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MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NAGPUR BENCH NAGPUR

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO. 583/2023(S.B.)

Balaji S/o Sitaram Pawar,
Aged about 50 yrs.; Occ. : Service,
R/o Quarter No.35, Medical Colony,

Medical Complex, Gadchiroli.

Applicant.

Versus

1) State of Maharashtra,
Through its Principal Secretary,
Public Health Department,
10" Floor GT Hospital Campus Building,

New Mantralaya, Fort Mumbai-01.

2) Director of Public Health,
Directorate of Health Services,

Central Building, Pune —411 001.

3) Deputy Director of Health Services,
Nagpur Region, Mata Kacheri Compound,

Shradhanand Peth, Nagpur.

4) Civil Surgeon,
District Hospital,
Gadchiroli — 442 605.

Respondents
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Shri N.D.Thombre, Ld. Counsel for the applicant.
Shri H.K.Pande, Ld. P.O. for the respondents.

Coram:- Hon’ble Shri M.A.Lovekar, Member (J).
Dated: - 15" September 2023.

JUDGMENT

Judgment is reserved on 13 September, 2023.

Judgment is pronounced on 15" September, 2023.

Heard Shri N.D.Thombre, learned counsel for the applicant
and Shri H.K.Pande, learned P.O. for the respondents.
2. Case of the applicant is as follows. Since 28.03.2016 the
applicant was working at District Hospital, Gadchiroli which is Naxal /
Tribal area, as Office Superintendent. While giving choices / options for
transfer at the time of annual general transfers of 2023 he sought
retention / extension at Gadchiroli due to serious ailments of his mother
and wife, made a representation to that effect and attached to it
medical certificates and recommendation of respondent no.4 that his
work was satisfactory (Annexure A-1). Yet, contrary to G.R. dated
09.04.2018 (Annexure A-3), the impugned order (Annexure A-2) dated
13.06.2023 transferring him from District Hospital, Gadchiroli to District

Hospital, Wardha was passed which cannot be sustained for the
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aforestated reasons. On 13.06.2023 itself the applicant made a
representation (Annexure A-6) for extension of one year to which no
heed was paid. Hence, this O.A..

3. Stand of respondents 2 and 3 is as follows. The applicant
had worked at Gadchiroli for more than seven years and thereafter the
impugned order was passed. He was overdue for transfer. Instead of
giving sufficient options the applicant only sought extension (at page
51). There were complaints against the applicant which were enquired
into by a Committee. The Committee submitted its report dated
07.11.2022. Said report was considered by respondent no.3 while
rejecting representation of the applicant dated 20.04.2023. Transfer
being an incidence of service, the impugned order, having regard to facts
of the case, cannot be faulted.

4, The applicant has relied on the following Clause of G.R.

dated 09.04.2018-

¢) 3199S &FTdI  dEoluld AR, Il Sceledl
TSROt Seell o shuare faeicll sheard Heftid shefarare o

TB¢|U||§d g0l o Shdl R Y&ray cIiell HeddIe SuaTd ITdY.
hIH el A AT HIATET HIUTATET dhR ATE, AT A

el ITTIHRUTT 0T HTTRTh eTel. 31N Heddre SEcdsed
3 gETTAT AT FHIGTTHIIT TeTel. 8 T 37T JaThrematy
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U Ta%e JTol FAHTLRUT §&cATedT el S oll hivaTel ITl.

5. It is a matter of record that the applicant was working at
Gadchiroli since 28.03.2016. His stay at the place was already extended
by four years. Hence, no further extension could be claimed as a matter
of right. In this factual background the applicant ought to have given
sufficient number of options so as to enable his employer to
accommodate him suitably. Instead the sole option given by him was for
retention. Taking into account all these circumstances the impugned
order cannot be interfered with. The O.A. is accordingly dismissed with

no order as to costs.

(M.A.Lovekar)
Member (J)

Dated — 15/09/2023
rsm.
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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 : Raksha Shashikant Mankawde
Court Name : Court of Hon’ble Member (J).
Judgment signed on : 15/09/2023.

and pronounced on

Uploaded on : 18/09/2023.
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