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MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL

NAGPUR BENCH NAGPUR

ORIGINAL APPLICATION NO.511/2024
With C.A.No.324/2024(S.B.)

Kuldeep Aanandrao Dongre,
Aged 38 years, Occ. Service,
R/o Kishor Nagar,Near RTO,

Meshram House, Amravati.

Applicant.

Versus

1) The State of Maharashtra,
Through its Secretary,
Department of Revenue & Forest,
Mantralaya, Mumbai.

2) Settlement Commissioner &
Director of Land Record,

(M.S.), Agarkar Nagar,
New Administrative Building,
Opposite Council Hall, Pune.

3) Dy. Director of Land Record,
Amravati Region, Amravati.

4) Dy. Superintendent of Land Record,

Amravati.

Respondents

Shri N.R.Saboo, Ld. Counsel for the applicant.
Shri A.M.Khadatkar, Ld. P.O. for the respondents.
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Coram:- Hon’ble Shri M.A.Lovekar, Member (J).
Dated: - 18" October, 2024.

JUDGMENT

Judgment is reserved on 16" October, 2024.

Judgment is pronounced on 18" October, 2024.

Heard Shri N.R.Saboo, learned counsel for the applicant and
Shri A.M.Khadatkar, learned P.O. for the respondents.
2. Facts leading to this O.A. are as follows. The applicant was
working as Scrutiny Clerk in the office of D.LL.R., Amravati. On
12.04.2024 one Shivrajsing Rathod made a complaint (Annexure A-2) to
respondent no.2 that the applicant had asked him to pay to his,
applicant’s superior Anil Fulzele an amount of Rs.1 Lakh to get the
measurement sheet of measurement of his non-agriculture land carried
out on 26.10.2023. Pursuant to this complaint show cause notice dated
07.05.2024 was issued to the applicant. He submitted his reply dated
22.05.2024 to the show cause notice denying all allegations levelled
against him. Respondent no.3 then placed the applicant under
suspension by the impugned order dated 07.06.2024 (Annexure A-1) in

contemplation of initiation of departmental enquiry. This order stated-

aaT & q;«mq 3T SR, Sletall fordlen, 37 37efeTeh
A A, IFRrE T AT gerear FRA Al Al ¢
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YT HIBTciTel THUT Y Fh T $-HISTUN ATl HELA Fehior
ATl FeTTHARE ToIER AT & Ud AT Ferear ddearr
AT GeAX AU HEY HTERUT JHTelel 37M¢. A SR el e
FHAATH ATHATI FTATONHIOT, TAE T HITIRIIUTAT Il
SATEY ST AT FHeledTd FEHI Frorell . AT aTar HaTh 2
3ead AEPR I Fefad Feat fasmaia aisdr ge FIorared
JEATd YT STelell 3Te.

On 18.06.2024 charge sheet (Annexure A-2) was prepared

applicant. Two charges as follows were laid against the

SIYRIT ShATeh ¢- Hiot AIGINg U6 ar.fH. 3FRTac J2eT 31 FeR ¥¥9
AL, Weo IATAATAST faaerdray Aol G :8/90/2033 Ui
ST 314l faetieh 3¢/20/033 ALY YauT § ANSTON JraTdeliclat
fehTell SITETT 31T JSIER el Hecld & Ul Gidell Adedle JTed
SEICUCICKH

AINRIT HHAT-2: $-FATON AT Aioroft geor el
$hedTTdl 3R TiAT & Ud [FTRT SHear AT,

So far as charge no.2 was concerned, 24 instances of such

lapse were listed.

21.08.2024,

According to the respondents, on 29.07.2024, 02.08.2024,

22.08.2024 and 26.08.2024 attempts were made to serve

the applicant with the charge sheet but he was not found on his

residential address and panchnama to that effect was made on

22.08.2024 by pasting a notice to the gate of his residence. It is the

contention of the applicant that the impugned order of suspension and
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transfer of the applicant to the establishment of Deputy Superintendent
of Land Records, Murtijapur is passed for extraneous considerations and
without complying with the principles of natural justice. Hence, this
O.A..

3. Stand of respondent no.3 is that the applicant had breached
sub Rules (1), (2) and (3) of Rule 3 of the M.C.S. (Conduct), Rules, 1979
and he was placed under suspension as per Rule 4 of the
M.C.S.(Discipline and Appeal) Rules, 1979 as initiation of departmental
enquiry against him was contemplated.

4. To his rejoinder the applicant has annexed at Page 58
following explanation submitted by Durusti Clerk Smt.Futane which

reads as under-

3R Hefdg favaead #@ geedr fafts ar uereR
03/0l5/2033 ST Fehslel HATIATE AT FHHARN FEUMT T
STel. AT AlGINg Us dLiA. 3#REd 31T . ¥¥s Aol ALIF.
o/, ATfT.Qr. /033 T ATSTUN YhUTTd YcIaT HIFATaIel Jgrarer
AT e TAAGTER AN HrIargr el 319, e FHAT
AafrgeFe HATRT AT HROMA T ATdadl AT FRIGTOT STl
Aegcl. He FehUTI &TATciTel T Teh HISAT gl JATailellsl
ST 3T

AT T ATSTUN JehlaATdl 314 0T HIIY ATSHT FSelTd 322
ASgdl. UG Yeoh ST sholell HATE. TAHDS HISITHN
HABRISG, ATTRY AaT (e @ 31f0er) f7e 1979 TGN RIeqsiamh
TS HIUAT A 714 &1 oA faicll.
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The applicant has further annexed to the to the rejoinder
(at Page 60) letter issued by respondent no.4 to the complainant

Shivrajsing Rathod calling upon him to make the compliance as follows-

T 30T HIST AT IS Heg AT Y898 817 0.83.90 §. 3R
ARSI & Id ATeX FXUITd I1d. Si0Ihed AT signa Us e
Aot ALTH. Wo/AHTAATAST FIRAA /2033 TAT YHIOTd HIAATE!
FOT AT g5l

A W Fg W I dlehie JeX AL 3T
fATATHATOY SRIGTE dhell STl AT i EATAY.

According to the applicant, the then Deputy Superintendent
of Land Records Anil Fulzele used to withhold measurement files,
therefore, by order dated 10.05.2023 he was transferred to Umerkhed
and 0.A.N0.451/2023 filed by him challenging his order of Transfer was
dismissed by this Bench by Judgment dated 24.01.2024 (Annexure A-5).
On the basis of all these circumstances it was argued by Shri N.R.Saboo,
learned counsel for the applicant that the applicant was made a
scapegoat to presumably cover lapses of Anil Fulzele, Smt.Futane and
the complainant Shivrajsing Rathod.

5. | have referred to the charges levelled against the applicant.
So far as charge no.2 is concerned, 24 instances of identical lapse have
been quoted. The departmental enquiry against the applicant is not

confined to the solitary lapse relating to the complainant. It is apparent
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that the impugned order was passed not by way of punishment but in
view of contemplated initiation of departmental enquiry. This being the
factual position the impugned order will have to be sustained.

6. It was further submitted by Advocate Shri N.R.Saboo that
the chargesheet prepared against the applicant was antedated. This
chargesheet is dated 18.06.2024. It is a matter of record that reply
dated 09.08.2024 filed by respondent no.3 is silent on the point of
chargesheet. However, only on the basis of this circumstance it cannot
be automatically inferred that the chargesheet was antedated.

7. For the reasons discussed hereinabove the O.A. deserves to
be dismissed. Accordingly, C.A. stands disposed of. It is 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

0.A.No0s.511/2024



