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MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NAGPUR BENCH NAGPUR

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.1139/2021(S.B.)

Shri Pravin s/o Krushnarao Durgekar,
Aged about 38 years, Occu.: Nil,
R/o. Azad Chowk, Near Jain Mandir,

Sadar, Nagpur.

Applicant.

Versus

1) The State of Maharashtra,
through its Secretary,
Department of Home,
Mantralaya, Mumbai -32.

2) The Director General of Police,
Maharashtra State, Mumbai.

3) The Superintendent of Police,
(Rural) Nagpur.

4) The Collector, Nagpur.

Respondents

Shri G.G.Bade, Ld. Counsel for the applicant.
Shri A.M.Khadatkar, Ld. P.O. for the respondents.

Coram:- Hon’ble Shri M.A.Lovekar, Member (J).
Dated: - 18" October, 2024.

JUDGMENT

Judgment is reserved on 15 October, 2024.

Judgment is pronounced on 18" October, 2024.
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Heard Shri G.G.Bade, learned counsel for the applicant and
Shri A.M.Khadatkar, learned P.O. for the respondents.
2. Undisputed facts are as follows. Father of the applicant was
working as A.S.l.. In accident dated 04.07.2004 he sustained severe
injuries which rendered him unfit. By order dated 30.06.2005 (Annexure
A-2) he was made to retire due to permanent disability. At that time his
age was 54 years. Applications (Annexures A-3 to A-6) were submitted
to appoint the applicant on compassionate ground. As per provision
contained in G.R. dated 28.03.2001 (Annexure A-8) issued by G.A.D.,
Government of Maharashtra, by letter dated 07.10.2005 (Annexure A-7)
mother of the applicant was informed that when her husband had
become permanently disabled / invalid, his age was more than 50 years
and hence, request for appointment on compassionate ground could not
be considered. On 31.01.2017 Home Department, Government of
Maharashtra took the following decision (Annexure A-10) —

UXATqT:-

i PURE IAHEE gliax, Teged Ul IUfRIeD
(BT JaTgd) T A A ot ufaur FOmRE giiex aid A4
A U UM 1. ¢.03.R008 AT ¢ § AR fagTd Sheiell S0T
Targad o Rifid dea Ul Fgaden UdiemgEier
UGS A UdTd [TAT [aaRIeR g,
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. PUIRTG IHAG GHBR, (Fo-S Uiy Iuferds) gie
HAAER FoR GIVANITS! Sd AT U 8IS Gl Sl d
ERURA e i1 S0 g f&.30.08.3004 sl dhet 31T,
de-iaR i f&.3R.08.300 IS Y AT, a8 B0 aTga
SIVI.TT HHAI-TIeAT UTedi=T U dearar e Tuare 4iRor e,
RR.0¢. 3004 T Y MUY IE HRUAG 3T 3R, TS .
ToleMgEar e GTal IR 3= Y&H0T VIR AT8!. a9d .
HURTG IS giibR A GerrT of. Ui HWRTG glie i fagid
Hadid SdhdT FYFard! 36l &al 3g g uedl A o
UG, ¢.03.3002 TR § (@) A fagd Horell "qaml wo a¥ gui
SIoadia # HHARY BN, U&Tdrd fbdl SUgdye Jadrdl
HY Y B Hae AT Ho ol SIHul Fgaia!
U gHSuard grd” araeid S0 SarHgedr aardt e fRdta
HE 4. U0 FURMG DR aid 19 SIHUT Hgadrean Tdled
AR QTR AT SUdTd Ad 3T

TR T o, g U= faym, efdd sracen aiky
afed W f3.33.83.3088 Acied Joaid Rawn RIeRATIR
feifira exuara a4 omg.

HERIYT IASFUTS il STCRTIAR J ATdTH,

Mother of the applicant then submitted application

(Annexure A-12) on 08.03.2017 to appoint the applicant on

compassionate ground, along with necessary documents. The applicant

then submitted application dated 25.06.2021 (Annexure A-14) to

respondent no.4 praying therein as follows-
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31yTd 2 fAufg AU, 28/03/2001 (AR . 'e) ALt 1
@) w7 fafgd ot s Rifva douge v fAvlg wufa.
fa.28/03/2001 Tdte 1(d) ALY fafgd qar=h 3fc TIY YHRU ALY o]
B T8} WU AT aRar 3T darar aif-3 BN Juft forfies ar
TaTdhId AT Yatar 36t faAi® 06/07/2005 (URFRIS . '¢) fdrar
25/07/2005 (GRFRIY . 'D') UG fed &1 A1 aRFdT J=-1/aRd
A H @1 SR Aa srduT aif-3 By e a1 uerR
ATDRI AGDR ekl GUTA TTalt 3= T ST 7Y fa=iefl .

By letter dated 22.07.2021 (Annexure A-17) the applicant

was informed as follows-
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IWIad FgHifrd fawa SR Hoefquard dd fd, ar
Bt U . ATOHT/S1-¢R/3RI/B0IAT JdTHg/038/3004,
f3qid 30 F o004, 3FTY JUISTM W3 FURTG GIHR, T HH0T
JYaIgd HRUAId S M. Al Jg i :.08.3000 it
EISKISIS

HERIY WA, g faum, Harer, Has, i o, Sl
0RQU/H.35.RRAUW/TIT-Y §, & 33 IHART R0%00, TEA THg 31Te o, 4.
AUl HFURTE G, Tl fafgd Gadid Sdh T da@maR o<l Bl
HIRT 3751 TG HaT 3] § UTgdl, M 0, FH= TR faHmT
fg. ¢.03.3002 Wl ¢ (¥) T fagla doiel "qaT Yo IY TUI
FUAgdd o HHAR! HHINT, GeTaTd bl Suardde Jdemadt
HY Y B PHae T o HgHuT e
U 9HSudrd gradt a1 geftd Sworar JarHgdr gart s Ridftd
HaA! U, AU g U Ufdem areid Aig HR0 Bk
fSIeRIieR], FAfaT AR, I TRATG UTdfavard STeien 3Mg. T
SFIRATH 317Ut A1id Agfg e Ufcle ardid Alafquard s e,

T I Fuffia Faear e fofarg sea s fFar
foregTie R, TR Tt Irgfee Ufdemdld HHARId dad ded
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g HHIDBIER U 3T Aid AIG[quar! 919 3 RIARd
TeY. BT Afg .
Hence, this O.A. for following relief-

i) Direct the respondent Department to appoint the
applicant on compassionate ground, by taking into
consideration the Seniority of the applicant w.e.f.
06/07/2005, when the first Application for appointment of

compassionate ground made by the applicant's mother.

3. Stand of the respondents is that question of giving
compassionate appointment has to be considered within the four
corners of the policy laid down in that behalf, it is not a matter of right,
in the year 2005 application for appointment on compassionate ground
was rejected because father of the applicant was 54 years old, the
condition relating to age of the disabled employee being less than 50
years was relaxed by order dated 31.01.2017 and for these reasons
prayer made in the O.A. is liable to be dismissed.

4. | have enumerated the facts about which there is no
dispute. By order dated 31.01.2017 the condition of age (of the disabled
employee i.e. father of the applicant) was relaxed. This order will not
relate back to the date on which application was initially made for

appointment on compassionate ground. It may be reiterated that

0.A.No0s.1139/2021



6

applications filed earlier for this purpose were rejected by relying on the
condition contained in G.R. dated 28.03.2001. So far as facts of the case
are concerned, reference to G.R. dated 22.08.2005 (Annexure R-1)
issued by G.A.D., Government of Maharashtra would be aposite. This

G.R. inter alia states-

. UG DUl AT gl Udfdd dRdald
WTHAYET YR &R 3Mex iffa gnedren s
HIUTT U TR

() T & 9 'S T HHAR! BB, G&Tard fhar e
qes A3 HIAHdT RHY 35 HU A AT Al
ST e B 9 'S Al UgiaR g quaTl Faed g
HUGTd U 315, AT hd Yad SR fedTd Seiedn 7 ‘&' d
'S T HHATI T U e qdi-Td Ul e 3R a1,

For the reasons discussed hereinabove the O.A. is liable to

be dismissed. Itis accordingly dismissed with no order as to costs.

(M.A.Lovekar)
Member (J)

Dated — 18/10/2024
rsm.
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| affirm that the contents of the PDF file order are word to word

same as per original Judgment.

Name of Steno : Raksha Shashikant Mankawde
Court Name : Court of Hon’ble Member (J).
Judgment signed on : 18/10/2024.

and pronounced on
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