Jalgaon, dated 23.3.2007. It is mentioned in the report 

that:- 
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“rjhlq/nk Jh nsojs ;kauk tM eksVkj okgu laoxZkrhy i`”Bkadukps osGh T;k eksVkj 

Vªsfuax Ldqye/kwu izf’k{k.k ?ksrys vlsy] R;k Ldqyps uko vFkok R;kosGps dks.krh 

‘kklfd; Qh Hkj.kk dsyh vlsy R;kfo”k;hpk dkgh iqjkok vlY;kl rks lknj 

dj.ksfo”k;h fnuakd 8-3-2007 jksth i= fnys gksrs- R;kuqlkj R;kauh 9-3-2007 

jksth Jh nsojs ;akuh mRrj fnys vkgs-  R;k mRrjkuwlkj Jh nsojs ;kauk R;kauh T;k 

izf’k{k.k laLFkse/kwu izf’k{k.k ?ksrys gksrs R;k eksVkj Vsªfuax Ldqyps ukaogh vkBor 

ukgh vls ys[kh fnys-  rlsp i`”BkadukosGph ‘kklfd; Qh Hkjysph ikorhgh 

R;kuak lkiMr ulwu rs lknj d: ‘kdr ukgh vls dGfoys vkgs- 

 
rjhlq/nk vtwu pkSd’kh dj.;kps mís’kkus fnukad 13-3-2007 jksth lgk- 

izknsf’kd ifjogu vf/kdkjh Jh- /kk=d ;kauk T;k T;k Mªk;fOgax Ldqye/;s ,p-th-

Ogh- ps izf’k{k.k fnys tkrs] R;k loZ Ldqyuk HksV nsmu QkWeZ 14@15 riklqu 

vgoky lknj dj.ksfo”k;h funsZ’k fnys gksrs-  R;kuqlkj R;kauh 20-3-07 jksth 

vgoky lknj dsyk-  R;kuqlkj R;kauh ;sFkhy loZ eksVkj Mªk;Oghax Ldqyuk izR;{k 

HksV nsmu QkWeZ 14@15 riklys-  ijarq dks.kR;kgh Ldqye/;s Jh nsojs ;kauk tM 

eksVkj okgu laoxkZlkBhps izf’k{k.k fnY;kph ukasn vk<Gwu vkyh ukgh-  vlk 

vgoky R;kapsdMwu izkIr >kyk vkgs-  ;k loZ ckchps voyksdu dsY;kuarj ,p-

th-Ogh- ps i`”Bkadukfo”k;h la’k;kph /kkj.kk iDdh >kyh vkgs-  lkscr Jh /kk=d 

;kapk vgoky o loZ eksVkj Mªk;fOgax Ldqyph i=s tksMysyh vkgsr-”  

 

8.  It is quite clear that the Applicant could not give even 

the name of the authorized Motor Driving School, where he 

obtained training to drive HGV, nor could be produce receipt for 

the fee paid by him for obtaining HGV licence.  Dy. R.T.O., 

Jalgaon searched records of all authorized Motor Driving School 

in Jalgaon, and could not find any entry regarding Applicant in 

the records of any one of them.  
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9.  The Applicant is relying on the report of Dy. R.T.O. 

dated 16.7.2010 which mentions as below:- 

 “ lcc dsoG tM okgu lacxkZP;k i`”BkadukP;k ikorhph ukadn pqdhph 

vkgs ;k ,dk ckch eqGs Jh euksgj nsojke nsojs ;kaph tM okgu laoxkZph 

i`”Bkadukph uksan pqdhph Bjfo.ks vizLrqr okVrs-  lnj pqdhph uksan dk;kZy;hu 

deZpk&;kP;k vFkok eksVkj Mªk;fOgax LdwyP;k deZpk&;kP;k pqdheqGs >kys 

vlY;kph ‘kD;rk vkgs- Jh euksgj nsojke nsojs ;kauah tM okgu pkyfo.;kps 

dkS’kY; vkf/kp vkRelkr dsys vlY;keqGs Mªk;fOgax LdwyP;k deZpk&;kus 

vfHkys[kkr uksan u ?ksrk ijLij uequk dz- 5 fnyk vlY;kph ‘kD;rk vkgs-  

R;keqGs Mªk;fOgax LdwyP;k vfHkys[kkr R;kaPkk izf’k{k.kkP;k uksanh vk<Gwu vkY;k 

ul.;kph ‘kD;rk vkgs-”  

 

Obviously, this does not satisfactory explains the 

discrepancies in the office records mentioned in earlier report of 

Dy. R.T.O., Jalgaon dated 23.03.2007 and it cannot be accepted.  

 

10.  The applicant was given a notice on 16.4.2007 by the 

Transport Commissioner, Maharashtra State, Mumbai (page 55 of 

the Paper Book). Though, the Applicant has appended a copy of 

this notice in the O.A., he has not enclosed his reply to this 

notice. He has managed to obtain copies of even the Cash Book 

maintained by Dy. R.T.O., Jalgaon. It was claimed during the 

hearing that this was obtained under the Right to Information 

Act.  However, he could not produce any material to show that he 

obtained copies of Cash Book in an authorized  manner.  Even 

when he could access all sorts of information from the office of 
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Dy. R.T.O., Jalgaon, the Applicant has not been able to give a 

satisfactory reply to notice dated 16.4.2007. It is clear that HGV 

certificate produced by the Applicant is not genuine and as 

regards the LMV certificate there are overwritings in the office 

records regarding the date on which it was granted to him. 

Considering all these facts, we are not inclined to interfere in this 

matter.  

 

11.  Having regard to the aforesaid facts and circumstances 

of the case, this O.A. is dismissed with no order as to costs.   

 

  

J.D KULKARNI                               RAJIV AGARWAL 
(MEMBER. J)     (VICE-CHAIRMAN) 
  
KPB - DB OA NO. 259/2001 SENIORITY RA 


