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e *"f’*g IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY
: BENCH AT AURANGABAD

WRIT PETITION NO. 3266 OF 2026

Gopal S/o Bhagwan Padale
Age: 32 years, Occ: Service.
R/o, Undangaon, Tq. Sillod
Dist. Chatrapati Sambhaji Nagar.. ...Petitioner

VERSUS

1.  The State of Maharashtra
Tribal Development Department
Through its Secretary,
Mantralaya, Mumbai-400 001.

2.  Scheduled Tribe Certificate Scrutiny Committee,
Chhatrapati Sambhaji Nagar,
Through its Member Secretary.

3. Executive Engineer, (Transmission) Division,
Maharashtra State Electricity Transmission Company Ltd.,
Chatrapati Sambhaji Nagar,
Tq. & Dist. Chatrapati Sambhaji Nagar. ...Respondents

sdesfeskeskoksk

Advocate for Petitioner : Mr. Sagar S. Phatale h/f. Mr. Yogesh R. Suradkar
AGP for Respondent/State : Mr. S.P. Sonpawale
Advocate for Respondent No.3: Mr. Anil M. Gaikwad

sesfesfesesksk

CORAM : SANDIPKUMAR C. MORE AND
ABASAHEB D. SHINDE, JJ.
DATE : 28.04.2026
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FINAL ORDER : ( PER : ABASAHEB D. SHINDE, J.)

Rule.

2. Rule is made returnable forthwith. With the consent of the
parties, the matter is taken up for final hearing at the stage of

admission.

3. By this Writ Petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of
India, the petitioner is taking an exception to the judgment and
order dated 26.02.2026 passed by the respondent No.2/Scheduled
Tribe Certificate Scrutiny Committee, Chhatrapati Sambhajinagar,
by which the respondent No.2/Scrutiny Committee has invalidated
the tribe claim of the petitioner of belonging to ‘Koli Malhar’
Scheduled Tribe.

4. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the petitioner
has received tribe certificate from the competent authority on
03.04.2018 of belonging to ‘Koli Malhar’ Scheduled Tribe. He would
submit that the said tribe certificate was referred for verification to
the respondent No.2/Scrutiny Committee. While referring the said
tribe certificate for its verification, the petitioner has submitted
voluminous record in support of his tribe claim including the oldest
documents of the year 1937-38 in the nature of mortgage deed and
the validity certificate issued by the Scrutiny Committee to his
cousin uncle viz. Shravan Sandu Padale as well as the conditional
validities granted to other cousins viz. Pavan Pundlik Padale,
Sakshi Pundlik Padale and Sagar Ramdas Padale by this Court
vide order dated 03.09.2025 in Writ Petition No.10764 of 2025 of
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belonging to ‘Koli Malhar’ Scheduled Tribe. He would further
submit that despite having submitted several documents on record
showing that the petitioner belongs to ‘Koli Malhar’ Scheduled
Tribe, the Scrutiny Committee without considering the said
documents has invalidated the tribe claim of the petitioner. He
would further submit that the respondent No.2/Scrutiny
Committee erred in holding that the petitioner has failed to
substantiate his relationship with the so called said validity holders
and therefore, urged that the Writ Petition be allowed by setting
aside the impugned order and the petitioner may be issued tribe

validity certificate of belonging to ‘Koli Malhar’ Scheduled Tribe.

5. Per contra, the learned AGP would submit that as far as the
so called document in the nature of mortgage deed of the year 1937-
38 relied upon by the petitioner is concerned, the same is an ‘Urdu’
document, which the petitioner himself got it translated. However,
the original document has not been produced before the Scrutiny
Committee which raises a doubt about the genuineness of the said
document. He therefore, submit that the said document has been
rightly discarded by the Scrutiny Committee since, neither the said
document is registered document nor the authenticity of the said
document can be ascertained. The learned AGP has further
submitted that so far as the validity certificates on which the
petitioner seeks to rely in respect of Shravan Sandu Padale, Varsha
Rajaram Padale as well as the conditional validities granted to
other cousins viz. Pavan Pundlik Padale, Sakshi Pundlik Padale

and Sagar Ramdas Padale are concerned, those validity certificates
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cannot be relied upon as the petitioner has failed to establish his
relationship with them. Though, the petitioner has relied on the
genealogy, however the record shows that none of those validity

holders are blood relatives of the petitioner.

6. To substantiate that the said validity holders viz. Shravan
Sandu Padale, Varsha Rajaram Padale as well as the Pavan
Pundlik Padale, Sakshi Pundlik Padale and Sagar Ramdas Padale
are not blood relatives of the petitioner, he has produced original
record pertaining to tribe verification of those validity holders
wherein, the genealogies submitted by them alongiwth their tribe
claims do not show the branch of petitioner’s forefathers. On the
contrary, the genealogies submitted by those validity holders
alongwith their tribe verification are altogether different which
would be considered in the later part of this judgment. The learned
AGP further, submits that the petitioner did not produce any oldest
document in support of his tribe claim. On the contrary, there are
several contra entries pointed out by vigilance cell inquiry showing
the caste of petitioner as ‘Koli’ and not ‘Koli Malhar’. He therefore,
urge that the Writ Petition is devoid of any substance and same

deserves to be dismissed.

7. We have heard learned counsel for the petitioner and the
learned AGP for the respondent No.2/Scrutiny Committee as well
as State and have also perused the original record including the

record pertaining to validity holders viz. Shravan Sandu Padale,
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Varsha Rajaram Padale, Pavan Pundlik Padale and others
submitted during verification of their tribe claims. Admittedly, the
petitioner has submitted the genealogy before the respondent

No.2/Scrutiny Committee which reads thus :
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By relying on the above genealogy, the petitioner submits that
the said validity holders Shravan Sandu Padale, Varsha Rajaram

Padale, Pavan Pundlik Padale and others are his blood relatives.

8.  The original record pertaining to the tribe claim submitted by
one of the validity holders viz. Shravan Sandu Padale depicts

that,the genealogy produced by him is as follows :
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9. Similarly, while submitting the tribe claim, another validity
holder namely Varsha Rajaram Padale has relied on the following

genealogy which reads thus :
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10. Likewise, while submitting the tribe claims of other validity
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holders Pavan Pundik Padale, Sakshi Pundlik Padale and Sagar

Ramdas Padale, they have relied on the following genealogy which

reads thus :
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11. Perusal of the original record and the genealogies submitted
by the said validity holders viz. Shravan Sandu Padale, Varsha
Rajaram Padale, Pavan Pundlik Padale and others would depict
that neither the petitioner’s father nor the petitioner is finding
place in the said genealogies much less the entire-branch of
forefathers’ of the petitioner itself is missing. We thus find that so
as to derive benefit of validities issued in favour of said validity
holders, the petitioner has filed genealogy before the respondent

No.2/Scrutiny Committee inserting their names.

12. It is also pertinent to note that the statement of the
petitioner’s father was recorded during vigilance cell enquiry on

18.01.2024 wherein, he has unequivocally stated that his great
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great grandfather viz. Sanjuba, great grandfather viz. Totaram
were not having any real brother or real sister nor they have any
cousin sister or cousin brother meaning thereby the branch of
Mahipati and Maruti has been inserted by the petitioner in his
genealogy only to derive the benefit of the validities granted from
their branch. We therefore, are of the view that the petitioner has
utterly failed to establish his relationship with the said validity
holders.

13. No doubt the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of
Maharashtra Adiwasi Thakur Jamat Swarakshan Samiti
Vs. The State of Maharashtra and Ors. reported in 2023 (16)
SCC 415 has held that the claimant is entitled for wvalidity
certificate on the basis of validity certificate issued in favour of his
blood relatives by the Scrutiny Committee, however, the Hon’ble
Apex Court in that regard has observed in paragraph No.22 which
reads thus :

“22. We can also contemplate one more scenario which is
found in many cases. These are the cases where the
applicant relies upon caste validity certificates issued to his
blood relatives. Obviously, such a validity certificate has to be
issued either by the Scrutiny Committee constituted in terms
of the directions issued in Kumari Madhuri Patil's case
(1994) 6 SCC 241 or constituted under the Rules framed
under the 2000 Act. In such a case, firstly, the Scrutiny
Committee must ascertain whether the certificate is genuine.
Secondly, the Scrutiny Committee will have to decide
whether the applicant has established that the person to
whom the validity certificate relied upon by him has been
issued is his blood relative. For that purpose, the applicant
must establish his precise and exact relationship with the
person to whom the validity certificate has been granted.
(Emphasis Supplied). Moreover, an enquiry will have to be
made by the Scrutiny Committee whether the validity
certificate has been granted to the blood relative of the
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applicant by the concerned Scrutiny Committee after holding
due enquiry and following due procedure. Therefore, if the
Scrutiny Committee has issued a validity certificate
contemplated in terms of the decision in the case of Kumari
Madhuri Patil (1994) 6 SCC 241, the examination will be
whether the enquiry contemplated by the said decision has
been held. If the certificate relied upon is issued after coming
into force of the 2000 Act, the Scrutiny Committee will have
to ascertain whether the concerned Scrutiny Committee had
followed the procedure laid down therein as well as in the ST
Rules or the SC Rules, as the case may be. For this
verification, the Scrutiny Committee can exercise powers
conferred on it by Section 9(d) by requisitioning the record of
the concerned Caste Scrutiny Committee, which has issued
the validity certificate to the blood relative of the applicant. If
the record has been destroyed, the Scrutiny Committee can
ascertain whether a due enquiry has been held on the basis
of the decision of the Caste Scrutiny Committee by which
caste validity has been granted to the blood relative of the
applicant. If it is established that the validity certificate has
been granted without holding a proper inquiry or without
recording reasons, obviously, the caste scrutiny committee
cannot validate the caste certificate only on the basis of such
validity certificate of the blood relative.”

14. The aforesaid observations of the Hon’ble Apex Court clearly
goes to show that when the tribe claim is sought to be based on the
validity certificate issued in favour of blood relative of the claimant,
in that case the Scrutiny Committee must ascertain whether the
said validity certificate is genuine and more importantly the
Scrutiny Committee will have to decide, Whether, the claimant has
established that the person whose validity certificate is relied upon
by him is his/her blood relative. The Hon’ble Apex Court further
observed that the claimant must establish his precise and exact
relationship with the person to whom the validity certificate has

been granted.

15. In the light of above, we are of the view that, though the



10 983.WP3266-2026.doc

claimant can derive benefit of validity of his blood relative, however,
establishing the relationship with the validity holder being his
blood relative is a sine qua non. In the instant case the material
considered by the respondent No.2/Scrutiny Committee and which
has been placed before us for our perusal shows that, the petitioner
has utterly failed to establish his relationship with the validity
holder and therefore, he is not entitled for issuance of tribe validity

certificate relying on the said validity certificates.

16. Insofar as the document purported to be the mortgage deed of
1937-38 is concerned, the Scrutiny Committee has found that the
said document is suspicious and the petitioner has failed to prove
the same. We have perused the said document and we find that the
same does not inspire confidence. The Scrutiny Committee has
rightly dealt with the aspect with regard to the authenticity of the
said document and has discarded the same. We are, therefore, of
the view that the so called document on which the petitioner has

placed reliance, is of no avail to the petitioner.

17. Having regard to the aforesaid fact, the respondent No.2/
Scrutiny Committee after assessing the entire material placed
before it including oldest documents vis-a-vis contra entries in
respect of his blood relatives of belonging to ‘Koli’ caste instead of
‘Koli Malhar’ has arrived at a conclusion that the petitioner is not
entitled for issuance of validity certificate of belonging to ‘Koli

Malhar’ Scheduled Tribe.
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18. Section 8 of “The Act of 2000’ casts burden on the claimant to
prove his caste/tribe claim which is required to be decided based on
a preponderance of probabilities and on the strength of
documentary evidence and if required by way of affinity test. In the
case in hand, the petitioner has failed to prove his tribe claim by
adducing sufficient documents. Though, Section 7 (2) of the Act of
2000 provides that the order passed by the Scrutiny Committee
under the Act of 2000 shall be final and can only be challenged
before this Court under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, we
however, find that the order passed by the Scrutiny Committee is
based on appreciation of record and by giving cogent reasons, we
therefore, do not find any perversity warranting interference of this

Court under Article 226 of the Constitution of India.

19. The Writ Petition therefore, sans merit and deserves to be
dismissed. Hence, we pass the following order :

ORDER

1) The Writ Petition is dismissed with no order
as to costs.

i1) Rule stands discharged.

(ABASAHEB D. SHINDKE, J. ) (SANDIPKUMAR C. MORE, J.)

1.8 Joshi



