MAHARASHTRA DMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL MUMBAI
BENCH AT AURANGABAD

ORIGINAL APPLICATIO NO. 722 OF 2019

DISTRICT : - AURANGABAD

Gajanan Babulal Bansode,
Age : 27 years, Occ.: Service as
Police Constable,

R/o Warud-Kaji, Varud,

Tq. & Dist. Aurangabad.

Wasim Hamid Shaikh,

Age : 33 years, Occ.: Service as
Police Constable,

R/o Sohel Garden, Plot No. 54,
Ganesh Colony, Near Icon Hospital,
Aurangabad.

Yogesh Bhagwantrao Dungahu,
Age : 29 years, Occ.: Service as
Police Constable, R/o. Police Colony,
Mill Corner, Aurangabad.

Smt. Sarita Shridhar Sakhare,
Age : 34 years, Occ.: Service as
Police Constable, R/o0. 32/10,
Police Colony, N-10,

CIDCO, Aurangabad.

Ishwar Rangnath Nagare,

Age : 31 years, Occ.: Service as

Police Constable, R/o. Plot No. 39,

Shree Nagar, Ulka Nagari,

Garkheda Area, Aurangabad. .. APPLICANTS

VERSUS

The State of Maharashtra

Through the Additional Chief Secretary,
Home Department,

Mantralaya, Mumbai 400 032.
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The Additional Chief Secretary,
General Administration Department,
Mantralaya, Mumbai 400 032.

The Director General of Police,
Shahid Bhagat Singh Road,
Coloba, Mumbai 400 005.

Maharashtra Public Service Commission
Cooprej Telephone Exchange Building,
Maharshi Karve Road,

Cooprej, Mumbai 400 021.

Shyam Rambhau Gaikwad

Age : 33 years, Occ: Service

(as Police Constable)

R/o. Plot No. 6, Survey No. 65/8,
Rajiv Gandhi Nagar, N-2,
Aurangabad.

Deepak Dadarao Dikale,

Age : 33 years, Occ: Service

(as Head Police)

R/o. Home No. 1124,

Sudhakar Nagar, Police Housing
Society, Satara Parisar,
Aurangabad.

Amran Aslam Khan,

Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. Plot No. 4, Aman Paradise,
Madina Colony, JMCT College,
Vadala Road, Nashik,

Dist. Nashik — 422 006.

Anil S/o Balu Nimbalkar,
Age : Major, Occ: Service
R/o. Khardi, Tq. Pandharpur,
Dist. Solapur

Dnyaneshwar S/o. Jagannath Ghadage,
Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. Arvind Dham, Police Colony,
Building No. 1, Room No. 37,

Avanti Nagar, Solapur, Dist. Solapur
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Vinod S/o Bhaskar Pawar,
Age : Major, Occ: Service
R/o. Bharat Apartment,
Room No. 15, Building No. 8,
Sector — 10, Vashi,

New Mumbai.

Navnath S/o. Balaso Pavale,

Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. Room No. 230, Building No. 29
Giolibar Maidan, Godawali Police Line,
Satara, Tq. & Dist. Satara.

Ramzan S/o Madarso Shaikh,
Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. New Police Line,

Building No. 1, Room No. 25,
Near Head Post Office,

Thane (West).

Niteeraj S/o. Dinkarrao Thorat,
Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. Village Panda,

Tq. Wai, Dist. Satara.

Vikas S/o. Vilas Chavan,

Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. Flat No. 103, New Police Line,
Chirag Nagar, Ghatkopar,
Mumbai — 86

Rahul S/o0. Chandrakant Khandekar,
Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. Behind Saraswati School,

Saint Para Road, Avadhoot Colony,
Akot, Dist. Akola.

Premnath S/o. Namdeo Mahajan,
Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. B-2/02, Prabodhan Co-op.
Housing Society, Sector -11,
Khana Colony, New Panvel,

Dist. Raigad.
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Sandeep S/o. Uttamrao Chavan,
Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. Devgaon Tanda,

Post Ektuni, Tq. Paithan,

Dist. Aurangabad.

Abhijit S/o. Gorakh Kanse,
Age : Major, Occ: Service
R/o. At Post Kumbhargaon,
Tq. Karmala, Dist. Solapur.

Satish S/o. Vinayak Bavne,

Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. Room No. 504, Quarter No. 38,
SRPF Camp, Vijapur Road,

Solapur, Dist. Solapur.

Totya S/o. Anna Bhosale,

Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. 197 Quarter, Saraswati Building,
Room No. 5, SRPF Camp,

Vijapur Road, Solapur,

Dist. Solapur.

Satyabhama Yeshwant Kharat,
Age : Major, Occ: Service

At Pisewadi, Post. Velapur,
Tamalshiras, Dist. Solapur.

Dipak S/o. Dnyandeo Pawar,
Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. Pipalwadi, Tq. Karmala,
Dist. Solapur.

Anna Madhukar Darade,

Age : Major, Occ: Service

R/o. At Post. Bhalgaon, Tq. Barshi,
Dist. Solapur.

Sachin S/o Dashrath Jiri,
Age : 31 years, Occ: Service
R/o. Police Colony, N-10,
CIDCO, Aurangabad.
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R-No. Name of Respondents e-mail id
7 PARVATE SANDIP GORAKSHA sandipparvate@gmail.com
8 GUNVANTA HARI BOINWAD gunvant.d@gmail.com
9 MAHESH HANUMANT PANDE maheshpande899@gmail.com
10 | GOPANE BHAGWAT MARUTIRAO bhagawatgopane@gmail.com
11 | RATHOD SANTOSH BAPURAO santoshrathod78@gmail.com
12 | GAIKWAD AVINASH PRAKASH avinashgaikwad745@gmail.com
13 NEMANE INDRAJIT SHAHAIJI indrajitnemane@rediffmail.com
14 KAPASE PRAVINKUMAR JALINDAR pravinkumarjkapase @gmail.com
15 BURANGE SAKHARAM ANGAD sakharam.burange01l@rediffmail.com
16 | TAWARE RAMESH TANAIJI rameshtaware24@gmail.com
17 | MALI VIKAS UTTAM mali_digambar@rediffmail.com
18 | TANAJI VYANKATRAO PATIL tanajipatil04@yahoo.com
19 | BHANUDAS GENBA CHANDGUDE bhanudas24686@gmail.com
20 | SHAIKH MOBEEN NAVAJ mobeenshaikh.2013 @rediffmail.com
21 | DADAS SURESH ANANDRAO sureshdadas0182@gmail.com
22 | MOHITE BHASKAR BALIRAM bhaskarmohitel5@gmail.com
23 | ANANTKAWALAS MAHESH DINKAR maheshkawalas763@gmail.com
24 | SHINDE MANESH CHANDRAKANT maneshshindepolice@gmail.com
25 | BHOSLE RANJEET SANTOSH ranjeetbhosle3@gmail.com
26 | SHENDGE HANUMANT BHAU hanumantbshendage@gmail.com
27 | SHINDE ARUN VINAYAK jatinarunjatinjatin@gmail.com
28 | DESAI UDAY CHANDRAKANT udaycdesai@gmail.com
29 | BANDGAR AMOL BALASAHEB abb149014@gmail.com
30 | PALVE RAMHARI BHAGWAN rbpalave@gmail.com
31 | WASADE PANKAJ SURYABHANIJI pankuwasade1966@gmail.com
32 | RADYE MANGESH SITARAM msradye@gmail.com
33 | NIKHIL PANDURANG MAHURE mahurenik@gmail.com
34 | DIVE MANGESH TUKARAM rohtrajmh@gmail.com
35 | PISALKAR UMESH ARVINDRAO pisalkarumesh69
36 | PATIL SACHIN VILAS sachinpatilkob@gmail.com
37 | RAMESH BABULAL SAPKAL sapkalramesh@yahoo.com
38 | PATIL MANDAR MADHUKAR mandar701@gmail.com
39 | ABHUIT GORAKH KANSE abhikanse01@gmail.com
40 | RANKHAMB TEJAB RAOSAHEB tejabpusad@rediffmail.com
41 | BAGADI SATISH ISHWARA satishbagadil7401740@gmail.com
42 | KOLHE DIPAK SHIVMURTI dikshakolhe5@gmail.com
43 | SURVE AMIT BHARAT amitsurve6911@gmail.com
44 | BHABAD MANOHAR EKNATH bhabadmanohar@gmail.com
45 | MANE RAHUL DINKAR rahulmane026@gmail.com
46 | JADHAO VIJAY PANJABRAO vijayjadhao1988@gmail.com
47 | GIRI VISHNU GANGADHAR vishnu8888821143@gmail.com
48 | PRADIP NIMBA CHAUDHARI swadeep89@gmail.com
49 | DALVI DEEPAK RAMESH ddalvi2158 @gmail.com
50 | PAKHALE ATUL BALASAHEB atulpakhale2323@gmail.com
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51 | SEEMA GORAKHNATH BADE seemagbade@gmail.com

52 | BALASAHEB SHIVAJI KHODVE balasahebkhodve@yahoo.in

53 | SAWANT RAHUL KRUSHNA rksawant917 @gmail.com

54 | BIDGAR NILESH GANPATRAO bidgarnilesh1986@gmail.com
55 | DONGARE JIVNATH MAHADEV jivnathdongare83@gmail.com
56 | RAHUL VISHWANATH MALI rahulvm85@rediffmail.com

57 MEHESARE SHYAM RAMESH shyammehesare@gmail.com

58 | JJABAI PANDITRAO DAHIPHALE jijabai.dahiphale@gmail.com

59 | GHODKE BAPPASAHEB SANTRAO bappasahebghodke@gmail.com
60 | TATYASAHEB PRAKASH BALLAL Tatyasahebballal7@gmail.com
61 | KADAM NAVNATH SHANKAR navnathkadam82@gmail.com
62 | GAWADE HEMRAJ EKNATH hemrajgawade872@gmail.com
63 | KANASE YUVRAJ BABASAHEB Kanaseyuvraj@gmail.com

64 | PAVALE NAVANATH BALASO navanathpavale@gmail.com

65 | KATTOJWAR NEELESH GORAKHRAO neelkattojwar@gmail.com

66 | BHARATI ANIL KASHINATH amey783@gmail.com

67 | JADHAO SANTOSH BABU santoshjadhao2020@gmail.com
68 | DONGRE MAYUR TUKARAM mayur_dongre27 @rediffmail.com
69 | SANDIP LAXMAN PATIL www.patilsandip282@gmail.com
70 KHAN IMRAN ASLAM IMRANKHAN1546 @GMAIL.COM
71 | SHAIKH AKHTAR ABDUL RHEMAN akhtarshaikh1020@gmail.com
72 | TAKBHATE NITIN DATTATRAYA takbhatenitinl7@gmail.com

73 | PADOLE ASHISH DEVIDAS ashishpadole@gmail.com

74 | MANIKERI VITTHAL BABURAO vitthalmanikeri2298 @Gmail.com
75 | DESHMUKH AMOL BISAN amoldeshmukh1982 @gmail.com
76 | KORE RAHUL SHIVAII rahulk1577@gmail.com

77 | MAHAJAN KIRAN BABARAO kiran.mahajan0785@gmail.com
78 BARLAWAR ASHISHKUMAR GAJANANRAO ashishbarlawar@gmail.com

79 | SATPAISE KISHOR PARASHRAM satpaisekishor@gmail.com

80 | SARKAR SUSHIL SUNIL sushilsarkar123@gmail.com

81 | THOMBRE DATTA ASHOK dsthombre@rediffmail.com

82 | SHRIKANT BHAGWAN DAHIPHALE shrikantdahiphale@gmail.com
83 | SANDIP VAMAN SHINDE sandipshinde3018@gmail.com
84 | PANKAJ UTTAMRAO INGLE pankajingle2395@gmail.com

85 | MORE KIRAN VILAS kiranmore93087 @gmail.com

86 | CHOUDHARI RAMESH SURYAKANT cramesh85@rediffmail.com

87 | PATHAN CHANDKHAN SAHEBKHAN cpathan734@gmail.com

88 | MOHAMMAD WASEEM SHAIKH LUKMAN | waseemshaikh367 @gmail.com
89 | MAGDUM SANKET SANJAY magdum_sanket@yahoo.com
90 | JADHAV SHAMBHURAJ SHANTARAM shambhurajjadhav57@gmail.com
91 | PAWAR VINOD BHASKAR ashvinod77@gmail.com

92 | PATIL PANDURANG BHIMRAO pandurang038@gmail.com

93 | KIRAN VITTHAL JAGDALE kiranjagdale957 @gmail.com

94 | TIWARI MANOJKUMAR RAMRASILE m.tiwari9890mt@gmail.com

95 | ANDHALE MANISH BAPURAO manishandhale@rediffmail.com
96 | SURAJ NARESH FADATADE sfadatade@gmail.com

97 | SALUNKHE TUSHAR HANMANTRAO t.salunkhe81@gmail.com
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98 | MUNDAFALE HEMANT NAMDEORAO hemantmundafale707 @gmail.com
99 | MURKUTE KISHOR PANDURANG kishormurkute123123@gmail.com
100 | THAKUR SHAILENDRA SURENDRA shailendrathnakur@gmail.com
101 | LAXMIKANT DHARMA DHONDAGE laxmikant.dhondage @gmail.com
102 | PAWAR DIPAK DNYANDEO dipakpawar1688@gmail.com

103 | SUDHAKAR GOPAL WADIKAR sudhakar.wadikar@yahoo.com
104 | MATE SHANKAR BHAURAO sb8156@gmil.com

105 | KARVEKAR SATEJ KRISHNAT satejkarvekar88@rediffmail.com
106 | ANPAT POONAM POPAT uddhavn@gmail.com

107 | MANDLE JAGDISH SHAMRAO jmandle8984@gmail.com

108 | PUJARI PRAKASH BHARAMAPPA pujaril0583@rediffmail.com

109 | PATLE SANTOSH BABULAL santoshpatle6427@gmail.com
110 | BAWANE SACHIN VASANTARAO sachinbawane012@gmail.com
111 | JADHAV PRAVIN SHIVAJI pravinjadhav1765V@gmail.com
112 | ASHISH LAXMAN BOTAKE aashish.botake54@gmail.com
113 | MUNESHWAR KAMLESH SHRIRAM kamleshmuneshwar2254@gmail.com
114 | JAGTAP GANESH SATISH gj66731@gmail.com

115 | PATULE TANAJI LIMBRAJ tanajipatole925@gmail.com

116 | SIDDHESHWAR TRIMBAK GAIKWAD siddheshwargaikwad75@gmail.com
117 | KULKARNI ANANT PANDURANG anant1085kulkarni@gmail.com
118 | MEERA SUBHASH ROKADE meeraj2165@gmail.com

119 | MOHAMMAD MAIJEED IBRAHIM mohmmedmajeed85@gmail.com
120 | GADHAVE DADASAHEB NEHALCHAND dadagadhve@gmail.com

121 | LOHAR MAHADEV SUBHASH mahadevlohar6925@gmail.com
122 | PUSTODE KRUSHNA NANDU krishnapustode247 @gmail.com
123 | DESHMUKH DIPAK BABANRAO dipakdeshmukh0730@gmail.com
124 | BANDE TANAJI MACHINDRANATH tanajibande@gmail.com

125 | NADAF SAIPANSAHEB saipannadaf@yahoo.com

126 | HAWALE KIRAN RAJENDRA kiran1393@gmail.com

127 | KASPATE GANESH SHAHAIJI kaspateganesh2781@gmail.com
128 | ASHWINI DNYANDEO BHOSALE ashwinibhosale1807 @gmail.com
129 | ANIL BALU NIMBALKAR anilraje1776 @gmail.com

130 | PINGALE NAGESH SHANKARRAO npingle35@gmail.com

131 | DIPAK HARI PACHPOR DIPAKHP2013@ymail.com

132 | HULGUNDE SUNIL MAAROTRAO sunilhulgunde@gmail.com

133 | SHELKE GANESH SUDHAKARRAO ganesh.shelke3047 @gmail.com
134 | M DAUD VAHAJJUDIN mdaudsiddiquil23@gmail.com
135 | MOHARE DINESHSING HANUMANSING dineshsingh1224@gmail.com

136 | NIJJAR SATNAMSINGH SUKWANTSINGH satnamsingh0487 @gmail.com
137 | ABRAHAM RUBY DANIEL ruby.abraham02@gmail.com

138 | MUNDHE SUNIL DAULAT sunilmunde01@gmail.com

139 | DEORE DINESH MANIK dinesh.deore95@gmail.com

140 | VISHAL SUDHAKARRAO MAHALKAR harish.lavatre @gmail.com

141 | SANAP SUKHADEO LAXMANRAO sanapsukhdeo@gmail.com

142 | SHRIKANT CHANDRAKANT GAIKWAD shrikantgaikwad.2200@gmail.com
143 | PRAMOD DATTATRYA UGALE pramodugale1019@gmail.com
144 | BADARE SANJAY DINAKAR sanjaydbadare@gmail.com
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145 | FURADE NARAYAN SHIVAIJI nayaranfuradel2@gmail.com
146 | DEVKAR UMESH MAHADEV devkar3084.ud@gmail.com

147 | LAKHAKAR ABHINAND RAMESHRAO lakhakarabhinand@gmail.com
148 | SHRIPAD VILASRAOCHAVAN shripad98@yahoo.co.in

149 | ASHWIN SHIVLOCHAN MISHRA ashwin_ranju@rediffmail.com
150 | JADHAV DEVIDAS ARJUN devjadhav6007 @gmail.com

151 | CHAWHAN SANDIP DILIPSINGH sandipchawhan444@gmail.com
152 | SHARMA GAURI RAMPAL gaurisharma93 @gmail.com

153 | GAIKWAD RAHUL SARJERAO rahul1232@gmail.com

154 | DAVHALE ASHISHKUMAR ARUNKUMAR ashishdavhale@gmail.com

155 | DEEPAK DHANG deepak2742000@gmail.com

156 | RAJENDRA PRAKASH JADHAO niranjanjadhao33@gmail.com
157 | NAGARGOIJE VISHNU GANGARAM vishnu.nagargoje352@rdiffmail.com
158 | KALBANDE DATTATRAYA BHAGWANRAO | dattatraykalbande100@gmail.com
159 | ASHOK SHANKAR SAWANIJI ashoksawanji8@gmail.com

160 | SALUNKHE SUSHILKUMAR DNYANDEO sushilkumar7122015@gmail.com
161 | RATHOD ATUL BALIRAM prit591@yahoo.in

162 | MAHAJAN SANTOSH VITTHALRAO mahajansantosh076 @gmail.com
163 | TEMBHE SANTOSH JAGANNATH sjitguddi@gmail.com

164 | GAIKWAD VISHAL SADASHIV vishalgaikwad081726 @gmail.com
165 | KARGAL MAHENDRA TUKARAM mahendrakargal@gmail.com
166 | MANISH JAGANNATH TALEWAR manishtalewar873@gmail.com
167 | GOVEKAR SHAILENDRA KASHINATH shailendragovekar@yahoo.com
168 | GANAPATI ANNARAYA METAKARI ganeshmetakari69 @gmail.com
169 | PAKHALE NILESH DNYANESHWAR don.pakhale@gmail.com

170 | RAM SUNIL ARJUN SUNIL.RAM3786 @GMAIL.COM
171 | MADHAV SHIVAJIRAO WAGHCHAURE maddy_483@yahoo.com

172 | SUPEKAR PRAFULL SUNIL supekarprafull02@gmail.com
173 | WADASKAR BIPIN DADARAO bipin.wad12 @rediffmail.com
174 | CHOUDHARI NAGESH SURYAKANT nchoudhari87 @rediffmail.com
175 | PATHAN SIRAJ ALIMKHAN pathansiraj999@gmail.com

176 | SHAIKH RAMIJ SIKANDAR mobilecdr2015@gmail.com

177 | KANGULE SHIVANAND NAGNATHRAO nandu8696@gmail.com

178 | MAHAJAN VIJAY BHAGWAN sumitrocks2121@gmail.com

179 | RAHUL BALASAHEB BHAGWAT rbbhagwat412219@gmail.com
180 | KUDALE SANTOSH NAMDEV santoshnk0000@gmail.com

181 | BOLANGE VITTHAL UDDHAVRAO vits1658 @gmail.com

182 | PAWAR SOMNATH ABHIMANYU somapawar0719@gmail.com
183 | MALLAV SUDHIR SURESH sudhir.1771@gmail.com

184 | GHATMAL KISHOR KACHARU Kishor_gh2010@rediffmail.com
185 | THOMBARE JAYKAR MARUTI jaykarthombare84@gmail.com
186 | NAVKHARE GHANSHYAM SURESH gnavkhare@gmail.com

187 | BONDRE NILESH PANDURANGAPPA bondre95@gmail.com

188 | RATHOD VIKAS NAGNATH rathodvikas.2011@rediffmail.com
189 | WAGH BHAGWANT MOHAN bhagwantwagh@gmail.com

190 | NAVALE LAHU RAMCHANDRA lahunavale44@gmail.com

191 | ANJAN SUBHASH GADADE gadadekomal@gmail.com




0.A.N0.722/2019

192 | KUMAVAT MACHHINDRA SHYAMRAO machhindrakumavat@gmail.com
193 | SHENDGE SUDHAKAR SHIVAJI sudhakarshendge69@gmail.com
194 | DANDADE VAIBHAV VASANTRAO vaibhavdandadel@rediffmail.com
195 | SHAIKH SHAKIL MOHAMADHANIF jaidshakilshaikh@gmail.com

196 | MOHITE PAWAN DINKAR pawanmohite206@gmail.com
197 | SHAIKH RIHANA HAMID rihanas974@gmail.com

198 | DATTATRAYA RAVAN SURYAWANSHI Omkar.957 @rediffmail.com

199 | BARAL DILIP DASHARTH dilipbaral10486@gmail.com

200 | PAWAR GUNVANT BALIRAM gbpawar201@gmail.com

201 | PRAMOD SUBHASH JAGTAP mahananda0101@gmail.com
202 | MANUSMARE DINESH SHANKAR dmanusmare8@gmail.com

203 | DARADE NARENDRA ASHOK narendradarade85@gmail.com
204 | MOHANDAS ASHOK PATIL mohanpatil7017@gmail.com
205 | NITIN SADASHIV KAMDI nitin.kamdi@rediffmail.com

206 | NANGARE DATTATRAY RAJENDRA nangaredattal00@gmail.com
207 | JITENDRA SUKHADEO TIJARE jitutijare@gmail.com

208 | NAIK ANKUSH BABU naikankush99@gmail.com

209 | RAGHORTE CHANDRASHEKHAR YADAV raghorteshekhar84@gmail.com
210 | BHONGADE SACHIN DHANRAJ sachinbhongade1985@gmail.com
211 | PATHAN ALTAF LATEEF altaflpathan86@gmail.com

212 | MISAL SAMADHAN YASHWANTA smisal3768@gmail.com

213 | GUTTE MADHAV BAPURAO madhavgutte@gmail.com

214 | BHAISARE MANOJ WASUDEO mwbhaisare02@gmail.com

215 | MISAL DNYANDEO TUKARAM dnyandeomisal85@gmail.com
216 | THOMBE GAJANAN UTTAMRAO gajutrupti@gmail.com

217 | ANIL SAKHARAM PATIL anilpatilkolhapur@gmail.com
218 | PATIL PRASHANT RAJARAM prashantpatil41288@gmail.com
219 | JADHAV ANUPAM BHASKAR anupamjadhavl6@gmail.com
220 | CHOPADE HITESH VINAYAK hiteshchopade345@gmail.com
221 | ANANTA SAHEBRAO JAWALE anantajawale@rediffmail.com
222 | INGLE VIJAY NAYABRAO vijayingle1982@rediffmail.com
223 | BULANGE SUNIL MUNJAJI sunilbulange222 @gmail.com
224 | ABHUIT MARUTI BHOR varshaabhijit@rediffmail.com
225 | DARADE RAMDAS SHANKARRAO ramdasdaradel464@gmail.com
226 | VAIJNATH PARMESHWAR ANANTWAR vpanantwar@gmail.com

227 | MANURE ASHIF MULAKA manureasif08 @gmail.com

228 | SHAIKH BAKTHAR MUSA bms2929@gmail.com

229 | VITTHAL HARIBHAU MUNDE milindkhode @gmail.com

230 | SURYAWANSHI RAJKUMAR DINDAYAL suryawanshirajkumar44@gmail.com
231 | KOLI RAVINDRA HILAL ravikoli2061@gmail.com

232 | HAJARE ARJUN DHONDIRAM arjunhajare86@rediffmail.com
233 | MANDLIK SOMNATH SAHDEV somnathmandlik@rediffmail.com
234 | MAHENDRA MARUTI KHANAPURE mahendra70777 @gmail.com
235 | KISHOR ANANDRAO THAKUR kishorthakur75@gmail.com

236 | RAUT NARENDRA ATMARAM narendraraut910@yahoo.com
237 | DAHIPHALE PRATAPSINH BHAGAWAN pratapdahiphale1117 @rediffmail.com
238 | CHIRDE BHARAT ANANDRAO bharat91185@gmail.com
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239 | MALGAONKAR RAMCHANDRA MOHAN rammalgaonkar@gmail.com
240 | KSHRISAGAR ANANTA GOVINDRAO Ananatakshirsagar5752@gmail.com
241 | DESHMUKH RAHUL VIDHYADHAR deshmukhr066@gmail.com
242 | PATEL KOMAL KANHAIYALAL kkomalpatel1990@rediffmail.com
243 | VINAYAK NARAYAN SHINDE vianayakshinde007 @yahoo.com
244 | BHOR SANTOSH DAMODHAR santoshbhor007 @gmail.com
245 | ATRE VAIBHAV VIKAS rko6474@yahoo.com

246 | PATIL NITIN PRABHAKAR nitinppatil829@gmail.com

247 | BAVANE SATISH VINAYAK bavanesatish3@gmail.com

248 | BANSUDE DATTATRAYA MARUTI dattabansude@gmail.com

249 | CHOUHAN RAISING KISANSING raisingh1083@rediffmail.com
250 | RAUT AKSHAY NAMDEORAO aakshay.raut@gmail.com

251 | GHANSHAM KAWDUJI MARWADI marwadigk@gmail.com

252 | RATHOD SANJAYKUMAR PANDITRAO chikusonu.rathod@gmail.com
253 | GOGAWALE AMOL KRUSHANA amolrajegogawale@gmail.com
254 | HOJAGE SANTOSH DILIP santoshhojage7714@gmail.com
255 | SAPKALE SATISH DAYARAM sapkalsatish58 @gmail.com

256 | SATOTE DIPAK MAHADU dipaksatote497 @gmail.com
257 | GUPTA PRADEEP RAJKUMAR pradip100gupta@gmail.com
258 | RANE AMOL GOPINATH amolrane1984@gmail.com

259 | PRAKASH RAGHUNATH PATIL pawansaharpolice1606@rediffmail.com
260 | CHAVAN SHIVAJI ANIL chavanshivaji222 @gmail.com
261 | PRATIBHA KRISHNARAO NINAWE pratibhaburde@gmail.com

262 | SONULE YUVRAJ SHRIRAM yurajsonule6l@gmail.com

263 | KALMEGH VIKRAM VINODRAO vikykalmegh@gmail.com

264 | KISHOR HIRAMAN SOLANKE k.kishor248 @rediffmail.com
265 | DHAPATE BHIMRAO KANTILAL bdhapate@gmail.com

266 | KIRAN DILIP PATIL kiran.dilip@yahoo.com

267 | CHAVAN MANOJ JANARDHAN manojchavan16787@gmail.com
268 | KOBARNE BALASAHEB POPAT balasaheb.kobarne9552 @gmail.com
269 | POWAR SACHIN BABURAO sachin.powarl2@gmail.com
270 | GAIKWAD DEEPAK SUBHASH deepakgaikwad229@gmail.com
271 | GULHANE VIJAY HARIDASRAO gulhanevh2013@rediffmail.com
272 | GHUGE SANDIP DAMODAR sandip.ghuge84@gmail.com
273 | KAWALE VIKAS DHANLAL vikaskawale36@gmail.com

274 | RAMJAN MADARSO SHAIKH ramjanshaikh2@gmail.com

275 | SHAIKH IBRAHIM MAHIBUB shaikhibrahim.1006 @gmail.com
276 | INGLE RUPESH UTTAMRAO rupeshingle1981@gmail.com
277 | PAUL DILIP DHARMRAJ ddpaul87@gmail.com

278 | PAYGHAN GANESH ATMARAM ganeshpayghan928@gmail.com
279 | DESALE SACHIN HARIBHAU shahapurpstn393@gmail.com
280 | AMOL ANANT MORE amolaashul43@gmail.com

281 | KHADE SOMNATH ASARAM samkhade83@yahoo.in

282 | GANESH PANDURANG KAWARE ganeshkaware99@gmail.com
283 | KOLAVALE DATTATRAYA BALU dattakolavale@gmail.com

284 | KALYANI DNYANESHWAR PATIL kalyanidp1991@gmail.com

285 | LOKARE BHAUSAHEB SUBHASH bslokare38@gmail.com
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286 | CHAVAN GANESH VASANT chavan.8843@gmail.com

287 | MHASKE SANJAY UTTAM mhaske.kantilal@gmail.com

288 | PAWAR DATTATRAY MANOHARRAO dattatraypawar1982 @gmail.com
289 | DINESH HARICHAND CHAVAN chavandinesh499@gmail.com
290 | VITTHAL ARJUN WAYBHASE vitthalwaybhase01l@gmail.com
291 | BHAWAR PANDURANG RANGNATH bhawarpandurang@gmail.com
292 | PAWAR SHARAD RATAN sharadpawar061110@gmail.com
293 | GAIKWAD NILESH NIVRUTTI nileshgaikwad1074@gmail.com
294 | DEEPAK BALIRAM ARGADE deepargade777@gmail.com

295 | CHAVHAN SUJIT DEVIDAS sujitchavhan364@gmail.com

296 | JADHAO SANDIP HARIBHAU jadhavsandip88888@gmail.com
297 | MANDOKAR JANRAO AJABRAO janraomandokar1981@gmail.com
298 | MAHADIK HEMANT RAMESH hemantrajemahadik@gmail.com
299 | DEVENDRA BACHARAM THORAT devethorat1139@gmail.com

300 | CHAVAN VIKAS VILAS vikaschavan1881@gmail.com
301 | CHORAGE VISHAL GOVIND tembhesantosh@gmail.com

302 | THORAT NITEERAJ DINKARRAO thoratniteeraj@gmail.com

303 | MUNDHE BHARAT MADHAV bharatmundhe1988@gmail.com
304 | RAJESH CHOTURAM GHALDE rajeshgharde@rediffmail.com
305 | SARKAR BIKRAMIJIT SUKUMAR bikramjitsarkar88 @rediffmail.com
306 | LAHUDKAR SANTOSH KISAN santoshlahudkar84 @gmail.com
307 | DEVDE BHUSHAN SUKDEV bhushandevdhe525@gmail.com
308 | MUNDHE TUSHAR KAILAS tusharmundhel001@gmail.com
309 | SHELKE NITIN RANGNATH nitinshelke2061 @gmail.com

310 | PATIL SURAJ SANJAY SUVARNA supatil1676 @yahoo.com

311 | PAWSHE ROHIDAS TARBHAU rohidaspawshe@gmail.com

312 | GUNJAL RAVINDRA RAMDAS sushantghansawant@yahoo.in
313 | GOPAL GOKUL PUNDLIK GGOKUL70@YAHOO.COMyahoo.com
314 | CHANDAN HIRALAL SAKALA chandanprisakla@gmail.com

315 | MANE GANESH TANAJI sskayande29@gmail.com

316 | MANE KIRAN LAXMAN kiranmane6515@gmail.com

317 | ANIL MAHADEV TAMBADE aniltambade@12342gmail.com
318 | GHATOLE AJAY NANDKISHOR ajayghatolel@rediffmail.com
319 | SHEKH NABI SHEKH AFSAR nabishaikh732 @gmail.com

320 | SADGIR SUDAM UTTAM sudamsadgir8@gmail.com

321 | AVHAD SIDDHESH DATTATRAY siddheshavhad9954@gmail.com
322 | SURYAWANSHI RAHUL SUBHASH rahulsuryawanshi726@gmail.com
323 | KADAM RAJESH RAVINDRA rajeshk5858 @gmail.com

324 | GHUGE DINESH JAGANNATH dineshghuge99@gmail.com

325 | BEHARE HEMANT SHANTARAM hsb22111986@gmail.com

326 | BHONDE DURYODHAN SOVINDA duryodhanbhonde@rediffmail.com
327 | DHEKANE JAYARAM LAHU jayaramdhekane@gmail.com
328 | LENDAVE DATTATRAYA BHANUDAS dattalendave2014@gmail.com
329 | NIRMAL AMOL RAMESH coolbhakti97 @rediffmail.com
330 | MANTE SANDEEP SURYABHAN tommy1347 @rediffmail.com

331 | PAKHARE SOMANATH AJINATH somanthpakre@gmail.com

332 | SHANKAR BHANUDAS SARIJE shankarsarje@rediffmail.com
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333 | PIMPALPALLE GAJANAN NIVRUTTI gajananpimpalpalle7 @gmail.com
334 | POLE VISHNU BALIRAM vishnupole03@gmail.com

335 | RAMPURE AMASIDHA KASHIANTH rampure.amasidh@gmail.com
336 | BHOSALE JOTIBA MANOHARRAO bhosale.jotibal891@gmail.com
337 | VINOD PRAKASH CHAVAN vinod_kanishk@yahoo.com

338 | JITEN BALIRAM GAONKAR gaonkarjiten123@gmail.com
339 | DESHMUKH PRAKASH SUDHAKARRAO kiran_deshmukh97 @rediffmai.com
340 | DHATRAK SACHIN SHANTARAM sachindhatrak914@gmail.com
341 | ANNASAHEB VITTHAL DIGHE annasahebdighe@rediffmail.com
342 | JALAK VISHNU TUKARAM vishnujalak271@gmail.com

343 | AMOL RANGRAOJI GUND sagargund01@gmail.com

344 | JADHAV BHAGWAT SAKHARAM bhagwatjadhavl158@gmail.com
345 | GHOLVE ANANT VISHNU gholveanant123@gmail.com
346 | MULLA BABASO GULAB babasomulla.1432 @gmail.com
347 | CHAVHAN SHANKAR RAMRAO shankarchavhan30@gmail.com
348 | CHOBE NANASAHEB RAMHARI sandiphagavane@gmail.com
349 | FULARE SANTOSH ASHOK fularesantosh.1024@gmail.com
350 | AMOL ANANDA CHOUGALE amolchougale47@gmail.com
351 | SURAJUSE SUMIT BHIMRAO sumitsurjuse@gmail.com

352 | NANAWARE SADASHIV ARVIND Sadashivnanawarel@gmail.com
353 | JAGTAP JAYADATTA DASU jayadattajagtap@rediffmail.com
354 | SALUNKHE MAHESH SURESH salunkhemahesh85@gmail.com
355 | PAWAR NANASAHEB DASHARATH nana.pawar31@gmail.com

356 | PAWAR MOHAN SURESH pawar8228@gmail.com

357 | DESHMUKH ANIL PANJABRAO anildeshmukh2016@rediffmail.com
358 | YOGESH GOKUL DEORE yogi.cops@gmail.com

359 | PAWAR GAJANAN DEVSING gajananpawar235@gmail.com
360 | RATHOD ANAND CHANDU anandrathod1687@gmail.com
361 | SONAWANE VIKAS RAMDAS vikassonawane4848@gmail.com
362 | KHAMATE BHAGWAN RANGNATH bhagwankhamate2016 @gmail.com
363 | SACHIN DEVIDAS JIVADE sachin.jivade@rediffmail.com
364 | SACHIN SURESH YERUNKAR sachinyerunkar24@gmail.com
365 | TIGILE HANUMANT ANKUSH baputigile848@gmail.com

366 | JANGHALE PAWANSING AMBARSING pawan.janghale@gmail.com

367 | PATIL DIPAK SAHEBRAO diprajpatil81@rediffmail.com
368 | YENAPE DATTATRAY SHRISHAIL ram.yenape@gmail.com

369 | MANOJ BALAKRISHNA VIKHANKAR manoj0935@gmail.com

370 | WADGHULE DEVIDAS GANPAT dwadghule@gmail.com

371 | JADHAV CHANDRAKANT UTTAM cjadhav2011@rediffmail.com
372 | GORE SHIVAJI SHANKAR shivajigore85@gmail.com

373 | MUSALE PINTU POPAT pawanmusalel@gmail.com

374 | DANGAT SAPANA JABAJI sapanadangat767@gmail.com
375 CHAUDHARI YOGESH SURESH YOGESH2008.POLICE@REDIFFMAIL.COM
376 | MALI SWATI BHIMRAO swatimali.mali025@gmail.com
377 | BHOSALE RANJIT VASANTRAO ranjit_bhosale0O6@yahoo.com
378 | SATHE PRAVIN RAMESH pravinsathel546@gmail.com
379 | EKSHINGE SAMPAT RATAN ekshingesampat71@gmail.com
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380 | PAWAR KASHINATH PAWAR kashinathpawar85@yahoo.com
381 | MINDE VISHAL EKNATH vishalem567@gmail.com

382 | KHARDE SHIVANAND GAJANAN shivanandkharde88@gmail.com
383 | PATHE KIRAN NAMDEO kiranpathe007 @gmail.com

384 | DHEKANE HANUMANT KHANDU dhekaneh@yahoo.in

385 | KAKAD KESHAV MOTIRAM mshinde966@gmail.com

386 | RASKAR VAIBHAV NAMDEV vraskarl9@gmail.com

387 | SARAK SHOBHARAJ BALASO shobharajsarak08@gmail.com
388 | SANGLE SANTOSH MANIK sangalesantosh02 @rediffmail.com
389 | SAWANT AJAY VITTHAL ajaysawant1212@gmail.com
390 | RUPESH MORESHWAR HALMARE rupeshhalmare@gmail.com

391 | VISHAL ABHIMAN KALE vishalkale180@gmail.com

392 | PHADKE SATEESH ANANDA sateeshphadke@yahoo.co.in
393 | AREKAR GAJANAN TATYABA arekargajanan@yahoo.in

394 | BAMBARSE GANESH NAMDEO ganeshbambarse@gmail.com
395 | KEDARI AMIT ANKUSH kedari.amit28 @gmail.com

396 | KHAMKAR PRAMOD MANSING pramodl10khamkar@gmail.com
397 | PATIL RAVINDRA ARJUNA ravindrapatil0779@gmail.com
398 | MAHESH GAJANAN PARANKAR parankarmahesh80@gmail.com
399 | DIPAK TUKARAM WAGAVE dipakwagave @gmail.com

400 | BIRAJDAR SIDDHARAM MALLINATH siddhupatill3@gmail.com

401 | KALE AMOL BALASAHEB amolkale1558@gmail.com

402 | SHINDE GOKULDAS TANAIJI gokuldasshinde802@gmail.com
403 | VINAYAK HANMANT SHINDE vinayakshinde273@gmail.com
404 | SHARAD DEORAM DHANGAR sddhangar@gmail.com

405 | SRAGAR LINGAPPA NIVRUTI saragarlingappa007 @gmail.com
406 | SANTOSH NARAYAN SAKA santosh.saka@gmail.com

407 | NILESH RAMDAS WANKHADE nileshwankhade1613@gmail.com
408 | GITE DEVIDAS NIVRUTTI mpscdev@gmail.com

409 | KANKHAR SANDIP MADHUKAR sandipkankhar811@gmail.com
410 | KARANDE PRAVIN LAXMAN pravin.karande12880@gmail.com
411 | RATHOD REKHA BABUSING rekharathod@gmail.com

412 | BAMANE AMOL PARASU b_amol1982@rediffmail.com
413 | KENDRE HANMANT LAXUMAN hanumantkendre23@gmail.com
414 | VANDANA RANUBA THOK vanthok77 @gmail.com

415 | PRADEEP RAMESH NANNAWARE pradeeprider85@gmail.com
416 | PATIL SURESH RAGHUNATH sureshrpatil1984@gmail.com
417 | KSHIRSAGAR SANTOSH BABAN santoshkshirsagar555@gmail.com
418 | KALE KIRAN RAGHUNATH kirankale718@gmail.com

419 | KHOT MOTIRAM BHALCHANDRA motiramkhot1412@gmail.com
420 | BADGUJAR YASHPAL MOHANRAO badiyash@gmail.com

421 | DOMBE SHARAD DNYANOBARAO dombe39@gmail.com

422 | SHAIKH AJIMRUDDIN KAMRUDDIN mpsc00786@gmail.com

423 | BURUNGULE YOGESH ARJUN yburungule@gmail.com

424 | SURYAKANT DATTATRAYA DARADE suryakantdarade72@gmail.com
425 | DHORE RAJENDRA MANOHAR rajendradhore4314@gmail.com
426 | KAWTHEKAR DNYANOBA KISHANRAO dnyanobakawthekar@gmail.com
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427 | NAGARGOJE SHIVKANT EKNATH shivkantllenagargoje@gmail.com
428 | SHINDE DATTATRAY ANNA dattatrayshinde84@gmail.com
429 | AVHAD SHEKHAR BHASKAR shekhar.avhad@gmail.com

430 | GHODKE BHUSHAN DINKAR srushtighodke2015@gmail.com
431 | CHAVAN SURESH SUBHASH 82schavan@gmail.com

432 | JAKKALWAD NILOBA MAROTI nilesh.jak@gmail.com

433 | BUCHAKE GANESH BHARAT buchakecops@gmail.com

434 | CHAVAN SULKSHANA PANDIT chavansulkashanal@gmail.com
435 | PISAL SACHIN SAHEBRAO sachinpisal0@gmail.com

436 | KADAM BALAJI PANDHARINATH balajikadam1985@yahoo.com
437 | GHODKE NARAYAN RAMBHAU narayanpatil632@gmail.com

438 | WALHE JITENDRA ASHOK jituraaj.walhell77@gmail.com
439 | ROKADE NIVAS ZUMBAR swararokade3150@gmail.com
440 | BHAMARE SUNIL AMRUT sunil806bhamare@gmail.com
441 | DELEKAR SANGRAM PANDURANG prachidelekar@gmail.com

442 | TAMKE HANMANT NARSHIGH hanmanttamke1985@gmail.com
443 | BAGUL PANNALAL SHIVAII sunil806bhamre@gmail.com

444 | MUNDE RAVINDRA VISHWANATH ravindramunde78299@gmail.com
445 | THORAT AMOL JALINDAR thoratsaheb@rediffmail.com

446 | PRITESH DAGADU CHAUDHARI priteshchaudharil002 @gmail.com
447 | SUNIL SADASHIV VAGRE sunilvagre758@gmail.com

448 | PATIL DEEPAK BHIKA DEEPAKPATIL0O903021@GMAIL.COM
449 | PHAD SANDEEP KACHRU rahulphad02@gmail.com

450 | PAWAR KIRAN BABURAO ksupawar@gmail.com

451 | CHAVAN KAVIRAJ BHIMRAO chavankaviraj@gmail.com

452 | PATIL SANGRAM HINDURAO sgrm.patil@gmail.com

453 | SHINGATE SUBHASH ANKUSH subhash.2016@gmail.com

454 | SOLANKAR RAVIKUMAR NAMDEO ravikumarsolankar222 @rediffmail.com
455 | NITIN DADASO HANGE nitinhange100@gmail.com

456 | RAUT AJAY HARIHAR ajayhraut@rediffmail.com

457 | CHAVAN MANOJ RAMCHANDRA manojchavan800@gmail.com
458 | ATHAWALE AMARDEEP RAMCHANDRA amardeepathawale2013@rediffmail.com
459 | JARWAL KESHARSING FULSING jarwalkeshar@gmail.com

460 | PATIL MAHESH BALASAHEB 879mb.23@gmail.com

461 | CHAVAN GANGARAM DNYANDEO gangaramchavan3@gmail.com
462 | YADAV MANOJ HANAMANT bharatpawarl6@yahoo.in

463 | PATAIT MAHAMADMOBIN SHOUKAT mubinpatait@gmail.com

464 | TIKANDE SANDEEP SHIVAII sandeeptikande357 @gmail.com
465 | SANAP NAMDEO UTTAM mrnamdeosanap1983@gmail.com
466 | SHAIKH SHAHID RAFIK shahidshaikh0901021@yahoo.com
467 | SHAIKH IMRAN SIRAJ musalll648@gmail.com

468 | JAGTAP AMOL BALU ajamoljagtap123@gmail.com

469 | SANTOSH SHIVRAJ PATIL sp6769@gmail.com

470 | CHETANLAL DHANNULAL PATLE Chetan.patle1419@gmail.com
471 | PAWAR NARENDRA ABHIMAN mailmenaru@rediffmail.com

472 | GITE HARIDAS GITE haridasgite@gmail.com

473 | DHOTRE SARIKA SHESHRAO sari.dhotre@gmail.com
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474 | KHANDEKAR RAHUL CHANDRAKANT rahul20882235@gmail.com

475 | SAWWASHE NITIN ARJUN nsawwashe@gmail.com

476 | SATISH SUBHASHRAO GAWANDE satish1983.903@rediffmail.com
477 | THAKRE RAHUL MADHUSUDAN rahulthakre5854@gmail.com

478 | THORAT VISHAL ASHOK vathorat9@gmail.com

479 | DIPAK SHRAVAN WANKHEDE deepswanny@gmail.com

480 | SAYYAD IRFAN YUNUS sayyadirfan1947 @gmail.com

481 | DOKARE SWAMI BANDUII swamido@rediffmail.com

482 | PISAL ASHOK VASUDEO ashokvpisal@gmail.com

483 | SARIKA BAJRANG GATKUL rameshwardhas@rediffmail.com
484 | PRAKASH ASHOK KATKADE prakashkatkade@gmail.com

485 | PAL SANJAY UDDHAO palsanjay613@gmail.com

486 | YOGESH BABAN RAJE yogeshraje1984 @rediffmail.com
487 | JAGTAP MANISHA PATILSAHEB manishapatil392@gmail.com

488 | WASANE NITIN SHESHRAOJI nitinwasane@gmail.com

489 | KOLI MANGESH SHRAWAN mspawar845@gmail.com

490 | DEVAKATE NAVANATH SHIVAJI nav1330dev@gmail.com

491 | JADHAV PRAKASH MANOHAR vilasj864@gmai.com

492 | LAVATE SAGAR VITTHAL sagarlavatel8@gmail.com

493 | MORE YOGESH MANIK ymyogeshmorel@gmail.com

494 | KHOT URMILA JALINDAR urmilakhot_1983@yahoo.com
495 | SUNIL SAMBHAJI KAMBLE kamblesunil099@gmail.com

496 | GOTE BAJIRAO NARAYAN bajiraogote@gmail.com

497 | KAMLESH SHIVPRASAD SHARMA kss31111@gmail.com

498 | SANDIP BAPU FULPAGARE sandipfulpagare86@rediffmail.com
499 | GHORPADE AYODHYA PRAKASH ayodhyaghorpade@gmail.com
500 | THAKRE NILESH SHIVAIJI thakre.nilesh@yahoo.com

501 | MADANE YOGESH HARIDAS yogeshmadane198884@gmail.com
502 | SHIKALGAR SHAKEEL BALU shakeelshikalghar@gmail.com

503 | SALUNKHE ABASAHEB BHAGAWANRAO abasahebsalunkhe040984@gmail.com
504 | BHOSALE TATYA ANNA tatyabhosale.tb28 @gmail.com
505 | DHUMAL SAGAR SURYAKANT dhumalsagarsuryakant@gmail.com
506 | BALSARAF JOTIRAM VITTHAL jotirambalsaraf1989 @gmail.com
507 | RAJENDRA SOVINDA BORKAR rsarwade2@gmail.com

508 | SANDEEP UTTAMRAO CHAVAN sandeepchavan011986@gmail.com
509 | MAGARE DADABHAI ADHAR aartijidnya@gmail.com

510 | PAWAR BHIMRAO GANPARAO bhimrao.g.pawar@rediffmail.com
511 | KOTWALE RAISING GARBADSING raisingrajput3050@gmail.com

512 | SHINDE DEEPAK BAJARANG deepakshinde102@yahoo.com
513 | WAGHMODE MAHADEO SAMPAT mahadeo1138@gmail.com

514 | SHENDKAR NILESH ANKUSH nileshshendkar2011@gmail.com
515 | SAYYED JARINABI RAISODDIN zarinsyed787 @gmail.com

516 | SULAKHE CHETAN SATISH sulakhe_chetan@yahoo.com

517 | BHOSALE HARIBA VITTHAL haribabhosale1979@gmail.com
518 | ANIL SURESH MOHITE asmohite1285@gmail.com

519 | BANKAR GANESH DATTATRAY g.d.b.bankar90@gmail.com

520 | MAHANDULE VINAYAK GOVINDRAO vmahandule123@gmail.com
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521 | AVHAD HARISH RAMESH harish.avhad@gmail.com

522 | DARADE ANNA MADHUKAR annadarade977@yahoo.in

523 | DHONDE YOGESH CHANDRAKANT dhondeyogesh026@gmail.com

524 | GHADGE DNYANESHWAR JAGANNATH ghadgednyaneshwar29@gmail.com

525 | THOMBARE VIKAS TUKARAM v9403718413@gmail.com

526 | TAGAD TANAIJI SHIVAII tanajitagad@yahoo.com

527 | PAWAR AVINASH VITTALRAO avipawarl427@gmail.com

528 | WAGHMARE DATTATRAYA SUDHAKAR dattawaghmare2488@gmail.com

529 | JIRI SACHIN DASHARATH sachinjiri2496@gmail.com

530 | SHINDE SACHIN BALKRISHANA sachinnpc@gmail.com

531 | MACHHALE RAKESH RAMESH rakeshmachhale@yahoo.in

532 | VINOD CHUDAMAN BARI vinoddeeps@gmail.com

533 | JADHAV NIKHIL JAGANNATH niksj86@gmail.com

534 | PAWAR SHASHIKANT NARAYAN shashikant111181@gmail.com

535 | POTEKAR TUSHAR TANAJI POTEKARTUSHAR@GMAIL.COM
potekartushar@gmail.com

536 | MADHAV BALAIJI JAYEBHAYE madhav.jayebhaye @gamil.com

537 | ZANZANE AMIT RAMCHANDRA amitramzanzane@gmail.com

538 | CHAVHAN PRASHANT BHARAT prashant.chavhan@yahoo.in

539 | BUVA PRAVIN RAVINDRA pravin092010@gmail.com

540 | SALGARE HANMANT GANESH salgarehanmant@gmail.com

541 | PATIL RANJIT VISHNU Ranjit.patil1882@gmail.com

542 | BANGAR HANUMANT RAOSAHEB hanumantbangar3@gmailo.com

543 | GIRI SUNIL BHASKAR sunilbgiri@gmail.com

544 | VAIRAGAL NARESH VITTHALRAO pradeepkartare444@gmail.com

545 | PATIL SHARAD TUKARAM patilsharad000777 @gmail.com

546 | YERUNKAR SWAPNIL SUNIL swapnilyerunkar29 @rediffmail.com

547 | PATIL SACHIN NAMDEV sachin67patil@gmail.com

548 | PATIL SAKSHATKAR NARAYAN sakshatkarpatil@yahoo.com

549 | KUMBHAR PRAVIN RAMDAS pravinkumbhar1234@gmail.com

550 | DEVENDRA DAGADU VENDE devendra5885@gmail.com

551 | SUHAS BABASAHEB BATULE suhas2batule@gmail.com

552 | PATIL DHANAJI DHONDIRAM patildhanaji3é@gmail.com

553 | PATIL PRAVIN SAHEBRAO pravinpatil217@gmail.com

554 | SHINDE SANTOSH ARUN sashinde352@gmail.com

555 | PAWAR JITENDRA DATTATRAY jitendradpawar1850@gmail.com

556 | KALE VIJENDRA BANDOPANT Vijendra2407 @gmail.com

557 | GAIKWAD AMIT RAJENDRA amitgaikwad200@gmail.com

558 | PADOLE MANOHAR BHIMRAO manohar.padole@yahoo.com

559 | PATIL SHIVAJI TUKARAM shivaji7598 @gmail.com

560 | NAVEDALI SAHADATALI SAIYYED navedali2013@rediffmail.com

561 | CHILE SACHIN SHAKRAR sachinchile@gmail.com

562 | CHAVAN JAYASHRI SHIVAII jayashrischavhan159@gmail.com

563 | RATHOD SUNIL DHARMA sunilpoojal983@gmail.com

564 | SATYABHAMA YESHWANT KHARAT satyabhama86@rediffmail.com

565 | PATIL SHRIRAM ABAIJI deoreshriram86@gmail.com

566 | ZAGADE AMOL PRALHAD amolzagade715@gmail.com

567 | RAJU KUMAR PALVE patilraj43@ymail.com
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568 | LOKHANDE RAHUL BALASAHEB rahullokhande486@gmail.com
569 | JADHAV NETAJI SAMPATRAO jadhavanetaji@gmail.com

570 | GAIKWAD BAPU DNYANRAJ bapugaikwad808@gmail.com

571 | YOGESH SUNIL PATIL yogeshpatil2132@gmail.com

572 | GAWANDE NITIN VASANTRAO gawande.nitin@yahoo.in

573 | HARNE MANGESH DNYANDEO abhi38488@gmail.com

574 | BAPPASAHEB AMBADAS DHAKTODE bappadhaktode@gmail.com

575 | GITTE KAILAS MADHAV kailasgitte85@gmail.com

576 | MUJAWAR ASLAM MIRASO aslammujawar@rediffmail.com
577 | BHOSALE SHIVAJI RAJARAM bhosleshivajil984@gmail.com
578 | KARANDE NITIN SUDAM nitinkarande54@gmail.com

579 | SHINDE ANURADHA VITTHAL anuradhanarawadee@gmail.com
580 | RANAWARE SATISH POPAT satishranaware83 @rediffmail.com
581 | THOMBARE NAVNATH BHIVSEN navnaththombare217@gmail.com
582 | SANTOSH SHIVAJI KATRE santoshkatre20484@gmail.com
583 | PATHAN IMRANKHA NURULLAKHA amuul13951071@gmail.com
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AND
Hon’ble Shri Bijay Kumar, Member (A)
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ORDER
(Per : Justice P.R. Bora, Member (J)

1. The legality of the Government Resolution dated
22.04.2019, whereby the Home Department of the State
has resolved to absorb 636 candidates over and above 828
candidates already selected, who have secured 230 and
above marks for their appointments on the post of Police
Sub Inspector on the vacancies, which may arise in future
in phase-wise manner in the quota meant for the
candidates passing the Limited Departmental Competitive
Examination (L.D.C.E.), is questioned in the present O.A.

and the quashment is sought of the said G.R.

Facts in brief:-

2. On 27-06-2016 an advertisement was published by
the Home Department of the State of Maharashtra for filling
in the 828 posts of Police Sub Inspector by selection on the
basis of the LDCE. Out of total 828 posts advertised, 642
posts were the Open seats and 186 posts were reserved for
the candidates belonging to the respective reserved
categories. As per the advertisement so published, the
LDCE was held on 21-08-2016. Result of the said

examination was declared on 05-05-2017. In view of some
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orders passed by the Hon’ble Bombay High Court and the
Hon’ble Supreme Court in regard to the age criteria, the
result published on 05-05-2017, was modified by the MPSC
and the modified result was published on 12-12-2017.
Respondent no.1 then forwarded the recommendation list
of 828 candidates received from the MPSC to respondent
no.3 i.e. Director General of Police, Maharashtra State for
further necessary action vide letter dated 15-12-2017. Said
list was containing the names of 186 candidates belonging
to various reserved categories selected on the basis of
criteria set for the reserved candidates as per the
requisition sent to the MPSC. Respondent no.3 then issued
letter dated 26-12-2017 to the various concerned Police
Units to relieve total 781 candidates out of 828 on 04-01-
2018 for the Police Sub Inspectors Training at Nashik
scheduled from 08-01-2018. Remaining 47 out of 828
candidates were not sent for training in view of the pending

departmental enquiry proceedings against them.

3. In the meanwhile, the Hon’ble Bombay High Court
delivered the judgment on 04-08-2017 and thereby struck
down the G.R. dated 25-05-2004, providing reservation in
promotion in favour of the candidates belonging to SC, ST,

etc. In view of the said decision, respondent nos.1 to 3
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were expected to fill up the 828 posts so advertised, by
selecting the candidates purely on merits without any
reservation. As such, the respondents could not have sent
186 candidates from the reserved category who got the said
benefit because of the policy of reservation contained in
G.R. dated 25-05-2004. Since the candidates belonging to
reserved class were already sent for training, it appears that
the State Government did not find it appropriate to call
them back or to undo promotions given to the said
candidates. The State Government, in the circumstances,
took a decision to accommodate 186 additional candidates
from the unexhausted merit list. At that time, it was
revealed that 32 candidates though were belonging to
reserved category, have secured the meritorious position so
as to get appointment in the Open category. In the
circumstances, decision was taken to call the list of next
154 candidates in order of merit and to send them also for

training.

4. In view of the fact that G.R. dated 25-05-2004,
providing reservation to the reserved class candidates was
set aside, first the decision was taken to additionally take
equal number of candidates from the Open category i.e. 154

candidates since the representations were received from
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such candidates and in support of the representations so
made by the said candidates some of the Peoples’
Representatives have also pursued the said matter with the
Government. In the circumstances, the decision was taken
to also issue them the appointments, however subject to
the outcome of the Special Leave Petition pending before
the Hon’ble Supreme Court. After the 154 candidates were
sent for training, various other candidates submitted
representations claiming that inspite of having more than
230 marks in the examination, they are not sent for
training. The representations in this regard were also
received from the Peoples’ Representatives, and in the
circumstances, the State Cabinet in its meeting dated 20-
02-2019 took a decision to accommodate 636 candidates
who have secured 230 and above marks in the merit list
published by MPSC on the vacancies which will occur in
future in the quota for LDCE (25%) and resultantly, G.R.

dated 22-04-2019 came to be issued which is under

challenge in the present O.A.

Submissions by respondents:-

5. The contentions raised in the O.A. and the prayers
made therein are opposed by the respondents. Initially a

short affidavit in reply sworn by Shri Nandkishor Eknath
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Phondke, Under Secretary in the office of Home Department
was filed. In the said short reply the State Government has
raised a plea that in the peculiar circumstances the
Government has taken a policy decision to accommodate
636 candidates, who have secured 230 and above marks
from the merit list published by the M.P.S.C. on the post of
P.S.I. on the vacancies, which may arise in future in the
quota meant for LDCE. It has been further contended in
para 13 of the said reply that proposal is sent by the
Director General and Inspector General of Police,
Maharashtra State, Mumbai regarding strengthening the
police force and creation of additional posts, in which 6659
posts of P.S.I. are included, and the said proposal is under
consideration of the Government and therefore the
prospects of applicants would remain unaffected since the
applicants would have opportunity to compete for the

substantive vacancies in their quota.

6. Private respondents have filed their replies opposing
the contentions raised in the application and prayers made
therein. We need not to reiterate the contentions raised in
each of the said reply. The sum and substance of the
contentions raised in all these replies is that no illegality

has been committed by the respondent nos. 1 to 3 in
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issuing the G.R. dated 22.4.2019, thereby absorbing 636
candidates on the posts of PSI as and when the vacancies
would arise in future from the 25% quota of the candidates
passing the LDCE. Locus of the applicants has also been

seriously disputed by these respondents.

7. Subsequently, Shri Vyankatesh Madhav Bhat, Joint
Secretary in the office of Home Department filed affidavit in
reply on behalf of the respondent nos. 1 to 3. In the said
reply the respondents have explained in what
circumstances the Government was required to take a
policy decision to absorb 636 candidates, who have received
more than 230 marks, which has culminated in issuance of
G.R. dated 22.4.2019. Along with said reply the
respondent nos. 1 to 3 have annexed two opinions received
from the Law & Judiciary Department; first dated
15.01.2018 and other dated 31.01.2019. The order passed
by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No.
104/2021 has also been annexed along with the said reply

as Exhibit R-2.

8. On behalf of respondent no. 4 the Under Secretary of
the Commission Shri Dilip Arjun Waghe has filed the

affidavit in reply. The main contention in the said affidavit
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in reply is that the Government Resolution dated 22.4.2019
violates the provisions under Article 320(3) of the
Constitution of India as there is no consultation by the
State with the Commission prior to issuance of the said
G.R. It is the further contention of respondent No. 4 that
the said G.R. also violates the provisions under Rule 4 and
5 of the Recruitment Rules of 1995. It is also contended
that the candidates sought to be appointed vide G.R. dated
22.4.2019 were never recommended by the Commission. It
is however, admitted that 636 candidates in whose respect
the impugned G.R. has been issued were from the merit list
published on Commission’s website on 6.1.2018. Along
with the affidavit in reply the MPSC has filed on record the
letter dated 3.12.2019 sent by the MPSC to the respondent
No. 1. The copy of the letter written by the learned
Chairman of the MPSC to the learned Chief Secretary of the

State on 25.6.2020 is also placed on record.

Argument on behalf of the applicants:-

9. The learned Counsel for the applicants has assailed
the decision taken by the Government vide G.R. dated
22.4.2019 to absorb 636 candidates to be arbitrary exercise
of powers in violation of articles 14 & 16 of the Constitution

of India. The learned Counsel submitted that the said
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decision has serious ramifications as the appointments of
636 candidates in excess of 828 already selected would
certainly have the effect of distortion of the quota of 25%
prescribed by Recruitment Rules of 1995 and would curtail
future promotional opportunities of the candidates like the
applicants. The learned Counsel rejected the objection as
of locus of the applicants stating that every member of the
Police constabulary of the State can be aggrieved person on
account of accommodation of 636 candidates on the

promotional post of PSIs.

10. Relying on the judgment of the Hon’ble Supreme
Court in the case of Arup Das & Ors. Vs. State of Assam
and Ors. (2012) 5 SCC 559, the learned Counsel argued
that the question that deserves advertence is as to whether
a civil post under the State can be permitted to be filled in,
in violation of the equality principle enshrined under
articles 14 & 16 of the Constitution of India. The learned
Counsel further submitted that the reasons as are assigned
in the G.R. dated 22.4.2019 that the representations were
received from the candidates concerned as well as from
peoples’ representatives can by no stretch of imagination be
construed as sufficient reason to fill in disproportionately

large number of vacancies than the notified vacancies. The
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learned Counsel further submitted that the opportunities
for the candidates like the applicants will be absolutely
blocked if G.R. dated 22.4.2019 is implemented. The
learned Counsel submitted that no future vacancies can be
permitted to be filled in by the State authorities in the

manner they are sought to be filled in.

Arguments by Respondents :-

11. Shri Avinash Deshmukh, the learned counsel for the
respondents has raised some preliminary objections, which
according to the learned counsel disentitle the applicants
from seeking any relief from this Tribunal. It was the
contention of the learned counsel that having considered
the conduct of the applicants no relief deserves to be
granted in their favour. It is the further contention of the
learned counsel that O.A. filed challenging the G.R. dated
22.4.2019 and praying for its quashment without adding
even a single candidate from out of 636 candidates, who are
beneficiaries of the said G.R. is liable to be dismissed for
non-joining of necessary parties. Learned counsel has
further submitted that in the additional affidavit filed on
30.11.2019 though it was contended that the applicants
wish to add all 636 candidates as party respondents in the

O.A., no such compliance was ever made. It is the further
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contention of the learned counsel that the applicants have
not approached the Tribunal with clean hands inasmuch as
they have suppressed material facts at the time of filing of
O.A. It is submitted that the applicants had not stated that
the applicant Nos. 1, 3 & 5 had not participated in the
L.D.C.E. 2016 and that other remaining 2 applicants i.e.
applicant Nos. 2 & 4 though had appeared in the said
L.D.C.E. had not qualified therein. Learned counsel further
submitted that the applicants do not have locus standi to

challenge G.R. dated 22.4.2019.

12. It is further argued that all the averments raised in
the application are based on mere apprehension and on
presumption, assumption and hypothesis that their
promotional prospects to the cadre of PSI would be
hampered. According to the learned counsel the
apprehension is misplaced in view of the fact that during
pendency of the present application an advertisement was
issued for LDCE 2017 and on the basis of the said
advertisement total 322 candidates have been selected and
sent for PSI training. It is further contended that applicant
No. 2 in the present application namely, Wasim Hamid
Shaikh, is one of those 322 candidates. It is further

submitted that recently on 21.2.2022 the State Government
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had issued a circular/advertisement for LDCE 2021 for
filling in total 250 posts. According to the learned counsel,
during pendency of this application itself total 572 posts
have been created which has nullified the allegation of the
applicants that their chances of promotion have been

prejudicially affected.

13. Learned counsel has further argued that it is well
within the rights of the State to fill in more posts than
advertised, if the contingency so arises. It has been further
contended that if a policy decision is taken by the State in
that regard there may be very little scope for scrutiny of the
said decision on judicial side. Learned counsel submitted
that in the preamble of the G.R. dated 22.4.2019 itself the
State has sufficiently explained the extraordinary situation
created due to various judicial proceedings arisen out of the
issue of reservation in promotion. In the circumstances,
according to the learned counsel, the G.R. dated 22.4.2019
perfectly falls within the rights vested in State. Learned
counsel has further argued that in the matters of policy
decision taken by the Government there exists a very little
scope and unless it is noticed that the decision taken is in
violation of any of the constitutional provisions or was

contrary to the public interest, the same cannot be
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interfered with. It was the further contention of the learned
counsel that before issuance of the G.R. dated 22.4.2019
the consultation with M.P.S.C. was not at all required. It is
contended that since there is no change in the mode or
manner of selection or promotion, consultation with
M.P.S.C was not required. Learned counsel in the

circumstances, prayed for rejecting the application.

14. Shri Sachin Dere, learned counsel appearing for some
of the private respondents while adopting the arguments
advanced by learned Advocate Shri A.S. Deshmukh,
additionally submitted that the applicants, who have not
raised any objection as about the selection of 154
candidates, who have also been selected in excess to the
828 candidates for which the selection process was carried
out are estopped from raising any objection as about the
selection of 636 candidates by the State Government vide
the G.R. dated 22.4.20109. Learned counsel further
submitted that had the Government not taken a decision to
accommodate 636 candidates in fact, the injustice would
have caused to the said candidates in view of the fact that
the Government has already selected the candidates having
less marks than these candidates. According to the learned

counsel, the Government has, therefore, taken a right
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policy decision. Learned counsel relying upon the
judgment in the case of Direcotrate of Film Festival and
Others VS. Gaurav Ashwin Jain and Others (2007) 4
SCC 737, has submitted that the Tribunal has limited
power to interfere in the policy decision so taken by the
Government. Relying on the judgment in the case of
Anmol Kumar Tiwari and Others Vs. State of Jharkhand
and Others, learned counsel further submitted that in any
case merit cannot be compromised and, as such, the rights

accrued in favour of 636 candidates cannot be denied.

15. Shri Santosh G. Chapalgaonkar, learned counsel
appearing for few other respondents also adopted the
arguments advanced by learned Advocate Shri Avinash
Deshmukh and made certain additional submissions.
Learned counsel relying upon the judgment in the case of
Amlan Jyoti Borooah VS. State of Assam and Others
(2009) 3 SCC 227, submitted that it is well within the
power of the State to fill the posts in excess than
advertised. Learned counsel further submitted that the
policy decision taken by the State authorities in larger

public interest cannot be subjected for judicial scrutiny.
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16. Shri M.B. Kolpe, learned counsel for respondent No. 5
i.e. the M.P.S.C. argued that in the present matter before
taking decision to give appointments to the candidates in
excess of the number of posts advertised, the respondent
Nos. 1 to 3 were bound to consult the M.P.S.C. The learned
counsel submitted that wunder Article 320 of the
Constitution of India and more particularly sub-clause 3
thereof in all matters relating to methods of recruitment to
Civil Services and for civil posts the State is under
obligation to have consultation with the M.P.S.C. The
learned counsel inviting our attention to the rules of 1995
argued that as per rule 5 of the rules of 1995, if the
Government desires to make appointments to the post of
PSI in deviation of the ratio prescribed for appointment by
promotion or selection on the basis of LDCE or nomination,
prior consultation with the M.P.S.C. is must. The learned
counsel further pointed out that the M.P.S.C. has at the
relevant time raised an objection with the respondent No. 2
for not consulting the M.P.S.C. The learned counsel has
further argued that in the civil services a person is either
appointed or promoted but there is no provision of
absorption of the candidates as has been resolved by the

respondent No.1 vide G.R. dated 22.4.2019.
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17. Before adverting to the rival submissions advanced on

behalf of the learned Counsel appearing for the parties, the

facts require to be noted chronologically. Order passed in

0.A.N0.445/2019 on 01-08-2019 by the learned Member

(J) of MAT at Mumbai is filed on record. In the said matter,

facts are recorded in that manner. We deem it appropriate

to borrow the said portion from the said judgment and

reproduce the same hereinbelow:

(a) 02.06.16

(b) 27.06.16

(c) 05.05.17

(d) 12.12.17

State Government had sent requisition to
MPSC for selection of 828 candidates for
the post of PSI through limited

departmental examination 2016.

Home Department, State of Maharashtra
issued Advertisement for selection of 828
candidates inclusive of 186 from reserved

category.

After conducting examinations, the MPSC
declared final list of 2903 qualified

candidates.

MPSC recommended 828 candidates for the
appointment on the post of PSI (642 from
Open Category having scored 253 marks

and above and 186 from Reserved



(e) 04.08.19

(f) 09.01.19

(g) 06.11.18
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Category having secured 230 and above

marks).

The Hon’ble High Court in Writ Petition
No.2797/2015 (State of Maharashtra
Vs. Vijay Ghogare) decided on
04.08.2017 had struck down by G.R.
dated 25.05.2004 providing reservation in
the matter of promotions in favour of
candidates belonging to reserved categories
being ultra-virus of Article 16(4-A) of the

Constitution of India.

Having apprehensive of contempt of the
order passed by Hon’ble High Court, the
Government took remedial measure and
created 154 more posts for open merit
candidates over and above 828 subject to
decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in SLP
No0.28306/2017 filed by State Government
against the Judgment in Vijay Ghogare’s

case.

0.A.394/18 (Santosh B. Rathod Vs.
State of Maharashtra) challenging the
Government decision to appoint 154
candidates was dismissed by this Tribunal
with liberty to the Applicants therein to
make suitable representations to the
Government, if they are so advised and in
case, such representation is made, the

direction was given to the Government that
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it may be considered in due course and on

its own merit.

(h) 22.04.19 Government has taken policy decision to
accommodate 636 additional candidates
from the list of 2903 qualified candidates
prepared by MPSC who got more than 230
marks in the examination (bench-mark of
230 marks was considered in view of the
fact that the last candidate from the Batch
of 154 candidates had secured 230 marks).

Preliminary objections:-

18. Respondents have raised serious objection as about
the locus of the present applicants as well as the conduct of
these applicants as has been revealed in prosecuting the
present O.A. As has been argued none of the present
applicants is having the locus to question the appointments
to be issued in favour of the 636 candidates. It is the
further contention that applicant no.1 Gajanan Babulal
Bansode and applicant no.2 Wasim Hamid Shaikh had
participated in the selection process and could not pass the
said examination. Having participated in the said process
without raising any objection, according to the
respondents, the applicants were estopped from raising any
objection in relation to the said recruitment process. In so

far as the other applicants are concerned, it is contended
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that they were not even eligible at the relevant time to
participate in the said selection process. It was also argued
that nothing has been explained by the present applicants
as to what prejudice is likely to be caused to them because
of the decision taken by the Government to accommodate
the 636 candidates. Non-joinder of necessary parties as
respondents is another objection which is seriously
pressed. Itis argued that despite an undertaking given, the
applicants did not make 636 candidates as respondent.
According to the respondents on this count alone O.A.
deserves to be dismissed. As against it, it has been
contended by the learned Counsel for applicants that every
person of the Police Constabulary who is aspiring for the
promotion to the post of PSI in future has locus to raise the
objection in regard to the selection of 636 candidates. It is
further submitted that it was never the intention of the

applicants not to add 636 candidates as respondents.

19. In so far as the issue of locus as has been raised by
the respondents is concerned, it would be useful to see the
observations made by the Hon’ble Apex Court in paragraph
12 of its judgment in case of Prem Singh & Ors. V/s.

Haryana State Electricity Board & Ors. reported in [1996
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4 SCC 319]. We deem it appropriate to reproduce the

entire said paragraph which reads thus:

“12. In our opinion, there is no substance in the
objection raised with respect to locus standi of
the original writ petitioners. The candidates
could not have anticipated when they
appeared for the interview that the Selection
Committee would recommend the candidates
and the Board would make appointments far in
excess of the advertised posts. The petitioner
who was not eligible had a just grievance that
due to appointments of candidates in excess of
the posts advertised he was deprived of the
right of consideration for appointment against
the posts which would have become vacant

after he acquired eligibility.”
In view of the observations as above, according to us the

action as has been initiated by the applicants would

sustain.

20. In so far as the other objection that 636 candidates
were not made party is concerned, the said objection has
now lost significance in view of the fact that all said 636
candidates are now made respondents in the present
matter, may be because of the orders passed by the Hon’ble

the Apex Court. However, it is observed that the applicants



39 0O.A.N0.722/2019

must have added all these persons as respondents since
they were the necessary parties in the present O.A. The

applicants failed in discharging the said obligation.

21. From the arguments advanced by the learned Counsel
appearing for the parties, it can be gathered that when
according to the applicants respondent nos.1 to 3 were not
having any right or authority to select the candidates in
excess of the posts advertised since it is in violation of the
Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India, it is the
contention of the respondents that it is well within the
power of the State authorities to fill more posts than
advertised if the situation so arises by taking a conscious

policy decision.

Judgments relied upon :-

22. The learned Counsel for the applicants has heavily
relied upon the judgment in the case of Arup Das cited
supra. In the said matter advertisement was published by
the Director of Land Records and Survey, Assam inviting
applications for selection for admission in Assam Survey
and Settlement Training Institute in respect of the 160
seats. About 12000 candidates applied for the said seats

and a written test was conducted which was followed by
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Viva Examination. The Viva test was limited to only 560
candidates. The restriction of the Viva test to only 560
candidates was challenged before the Gauhati High Court,
which was dismissed by the learned Single Judge of the
said High Court. Writ Appeal preferred against the
judgment of the learned Single Judge was also dismissed
and the matter was thus taken to the Hon’ble Apex Court.
The Hon’ble Apex Court did not cause interference in the
order passed by the learned Single Judge of the Gauhati
High Court, which was also not disturbed in the Writ
Appeal. In the said matter, it was held by the learned
Single Judge that if any appointment was to be made
beyond the number of seats advertised, the Director is
required to publish a fresh advertisement for selecting the
next batch of the candidates in accordance with Rule 20 of

the Rules in that regard.

23. It has been vehemently argued by the learned
Counsel appearing for the respondents that it is well
within the powers of the State to make excess
appointments than advertised. Reliance was placed by the
learned Counsel on the judgment of Hon’ble Apex Court in
the case of Prem Singh & Ors. V/s. Haryana State

Electricity Board & Ors. reported in [1996 4 SCC 319].
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Reliance was also placed on the judgment of the Hon’ble
Apex Court in the cases of Amlan Jyoti Borooah V/s.
State of Assam & Ors. [(2009) 3 SCC 227]. The judgment
in the case of Anmol Kumar Tiwari & Ors. V/s. The State
of Jharkhand & Ors., recently delivered by the Hon’ble
Apex Court on 18-02-2021 has also been relied upon.
While arguing that the power of the State to make excess
appointments than the posts advertised cannot be objected,
it is asserted by the learned Counsel for the respondents
that any policy decision taken by the State in this regard
ordinarily cannot be subjected to judicial scrutiny. It has
also been argued that the Tribunals cannot sit in appeal
over the policy decision taken by the State authorities. It
has also been argued that the Tribunals are not supposed
to decide the merits in the policy decision but may look into
the aspect of the process adopted by the State while taking

such policy decision.

24. In so far as the facts involved in the present case are
concerned, it has been argued on behalf of the respondents
that at the relevant time, the circumstances were as such
that the State took a conscious policy decision to treat 636
candidates, who have secured more marks than 230,

eligible for their absorption in view of the fact that the last
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selected candidate had 230 marks. According to the
respondents had such decision not taken by the State it
would have caused serious prejudice to the 636 candidates,
who all have secured more than 230 marks and that would
be in fact in violation of the constitutional mandate of

Article 14 r/w. Article 16 of the Constitution.

25. Thrust of the learned Counsel for the respondents
was also on the issue that no prejudice is likely to be
caused to the applicants if the decision taken by G.R. dated
22-04-2019 is implemented. It has also been argued that
the Government has not taken the decision to absorb all
636 candidates at one stroke but has consciously decided
to give such appointments in phases and that too in the
quota prescribed for the candidates passing the LDCE

within the limit prescribed therefor.

Analysis:-

26. The right of the State to make appointments in excess
of the posts advertised cannot be disputed. In the case of
Prem Singh & Ors. V/s. Haryana State Electricity Board
& Ors. reported in [1996 4 SCC 319], two questions were
there for Hon’ble Apex Court for their consideration; first

that, “whether it was open to the Board to prepare a list of
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as many as 212 candidates and appoint as many as 137 of

that list when the number of posts advertised was only 62 ?

and the other that “whether the High Court was justified for

quashing the selection of all 212 candidates and

appointment of 137 candidates. In the said matter, it was

the case of the Board that after the posts were advertised
and published but before the appointments could be made,
13 more posts became vacant because of retirement and 12
because of the deaths. It was further contention of the
Board that meanwhile, the Board also created 60 new posts
of Junior Engineers. It was the stand taken by the Board
before the Hon’ble High Court that by April, 1993, 85 more
posts had become vacant and there was a backlog of 62
posts of Junior Engineers and that was not through
oversight taken into consideration. It was also submitted
that there was backlog of 24 posts belonging to reserved
category. It was for the aforesaid reasons that the
Secretary of the Board had written to the Chief Engineer
who was appointing authority that as the list of 212
candidates selected by the selection committee was received
and as 147 posts were vacant as on 11-02-1993, all those
vacant posts may be permitted to be filled in and out of the

said list the Board was able to appoint 132 candidates.
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27. Hon’ble High Court was not convinced with the
submission made on behalf of the Board and set aside
entire selection process and also canceled the appointments
already made. The Hon’ble Apex Court permitted the Board
to make appointments in excess of the posts advertised but
only on the posts which had become vacant during the
period in which selection process was being carried out, as
stated earlier 13 posts had become vacant because of
retirement and 12 because of deaths. The Hon’ble Apex
Court in addition to the 62 posts advertised, permitted the
Board to fill and make appointments on the aforesaid 25
posts, in total 87 posts only and held other appointments

beyond 87 invalid.

28. In the case of Amlan Jyoti Borooah V/s. State of
Assam & Ors. State had issued an advertisement on 16-09-
1997 for filling up 112 vacancies of Sub-Inspectors by
direct recruitment. Accordingly, the recruitment process
was carried out and ultimately, the State made
appointments of 169 candidates sometime around 04-07-
2000. The legality and validity of the excess appointments

were challenged. The learned Single Bench of the Hon’ble
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Gauhati High Court set aside the appointment of 54

candidates.

Judicial Scrutiny of Policy Decisions :-

29. It was vehemently argued by the learned Counsel
appearing for the respondents that the power of judicial
review is not intended to assume the supervisory role. It
was further contended that the power of judicial review is
not intended either to review governance under the rule of
law nor do the courts step into the areas exclusively
reserved by the supreme lex to the other organs of the
State. It was also argued that a mere wrong decision
without anything more is not enough to attract the power of

judicial review.

30. Learned Counsel Shri Deshmukh heavily relied upon
the judgment of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of State
of U.P. V/s. Johri Mal. In his arguments, learned
Advocate Shri Sachin Dere also pressed the aforesaid
aspect. The learned Counsel relied upon the judgment in
the case of Directorate of Film Festivals and Ors. V/s.
Gaurav Ashwin Jain & Ors. [(2007) 4 SCC 737| submitted
that the courts do not and cannot act as appellate authority

examining the correctness, suitability and appropriateness
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of a policy, nor are courts advisors to the executives on
matters of policy which executives are entitled to formulate.
It was the common contention of the learned Counsel
appearing for the respondents that for the sake of
arguments, even if it is accepted that the decision taken by
the State to accommodate all 636 candidates on the post of
Sub Inspector is not a right decision, in view of the fact that
it is a policy decision taken by the Government taking into
account the contingency arisen at the relevant time, cannot
be a matter of judicial scrutiny and it may not be within the
powers of this Tribunal to set aside the said Government

Resolution on the said ground.

31. There may not be a dispute that while exercising
powers of judicial review, the courts do not sit in appeal
over the decision of the administrative bodies. We deem it
appropriate to reproduce hereinbelow the observations
made by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in paragraph 20 of the
judgment in case of State of U.P. V/s. Johri Mal as about
the scope of judicial review. As noted in the said judgment,

limited scope of judicial review put forth is thus:

“(i) Courts, while exercising the power of judicial
review, do not sit in appeal over the decisions of

administrative bodies;
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(ii) A petition for a judicial review would lie only

on certain well-defined grounds.

(i) An order passed by an administrative
authority exercising discretion vested in it
cannot be interfered in judicial review unless it is
shown that exercise of discretion itself is

perverse or illegal.

(iv) A mere wrong decision without anything
more is not enough to attract the power of
judicial review; the supervisory jurisdiction
conferred on a Court is limited to seeing that
Tribunal functions within the Ulimits of its
authority and that its decisions do not occasion

miscarriage of justice.

(v)] The Courts cannot be called upon to
undertake the Government duties and functions.
The Court shall not ordinarily interfere with a
policy decision of the State. Social and economic
belief of a Judge should not be invoked as a
substitute for the judgment of the legislative
bodies. (See Ira Munn Vs. State of Ellinois, 1876
(94) US (Supreme Reports) 113”

32. To rightly understand the scope of judicial review, one
has to read the judgment of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the

case of State of U.P. V/s. Johri Mal (cited supra) in its

entirety. Learned Counsel for the respondents had invited
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our attention to the observations made by the Hon’ble Apex
Court in paragraph 20 of the said judgment. In the
immediate next paragraph the Hon’ble Apex Court has said

thus:

“It is well-settled that while exercising the power
of judicial review the Court is more concerned
with the decision making process than the merit
of the decision itself. In doing so, it is often
argued by the defender of an impugned decision
that the Court is not competent to exercise its
power when there are serious disputed questions
of facts; when the decision of the Tribunal or the
decision of the fact finding body or the arbitrator
is given finality by the statute which governs a
given situation or which, by nature of the activity
the decision maker’s opinion on facts is final. But
while examining and scrutinizing the decision
making process it becomes inevitable to also
appreciate the facts of a given case as otherwise
the decision cannot be tested under the grounds
of illegality, irrationality or  procedural
impropriety. How far the court of judicial review
can reappreciate the findings of facts depends on
the ground of judicial review. For example, if a
decision is challenged as irrational, it would be
well-nigh impossible to record a finding whether
a decision is rational or irrational without first
evaluating the facts of the case and coming to a

plausible conclusion and then testing the decision
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of the authority on the touch-stone of the tests
laid down by the Court with special reference to a
given case. This position is well settled in Indian

administrative law. Therefore, to a limited extent

of scrutinizing the decision making process, it is

always open to the Court to review the evaluation

of facts by the decision maker.”

33. As analyzed by the Hon’ble Apex Court while
examining and scrutinizing the decision making process, it
is inevitable to also appreciate the facts of the given case as
otherwise the decision cannot be tested on the grounds of

illegality, irrationality or the procedural impropriety.

34. Even in the case of Directorate of Film Festivals
and Ors. cited supra, the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held
that if any policy violates the fundamental rights of the
citizens or is opposed to the provisions of the constitution
or opposed to the public interest, the said aspects can
certainly be looked into. Keeping in mind the aforesaid
aspects the legality of G.R. dated 22-04-2019 has to be

examined.

35. We revert back to the submissions made on behalf of
the respondents that the G.R. dated 22-04-2019 is a policy
decision taken by the Government under the circumstances

explained in the said resolution itself. The issue which is
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involved in the present matter is whether the excess
appointments can be made than the posts advertised. As
we have mentioned hereinbefore, the general rule is that,
vacancies cannot be filled up over and above the number of

vacancies advertised.

36. In the order passed by this Tribunal at Mumbai in
0.A.No0.445/2019, paragraph 7 in the judgment of the
Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Rakhi Ray V/s. High
Court of Delhi [(2010) 2 SCC 637] is reproduced. We
deem it appropriate to reproduce the same hereinbelow

which reads thus:

“7. It is a settled legal proposition that vacancies
cannot be filled up over and above the number of
vacancies advertised as “the recruitment of the
candidates in excess of the notified vacancies is
a denial and deprivation of the constitutional
right under Article 14 read with Article 16(1) of
the Constitution”, of those persons who acquired
eligibility for the post in question in accordance
with the statutory rules subsequent to the date of
notification of vacancies. Filling up the vacancies
over the notified vacancies is neither permissible
nor desirable, for the reason, that it amounts to
“improper exercise of power and only in a rare
and exceptional circumstances and in emergent

situation, such a rule can be deviated from and
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such a deviation is permissible only after
adopting policy decision based on some
rationale”, otherwise the exercise would be
arbitrary. Filling up of vacancies over the notified
vacancies amounts to filling up of future
vacancies and thus, is not permissible in law.
(Vide Union of India v. Ishwar Singh Khatri,
Gujarat State Dy. Executive Engineers’ Assn. v.
State of Gujarat, State of Bihar v. Secretariat
Asstt. Successful Examines Union 1986, Prem
Singh v. Haryana SEB and Ashok Kumar v.

Banking Service Recruitment Board).”

37. In the order passed in O0O.A.No.445/2019, the
reference has also been given of judgment of Hon’ble Apex
Court in the case of Surinder Singh V/s. State of Punjab
[(1997) 8 SSC 488]. In paragraph 16 of the said judgment,

the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held as under:

“16. It is in no uncertain words that this Court
has held that it would be an improper exercise of
power to make appointments over and above
those advertised. It is only in rare and
exceptional circumstances and in emergent
situation that this rule can be deviated from. It
should be clearly spelled out as to under what
policy such a decision has been taken. Exercise
of such power has to be tested on the touchstone
of reasonableness. Before any advertisement is

issued, it would, therefore, be incumbent upon
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the authorities to take into account the existing

vacancies and anticipated vacancies. It is not as

a matter of course that the authority can fill up

more posts than advertised.”
38. As per the law laid down in the aforesaid judgments,
the right of the State to take a policy decision though is
undisputed, the further burden lies on the State to explain
the extraordinary circumstance, which necessitated such
policy decision. In the case of Delhi Development
Authority, N.D. and Anr. V/s. Joint Action Committee,
Allottee of SFS Flats & Ors. [2008 2 SCC 672], in
paragraph 64 thereof the Hon’ble Apex Court has noted
grounds for the judicial review of the policy decision. The

grounds are thus:

“64. Broadly, a policy decision is subject to judicial

review on the following grounds :

(a) if it is unconstitutional;

(b) if it is dehors the provisions of the Act and the
regulations;

(c) if the delegate has acted beyond its power of
delegation;

(d) if the executive policy is contrary to the statutory

or a larger policy.”

39. In light of the principles so laid down, we have

examined the impugned Government Resolution dated 22-
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04-2019. We are afraid any ground mentioned therein can
be said to be extraordinary circumstance. Receiving of the
representations from the candidates concerned or from the
Representatives of People cannot be treated as
extraordinary circumstance. In normal course, the
Government is approached by the aggrieved persons by
filing representations. Sometimes, the number of people
aggrieved may be more than as in the present case.
Further there is nothing uncommon in receiving the
representations even from the Representatives of People.
Ultimately, it has to be seen whether the cause which is
being pursued and the prayer accordingly made is worth
accepting and whether will fall within the parameters for
any decisions of the Government, as are laid down by the

Hon’ble Supreme Court reproduced hereinabove.

40. There cannot be a dispute that the Government can
in the given circumstance and in an emergent situation
deviate from the settled principle of law and may in such
circumstance give appointment over and above the number
of vacancies advertised. However, the contention that the
power of State in giving appointments is unfettered, is not
wholly correct. Even in the case of Prem Singh, the

Hon’ble Apex Court did not permit the Haryana State
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Electricity Board to fill 137 posts. In the said case, we
reiterate that only 62 posts were advertised and the Board
prepared list of 212 candidates and appointed as many as
137 out of the said list. The Hon’ble Apex Court after
having considered the overall circumstances in the said
matter permitted Haryana State Electricity Board to fill only
25 posts over and above the 62 posts advertised on the
ground that when the selection process was started for 62
clear vacancies, the anticipated vacancies were not taken
into account. After the selection process had started, 13
posts had become vacant because of retirement and 12
posts because of deaths. The Hon’ble Apex Court permitted
to fill up only those vacancies in addition to the 62 clear
vacancies. In paragraph 25 of the said judgment, the
Hon’ble Apex Court has in unequivocal terms held that “the
selection process can be started for clear vacancies and
also for anticipated vacancies but not for “future

» »

vacancies”.

41. In case of Arup Das and others V/s. State of Assam
and others, [(2012) 5 SCC 559] relied upon by the
applicants, the Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that the
authority cannot make any selection, appointment beyond

the number of posts advertised even if there were large
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number of posts available than those advertised. In
paragraph 17 of the said judgment, the following

observations are made:

“17. It is well-established that an authority
cannot make any selection/appointment beyond
the number of posts advertised, even if there
were a larger number of posts available than
those advertised. The principle behind the said
decision is that if that was allowed to be done,
such action would be entirely arbitrary and
violative of Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution,
since other candidates who had chosen not to
apply for the vacant posts which were being
sought to be filled, could have also applied if they
had known that the other vacancies would also

be under consideration for being filled up.”
42. In case of Amlan Jyoti Borooah V/s. State of Assam
& Ors., the extraordinary circumstances were duly and
correctly brought on record. In paragraph 8 of the said
judgment, there is reference of the letter written by the
Director General of Police to the Home Department with

following contents:

“I am writing to inform you that presently, there
are 2154 number of vacancies in the rank of
constables (Battalion 1136, District AB 504,
District UB 514) and 77 Nos. of vacancies in the
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rank of S.Is in the Assam Police. These are all
functional posts. In the context of insurgency
situation obtained in the state and that there will
be Assembly Election within the next four
months, we will need to mobilize all the
manpower. In view of this, it is requested that
permission of the State Level Empowered
Committee may be conveyed to us to fill up these
vacancies by direct recruitment from the results
of the records of the previous recruitment rallies
already available with us. Government orders on
the same may kindly be issued immediately.”
The Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that deteriorating law
and order situation in the State as also sudden spurt of the
extremists related violence were the emergent and

compelling reasons in which the said vacancies were

required to be filled.

43. In backdrop of the judicial pronouncements discussed
by us hereinabove, it has to be examined whether
circumstances which necessitated the issuance of the G.R.
dated 22-04-2019 as explained in preamble thereof can be

held “extraordinary”.

44. It has come on record that in the present matter,
opinion of the learned Advocate General of the State was

sought by the State. Opinion was also sought from the Law
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and Judiciary Department. A copy of the opinion given by
the Law and Judiciary Department has been placed on
record. We have carefully gone through the opinion given
by the Law and Judiciary Department. In the opinion so
given, the Law and Judiciary Department has referred to
the opinion given by the learned Advocate General of the
State. We deem it appropriate to reproduce the same
hereinbelow. The relevant portion of the said opinion

reads thus:

“6. The ld. Advocate General on 15t December, 2017
has tendered his opinion in the matter. The Id.
Advocate General has considered all the pros and cons
of the matter and in para 16 of his opinion has
discussed the cumulative effective of the entire legal
proceedings through which the Reservation Act and the
G.R. dated 25" May, 2004 had to undergo. In para 16,

the ld. Advocate General has stated as under:-

“The cumulative effect of the entire aforesaid
legal proceedings through which the said Act

and the said GR had to undergo, is as under :

(1) The said Act as on this date is valid. The
issue of Constitutional validity of the said Act
is kept open for determination in an
appropriate case and will be examined on an

appropriate occasion.
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(i)  The said GR is struck down in its
entirety and therefore, does not operate for any

purpose of whatsoever :

(iii) The interim stay granted by the Hon’ble
High Court to its own aforesaid Judgment and
Order dated 4% August, 2017, having already
expired and there being no interim order by the
Hon’ble Supreme Court, at least as on the date
this opinion is being rendered, the aforesaid

two positions today hold the field.

(ix) The interim arrangement which was
operating in terms of the aforesaid interim
order of the Hon’ble High Court by its Order
dated 28" March, 2008 no longer continues to
operate with effect from 27t October, 2017.

(v) Since, the steps taken by the State
Government in accordance with the aforesaid
interim orders were subject to the final decision
of the Writ Petition and since the final order
passed in the Writ Petition directs to take
corrective steps meaning thereby correct the
actions taken under the said GR which is now
held invalid, the State Government will have to
undo whatever has been done in the meantime

pending the Writ Petition.

(vi) The State Government is required to take
necessary corrective steps / measures in

respect of promotions already granted in terms
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of the aforesaid two interim orders ie. (a)
Hon’ble High Court dated 9.3.2017 and (b)
Hon’ble Supreme Court dated 28% March,
2008. This was required to be done within 12
weeks from 4t August, 2017 i.e. on or before
27t October, 2017 which period was already

expired.

Further, in para 17 of the opinion the Ld.

Advocate General has clarified as under :-

“17. In the absence of any interim order from
the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the pending
Special Leave Petition, it is needless to state
that the aforesaid judgment and Order of the
Hon’ble High Court dated 4t August, 2017
delivered in the aforesaid group of matters i.e.
Writ Petition No. 2797 of 2015 and others
continues to hold the field and continues to
operate, of course, subject to any further orders
that may be passed by the Hon’ble Supreme
Court in the aforesaid pending Special Leave

Petition.”

Also further, in para 19 the Ld. Advocate

General has opined as under —

19. In my opinion, such an implementation
process would inter-alia involve undertaking of
an exercise spelt out hereunder of course,
subject to further orders that may be passed in

the aforesaid Special Leave Petition, which is
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presently pending before the Hon’ble Supreme

Court :

(A) Immediate steps will have to be taken by
moving appropriate interim application before
the Hon’ble Supreme Court seeking an order or
maintaining status quo or the stay to the effect,
operation and execution of the aforesaid order
of the Hon’ble High Court dated 4t August,
2017. If already an application is made
accordingly, steps needs to be taken by
pressing such an application before the Hon’ble
Court, requesting for grant of at least an ad
interim order immediately, failing which steps
will have to be taken by the State Government
to immediately implement the aforesaid order
of the Hon’ble High Court dated 4t August,
2017 as spelt out hereunder.

(B) All the promotions granted as and by
way of the implementation of the said G.R. and
in pursuance of the interim order passed by the
Hon’ble High Court dated 9" March, 2007 as
modified by the Hon’ble Supreme Court vide its
order dated 28" March, 2008 will have to be
cancelled and the status quo ante i.e. position
prevailing as on the date of the said G.R. will
have to be restored. In short, it will have to be
assumed as if the said G.R. was never passed

and/or issued and whatsoever has been done
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towards / for implementation thereof, will have

to be undone completely.

(C) After taking the aforesaid step, with the
position restored as on the date of issuance of
the said G.R., appropriate promotions will have
to be granted, of course in accordance with

law, by completely ignoring the said G.R.

(D)  Since the time to undertake the aforesaid
exercise, which the Hon’ble High Court has

termed as “corrective steps / measures in

respect of promotions already granted”, of 12

weeks from 4t August, 2017 has already
expired on 27t October, 2017, the State
Government will have to move an appropriate
application either before the Hon’ble High Court
or before the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the
aforesaid pending Special Leave Petition for
seeking extension of time to complete the
aforesaid exercise.”
45. It is discernible that the learned Advocate General
and Law and Judiciary Department both have endorsed the
negative opinion for the accommodation of 186 candidates
over and above 828 posts advertised referring to the legal
position on the issue based on the judgments of the Hon’ble

Supreme Court. It is, however, evident that against the

opinions given by the learned Advocate General of the State
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and the Law and Judiciary Department, the State
Government took decision to send 154 candidates for

training in excess to the 828 candidates already selected.

46. It has come on record that the Home Department had
submitted a Cabinet note to accommodate 636 additional
candidates by availing 322 posts advertised in LDCE 2017
and 149 vacant posts in the year 2019. It was also
proposed to accommodate the remaining candidates step by
step as per the availability of the posts in quota for LDCE.
Before placing the said note before the Cabinet, opinion of
the department of Law and Judiciary was called for. The
opinion given by the Law and Judiciary Department dated
31-01-2019 is annexed with the affidavit in reply filed on
behalf of respondent no.1. The relevant portion of the
opinion given by the department of Law and Judiciary is

reproduced hereinbelow (p.b.p. 331):

9. By the present proposal, the Home
Department proposes to accommodate another 636
candidates in addition to 154 candidates already
appointed in excess of the posts advertised in the
year 2016. Therefore, the opinion recorded by this
Department in its UOR note No. 53-2018 dated 15t
January, 2018 applies to the present issue also

and therefore, as mentioned in the said note it may
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not be advisable to pursue the action proposed by
the Home Department. Further, in addition to the
aspects mentioned in para 12 of the earlier note
dated 15" January, 2018, the Department will
have to take into account, following aspects

carefully before taking such a policy decision.

(1) Since, for accommodating these 636
candidates in excess of the posts advertised, it is
proposed to avail 322 posts advertised in the
advertisement for the Limited Departmental
Competitive Examination for the year 2017 and the
examination for the said post appears to have
already been conducted, the proposed course of
action will affect the chances of promotion of the
candidates who have participated in the
recruitment process undertaken pursuant to the
advertisement issued in the year 2017, which may
give birth to further complication including multiple

litigation.

Principal Secretary and R.L.A. (Shri Laddha)

has seen the papers and approved the above view.

Sd/ xx
(D.S. Patil)
Joint Secretary (Law).”
47. Looking to the tenor of the opinion given by the
department of Law and Judiciary, it can be gathered that

the proposal was opposed by the said department. It seems

that ignoring the said opinion the Cabinet took a decision
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and consequently, the G.R. dated 22-04-2019 came to be
issued. It has to be noted that in the said G.R. nothing is
stated about the LDCE of 2017; nothing is also mentioned
about the vacancies in the year 2019, references of which is

there in the note prepared by the Home Department.

48. In the earlier opinion given by it on 15-01-2018 the
Law and Judiciary Department has amply clarified the legal
position by giving reference of 3 judgments of the Hon’ble
Supreme Court. The first judgment referred was in the
case of Hoshiyar Singh V/s. State of Haryana and Others
[1993 Supplement 4 SCC 377|, wherein the requisition
was for 8 posts and the Board had recommended for 19
posts. Hon’ble Supreme Court held that since the
requisition was for 8 posts of Inspector of Police, the Board
was required to send its recommendations for 8 posts only.
It was held by the Hon’ble Apex Court that the
appointments on the additional posts on the basis of such
selection and recommendation would deprive candidates,
who were not eligible for appointments to the posts on the
last date of submission of applications mentioned in the
advertisement and who become eligible for appointment
thereafter, of the opportunity of being considered for

appointment on the additional posts, because if the said
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additional posts are advertised subsequently those who
become eligible for appointment would be entitled to apply
for the same. In the case of State of U.P. V/s. Rajkumar
Sharma [2006 3 SCC 330] it is held that “filling up of
vacancies over and above the number of vacancies
advertised would be violative of the fundamental rights
guaranteed under Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution
and further that selectees could not claim appointment as a
matter of right.” The judgment in the case of Prem Singh

was also mentioned, to which, we have already referred to.

49. After having referred to the abovesaid judgments, the
Law and Judiciary Department has recorded that,
ordinarily, neither the Public Service Commission can
recommend the candidates more than the posts
requisitioned to it nor the State Government can
accommodate candidates in excess of the posts advertised
by the notification. It is further recorded by the
Department that only in exceptional circumstances and in
emergent situation by taking a policy decision, the State
Government may make excess appointments. It is
significant to note that immediately thereafter, the Law and
Judiciary Department has candidly opined that it may not

be advisable to pursue the action proposed by the Home
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Department, meaning thereby that, element of
extraordinary circumstance was lacking in the said

proposal.

50. According to respondent nos.1 to 3 the circumstances
elaborated in the preamble of the G.R. dated 22-04-2019
necessitated the State Cabinet to take a decision to absorb
636 candidates on the post of PSI and those were the
extraordinary circumstances. We find it difficult to agree
with the submissions so made on behalf of respondent
nos.1 to 3. It is not the case of the respondents that at the
relevant time, the State was in dire need of expanding the
Police Force for any particular reasons as were there in the
case of Amlan Jyoti Borooah. Mere making of demand by
some candidates cannot be said to be an extraordinary
circumstance. The Peoples’ Representatives insist for so
many matters and make so many demands. However, if
any demand made by the Peoples’ Representatives is not
within the four corners of law, the State may not accede to
such demand. When the learned Advocate General and the
Law and Judiciary Department both have candidly opined
that acceptance of any such proposal would violate the

principles enshrined under Articles 14 and 16 of the
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Constitution of India, the State Cabinet must have

refrained from taking any such decision.

S1. After having considered the facts and circumstances
as above, we have no hesitation in recording a conclusion
that circumstances as are canvassed to be extraordinary by
respondent nos.1 to 3 for issuance of the G.R. dated 22-04-
2019 cannot be held to be extraordinary circumstance,
neither there was any emergent situation which could have

justified the issuance of the said G.R.

52. Further, though it has been argued on behalf of the
respondents that the policy decision taken by the
Government having regard to the contingencies arisen at
the relevant time cannot be a matter of judicial scrutiny, it
is difficult to agree with the submissions so made. As has
been observed by the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of
Johri Mal, it is always open to the courts to review the
evaluation of facts by the decision maker. As has been
observed by the Hon’ble Apex Court while examining and
scrutinizing the decision making process, it becomes
inevitable to also appreciate the facts of the given case, as
otherwise the decision cannot be tested under the grounds

of illegality, irrationality or procedural impropriety. In the
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present matter as has been elaborately discussed by us the
decision so taken 1is violative of the Constitutional
Guarantee provided under Articles 14 and 16. We further

see no rationale in taking such decision by the State.

53. Lastly, relying on the judgment in the case of Prem
Singh & Ors. (cited supra) it was submitted by learned
Advocate Shri Deshmukh that this Tribunal may not
invalidate the excess appointments and shall mould the
relief in such a manner as to strike a just balance between
the interest of the State and the interest of persons seeking
public employment. Relying on the judgment in the case of
Amlan Jyoti Barooah (cited supra) learned Advocate Shri
Chapalgaonkar submitted that the applicants, who have
not questioned the appointments / selection of 154
candidates over and above 828 candidates selected as per
the advertisement, were estopped from raising any
objection in regard to the decision taken by the Government
to absorb 636 candidates from the same merit list. The
learned Counsel pointed out that in the said matter the
Hon’ble Apex Court has expressly observed that appellant
did not question the appointments of 169 candidates made
at earlier point of time and as such the appellant must be

deemed to have accepted the change in the selection
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process sub-silentio and hence cannot be permitted to

contend that procedure adopted thereafter was illegal.

54. We are unable to accept both the submissions made
as above. The observations which are brought to our notice
by learned counsel Shri Deshmukh are made in paragraph
25 of the judgment in the case of Prem Singh (cited supra).
We deem is appropriate to reproduce the entire said

paragraph which reads thus:

“25. From the above discussion of the case law it
becomes clear that the selection process by way of
requisition and advertisement can by started for
clear vacancies and also for anticipated vacancies
but not for future vacancies If the requisition and
advertisement are for certain number of posts only
the State cannot make more appointments than the
number of posts advertised, even though it might
have prepared a select list of more candidates. The
State can deviate from the advertisement and
make appointments on posts falling vacant
thereafter in exceptional circumstances only or in
an emergent situation and that too by taking a
policy decision in that behalf. Even when filling up
of more posts than advertised is challenged the
Court may not, while exercising its extra-ordinary
jurisdiction, invalidate the excess appointments
and may mould the relief in such a manner as to

strike a just balance between the interest of the
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State and the interest of persons seeking public
employment. What relief should be granted in such
cases would depend upon the facts and

circumstances of each case.”

55. It is significant to note that it has been firmly ruled by
the Hon’ble Apex Court that the selection process by way of
requisition and advertisement can be started for clear
vacancies and also for anticipated vacancies but not for

future vacancies. It has to be further noted that the

Hon’ble Apex Court ultimately did not unsettle the
appointments only on the posts which had fallen vacant
because of the retirement of 13 persons and because of
deaths of 12 persons; except that other appointments made
beyond 87 posts were held invalid by the Hon’ble Apex
Court. In paragraph 26 the Hon’ble Apex Court has in
clear terms held that the appointments, which were made

against the future vacancies must be regarded as invalid.

56. It is true that, the applicants have not challenged the
appointments issued in favour of 154 candidates who also
have been appointed over and above the seats advertised by
the State. As has been submitted by learned Advocate Shri
Deshpande appearing for the applicants, the contents of

paragraph 12 and 13 of the O.A. explain why applicants



71 0O.A.N0.722/2019

have not objected to the said appointments. After having
gone through the contents of the said paragraphs, it
appears to us that the applicants have impliedly clarified
their stand in not questioning the appointments of the said
154 candidates. We, therefore, see no substance in the
objection raised that, the applicants were estopped from

raising objection to the appointments of 636 candidates.

57. One more issue has been raised in the present O.A.
as to whether before issuance of the G.R. dated 22-04-
2019, the State was under an obligation to consult the
MPSC. In view of the fact that we have held the impugned
decision of the State Government to be unsustainable being
violative of Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India,
we have not deliberated on this issue and leave it open to

be considered if raised in any O.A. in future.

58. For the reasons recorded above, the following order is
passed:
ORDER
(1) The decision taken by the respondent No. 1 vide
Government Resolution dated 22.4.2019 to absorb
636 candidates having secured 230 and above marks,

as are named in the list at Annex. ‘A’ attached to the
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said Resolution, over and above 828 candidates as
per the original demand of the year 2016, on the post
of Police Sub Inspector in the quota meant for the
candidates passing Limited Departmental Competitive
Examination, as and when the vacancy would arise
therein in future, in phase-wise manner, is quashed
and set aside. For the ready reference the relevant
portion of the said G.R. is reproduced as it is in

vernacular :-

“olrAet fardler -

qicdfiar 3ufsiRzias AAlRa fenofier aflen Ja 209§ Fefa Hes
HI GAIGAR CRC SAGARIRIARET, AFRIE FbHAT SN Tid7ez
PEIcl JAART ARAeT 230 a M FARA JI A Fcical §3§
3HGIRI (T aRfdre-31 ALfer AFGAR) Qe JuleiReidw FAllaa
fasiiatier adiziard srrweria Q-2 picidler sifasea daaiaasl Raa giar-ar

Q&R SURIIE TR HIAGE QUi Sl HARIA! 01 A 3015,

(2) Original Application No. 722/2019 stands

allowed in the aforesaid terms without any order as to

costs.
(BIDAY KUMAR) (JUSTICE P.R. BORA)
MEMBER (A) MEMBER (J)
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