IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL
MUMBAI, BENCH NAGPUR

ORIGINAL AP]PLICATION NO 356 OF 2015

 DISTRICT : WARDHA

Shri Dilip s/o Chidhuji Kukde, ~ . )
R/o: Feparwada, Post-Pimpalkhuta ) |
Tal-Karanja, Dist-Wardha. )...Applicant
| Versus
1. The State of Maharashtra )
Through the Secretary, )

Ministry of Revenue Department)
Mantralaya, Mumbai 400 032 )

2.  The Collector and Chairman,

District Selecti
Collector Office,

on Committee

mravati.

3. The Sub Divisional Officer,

4._ The Tahsildar, Warud,

Dist-Amravati.

5. Shri Devidas s/o Supdu Kharat
Tahsil Office Warud, |

Talsil-Warud, Dist-Amravati.

)
)
)
)
Morhsi, Dist-Amravati. )
)
)
)
)
)

" )...Respondents
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i
|

~ Shri M.A Sable, 1earned advocate for the Apphcant

Shri A.P Potnis, learned Presentmg Ofﬁcer for- the
Respondents) +o A L l | -;
CRes ol 5 Mbsenk - E :

CORAM : Shri Rajiv Agarwal (Vice-Chairman) (A)
| ~ ShriJ.D Kulkarni (Vice-Chairman) (J)

'DATE :10.03.2017

PER : Shri Rajiv Agarwal (Vice-Chairman) (A)

ORDER

1.  Heard Shri MA Sable, le}arrbledé advocate for the
Applicant and Shri A.P E’,otnis, learned Eresenting Officer
for the Respondents. N o .

2. This Original Application has been filed by
the Applicant who isi challenging the selection of
‘Respondent no. 5 to the post of .-éTalathi by the

Respondent no. 2 from the Part-time employees category. -

3. ~ Learned Counsel for the Applficant stated that

the Applicant has apphed for the post of Talath1 pursuant
to advertisement dated 5 8.2013 1ssued by the
ReSpondent no. 2 from open part t1me “employees
category. One post of Talath1 ‘was reserved horlzontally

from open category for part—ame employees ‘category.
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Learned Counsel fof the Applicant stated that the
Respondent no. 5 has been seiected for that post while
the 'Applicant has | been kept in the Waifing list.
Respondent no.‘ 5 has given false information in his on-
line application. He has given gwrong information about
his address and about his experience which was less
than 3 y.ears on part-time work, While he has claimed
that he has worked for 3 years. There is mistake
regarding the marks jobtained by him at the Degree level
also. Learned Counsel for the ;Applicant stated that the
Certificate of part time employees submitted by the
Applicant was forged jand an enQuiry was held by the Sub
~ Divisional Officer, Tiwasa Bhatkuli in the matter. In his
report to the Respondent no. 2, the séid authority has
found a large number of discrepancies in the Certificate
produced by Respondent no. 5. However, ,desp'ite‘ this
fact, the Respondent no. S has been given appointment.
to the'post of Talathi, though he should have been held
to be ineligible for the said.post, |

4. Learned Presenting Ofﬁcef stated on behalf of
the Respondents no |1 to 4 that the Assistant Director of

N

Employment and Self Employment, - Aurangabad has
issued an eligibility| Certificate to Reepondent no. S in
respect of h1s Part Time Employee status on the basis ef
letter dated 12.12.2008 issued by the Tahsildar,
Soyagaon, Dist-Aur_angabad.; Copy of the said Certificate

dated 10.12.2013 jis enclosed by the Respondents.
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: Learned Presentmg Officer
d1screpanc1es_ ‘-
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Apphcat1on borm of:
make h1m 1ne11g1b1e for
<>11 office Soyagaon D1st-
is report dated 17 5 2014 -
t Respondent no. S Was
)1str1ct—Aurangabad - from
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o Respondent no
held by the Sub D1v1s1ona1“‘
(

5 stated 1n hlS report thati

»7r1t1ng on the documents is

: _not spe01ﬁc and the Respondent no. 2 after cons1der1ng

Call the facts concluded that

the complamt of the prese

to - the

‘appointment o_rder_
-16.2.2015. Learned Presentl
is no substance in this Origm

dismissed.

regarding the minor discrepe

‘that is of not much 1mport

Though the Applic
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~ Similarly issue regardmg address 1s also not very

| important. The only 1ssue Wthh deserved cons1derat1on'

further stated that some f B

1n fth

Nandgaon Khandeshwar |

-5 on-:-
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is the report submitted by the Sub Divisional Officer,
~ Tiwasa Bhatkuli dated 13.12.2014 to the Collector,

 Amravati, which is annexed as Exhibit A-10 at p age 37

of this Original Application. In para 3 in the conclusion

column, it is mentioned as under:-

 “FeiieEr. AT -

aaz UAUTSIR . JRked AUl a¥e  BEHEE
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S1m11ar1y in conclusmn the sa1d authority has stated as

follows -
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In our opinion, these are the issue which should have

been enquired into

depth by Respondent no. 2 before

issuing the appointment letter to Respondent no.5.

However, without doing that, Respondent no. 2 has

concluded there is no substance in the complaiht against
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“ ~ the "Respondent-no.’ 5, fwhich appears to be a hastyi o

j conclus1on without cof’n‘si‘defrringr all facts

i 6 i \Con’sidering all the Se facts we are;, of the:.

~ opinion that Respondent no. 2 should conduct a detalled"
enquiry on the 1ssue ralsed *1n the report of the Sub TR
| ~ Divisional Officer, T1wasa Bhatkuh dated 13. 12. 2014:; o

, regardmg the exper1ence of ‘Respondent no. 5 Thls, ;
enqu1ry should be completed as. early as poss1b1e and'-
-preferably w1th1n 3 months from the date of th1s order ¥
:Nodoubt if 1t 1s fqund that the Certlﬁcate subm1tted by
‘ Respondent no 5is not genume necessary act1on Wlll be
taken by Respondent no 2. I‘hls Or1g1nal Apphcatlon is

disposed of in these terrns;mth no order as to costs

sd/- o sd/-
(J.D Kulkarni) - | ~ Y(Rdjiv Agariwal )

' Vice-Chairman (J) | | Vice-Chairman(A)

" Place: o Murnbal ‘
" Date : 10.03.2017
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