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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, ld. Advocate for the applicant. 

Shri A.P.Potnis, ld. P.O. for the Respondents. 

 

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

 

JUDGMENT    

Judgment is reserved on  10th Feb., 2023. 

                     Judgment is pronounced on 15th Feb., 2023. 
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Heard Shri G.G.Bade, ld. counsel for the applicant and Shri 

A.P.Potnis, ld. 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 O.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.  



                                                                  3                                                           O.A.No.171 of 2018 

 

4.  It was contended by Shri Bade, ld. 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:- 

“ek- U;k;ky; ;kaps vkns’kkuqlkj vkiys fuosnu fnukad 16-10-2017 jksth izkIr >kys 

vkgs- iksfyl vk;qDr] ukxiwj ‘kgj vkLFkkiusojhy x.ks’kisB ;sFkhy ‘kkldh; 

fuoklLFkku dzeakd 12 vkiY;k rkC;kr fnukad 05-06-2015 Ik;Zar gksrs- R;keqGs ;k 

vkLFkkiusojhy vf/kdkjh@deZpkjh ;kauk ‘kkldh; fuoklLFkku okVi djrk vkys ukgh- 

R;keqGs ‘kklu fu.kZ; dzekad vkj,l,0797@145@iz-dz-10@iksy&7] fnukad 18-11-

2005 P;k rjrqnhuqlkj vki.kkadMqu [kkyhyizek.ks jDde olqy djko;kph vkgs- lnjgq 

jDdesrqu vki.kkal ns; vlysyh iksyhl vf/k{kd] ukxiwj xzkeh.k ;sFkhy ?kjHkkMs 

HkRr;kph jDde :- 82]230@& otk dj.;kar vkysyh vkgs- 

1- fnukad 03-06-2011 rs 02-09-2011 i;Zar HkkMsekQ loyr 

2- fnukad 03-09-2011 rs 02-12-2011 Ik;Zar vuqKIrh ‘kqYd& :-780@& 

¼izfregk 260@& izek.ks½ 

3- fnukad 03-12-2011 rs 05-06-2015 Ik;Zar naMfu; ‘kqYd& :-3]41]250@& 

¼:- 25@& izrh Lds- QqV ;k njkus lnj ‘kk-fu- 

325@& pkS-QqV ,dq.k 42 eghus½ 

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

       ,dw.k :- 3]42]030@& 
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4- fnukad 01-06-2011 rs 31-12-2014 Ik;Zar ns; ?kjHkkMs 

?kjHkkMs HkRr;kph jDde otk ¼ukxiwj xzkeh.k½   :-83]230@& 

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

       ,dw.k :- 2]58]800@&  

mijksDr jDde gh fo/khor vkiys fo:/n Fkdhr vkgs o ‘kklu fu.kZ; 

dzekadvkj,l,0797@145@iz-dz-10@iksy&7] fnukad 18-11-2005 uqlkj 

R;kpk Hkj.kk dj.ks vki.kkal vfuok;Z vkgs- d`i;k Rojhr iqrZrk djkoh-”  

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 (J) 
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I 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 (J). 

 

Judgment signed on : 15/02/2023. 

and pronounced on 

 

Uploaded on  : 16/02/2023. 

   


