Appeal No.02 of 2024

Shri.Ankush Ramchandra Dolas ..Appellant
..Vs..

Adarsha Shikshan Sanstha

and Others... ..Respondents.

Order below Exh.29
(Dated 10" November, 2025)
1) This is an application moved by the Appellant for

amendment in the Appeal Memo. To put it clear, by moving this
application Appellant is willing to amend his pleadings more
particularly, by amending his pleading Appellant desires to
challenge the order passed by Deputy Director of Education dated
09/11/2023 and further desires to delete name of Respondent No.6
Lekhadhikari viz.Dayanand Kokare.

2) Read Application. Perused Say. Heard both sides.

3) According to Appellant, inadvertently while drafting
Appeal, order passed by the Deputy Director of Education dated
09/11/2023 is remained to be challenged. Therefore,it is necessary
to amend Appeal Memo and challenge order passed by the Deputy
Director of Education dated 09/11/2023. It is also necessary to
delete name of Respondent No.6 from the Appeal Memao.

4) This application is opposed by the Respondent Nos.1 to 3
by filing say at Exh.30. According to Respondent Nos.1 to 3,
application is not supported by affidavit. The contents in the

application are very vague and general nature. Appellant has not
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mentioned proposed text of amendment therefore, application is

liable to be rejected.

5) I have given thoughtful consideration to the submissions
made before me. It is pertinent to note that, Appellant is willing to
amend Appeal Memo and challenge the order passed by the Deputy
Director of Education dated 09/11/2023. Proposed text of
amendment is not submitted with this application. So also it is not
clear that which paragraph of the Appeal Memo Appellant is
willing to amend. So application is very vague and it does not make
proper sense. Proposed text of amendment is not given and it is not
clear that what is nature of proposed amendment. Merely stating
that, he is willing to challenge order passed by the Deputy Director
of Education dated 09/11/2023 is not sufficient to allow Appellant to
amend Appeal Memo. If permission is granted to amend Appeal
Memo, under the garb of the amendment, Appellant may amend his
Appeal Memo as per his desire. Proposed text of amendment must
be before the Tribunal so as to decide whether really proposed
amendment is necessary or not. Thus, as application of
amendment is very vague and in absence of proposed text of

amendment application cannot be allowed.

6) Apart from above discussion, as per section 9 of MEPS
Act this Tribunal has jurisdiction to decide Appeal filed against
termination, supersession, reduction in rank and dismissal. Copy
of order of the Deputy Director of Education passed on 09/11/2023

is on record. I have carefully gone through the order. In my view
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Appellant is aggrieved by the following observations of Deputy

Director of Education.
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7) On perusal of above observations of Deputy Director of
Education, it is clear that as Deputy Director of Education has not
sanctioned grant in aid to the unaided divisions on which Appellant
was working. Appellant is willing to challenge said order before
this Tribunal. Appeal against order of Deputy Director of
Education is not maintainable before this Tribunal. When suit
itself is not maintainable, Court cannot allow the amendment.
More particularly, when suit is barred by law or when relief claimed
is out of jurisdiction of the Court, said amendment cannot be
allowed. If amendment claiming time barred relief or the relief
which is out of jurisdiction of the Court is allowed, no purpose
would be served, because court would not be in position to grant
any relief. Same analogy is necessary to be applied here. When
Appeal against order of Deputy Director of Education is not
maintainable and this Tribunal is least concerned with the fact of
sanction of grant in aid to the unaided divisions, amendment as

prayed by the Appellant cannot be allowed. Appellant cannot be
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permitted to challenge order of Deputy Director of Education.
Accordingly application is having no merit and it is liable to be

rejected.

8) So far as the prayer of deletion of name of Respondent
No.6 from the Appeal Memo is concerned, no amendment is
required to be carried out to that respect. By filing simple pursis he
can withdraw this Appeal against Respondent No.6 or delete name
of Respondent No.6. No amendment is necessary to delete name of
Respondent No.6. Hence, application is liable to be rejected.

Accordingly, following order.

ORDER
1. Application is rejected.
Date-: 10/11/2025 FAESHRAG DANDE
Place-: Pune. (D.R. Dande)

Presiding Officer,
School Tribunal, Pune.
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