
 
IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 

MUMBAI 
 

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.607 OF 2024 
 

            DISTRICT :  PUNE 
      SUB :  Suspension 

 

Shri Rajendra Uddhav Vidyagar,  ) 

Aged 56 Years, working as Revenue Asstt. ) 

(currently under suspension) Office of the  ) 

Divisional Commissioner Pune Division,  ) 

Pune.       ) 

R/at : 15, Queens Garden, General Aurn  ) 

Kumar Vaidya Marg, Pune 411 001.  )… Applicant 

 

Versus 

 
1. The State of Maharashtra, through ) 

Principal Secretary (Revenue and - ) 

Forest Department), Mantralaya,  ) 

Mumbai 400 032.    ) 

 

2. Divisional Commissioner, Pune  ) 

Division, Council Hall, opp. Poona ) 

Club Camp Area, Pune 411001. ) 

 

3. The Collector, opposite Sassoon  ) 

Hospital, Sation Road, Pune 411001.)...Respondents   

 

Smt. Punam Mahajan, learned Advocate for the Applicant.  

Shri A. D. Gugale, learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.  

 

CORAM   :  Hon’ble Shri M. A. Lovekar, Hon’ble Member (J) 
 
Reserved on  :   14.01.2025 
 
Pronounced on :     17.01.2025 

  

 JUDGEMENT  
 

 
   Heard Smt. Punam Mahajan, learned Advocate for the Applicant 

and Shri A. D. Gugale, learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.  
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2. The Applicant was working as ‘Revenue Assistant’ in the office of 

Respondent No.2.  By order dated 27.02.2024, the Respondent No.2 

placed the Applicant under suspension. The impugned order inter-alia 

stated that he had committed breach of Rule 3 of the Maharashtra Civil 

Services (Discipline & Appeal) Rules, 1979, and hence he was being 

suspended as provided under Rule 4(1) thereof.  On 10.04.2024, the 

Applicant was served with a charge sheet of Departmental Enquiry 

containing the following charges :- 

“दोषारोप �. १ :- 	ी. राज�
 िव�ागर, महसूल सहायक, (�शासन सकंलन) महसूल शाखा, 
यांनी सदर पदावर काय�रत असताना !ाचं े सकंलनास िज$ािधकारी पुण े याचंकेडुन िद. 

१२/१०/२०२३ रोजी, उपिवभागीय अिधकारी काया�लय दौडं या नविनिम�त काया�लयाच ेसुधा/रत 
आकृतीबधं मजुंरीचा अहवाल �ा3 झाला आह.े सदरचा अहवाल व/र5ाचंी मा6ता घवूेन तो 
शासनास सादर करण ेअपिे8त होत.े तथािप सदरचा अहवाल शासनास �ा3 झाला नस:ान े
उ; िवषयाबाबत िवधानसभा अतारािंकत �< �. ७७८९० उप@Aत झाला आह.े 

दोषारोप �. २ :- 	ी. राज�
 िव�ागर, महसूल सहायक, (�शासन सकंलन) महसूल शाखा, 
यांनी सदर पदावर काय�रत असताना !ाचं ेसकंलनाकड ेफलटण िज. सातारा यथेील अपर 
तहिसल काया�लय िनमा�ण करणबेाबत मा. लोकसभा सदD यानंी शासनास िदलले ेिनवदेन िद. 

०५/१२/२०२३ रोजीच ेशासन सदंभा�सह �ा3 असूनही !ानंी !ावर काय�वाही केललेी नाही. 
 

दोषारोप �. ३ :- 	ी. राज�
 िव�ागर, महसूल सहायक, (�शासन सकंलन) महसूल शाखा, या 
पदावर िद. २३/०६/२०२३ रोजीपासून काय�रत असून !ाचंकेड े�शासन सकंलनाचा काय�भार 
आह.े सदर सकंलनाGा द3र तपासणीमH ेद3र अ�ावत न ठेवता !ामH ेअनके Jुटी िदसून 

आल:ेा आहते. 

दोषारोप �. ४ :- 	ी. राज�
 िव�ागर, महसूल सहायक, (�शासन सकंलन) महसूल शाखा, या 
पदावर िद. २३/०६/२०२३ रोजीपासून काय�रत असताना काया�लयीन कामकाजामH ेमोLा 
�माणात �लिंबतता ठेवललेी आह.े 
[[  

दोषारोप �. ५ :- 	ी. राज�
 िव�ागर, महसूल सहायक, (�शासन सकंलन) महसूल शाखा, या 
पदावर िद. २३/०६/२०२३ रोजीपासून काय�रत असताना �ित8ाधीन नोदंवही, िनयतकािलक 

नोदंवही, Aायी आदशे सिंचका अ�यावत ठेवललेी नाही या !ाGंा काया�लयीन कामकाजामH े

जाणीवपूव�क टाळाटाळ केलचे ेिदसून यते आह ेव !ाचं ेकामा�ती कत�Nपरायणता व सचोटी न 
ठेवता !ानंा नमूेन िदल:ेा कत�Nात कसूर कOन महाराPQ  नागरी सवेा (वत�णूक) िनयम, १९७९ 
मधील िनयम ३ चा भगं केललेा आह.े” 
 

 Hence, this Original Application seeking relief of reinstatement.  

3. Stand of the Respondent No.2 is that the impugned order cannot 

be faulted either on facts or in law.  
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4. In his Rejoinder, the Applicant has contended that charges laid 

against him were unfounded and they did warrant suspension.   

5. In her Sur-Rejoinder, the Respondent No.2 has reiterated that the 

impugned order is well founded.   

6. The order of suspension is impugned on the following grounds :- 

(1) It violates the guidelines contained in Manual of 
Departmental Enquires, as well as principles of natural 
justice.  

(2) The order is malafide as there were no justifiable grounds to 
issue the same.  

 (3)   Approach of the Respondent No.2 was biased.    

7. The impugned order sets out elaborately the grounds which led to 

its passing. Show cause notice was issued to the Applicant. No 

procedural lapse could be pointed out by the Applicant.  There is nothing 

to attribute either malafides or bias to Respondent No.2.  Within three 

months from the date of the impugned order of suspension, the 

Applicant was served with a charge sheet. No violation of any of the 

guidelines in Manual for Departmental Enquires could be pinpointed.  

The impugned order does not suffer from any infirmity. Hence, the 

Original Application is dismissed with no order as to costs.    

 
 
 

 
 
     Sd/- 
     ( M. A. Lovekar)                                      
 Member (J)  

 
 
Place: Mumbai  
Date:   17.01.2025.  
Dictation taken by:  V. S. Mane 
D:\VSM\VSO\2025\Judgment 2025\O.A.607 of 2024 Suspension.doc 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
  

 


