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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
BENCH AT AURANGABAD

907 WRIT PETITION NO. 11040 OF 2025

THE DIVISIONAL CONTROLLER MAHARASHTRA STATE ROAD
TRANSPORT CORPORATION
VERSUS
RAMESH MADHUKAR BHADIKAR

Advocate for the Petitioner :

Mr. D. R. Bagul h/f. Mr. Dnyaneshwar Suresh Bagul

CORAM : ARUN R. PEDNEKER, J.
DATE : 26.09.2025

PER COURT:
1. Heard.
2. By the present petition the petitioner is challenging the

order dated 02.05.2024, passed by the Member, Industrial Court,

Latur in Complaint (ULP) No.272/2018.

3. The case in brief is that the respondent was employed
as skill artisan with the MSRTC and while on duty and engaged in
repairing the roof of ST bus, he fell off the bus, sustaining a serious
head injury and became unconscious and, thereafter, he was
admitted to hospital. Thereafter, he has received the treatment in
the hospital from 02.12.2017 to 08.12.2017 and an advance was
paid to him of Rs.1,00,000/- by the MSRTC for medical treatment.

The respondent had resumed on the work and submitted medical
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bills totalling to Rs.59,053/- and Rs.20,368/- including hospital
bills, doctors fees, diagnostic reports, physiotherapy charges and
medicines and on examination of the bills Rs.34,054/- was
sanctioned by the MSRTC. The respondent had not submitted
remaining bills. As such, the petitioner directed to recover
Rs.65,946/- out of Rs.1,00,000/- advance from the bills of the
salary of the respondent. The respondent thereafter challenged the
same before the Industrial Court, Latur. The Industrial Court,

Latur on consideration of the matter has observed as under:

“9Q. g¥ioT fIdTTaT ARTT YISHIIT 3RT P, Wl qiel i1
TBINGNTH VT ¥.4%,043/- § ¥.20,36¢/- & qlval by fact
T AT 994 T 99€ TEN 3T T ¥.9,00,000/- TET
¥.20,36¢/- 4 1307 faarref €der TE T W9HT 9.4%.043/- TEfioT
[9e7 YFH BIcBIc HoT ©.3%,048/- V93] YEH guiige] Hidl g
evetl. FeNieT e HaT [AFTET 994 g 99§ awd @l qie ard
et 3-39 a¥ier faFi# o§/oc/090 Rl GRUFFE 1dves
3G IGR 1. aTetl I+ 3gfa-8 &9 &, § TEIN AT BN
AT 37T BTl 3Te. TR THRGRTE] Taxic JFTf 77T BT
Jd. TPRERT S8l [igR YT .08,829/- a7 899 Trev
PeteTl 318, T SAR® T, TIeT TT+l THNGRTIT TCaY T SFciay
R09¢ IT G Fleid APl 0.6,69Y/- 3 THUT ©.93,3%0/-
FYIT Botct] NG TBNGRTT IR a1 30/99/209¢ g
HRATTAN FT 0.9,3C</- . Tl Jrdps THT et 3ed.
SIMHDBR THIREGINT TSR PHoterl 18971F g T, areil Ji+1 HYIT Petel]
THRERIEGT TR FGIAET @715 29/08/309¢ JIoflar 39T &g
PO THHITH 3. GN TPIREIN 1391 [3derrT vor [HesurT qrF T8l
8T H g5T FHIB F. 9 T 2 ° BN AR Bt 3T J&T B, 3
T [PYIFER GIctler 39T GIRIT @RI s, ”
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4. The court held that the entire amount of Rs.79,421/-
ought to have been granted, considering Service Rules 195 and
196. It has further held that the the deduction was unwarranted as
the calculations given by the respondent / employee and the
deductions made by the MSRTC, the total of which is more than the
amount of advance. As such, the court held that there is no

outstanding to be recovered from the petitioner.

5. Petitioner has not been able to demonstrate the error in
computation, as undertaken by the tribunal relying upon the
Service Rules 195 and 196 and, also, considering that the amount
returned to the MSRTC is more than the advance given, there is no
case made out for interference. The amount involved is too small

and, as such, no further adjudication is necessary in the matter.

6. The Writ Petition stands dismissed.

[ARUN R. PEDNEKER, dJ.]
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