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MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
NAGPUR BENCH NAGPUR

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.171 /2018 (S.B.)

Shri Sunil Nageshrao Jadhav,
Aged about 61 years, Occupation:-Retired,

R/o New Narasala Road,
Plot No. 108,
Nagpur (M.S.)
Applicant.
Versus

1) The State of Maharashtra,
through its Secretary,
Department of Home Ministry,
Mantralaya, Mumbai- 32.

2) The Director General of Police,
Maharashtra State,
Mumbai.

3) The Commissioner of Police,
Nagpur City, Nagpur.

4)  The Superintendent of Police (Rural),
Nagpur.

5)  The Deputy Superintendent of Police (Rural),
Nagpur.

Respondents

Shri G.G.Bade, 1d. Advocate for the applicant.
Shri A.P.Potnis, 1d. P.O. for the Respondents.

Coram :- Hon’ble Shri M.A.Lovekar, Member (]).

JUDGMENT

Judgment is reserved on 10t Feb., 2023.
Judgment is pronounced on 15t Feb., 2023.
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Heard Shri G.G.Bade, 1d. counsel for the applicant and Shri

A.P.Potnis, 1d. P.O. for the Respondents.

2. Case of the applicant is as follows. When the applicant was
serving on the establishment of Police Commissioner, Nagpur City,
quarter no. 12 was allotted to him. He was transferred on promotion to
the establishment of Nagpur Rural by order dated 02.06.2011. He was
relieved on the same day. He did not vacate the quarter. He retired on
superannuation on 31.12.2014. He eventually vacated the quarter on
05.06.2015. By order dated 03.10.2015 (A-1) net arrears of penal rent of
Rs. 2,58,800/- were sought to be recovered from him as per G.R. dated
18.11.2005 issued by the Home Department, Government of
Maharashtra. He challenged order dated 03.10.2015 before this Tribunal
in 0.A. No. 667/2015 which was dismissed on 17.02.2017 (A-2). This
order was challenged in W.P. No. 6680/2017. It was disposed of on
10.10.2017 by giving liberty to the applicant to make a representation.
Said representation dated 16.10.2017 was rejected by the impugned

order dated 18.11.2017 (A-2). Hence, this original application.

3. Respondents 3, 4 & 5 have supported orders dated

03.10.2015 and 18.11.2017.
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4. It was contended by Shri Bade, 1d. Counsel for the applicant
that before directing recovery show cause notice was not issued to the
applicant and there was nothing to show that because of retention of

quarter by the applicant some other employee had suffered any

hardship.

5. In order dated 18.11.2017 it was stated:-

“RA. AR Al RAGAR W Tdast &eties 9€.90.209(9 AT U St
3. UeR 3NIFd, APGR ER SRAMSARC JURUS JfA ARTDBR
Farza FaEs 92 e aed Eais 03.0§.209% wRid Bid. ®ES A
SRATATNA HEBRY /BHARY Aiell ARADBIA [STTHATAE AEU BRAl A =8l
RAESB A Ui FAiH MRTATOLRY/ IS /U.B.90/Wa-19, f&aties 9¢.99.
R00Y 1 ARGEFHAR JHUVIZA SJNUATH JFBH AP HATAR 313, A
FFBAPS SUTRA A 3RAelet et A 336, ALY AEN0 Ade TRHE

AT IFBH 3. CR,230/ - TSI HIUAIA 3MTetetl 31E.

9. Tl 03.0§.2099 A 02.0R.2099 wia HEFE AaAA

R. f&&i® 03.0%.2099 @ 02.92.2099 wid 3G Yeb- H.90/-
(afgt €0/ - gHM)

3. f&&i® 03.92.2099 @ 08.0§.2098 WA dsfcw ged-  .3,89,2%0/-
(F. /- gl Tb. BT AL R AaR LG
3R/ - ALGE TR 8R AL )

TR . 3,8,030/-
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Q. festics 09.0§.2099 A 39.92.2098 TAd A TWHE
ERAE HAAHL IFDHH ol (ABIYR JEHI) *.¢3,30/-
TR &. R,8¢,£00/-
3WiEd apA a [aellad 3uuat famez aeld 33 a awe feolm

FHBIRTATOLRY/ IBY/U.F.90/TA-, & 9¢.99.R008 FAR

M@ HRON 0 URA 3ftard 318, HUN @da g Ht.”

6. Aforequoted contents of order dated 18.11.2017 clearly
show that the impugned recovery is legal and proper and there is no
substance in either of the contentions raised by the applicant. The
Original Application is accordingly dismissed with no order as to

costs.

(Shri M.A.Lovekar)
Member (])
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[ affirm that the contents of the PDF file order are word to word

same as per original Judgment.

Name of Steno : Akhilesh Parasnath Srivastava.
Court Name : Court of Hon’ble Member (]).
Judgment signed on : 15/02/2023.

and pronounced on

Uploaded on : 16/02/2023.



