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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
BENCH AT AURANGABAD

111 WRIT PETITION NO. 12152 OF 2025

SANDESH THAKAJI SABLE
VERSUS
THE STATE OF MAHARASHTRA THROUGH
THE SECRETARY AND OTHERS

Advocate for petitioner : Ms. Vaishali B. Suryawanshi
AGP for the respondent — State : Mr. S.J. Salgare

CORAM : R.G. AVACHAT &
ABASAHEB D. SHINDE, JJ.
DATE : 3 NOVEMBER 2025
P.C.:
Heard.
2. The challenge in this writ petition, is to the order dated

26.09.2025 of the respondent — scrutiny committee, whereby it refused

to accord validity to the tribe certificate of the petitioner.

3. The petitioner claims to have belonged to Koli Mahadev -
scheduled tribe. The petitioner mainly relies on validity certificate
issued in favour of his father. The fact is that the scrutiny committee

has re-opened case of the petitioner’s father.

4. On the last occasion i.e. 14.10.2025, learned advocate for

the petitioner was heard at length and this very Bench had expressed
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disinclination to grant any relief to the petitioner. She, therefore, on
instructions, sought for time. Now she urged this Court to pass order
on merit. Submissions which were advanced by then, were sought to

be considered for deciding this writ petition.

5. This Court had perused the entire record relied on by the
petitioner and the scrutiny committee as well. Although, father of the
petitioner holds validity certificate of Koli Mahadev — scheduled tribe,
the scrutiny committee while appreciating the factual matrix in the case
of the petitioner, found that there were interpolations in the school as
well as revenue record. We too perused the said record, to find

interpolations which is nothing short of a case of fraud.

6. Learned advocate for the petitioner has relied upon
judgment of the Apex Court in the case of Sayanna Vs. State of

Maharashtra and others; (2009) 10 SCC 268 and host of authorities.

7. The Scrutiny Committee, in its order dated 26.09.2025, in

paragraph nos. 4, 5 and 8, observed thus :-
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6. We have perused the judgment rendered by the Scrutiny
Committee. We are satisfied regarding reasonableness of
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the reasons recorded therein. The Committee has mainly
refused to rely upon the documentary evidence placed on
record at the instance of the petitioner mainly on the ground
that there is interpolation in respect of caste column in the
admission extract pertaining to the brother of the petitioner.
It is to be noted that one fabricated entry is sufficient to
vitiate the whole claim of the petitioner. Although there is no
mention in respect of the school admission extract in
respect of the sister of the petitioner in the Vigilance Cell
report, a certified copy thereof is placed in the original
record. Although the Committee has not taken into account
one more document in respect of the brother of the
petitioner , mention of the same finds place in the report by
the Vigilance Officer wherein it is stated that in the school
admission extract pertaining to the brother of the petitioner,
there appears to be interpolation. Looking to the nature of
the documents placed on record, we do not find any error in
the reasons recorded while scrutinising the case of the
petitioner by the Committee ."
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NaGeT BedTd JIGET 3ot 3T . TN Al SSIGRIT AT
STHTCAET QIeITd Tl FRIT .

8. 3TIGR IreT vl GRS & .2 TeEficT 3. . 02 av¥ 3R IiH]
100/-99F gehbreT GRIwEY 3 28/05/2025 RIS 9qees detct
TTTH TIGY Fot 37Te. Te¥ TTAIGT 3ISer 71 "A1eT Jeiciier
FrgwSler BlvcaTel AAdIEEd IFIAT TG FHIT gScevl
AdiagT HEieT side aveler 18 ' et @Rt weR defl e
T T BRI TR SIqetiar ot ST e 19
S A gWT SFN GEeS Iid Bl Feled EIdar Er
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Jg Ao 3ell 3RGT WeY HaVUfl UNia e Sed Al I

8. Since on facts, we found the scrutiny committee to have

refused to grant validity, we find no reason to deviate therefrom.

9. We find that the petition is sans merit. So far as regards
the fact that the father of the petitioner holds validity certificate is
concerned, his case now has been re-opened by issuing show cause
notice. The scrutiny committee, after having perused the record,
observed the word ‘Mahadev’ to have been introduced later on, so as

to take benefit available to Koli Mahadev — scheduled tribe.

10. At the cost of repetition, it is observed that the scrutiny
committee found it to be a case of interpolations in revenue and school
record, converting the caste of the petitioner’s forefather from Koli to
Mahadev Koli and we find no reason to interfere with the order passed

by the scrutiny committee.
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11. The petition, therefore, deserves to be dismissed. The

petition stands dismissed.

[ ABASAHEB D. SHINDE ] [ R.G. AVACHAT ]
JUDGE JUDGE
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