IN THE MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
MUMBAI

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.544 of 2015

Shri Abhimanyu Arjunalal Yadav, )
Aged 23 years, Occ. Nil )
R/o. Godama Niwas, Kalikurti, Jalna. )
Address for service of Notice : )
Shri A. V. Bandiwadekar, having office at 9, )
“Ram-Kripa”, Lt.Dilip Gupte Marg, Mahim, )

)

Mumbai 400 016. ...Applicant

Versus

1. The Director of Sports & Youth Services, )
(M.S.), Pune, Pune-1.

2. The Commissioner of Police, Thane, )
Having office at Thane. )

3.The State of Maharashtra, through Principal )
Secretary, School Education & Sports )
Department, Mantralaya, Mumbai 400 032. ) ...Respondent

Shri Arvind V. Bandiwadekar, learned Advocate for the Applicant.
Smt. Kranti Gaikwad, learned Presenting Officer for the Respondents.

CORAM : Shri A.P. Kurhekar, Member-J
Smt. Medha Gadgil, Member-A

PER : Shri A. P. Kurhekar, Member-J
DATE : 17.08.2021.

JUDGMENT

1. Heard Shri A. V. Bandiwadekar, learned Counsel for the Applicant
and Smt. Kranti Gaikwad, learned Presenting Officer for the
Respondents.



2 0.A.544/2015

2. In this O.A., the Applicant has challenged the order dated
08.12.2014, passed by the office of Respondent No.2- Commissioner of
Police, Thane whereby the candidature of the Applicant for the post of
Police Constable from Sports Category stands cancelled in view of
invalidation of his Sports Certificate by Respondent No.1 — Director of

Sports & Youth Services, M.S. Pune.

3. The Applicant has participated in the recruitment process of 2014
for the post of Police Constable from Sports Category. He had
participated in Power Lifting organized by Kalyan Block, Power Lifting
Association in between 16 to 18 November, 2012. He secured first
position in Power Lifting. The certificate was issued by Maharashtra
Power Lifting Association, Nagpur which claims to be an affiliated unit of
Indian Power Lifting Association. However, when the certificate was
forwarded to Respondent No.1 for validation, the said authority by order
dated 28.10.2014 invalidated the Sports Certificate stating that it is of
the period onward February 2011 i.e. after Indian Olympic Association

cancelled the recognition of the said sports.

4. During the course of hearing, learned Counsel for the Applicant
has brought on record one important subsequent development in the
form of G.R. dated 19.01.2017 whereby following decision has been

taken by the Government.

“ OTIAat fort: -

$fewa sliiciioues RARAPLRE &t [aid 99 Sot, 099 = W 39 AL
A= Hleciel AR I YA T HRIAE! H0d At :-

3) e siitaldus swiRiees ie 99 Bgart 2099 URE A Beaten 3ttt
AL Herestistt a 312 A I AAoetdl/Ie TEALY THBT 83561 WTATT YTt BI0MT-2T
THEA 8% JBE AR e Tamrewa Jaceer tsdell HRemRal T
B, PlST YATUR USATGBUR BRI, A B I JeeaA Efga et
AT A 31, 3A Iiga el USATBYN B:el GAT.

Q) aenfl, 31N AIAT BlEetcl A FESAIGRT d isit JATIAl it A HAaestist
featies 9 SEER, 0098 UREE ENHA HRUAA AoN-2AT AT /AT Bt el PHist GAOUR
USAGN A [&aties 9 Set, 096 T HA AU TRE o] AGA .
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®) AR AR vt Fetict U eto] JBK: -

9. fedtie 09 3lorRT 2096 Gt A AAd JBESN 8 TFD RO a8 e
Vosigd g, Ftta rgat aitmomssa, Fist a JasAal JAqe=iA qrd
SCAA AT FHATA JAUSATGN S2met JUATA A,

R. Rai® 99 wgarl, 2099 d &iw 39 BAW, 093 RFEE AL A TR
AFHE! ATt WU U DA FAAE ST FHUS TSATBUN TZAdics Al
q 1 I SR, PSB! A JABAA FAAA/F A [Tl Hist udaees
AEBS, § TID JBIG, RV THT TSATGUR Uetield Uesomiasia eto]

S. In view of the said G.R. dated 19.01.2017, learned Counsel for the
Applicant submits that the Respondent No.l1 is now required to
reconsider the Sports Certificate of the Applicant afresh. In this behalf,
he further referred to the decision rendered by this Tribunal in
0.A.No0.699/2016 & 818/2016 decided by this Tribunal on 23.02.2017
whereby directions were given to reconsider the Applicant’s case in view
of fresh G.R. dated 19.01.2017 and to take necessary decision in the
stipulated period.

6. As such, in view of G.R. dated 19.01.2017, Respondent No.1 is
under obligation to reconsider the Applicant’s case afresh and thereafter
necessary steps will have to be taken by the Respondent No.l1 as the

case may be.

7. Indeed, the Applicant was required to make representation on the
basis of G.R. dated 19.01.2017 which he did not make since O.A. is
already filed in 2015 and during the pendency of O.A. only G.R. has

been issued.

8. Therefore, it would be appropriate to give liberty to Applicant to
make representation to Respondent No.1 so that the Respondent No.1
can again examine the matter afresh in terms of G.R. dated 19.01.2017
and thereafter necessary steps about the candidature of the Applicant

shall be taken by the Respondent Nos.2 and 3.
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9. In view of above, O.A. is disposed of with following directions :-

(A) The Applicant shall submit his representation to Respondent No.1
within three weeks from today requesting the said authority to

reconsider his case in terms of G.R. dated 19.01.2017.

(B) If any such application is made within three weeks from today, the
Respondent No.1 shall decide the same afresh taking note of G.R. dated
19.01.2017 and shall pass appropriate order thereon within two months
from the date of receipt of the representation and the decision thereon

shall be communicated to the Applicant within two weeks thereafter.

(C) The decision shall be also communicated to Respondent Nos.2 and
3 and thereon Respondent Nos.2 and 3 shall take further necessary
action regarding appointment of the Applicant to the post of Police

Constable if he found otherwise eligible.

(D) No order as to costs.

Sd/- Sd/-
(MEDHA GADGIL) (A.P. KURHEKAR)
MEMBER (A) MEMBER (J)

Date : 17.08.2021
Place : Mumbai
Dictation taken by : VSM
Vaishali Santosh Mane
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