
IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL, 
MUMBAI 

 
ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.351 OF 2022 

 
DISTRICT : MUMBAI 
SUBJECT  : REGULARIZATION  
                   OF SERVICE 

 
Mr Pradip Shakti Panda, Age 48 years,   ) 
Occupation – Van Major, Sanjay Gandhi,   ) 
National Park,       ) 
R/at 1/2, Mali Quarters, Sanjay Gandhi    ) 
National Park, Boriwali (E) 400 066.    )… Applicant 
 

Versus 
 
The Conservator of Forest & Director, Sanjay  ) 
Gandhi National Park, Borivali (E), Mumbai.  )…Respondent 
  
Shri Kishor R. Jagdale, learned Advocate for the Applicant.  
 
Shri Ashok J. Chougule, learned Presenting Officer for the 
Respondent.  
 
CORAM  :  A.P. KURHEKAR, MEMBER (J) 
 
DATE  :  17.10.2022. 
 

JUDGMENT  
 
1. In this second round of litigation Applicant has challenged 

communication dated 17.11.2021 issued by Respondent - Conservator of 

Forest, Sanjay Gandhi National Park stating that the Applicant’s case 

does not fall within parameter of G.R. dated 16.10.2012 invoking 

jurisdiction of this Tribunal under Section 19 of the Administrative 

Tribunals Act, 1985.   

 

2. This is second round of litigation for absorption in terms of G.R. 

dated 16.10.2012.  Initially the Applicant had filed O.A. No.802/2020 

inter-alia contending that he worked as Van Majoor from 01.11.1994 

and liable for absorption in terms of G.R. dated 16.10.2012.   In that 
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O.A. he had placed on record information collected under R.T.I. Act and 

also produced certain certificates.   O.A. was disposed of on 06.08.2021 

giving liberty to the Applicant to make representation to the Respondent 

for claiming relief of absorption in terms of G.R. dated 16.10.2012 and it 

was to be decided within a month from date receipt of representation.  In 

Para 3,4,5 & 6 Tribunal held as under:- 

“3. The Applicant contends that he worked as Van Majoor from 
01.11.1999 to 30.06.2004 and was eligible for absorption in 
terms of G.R. dated 16.10.2012.  the Applicant has placed on 
record the information collected under RTI which shows that 
he had worked for more than 240 days only in three years i.e. 
1994, 1995 and 1998.  Apart, he has produced the certificates 
issued by RFO dated 01.11.1999 showing that he worked for 
more than 240 days in the year 1996 as well as in 1999.  On 
the basis of these, the Applicant sought to contend that he had 
worked for more than 240 days for five years and he is eligible 
for absorption.  
 
4. Whether the Applicant has really worked for 240 days for 
five years in terms of G.R. dated 16.10.2012 is the question of 
fact which needs to be decided by Respondent No.1 in first 
place.  
 
5.  As such, the Applicant is required to make representation 
to the Respondent No.1 for claiming relief of absorption in 
terms of G.R. dated 16.10.2012. However, no such 
representation seems to have been made. 
 
6. Learned Counsel for the Applicant, therefore, seeks 
permission to withdraw the O.A. with liberty to file 
representation to the Respondent No.1 for absorption.” 

 

3. The Applicant accordingly made representation which came to be 

rejected by impugned communication dated 17.11.2021 stating that the 

record is examined but it does not disclose that the Applicant fulfill 

necessary parameter /conditions in terms of G.R. dated 16.10.2012 and 

accordingly his representation came to be rejected.  The relevant 

contents of the impugned order is as under:- 

“oufoHkkx lkekftd ouhdj.k o oufodkl egkeaMGkrhy jkstankjh etqjkauk fu;her 

dj.ksckcr jkT;’kklukus fnukad 16-10-2012 jksth ‘kklu fu.kZ; ?ks.;kr vkyk-

R;kuqlkj ;kstuk@;kstusRrj fu/khrqu nSuafnu etqjh ?ks.;k&;k o fnuakd 01-11-1994 
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iklqu fnukad   30-06-2004 i;Zar lyx i/nrhus vFkok rqVd rqVd fjR;k izfrca/k 

fdeku 240 fnol ;kizek.ks fdeku 5 o”kZ dke dsysY;k etqjkauk fnukad 01-06-2012 

iklqu vVh o ‘krhZP;k vf/ku jkgqu ‘kklu lsosr dk;e dj.;kpk fu.kZ; ?ks.;kr vkyk- 

R;kvuq”kaxkus Jh-iznhi ikaMk gaxkeh etwj ;kauk dGfo.;kr ;srs fd] vkiys vfHkys[;kph 

rikl.kh dsyh vlrk vki.k ‘kklu fu.kZ;kuqlkj fnukad 01-11-1994 iklqu fnukad 

30-06-2004 i;Zar lyx i/nrhus vFkok rqVd rqVd fjR;k izfro”kZ fdeku 5 o”kZ 240 

fnol Hkjr ulY;kus vik= Bjr vkgsr-” 

4. Shri K.R. Jagdale, learned Advocate for the Applicant again sought 

to assail communication dated 17.11.2021 and referred to same 

information availed by him in R.T.I. and certificate produce in O.A. 

No.802/2020 which was disposed of with directions. 

 

5. In O.A. Respondent has not filed Affidavit-in-Reply though enough 

time is granted.  Learned P.O. submits that from time to time 

communication was made with Respondent but he did not respond.  

However, on the basis of record he submits that Respondent had already 

examined the record and found that the Applicant has not worked 240 

days for five years in terms of G.R. dated 16.10.2012 and O.A. is devoid 

of merit.    

 

6. The perusal of G.R. dated 16.10.2012 reveals that Government 

had taken policy decision to regularize the services of Van Majoor who 

had worked for 240 days at least in five years continuously without 

interruption in the period from 01.11.1994 to 30.06.2004 and who were 

in services on 01.06.2012 as Van Majoor. 

 

7. In this O.A. also the Applicant has produced information sought 

by him under R.T.I. on 04.01.2020 which shows the following position:- 
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fo"k;kadhr izdj.kh lanHkhZ; vtkZUo;s ekx.kh dsysyh ekfgrh [kkyhyizek.ks lknj dsyh vkgs- 

v-dz- ekfgrhpk fo”k; mRrj 

1 1993 lkyh iklqu 2000 i;Zarps 

HkjysY;k fnolkaph ekfgrh feG.ksckcr 
v-dz- 

o”kZ ¼tkusokjh rs 

fMlsacj½ 
,dw.k Hkjysys fnol 

1 1993 139 

2 1994 246 1@2 

3 1995 303 

4 1996 fujad 

5 1997 582 

6 1998 293 

7 1999 fujad 

8 2000 fujad 

 

8. Thus, as per the information obtained by the Applicant under 

R.T.I, apparently he has not worked for 240 days for five years.  In the 

year 1996, 1999, 2000, it is shown nil.  However, to overcome it, he 

sought to place reliance on certificate which is on Pg.29 & 30 of P.B.   

Pg.29 is purported to be certificate issued by Shri V.G. Jakar, Forester 

stating that in 1996 the Applicant had worked for 240 days.  Whereas, 

Pg.30 certificate issued by Shri K.S. Bawadekar, Forester stating that in 

1999 the Applicant had worked for 240 days.  Out of these two 

documents, Pg 29 is simple typed copy, whereas Pg.30 is photo copy of 

certificate issued by Shri K.S. Bawadekar.  Except these certificates no 

other authenticated document in the shape of attendance sheet or any 

other material is produced.  In absence of any other authenticated and 

reliable record no reliance can be placed on such typed copy of certificate 

at Pg.29 & 30. 
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9. Shri K.R. Jagdale, learned Advocate for the Applicant in reference 

to some contents if the minutes of meeting of committee dated 

30.01.2014 (Pg 51 of P.B.) sought to contend that the Department itself 

was at fault for not maintaining the record properly about the 

attendance, and therefore the Applicant cannot be allowed to suffer for 

their mistake.  The perusal of it reveals that the said committee was 

formed to take decision for the regularization of some Van Majoor.  As 

per the decision of committee, five Van Majoor namely 1) Shri Umesh H. 

Thorat 2) Smt. Ganga D. Suryawanshi 3) Shri Anant S. Netkar 4) Shri 

Madhu L. Varkhande & 5) Shri Mukesh P. More were found entitled to 

absorption.  The relevant contents of the said minutes of meeting on 

Page 51 which is as under:- 

^^ojhy  vf/k{kd flgafogkj ;kaps vgokykph ojhyizek.ks vik= 12 ukos oxGwu f’kYyd 

jkfgysyh 5 etwj 1-Jh-mes’k gfjHkkÅ Fkksjkr] 2-lkS-xaxk nkeksnj lq;Zoa’kh] 3- Jh-vuar 

lqnke usrdj] 4-Jh-e/kw ykMD;k oj[kaMs] 5-Jh-eqds’k iquepan eksjs vls ,dw.k 5 etwj 

ik=rk fud”kkuqlkj ik= Bjrkr vls vgokykuqlkj vk<Gwu vkys- rFkkfi] lu 1996 

e/khy lu 1989 rs 1994 ;k dkyko/khrhy ouetwjkauk fu;fer dj.;kps ‘kklu 

fu.kZ;kuqlkj oufoHkkxkrp uohu ckjekgh ouetwj dkekoj Bso.;kl Li"Vi.ks canh 

dj.;kar vkyh gksrh- R;kizek.ks R;kaps ifj.kkeLo:i 3efgU;kis{kk tkLr dkyko/khdjhrk 

etwj yko.;kl canh vlY;kus etwjkaps gtsjhi= u Bsork uequk 32 izek.kdkaoj etwjh 

okVi dj.;kar ;srs-  jksdMoghr ns[khy ifjiq.kZ ukokfu’kh efguk okj ukos brj fnolkaph 

uksan Bsoysyh ukgh- ek= =ksVd Lo:ikr ,dk etwjkps uko fygwu brj etwjkaph la[;k 

uewn dsysyh vk<Grs- R;keqGs izR;sd etwjkaP;k mifLFkrhpk Li”V vfHkys[k rikl.khr 

miyC/k >kyk ukgh-  flagfogkj ifj{ks= ;sFkhy fof’k”B izdkjph dkes o R;kfBdk.kh dke 

dj.kkjs etwjkaps xV lkrR;kus R;kp fBdk.kh dke djrkr o vktgh dke djhr vkgsr-  

R;ketwjkauk ns[kjs[k dj.kkjs ouj{kd@ouiky ;kaps tkc tckc rRdkyhu 

ou{ks=iky@i’kqoSn;fd; vf/kdkjh@mioulaj{kd ;kauh fnysys nk[kys ;k loZ ckchapk 

fopkj djrk vf/k{kd flagfogkj ;kauh lk nj dsysyk vgoky xzkg; /kj.ks mfpr Bjrs- 

;kLro vf/k{kd flagfogkj ;kaps fnukad 28@06@2013 jksth vgokykrhy uewn 5 etwj 

;kauk uSlfxZd U;k;kP;k n`”Vhus ik= djkos v’kh lferhus f’kQkjl dsyh-** 

 

10. True, committee found that the record of the attendance is not 

kept properly. Emphasizing on these observations learned Advocate for 

the Applicant sought to contend that the Department itself was at fault 
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for not maintaining the record for which the Applicant cannot be 

blamed. 

 

11. As stated above, initially in O.A. No.802/2020 directions were 

given to the Respondents to examine the record and it is in pursuance to 

it, Respondent found that the Applicant does not fulfil necessary 

conditions for absorption in terms of G.R. dated 16.10.2012.   The 

Applicant has not produced any documents in rebuttal or to show that 

the finding recorded by Respondents is incorrect.  The certificates place 

on record which are at Pg.29 & 30 cannot be accepted as gospel truth.   

Since, the Applicant has approached the Tribunal it was for him to 

produce relevant record and to establish fulfilment of requirement in 

terms of G.R. dated 16.10.2012. He cannot take benefits of certain 

observation stating that record was not maintained properly.  If the 

record is not maintained properly, on that basis alone we cannot jump to 

the conclusion that Applicant worked for 240 days for five years in terms 

of G.R. dated 16.10.2012.   No such finding can be recorded when there 

is no such record.  Otherwise, it would be amounting to recording 

decision on the basis of surmises and conjuncture which is not 

permissible in law. 

 

12. The totality of the aforesaid discussion leads me to sum up that 

the Applicant has failed to establish his claim for absorption.  

 

13. The Original Application is dismissed with no order as to costs. 

  
 

                           
Sd/- 

(A.P. Kurhekar) 
Member (J) 

 
Place: Mumbai  
Date:  17.10.2022  
Dictation taken by: N.M. Naik. 
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