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MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

NAGPUR BENCH NAGPUR 

ORIGINAL  APPLICATION NO. 647/2019 (D.B.) 

Arjun s/o Maruti Gore, 

Aged 48 Yrs. Occupation service,  

R/o c/o Directorate of Sericulture, 

New Administrative Building No. 2, 

Nagpur, District Nagpur. 
Applicant. 

     

     Versus 

1) The State of Maharashtra, 

Through its Secretary,  

Department of Co-operation, 

Marketing & Textile, 

Mantralaya, Mumbai-32.   

 

2) The State of Maharashtra,  

Through its Secretary, 

General Administration Department, 

Mantralaya, Mumbai-32. 

 

3) The Maharashtra Public Service Commission,  

through its Secretary, 

5, 7 & 8 Floor, Kupraj Building,  

Maharshi Karve Marg, Kupraj 

Mumbai-21. 

 

4) Shri Dilip S/o Ashruji Hake,  

Aged about 55 yrs., Occu. Service, 

R/o c/o Office of Directorate of Sericulture,  

Administrative Building, 

Civil Lines, Nagpur. 

Respondents 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Shri A.P.Tathod, ld. counsel for the applicant. 

Shri A.M.Ghogre, ld. P.O. for the respondents. 

Shri R.M.Fating, ld. Counsel for the respondent no. 4. 
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______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Coram:- Shri Shree Bhagwan, Vice-Chairman and  

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

Dated: -  17th June 2022. 

JUDGMENT   

        Per : Member (J). 

Judgment is reserved on  13th June, 2022. 

             Judgment is pronounced on  17th June, 2022. 

 

Heard Shri A.P.Tathod, learned counsel for the applicant, 

Shri A.M.Ghogre, learned P.O. for the Respondent nos. 1 to 3 and Shri 

R.M.Fating, learned counsel for the respondent no. 4. 

2.  Facts leading to this application are as, follows. In 

response to advertisement dated 20.01.2012 (A-1) issued by 

respondent no. 3 the applicant, being eligible, applied for the post of 

Deputy Director (Sericulture) vide A-4, along with necessary 

documents including experience certificates. After interviews 

respondent no. 3, by communication dated 21.06.2012 (A-7) 

recommended his name for the post. Respondent no. 4 challenged the 

recommendation dated 21.06.2012 by filing O.A. No. 692/2012 (A-8). 

Respondent no. 1 appointed the applicant to the post by order dated 

09.10.2012 (A-9). He joined on the post on 13.06.2013 (A-10). By 

order dated 28.04.2016 (A-15) this Tribunal allowed O.A. No. 

692/2012, quashed and set aside order dated 09.10.2012 appointing 
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the applicant herein to the post of Deputy Director (Sericulture), and 

directed M.P.S.C. to appoint the applicant therein (who is R-4 in this 

application) to the aforesaid post. Present applicant challenged the 

order of this Tribunal in Writ Petition No. 5025/2016. The Hon’ble 

High Court, by order dated 20.09.2017 (A-17) quashed and set aside 

the order of this Tribunal and directed as follows:- 

“11. The M.P.S.C.  or any such authority competent to 

verify the documents on behalf of respondent nos. 1 and 2 shall 

verify the documents of the petitioner and the respondent no. 3  

herein and take decision afresh with regard to the selection for 

the post of Deputy Director (Sericulture) as per the 

advertisement in question.  The said decision be taken 

expeditiously and preferably within two months.” 

Additional Chief Secretary (Textile) was asked by 

respondent no. 1 to conduct verification of documents as per order 

dated 20.09.2017. The applicant appeared before the said authority 

with necessary documents. The applicant raised grievances (A-20) 

and (A-21) before the concerned Minister and respondent no. 3, 

respectively as follows:- 

^Ekk- vij eq[; lfpo ¼oL=ks|ksx½]  lgdkj] i.ku o oL=ks|ksx foHkkx] 

eqacbZ ;kauh fnukad 13-12-2017  jksth ek>s dkxni=kaph iMrkG.kh dsysyh vkgs-  

ijarq] ek- mPp U;k;ky;kps vkns’kkUo;s l{ke izkf/kdkjh tls egkjk”Vª yksdlsok 
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vk;ksx] ‘kklukpk fo/kh o U;k; foHkkx] lkekU; iz’kklu foHkkx vFkok R;kapk 

lgHkkx vlysys l{ke izkf/kdkjh Bjoqup ;k varxZr fu.kZ; ?ks.ks visf{kr vlrkuk 

r’kh dk;Zokgh >kysyh ukgh-  R;keqGs ek>soj vU;k; gks.ksph ‘kD;rk vkgs-  d`i;k 

;kckcr [kk=h d#u vk;ksxkP;k Lrjkoj mfpr dk;Zokgh gks.ksl uez fouarh vkgs-* 

On 13.12.2017 Additional Chief Secretary (Textile) 

conducted hearing and held :- 

“;k izdj.kke/;s ewG eqn~nk Jks-vtqZu xksjs ;kauh fnysys vuqHkokP;k 

izek.ki=kfo”k;h vkgs- ek- MAT ;kauh R;kaP;k fu.kZ;ke/;s Li”V dsys vkgs dh] 

Jh- xksjs ;kauh lknj dsysys vuqHkokps izek.ki= Competent Authority 

;kaP;kdMwu tkjh dsysys uOgrs-  rlsp R;kauh ojhyizek.ks Jh- xksjs ;kaph fuoM jn~n 

dsyh gksrh- 

,e-ih-,l-lh- ;kauh fnysY;k tkfgjkrhizek.ks vtZnkj ;kauk fdeku rhu 

o”kkZpk rkaf=d vuqHko rlsp ‘kkldh; foHkkx fdaok ‘kklukps egkeaMG bR;knhe/;s 

tckcnkjhP;k inkojhy iz’kkldh; dkekpk 5 o”kkZpk vuqHko vls fyfgysys vkgs- 

tsOgk vkEgh iz’kkldh; dke Eg.krks R;kP;kr eqyr% fuEuckch gks.ks 

vko’;d vkgsr %  

1½ iz’kkldh;@ukxjh fu;e ‘krhZ ;kaps vuqikyu]  

2½ osru fu;ekps ikyu] 

3½ orZ.kwd] f’kLr o vihy 

  ojhy loZ ckchapk varHkwZr loZlk/kkj.ki.ks iz’kkldh; dkekr gksrks-   

 ,e-ih-,l-lh- us fnysY;k tkfgjhrhe/;s QDr iz’kkldh; uOgsrj 

tckcnkjhP;k inkojhy iz’kkldh; dkekpk vuqHko vls fyghysy vkgs-  
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;kfo”k;h i`-dz`-17@& fV-fo- e/;s ^^v** izek.ks lapkyd ¼oL=ks|ksx½ ;kauh 

Li”Vi.ks uewn dsys vkgs dh] Jh- xksjs ;kauh lknj dsysys vuqHkokph izek.ki=s gh 

rka=hd dke dsys vlY;kckcrph vkgsr-  rlsp R;kauk tckcnkjhP;k iz’kkldh; 

dkekpk vuqHko ulY;kus R;kaps vuqHkokps izek.ki= iz’kkldh; vuqHko Eg.kwu 

xzkg; /kj.;kr ;sÅ u;s- 

;kfo”k;h eh Lor% fn-13-12-2017 jksth lquko.kh vk;ksftr dsyh gksrh 

o Jh-xksjs o Jh-gkds rlsp lapkyd ¼oL=ks|ksx½ vkf.k izknsf’kd milapkyd 

¼oL=ks|ksx½] lksykiwj ;kaps Eg.k.ks ,sdw.k ?ksrys- 

   loZ foospu y{kkr ?ksÅu ek>s fun’kZukl vkys vkgs dh] 

1- ‘kkldh; vf/kdkjh@deZpkjh Eg.kwu Jh- xksjs ;kauh R;kapk vtZ fofgr ekxkZus 

¼Through proper channel½ Eg.kts lapkyd ¼oL=ks|ksx½ 

;kaP;kekQZr ikBfo.ks vko’;d gksrk o rlk R;kauh rks ikBfoysyk ukgh- 

2- Jh- gkds ;kauh R;kapk vtZ fofgr ekxkZus ¼Through proper channel½ 

ikBfoyk gksrk- 

3- vuqHkokps izek.ki= tkjh dj.;kps vf/kdkj lapkyd ¼oL=ks|ksx½ ;kapsdMs 

fu;qDrh izkf/kdkjh Eg.kwu gksrs-  lnj izek.ki= lapkyd ¼oL=ks|ksx½ ;kapsdMwu 

?ks.ks vko’;d gksrs-  Jh- xksjs ;kauh fnysys vuqHko izek.ki= gs lapkyd 

¼oL=ks|ksx½ ;kaP;kdMwu tkjh dsysys ukgh- 

izknsf’kd milapkyd ¼oL=ks|ksx½ ;kauh ekÖ;kleksjhy lquko.khe/;s 

Li”V lkafxrys vkgs dh] lgk;d oL=ks|ksx fujh{kd gs in rkaf=d Lo#ikps 

vkgs-  ijarw] ;k inkoj dke dj.kk&;k deZpk&;kyk dkgh osGk laLFkkaP;k 

fuoM.kqdk o brj vrkaf=d Lo#ikps dke lksifoys tkrs- rFkkfi] R;kaP;k ewG 

dkekps Lo#i gs rkaf=d Lo#ikpsp vkgs- 
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ojhy loZ ckch y{kkr ?ksÅu eh ;k fu”d”kkZi;Zar iksgkspyks vkgs dh] Jh-

vtqZu xksjs ;kauk vko’;d rks tckcnkjhP;k inkojhy iz’kkldh; vuqHko 

R;kaph fuoM djrsosGh uOgrk-  R;keqGs R;kaph fu;qDrh v;ksX; i/nrhus >kyh 

vkgs o ek- MAT us fnysY;k fu.kZ;kizek.ks R;kaph fu;qDrh jn~n dsyh ikghts o 

milapkyd ¼js’khe½ Eg.kwu Jh- gkds ;kaph fuoM dsyh ikghts-” 

Respondent no. 3 then passed order dated 08.08.2018 

(A-23) to the following effect:- 

“mijksDr fo”k;kojhy‘kklu i= dzekad% U;k;iz 1116@iz-dz-68@js’khe 

d{k- fnukad 3 es] 2018 P;k vuq”kaxkus vls dGfo.;kps vkns’k vkgsr dh] 

lanHkkZ/khu U;k;fu.kZ; o lnj ‘kklu i=kr fo’kn dsysY;k ckch fopkjkr ?ksÅu 

milapkyd ¼js’khe½] egkjk”Vª js’khe lsok] xV&v ¼tkfgjkr dzekad 

189@2012½ ;k inkoj Jh- gkds fnyhi vkJwth ;kaph f’kQkjl dj.;kr ;sr vkgs-  

rlsp R;keqGs ;kiwohZ vk;ksxkP;k fnukad 21 twu] 2012 P;k f’kQkjl i=kuwlkj 

f’kQkjl dj.;kr vkysys Jh- vtqZu ek#rh xksjs ;kaph f’kQkjl ekxs ?ks.;kr ;sr 

vkgs- rjh ;k ckcr lacaf/krkauk d`i;k voxr dj.;kr ;kos-  Jh- gkds ;kauk 

fu;qDrh ns.;kiwohZ [kkyhyizek.ks dk;Zokgh dj.;kr ;koh] v’kh vk;ksxkph lwpuk 

vkgs- 

¼1½ Jh-gkds ;kaps xksiuh; vfHkys[k u ikgrkp vk;ksxkus R;kaph 

f’kQkjl dsyh vkgs- Jh- gkds gs izLrqr inklkBh vtZ djrkauk ‘kklu deZpkjh 

vlY;kus R;kauk fu;qDrh ns.;kiwohZ R;kaps xksiuh; vfHkys[k riklwu uarjp ijLij 

‘kklukus R;kaP;k fu;qDrhckcr fu.kZ; ?;kok-” 
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Thereafter, G.R. dated 08.08.2019 (A-25) was issued 

relieving the applicant from the post of Deputy Director 

(Sericulture). Hence, this application for following reliefs:- 

i) to hold and declare that the applicant is duly eligible 

and qualified for the appointment on the post of Deputy 

Director (sericulture) as he possessed requisite 

qualification as per recruitment Rules, 

ii) to quash and set aside the order dated 08.08.2018 

issued by the third respondent/ MPSC withdrawing the 

recommendation of the applicant dated 21.06.2012 

without there being any reasons, 

iii) to quash and set aside the Government 

resolution/order dated 08.08.2019 issued by the first 

respondent cancelling the appointment of the applicant as 

a Deputy Director (sericulture) and appointing the last 

respondent on the post so advertised being totally illegal 

and unsustainable in law, 

iv) to grant any other relief which this Hon’ble Court 

deems it fit under the facts and circumstances of the case 

and in the interest of justice.” 



 8 O.A.No.647 of 2019 

 

3.  Reply of respondent no. 1 is at pages 286 – 289. In para 

no. 3 respondent no. 1 contended:- 

“3. In pursuance to the directions issued by the Hon’ble 

High Court the Respondents has given the personal 

hearing and as well as verify the documents of both the 

candidates before the Additional Chief Secretary Textiles 

on 13.12.2017.  In the said hearing, the Regional Dy. 

Director (Textile) was also present and he clarified that 

the post of Assistant Textile Inspector is technical post.  

The Assistant Textile Inspector has to perform the duty in 

the technical nature only on the some contingency like the 

election of the Cooperative Societies, then only the nature 

of the work is non-technical in nature.  In view of this fact 

the Applicant has not possessive the requisite experience of 

administrative work as per Recruitment Rules.  The 

answering Respondent further submitted that, the order of 

cancellation of appointment of the Applicant on the post of 

Dy. Director Sericulture was passed only after giving 

personal hearing and verifying the experience documents 

produced by the Applicant in the above meeting.   The 

order dt. 08.08.2019 is just and proper.” 
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4.  Reply of respondent no. 3 is at pages 246 to 257. In para 

no. 38 of said reply respondent no. 3 contended:- 

“The Government is appropriate authority to verify the 

documents and experiences of the candidates.  As per the 

directions of the Hon’ble High Court given in order dated 

20.09.2017  passed in W.P.No.5025/2016 Government being 

appropriate authority was requested by the Commission to verify 

the documents, experience of petitioner Shri. Gore and 

respondent no.4 Shri Hake.  Accordingly, after verification of 

documents and experience of Shri Gore and Shri Hake, the 

Government has communicated it’s findings regarding their 

experience vide Government letter dated 03.05.2018.  

Considering the findings regarding experience communicated by 

the Government vide letter dated 03.05.2018 the 

recommendation of Shri Gore was withdrawn and Shri Hake was 

recommended for the post in question.” 

5.  We have already quoted the grounds on which the 

applicant objected to verification of documents by Additional Chief 

Secretary (Textile) by making representations to the Hon’ble 

Minister (A-20) and R-3 (A-21).  
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6.  It may be reiterated that while disposing of Writ Petition 

No. 5025/2016 the Hon’ble High Court issued directions as follows:- 

“11. The M.P.S.C.  or any such authority competent 

to verify the documents on behalf of respondent nos. 1 and 

2 shall verify the documents of the petitioner and the 

respondent no. 3  herein and take decision afresh with 

regard to the selection for the post of Deputy Director 

(Sericulture) as per the advertisement in question.  The 

said decision be taken expeditiously and preferably within 

two months.”   

   Initial portion of these directions states:- 

“The M.P.S.C. or any such authority competent to 

verify the documents on behalf of respondent nos. 1 & 

2……….” 

   This portion clearly shows that no specific authority was 

  asked by the Hon’ble High Court to carry out verification. 

7.  I have referred to relevant contents of reply of 

respondent nos. 1 to 3. These pleadings show that respondent no. 1, 

on being requested by respondent no. 3, appointed Additional Chief 

Secretary (Textile) to verify the documents of present applicant and 

respondent no. 4 and take decision afresh with regard to the 
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selection for the post of Deputy Director (Sericulture). There is 

absolutely no basis to accept the contention of the applicant that 

verification of documents ought to have been done by someone from 

Law and Judiciary department or General Administration 

Department. 

8.  Respondent no. 4 has placed on record at page 331 

findings recorded by Additional Chief Secretary (Textile). These 

findings have been reproduced hereinabove in toto.   

9.  In para no. 8 of the Judgment in W.P.No.5025/2016 it 

was observed:- 

“8. The Tribunal or this Court is not an expert to 

consider the nature of the experience, the same naturally 

has to be considered by the committee of experts appointed 

for the said purpose during the recruitment process.” 

    

Conjoint consideration of findings recorded by the 

competent authority i.e. Additional Chief Secretary (Textile) and 

guidelines issued by the Hon’ble High Court in aforequoted para no. 8 

of the Judgment will lead to the conclusion that the findings recorded 

by the competent authority after giving hearing to rival parties and 



 12 O.A.No.647 of 2019 

 

considering all relevant circumstances including record do not call 

for interference.  

 10.  In his Rejoinder at pages 290 to 299 the applicant has 

 contended as follows:- 

“4. The applicant further submits that in view of the order 

passed by the Hon’ble High Court in W.P.No.5025/2016, the 

respondent No.1 by its letter dated 24.10.2017 sought the 

opinion of the Director of sericulture as to whether the 

experience certificates produced by the applicant as well as the 

last respondent can be accepted as administrative experiences 

for the post so advertised and in pursuance thereof the Director 

of sericulture submitted its report on 08.11.2017 by confirming 

the fact that both the applicant as well as last respondent has 

administrative experience and the same needs to be consider for 

the post so advertised.  This report has also not been considered 

by the first respondent while taking the decision, which is perse 

illegal.  Furthermore the opinion of the General Administration 

department & Law and Judiciary Department was also sought 

who specifically informed that the Director of Sericulture is an 

independent & the competent authority to verify the documents.  
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5. It is further submitted that as per the order of the Hon’ble 

High Court, the decision has to be taken by the MPSC or any other 

such authority competent to verify the documents on behalf of 

the respondent Nos. 1 & 3 and to take fresh decision but 

admittedly the same has not been done and the Additional Chief 

Secretary (Textile) conducted a hearing on 13.12.2017 for 

verification of documents of both the candidates.  In this regard 

it is specifically submitted that the additional Chief Secretary 

(Textile) is neither to competent authority not he was authorized 

by the Government i.e. Hon’ble Minister of Textile department of 

the concerned department nor by the MPSC.  During the course of 

hearing the Regional Director, Solapur said that the post on 

which the applicant was serving as an Assistant Textile Inspector 

is technical and has to perform the duties in the technical nature 

only but in the written opinion given by him on 03.11.2017 to the 

Director of Textile, he specifically mentioned that the applicant 

has experience in administration as well as technical side.  Thus 

deliberately contrary stand has been taken by the said authority.  

Thus the submission of the respondents 1 & 2 that the applicant 

do not possessed the experience is totally incorrect and contrary 

to the record.  It is submitted that the authority has not 
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considered the experience of the applicant in respect of the 

worked done by him as a Power Loom Jobber and Shift 

Supervisor.  A copy of the written opinion of Regional Deputy 

Director, Solapur is annexed herewith as Document No. 1 with 

this rejoinder. 

6. The contention so raised in para 5 of the affidavit in reply 

that the impugned order is passed after considering the opinion 

given by GAD and Law department is also incorrect in as much as 

the same run contrary to the record.  In this regard it is 

specifically submitted that the GAD as well as Law department 

has specifically informed that the Director of Sericulture is the 

independent and competent authority to verify the documents of 

the candidates and in spite of this, the opinion given by the 

Director of Sericulture in his letter dated 08.11.2017 in which it 

is specifically stated that the applicant is having the technical 

and administrative experience and the same should be taken into 

consideration but the same has not been considered.  Even at the 

time of hearing the Director of Textile in his written opinion 

stated that the applicant is having the administrative experience 

and the same shall be consider for the post but the same has not 

been considered. A copy of the said opinion is annexed herewith 
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as Document No. 2 with this rejoinder.  It is further pertinent to 

note that the experience certificates and also the opinions of Law 

& Judiciary department and General administration department 

of the applicant are never brought to the notice of the 

respondent No. 3 MPSC.”  

Respondent no. 1 entrusted task of verification of 

documents to Additional Chief Secretary (Textile) who carried out 

the same. The appointment of said authority was not contrary to 

direction of the Hon’ble High Court. The Hon’ble High Court did not 

specify who was to carry out verification of documents. There is 

absolutely nothing on record to conclude that the Additional Chief 

Secretary (Textile) did not perform the assigned task properly.  

 11.  In written arguments (at pages 356 to 376) the applicant 

 has contended as follows:- 

“It needs to be considered that in the meeting Regional Deputy 

Director was present, the Director of Textile was also present.  

The Regional Deputy Director, Textile, Solapur surprisingly said 

that the post on which the applicant was serving as an Assistant 

Textile Inspector is technical and he performed the duties in 

technical nature but in his written opinion dated 03.11.2017 

issued by him to the Director of Textile, Nagpur he specifically 
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stated that the applicant has experience in administration and 

technical nature.  The written opinion of Regional Deputy 

Director dated 03.11.2017 is already filed by the applicant with 

his rejoinder which at Page No. 300 on record.  So also the 

Director of Textile in his opinion stated that the applicant is 

having experience of administration which is at Page No. 301 

with the Rejoinder but the respondent no. 1 did not at all 

considered this material and important documents.  It is further 

submitted that the respondent no. 1 has not considered the duties 

performed by the applicant on the post of Powerloom Jobber and 

Shift Supervisor, which was considering by respondent no. 3- 

MPSC at the time of recommendation of applicant.” 

 

The document at page no. 300 states :- 

“Jh ,-,e-xksjs gs fnukad 24-04-1998 rs 31-05-2007 ;k dkyko/khr 

lgk;~;d oL=fuekZ.k fujh{kd ;k inkoj ;k dk;kZy;kP;k vkLFkkiusoj dk;Zjr gksrs- lnj 

dkyk/khre/khy dkeklaca/kh ;k dk;kZy;kps i= dz-tk-dz-ikmla@vkLFkk@iz-i-@5771@12 

fnukad 29-10-2012 vUo;s fnukad 24-04-1998 rs 31-05-2007 ;k dkyko/khr e/;s 

R;kaps in rka=hd Lo:ikps gksrs- rFkkfi R;kauk rkaf=d o iz’kkldh; ¼lgdkj½ dkedktkpk 

vuqHko vlY;kpk izek.ki= fnysyk vkgs- 

R;kuqlkj ;k dk;kZy;krhy vfHkys[kko:u Jh ,-,e-xksjs gs rka=hd dkedkt o 

iz’kkldh; ¼lgdkj½ dkedktkpk vuqHko gksrk-” 
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Relevant portion of the document at page no. 301 is as 

follows:- 

“milapkyd jsf’ke ;k inklkBh vko’;d vlysyh ‘kS{k.khd vgZrk] 

rkaf=d vuqHko Jh xksjs ;kauk vkgs- izknsf’kd milapkyd] oL=ksn~;ksx] lksykiqj] o 

mifuca/kd lgdkjh laLFkk] ekysxko] ;kauh lknj dsysY;k vgokykps voyksdu 

djrk Jh xksjs ;kauk iz’kkldh; dkekpk vuqHko vlY;kcn~ny fopkj Ogkok-  

milapkyd jsf’ke ;k inklkBh vko’;d vlysyh ‘kS{k.khd vgZrk] 

rkaf=d vuqHko Jh gkds ;kauk vkgs- R;kaps iz’kkldh; vuqHko izq”V~;kFkZ eqyk[krhP;k 

osGh lknj dsysY;k izek.ki=kaph rikl.kh dsY;kuarj Jh gkds ;kapk vuqHko 

milapkyd jsf’ke ;k inklkBh iz’kkldh; vuqHkokckcr fopkj Ogkok-” 

From the tenor of the opinions given by the authorities 

while issuing the same (at page nos. 300 & 301), it can be concluded 

that the same were tentative and not emphatic.  On the other hand, 

the opinion given by the competent authority which is at pages 331 

of the record is elaborate and it deals with all relevant circumstances. 

Consequently said opinion of the competent authority must be 

accepted.   

12.  The applicant has relied on “Trivedi Himanshu 

Ghanshyambhai Vs. Ahmedabad Municipal Corporation and Ors. 

AIR 2008 Supreme Court 148. ”  

Facts of this case were as under:- 
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“The Municipal Corporation invited applications for the 

posts of Assistant Manager from amongst the qualified existing 

employees of the Corporation.  An eligible candidate required to 

be a graduate with second class from any recognized University 

with ten years of administrative experience.   The appellant 

discharging his duty as X-ray Technician and also regularly and 

compulsorily, carrying out the clerical and administrative work 

connected therewith, had applied for appointment in prescribed 

form.  The said form was forwarded through the Medical Officer 

of the Corporation under whom he was working.  The said form 

was duly scrutinized and after it was found that the appellant 

was eligible, the same was sent to the Corporation for 

consideration.  The appellant appeared in written test and oral 

interview and selected for the post.  Respondents challenging the 

appointment of appellant did not raise any objection, by making 

a prayer, either before the Examination Committee or before the 

Interview Board. 

In these facts it was held:- 

The respondents cannot be permitted to raise the objection 

that the appellant could not have been considered for 

appointment, he being a technical hand without any 
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administrative experience, after the appellant was selected along 

with the other selected candidates.  It was open to them to raise 

such an objection at the initial stage, either in the written 

examination or at the time of the oral interview.  Such objection 

was raised, for the first time, after the appellant successfully 

completed four months in his capacity as an Assistant Manager 

(his promoted post in the Corporation).” 

  In this case exercise of re-verification of documents was 

undertaken as per directions issued by the Hon’ble High Court in W.P. No. 

5025/2016. On the basis of re-verification carried out by the competent 

authority the impugned orders dated 08.08.2018 – 08.08.2019 were passed 

setting at naught the earlier recommendation made in favour of the 

applicant on 21.06.2012. Since, we find that re-verification of documents 

was carried out in accordance with the directions of the Hon’ble High Court 

and in a proper, elaborate manner, the application deserves to be 

dismissed. Hence, the order:- 

  O R D E R 

1. Application is dismissed.  

2. No order as to costs.  

 

 

(M.A.Lovekar)        (Shree Bhagwan) 

  Member(J)          Vice Chairman  

aps    

Dated – 17/06/2022 



 20 O.A.No.647 of 2019 

 

 

       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 :  17/06/2022. 

and pronounced on 

Uploaded on  :   18/06/2022. 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 


