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MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 
NAGPUR BENCH NAGPUR 

ORIGINAL  APPLICATION No. 168 of 2016 (SB) 

 
Chandrashekar Manohar Sanhal, 
Aged : Adult, 
Sub Divisional Engineer, 
Public Works Department, 
Mantralaya, Mumbai-32. 
                                                        Applicant. 
 
     Versus 

1)   State of Maharashtra, 
      Planning Department,  
      Mantralaya, Mumbai-32 through Secretary 
      to Government. 
 
2)  The State of Maharashtra,  
      through its Secretary, Public Works Department,  
      Mumbai-32. 
 
3)  The Commissioner,  
      Amravati Division, Amravati 
     Camp by pass road, Amravati. 
 
4)  Zilla Parishad, Washim, 
     through the Chief Executive Officer, 
     Zilla Parishad, Washim.  
 
         Respondents 
 
 

Shri M.R. Rajgure, Advocate for the applicant. 

Shri M.I. Khan, learned P.O. for respondent nos. 1 to 3. 
Shri Shrikant Saoji, R.G. Chandhani, P. Thakre, Advs. for   R-4. 

 
Coram :-    Hon’ble Shri J.D. Kulkarni,  
                  Vice-Chairman (J). 
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JUDGMENT 

(Delivered on this 30th day of July,2018) 

     Heard Shri M.R. Rajgure, learned counsel for the 

applicant and Shri M.I. Khan, learned P.O. for respondent nos. 1 

to 3.  None for respondent no.4. 

2.   The applicant was Sub Divisional Engineer and was 

on deputation to Zilla Parishad, Washim during the period from 

03/09/1998 to 02/03/2000. He was placed under suspension by 

the Commissioner, Amravati Division, Amravati on 29/01/2000.  

The charge sheet was served on the applicant on 17/05/2000 in 

the departmental enquiry and seven charges were framed 

against him. His suspension was revoked on 18/7/2000 and the 

Government accorded sanction for joint enquiry of the applicant 

with one B.B. Solunke, Sectional Engineer on 18/05/2001.  In 

the meantime, the applicant filed O.A.No. 57/2004 before the 

Maharashtra Administrative Tribunal, wherein, the respondents 

were directed to pay applicant’s increments which were stopped 

after suspension.  

3.   In the departmental enquiry, the Government has 

passed an order on 05/11/2011. The said relevant order of 

punishment in the departmental enquiry is as under :-  
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^^R;k vFkhZ] vkrk egkjk”Vªkps jkT;iky] egkjk”Vª ukxjh lsok ¼f’kLr o vihy½ fu;e 

1979 P;k fu;e 6 o 9 vUo;s izkIr >kysY;k vf/kdkjkuqlkj egkjk”Vª ukxjh lsok 

¼f’kLr o vihy½ fu;e 1979 P;k fu;e 5 ¼1½¼rhu½ P;k rjrwnhuwlkj Jh-lh-,e-

lugky] mifoHkkxh; vfHk;ark ;kaP;kdMwu ‘kklukl >kysY;k uqdlkuhph  jDde 

,dw.k #i;s 53]107@& olwy dj.ks ¼leku ngk gIR;kr½ vkf.k fu;e 5 ¼1½¼pkj½ 

P;k rjrwnhuwlkj R;kaph iq<hy osruok< Hkfo”;krhy osruok<hoj ifj.kke u djrk ,d 

o”kkZP;k dkyko/khlkBh jks[kwu Bso.;kph f’k{kk nsr vkgksr-**  

4.     Against the order of punishment, the applicant 

preferred an appeal before the Hon’ble Minister and the Hon’ble 

Minister vide order dated 11/09/2014 was pleased to dismiss the 

appeal. The earlier order of punishment was therefore confirmed 

and being aggrieved by the said order, the applicant has filed 

this O.A. The applicant has claimed following reliefs :-  

“10. (A) The applicant therefore humbly prays that Hon. 

Tribunal be pleased to quash and set aside, the 

impugned order passed by the State of Maharashtra, 

Planning Department vide order No. Rohyo 1511/CR-

5/Rohyo-2, dated 05/11/2011, marked as Annex-A-1 and 

Appellate order dated 11/09/2014, which was 

communicated to applicant vide order no.776, dated 

17/12/2015 by the Superintending Engineer cumulatively 

shown by Annex-A-2.   

B)  Be pleased to direct that suspension period of 

applicant from 29/02/2000 to 31/07/2000, should be 

treated as duty period after holding that suspension was 

unjustified.”  
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5.    The respondent no.3, the Divisional Commissioner, 

Amravati filed reply-affidavit and justified the action taken 

against the applicant.  It is stated that there is cogent evidence 

against the applicant in the departmental enquiry and full 

opportunity was given to the applicant to defend him.  In fact 

very lenient view has been taken against the applicant. The 

respondent no.4, i.e., the Zilla Parishad, Washim also defended 

the inquiry against the applicant.  

6.     The learned counsel for the applicant Shri M.R. 

Rajgure submitted that no opportunity was given to the applicant 

to defend the inquiry and relevant documents were not supplied 

and therefore grave injustice has been caused on the applicant. 

The inquiry conducted is against the principles of natural justice 

and equity.  It is stated that the applicant was on deputation to 

Zilla Parishad and only parent authority could be the disciplinary 

authority and no other authority could enjoy the powers even to 

suspend or initiate departmental inquiry against the applicant.  

The Inquiry Officer found the charge nos.1 and 3, 4&5 as partly 

proved against the applicant and therefore the applicant ought to 

have been exonerated as dishonesty was not proved on the part 

of applicant and mere negligence without any ulterior intention 

cannot be treated as misconduct.  The competent authority has 
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not considered the recommendations of the Divisional 

Commissioner, Amravati with a proper perspective.    

7.   It is further stated that the charges against the 

applicant were said to be proved without any material evidence 

on record and even the Inquiry Officer has not given its opinion 

as to how charges were partly proved.  The defence was 

overlooked and not considered properly. 

8.   Perusal of the ground on which the inquiry has been 

challenged clearly shows that there is no whisper that the 

applicant was not given an opportunity to defend.  There is no 

whisper that the documents were claimed and were not 

supported.  

9.   I have perused the inquiry report as well as the 

findings given by the Inquiry Officer.  The charges against the 

applicant were as under :-  

nks"kkjksi dzekad 1 &  vipkjh vf/kdkjh Jh-lugky gs ftYgk ifj”kn cka/kdke 

mifoHkkx] eax#Gihj ;sFks mivfHk;ark Eg.kwu dke djhr vlrkauk R;kauh ekSts] tke 

;sFkhy varxZr -------------- vlrkauk vankt i=dkrhy udk’kk o rjrqnh ;k izek.ks ------

----------- lk-ck- fu;ekoyh ifjPNsn dz-45 pk Hkax dsyk vkgs- 

nks"kkjksi dzekad 2 & lk-ck- fu;ekorhy ifjf’k”V&24 e/khy ckc dz-11 P;k 

rjrqnhuqlkj loZ >kysY;k dkekph ekis mivfHk;ark ;kauh fygko;kl ikfgts rh vipkjh 

vf/kdkjh Jh-lugky ;kauh fyfgysyh ukgh-  ekis mivfHk;ark ;kauh rikl.kh  u djrk 

etwjkaph etqjh o da=kVnkjkph ns;dkaph jDde vnk dsyh- 
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 vipkjh vf/kdkjh Jh- lugky ;kauh ;k d`R;kr lk-ck- fu;ekoyh ifjf’k”V 24 

e/khy fu;e 11] ifjf’k”V 42 e/khy vuqdzekad 36 o 70 o jksg;ks lkjxzaFk [kaM 1 

e/khy ifjPNsn 7]9]6]17]3 ¼,p½1 rs 5 o ftYgk ifj”kn ys[kk lafgrk ifjPNsn 168 

,Q pk Hkax dsyk vkgs- 

nks"kkjksi dzekad 3 & vipkjh vf/kdkjh Jh-lugky ;kauh fufj{k.k okgu dz- ,e>sMD;w 

825 djhrk [kkR;kP;k fu/khrwu ba/kukoj [kpZ u djrk jksg;ksps fu/khrwu [kpZ dsyk vkgs- 

R;koj R;kauh #i;s 1856@& brdk [kpZ dsyk vkgs- R;kewGs R;kauh jksg;ks lkjxzaFk [kaM 

dz-1 e/khy ijhPNsn 2-18-1 e/khy ckc dz-8 ¼c½ o ¼M½ ;k rjrqnhpk Hkax dsyk vkgs- 

nks"kkjksi dzekad 4 & ekSts & tkaHk ;sFkhy varxZr jLR;kps dke vipkjh vf/kdkjh Jh- 

lugky ;kauh gtsjhiV dz-523568 izek.ks jLrk lery dj.;klkBh 390 ?k-eh-ps 

dke dsys-  ek= gtsjhiVkph rikl.kh u djrk #i;s 5772@& ph etqjh fnyh-  

rikl.khr [kksndke djrkauk miyC/k lkeqxzh dksBs gh xksGk dsysyh ukgh-  ;k laca/kh uksan 

vk;-,e-vkj- jftLVjoj ?ksrysyh ukgh-  R;keqGs #i;s 2886@& ps olqyhl ik= Bjr 

vlwu R;kauh lk-ck- fu;ekoyh ifjf’k”V 24 e/khy fu;e 11 o jksg;ks lkjxzaFk [kaM&1 

ijhPNsn 17-3¼1½ ¼1½   rs 17-3 ¼1½¼5½ pk Hkax dsyk vkgs- 

nks"kkjksi dzekad 5 &  tkaHk ;sFkhy varxZr jLR;kps cka/kdkekps vankt i=dkl 

fujfujkG;k ckch djhrk rjrqnh dj.;kr vkY;k- rFkkih] izR;{k dke djrkauk 

mijksDr rjrqnh uqlkj dkes dj.;kr vkyh ukgh- dke deh dj.;kr vkys-  ek= 

eksteki iqLrhdsr dkekph ekis tkLr nk[kfo.;kr vkyh-  R;kiksVh etwjkauk etqjh o 

da=kVnkjkauk #i;s 100442@& ps tknk jdesps Hkqxrku dj.;kr vkys- R;keqGs 

vipkjh vf/kdkjh lugky ;kauh lk-ck- fu;ekoyh ifjf’k”V 45 o jksg;ks lkjxzaFk 

[kaM&1 ijhPNsn 17-3¼1½ e/khy 5 ps rjrqnhpk Hkax dsyk vkgs- 

nks"kkjksi dzekad 6 &  tkaHk ;sFkhy varxZr jLR;kps cka/kdke djhr vlrkauk vipkjh 

vf/kdkjh Jh- lugky ;kauh 80 eh-eh- [kMh o 40 eh-eh- P;k tkMhP;k [kMhph etqjh 

vnk djrkauk deh etwjh vnk dsyh-  ;k dR̀;kl R;kauh lk-ck- fu;ekoyh ifjf’k”V 45 

o jksg;ks lkjxzaFk [kaM&1 ijhPNsn 7-9-6 pk Hkax dsyk vkgs- 

nks"kkjksi dzekad 7 &  tkac ;sFkhy varxZr jLR;kps cka/kdke djhrk vlrkauk ojh”B 

vf/kdk&;kph ijokuxh u ?ksrk dkekps rqdMs ikMwu dke dsys vkgs- ;k d`R;kl vipkjh 

vf/kdkjh ;kauh ‘kklu xzke fodkl foHkkx ijhi=d dz-ftiv@9@1089@izdz 

854@33] fnukad 08@02@1990 ps rjrqnhps mYya?ku dsys vkgs- 



                                                                  7                                              O.A. No.  168 of 2016 
 

10.  In all 5 witnesses were named such as (1) Shri Q.A. 

Daud, Executive Engineer, (2) Shri P.K. Adokar, Sub-Divisional 

Officer (3) Shri K.M. Kazi, Sub-Divisional Officer (4) Shri R.M. 

Chavan, Naib Tahsildar and (5) Shri A.K. Futane, Junior 

Engineer.  All these witnesses except Shri K.M. Kazi, were 

examined.  Not only that the applicant also examined himself as 

a witness.  It seems from the inquiry report that full opportunity 

was given to the applicant to cross-examine the witnesses and 

not only that the applicant cross-examined the witnesses and the 

Inquiry Officer has appreciated the evidence.  

11.   The applicant’s reply to show cause notice is placed 

on record at Annex-A-9 and the same was also considered by 

the Inquiry Officer.  Perusal of the inquiry report clearly shows 

that there is nothing on the record to show that any material 

documents were not supplied to the applicant or that no 

opportunity was given to him.  On the contrary, it seems that all 

the necessary documents were supplied and full opportunity was 

given to the applicant to cross-examine the witnesses and to 

submit his statement of defence and not only that applicant also 

examined himself as a witness.  The respondent no.3, the 

Divisional Commissioner, Amravati also filed affidavit and denied 
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the allegations.  There is nothing on the record to show that 

procedure was not duly followed as alleged by the applicant.  

12.   I have also perused the order passed by the 

Appellate Authority, i.e., by the Hon’ble Minister in the appeal 

dated 11/09/2014.  The Appellate Authority has also considered 

the charges framed against the applicant as well as the 

documents placed on record and has stated that whatever 

punishment awarded to the applicant is illegal, proper and 

appropriate.  

13.   Before the Appellate Authority it was the contention 

of the applicant that he has been punished twice for the same 

charge, but it has been denied by the Appellate Authority with 

following reason :-  

^^7- ‘kklu vkns’k fnukad 5 uksOgsacj]2011 vUo;s Jh-lugky ;kaP;kdMwu 

#-53]107@& olwy dj.ks ¼leku ngk gIR;kr½ vkf.k R;kaph iq<hy osruok< 

Hkfo”;krhy osruok<hoj ifj.kke u djrk ,d o”kkZP;k dkyko/khlkBh jks[kwu 

Bso.ks gh f’k{kk ;ksX; vlwu R;ke/;s dks.krkgh cny dj.;kph vko’;drk 

ukgh] vls vihykP;k lquko.kh njE;ku mivk;qDr ¼jksg;ks½] vejkorh ;kauh 

dFku dsys vkgs-  rlsp Jh-lugky ;kaP;kojhy fl/n nks”kkjksikaP;k vuq”kaxkus 

‘kklu uqdlkuhph jDde olwy dj.ks vkf.k R;kaph iq<hy osruok< ,d 

o”kkZP;k dkyko/khlkBh jks[kwu Bso.ks ;k nksu osxG;k f’k{kk ukghr] R;kewGs 

R;kauk nksu f’k{kk ns.;kr vkY;kps vfiykFkhZps Eg.k.ks lglfpo ¼jksg;ks½ ;kauh 

[kksMwu dk<ysys vkgs-** 
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14.   It, therefore, cannot be said that the Appellate 

Authority has not applied his mind. Since the applicant was 

responsible for causing financial loss to the Government, the 

Inquiry Officer rightly observed that the said amount shall be 

recovered from the applicant.  It, therefore, cannot be said that 

the applicant was punished twice for one and the same charge.  

For negligence his increment has been stopped.  Considering 

the allegations against the applicant, the punishment awarded to 

him is very minor and in fact very lenient view has been taken by 

the Disciplinary Authority as well as Appellate Authority and 

therefore I do not find any reason to interfere in the said 

decisions.  Hence, the following order :-  

    ORDER  

  The O.A. stands dismissed with no order as to costs. 

   

                   (J.D. Kulkarni)  
Dated :- 30/07/2018.            Vice-Chairman (J). 
 
dnk. 
 
 
 
 


