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MAHARASHTRA ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL 

NAGPUR BENCH NAGPUR 

ORIGINAL  APPLICATION No. 675 of 2020 (DB) 
 

Satish Eknath Majoke, 

Aged 40 years, Occ. Forest Guard (Terminated), 

R/o Kisan Nagar, Post –Vyahad (Khurd),  

Tq. Saoli, District - Chandrapur.  

         Applicant. 

     Versus 

1)  The Chief Conservator of Forests,  

Van Vrutta, Chandrapur. 

 

2)   The Deputy Conservator of Forests,  

        Brahmapuri Division, 

Brahmapuri, District - Chandrapur.  

 

3)   State of Maharashtra,  

        Through its Secretary, Department of Forest and Revenue,     

        Mantralaya, Mumbai. 

         Respondents. 
 
 

Shri P.R.Parsodkar, ld. counsel for the applicant. 

Shri M.I.Khan, ld. P.O. for the respondents.  

 

Coram :-  Shri Shree Bhagwan, Vice-Chairman and  

                    Shri M.A. Lovekar, Member (J). 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Date of Reserving for Judgment          :  18th July, 2022. 

Date of Pronouncement of Judgment: 25th July, 2022. 

JUDGMENT 

         Per : Member (J). 

       (Delivered on this 25th day of July, 2022)   

Heard Shri P.R.Parsodkar, ld. Counsel for the applicant and Shri 

M.I.Khan, ld. P.O. for the respondents. 
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2.  Facts leading to this application are as follows. The applicant 

was appointed as Forest Guard by order dated 23.12.2003 (A-6) on a post 

reserved for Denotified Tribes (A) on the basis of caste certificate (A-3) in 

which his caste was stated to be ‘Rajput Bhamta’. By order dated 

24.10.2013 (A-7) Caste Scrutiny Committee invalidated his caste claim. He 

challenged it by filling W.P.No.6160/2013 (A-8). It was dismissed on 

02.07.2014 by observing –  

“On hearing the learned counsel for the parties and on a perusal 

of the impugned order, this Court had noticed several 

observations made by the Committee in the impugned order 

about the interpolations made in the old original documents so 

as to incorporate the word “Bhamta” after the word “Rajput” in 

the records pertaining to the near relatives of the petitioner. The 

Committee had clearly observed in the impugned order that after 

21.11.1961, the word “Bhamta” was inserted in the old 

documents at the behest of the interested persons so as to secure 

the benefits of reservation. ” 

  By order dated 22.08.2014 (A-2) his services were terminated. 

He then obtained caste certificate (A-9) in which his real caste OD(2) which 

is recognised as Nomadic Tribe (B), is mentioned. The respondent 

department forwarded it with communication dated 31.08.2016 (A-10) to 
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Caste Certificate Scrutiny Committee who issued certificate of validity (A-

11). The applicant then submitted a representation (A-12) to respondent 

no. 2 to reinstate him. He filed W.P.  No. 7468/2019 (A-14). It was allowed 

to be withdrawn with liberty to approach this Tribunal. He then filed O.A. 

No. 124/2020 (A-15) in which this Tribunal observed – 

“2. We have perused the letter written by the Deputy Conservator 

of Forests, Bramhapuri Forest Division, Bramhapuri to the Chief 

Conservator of Forests, Chandrapur dated 25/7/2019. In this 

letter, the case of the applicant is recommended and request was 

made to appoint the applicant in service on the post of Forest 

Guard in N.T. (B) category. 

3. The learned counsel for the applicant submitted that now 

certificate is issued that the applicant is of N.T. (B) category and 

Caste Validity Certificate is also issued. In this background, in our 

opinion it is suitable for the Chief Conservator of Forest, 

Chandrapur Forest Division to take a decision in view of the 

decision taken in the meeting held on 28/8/2014 on the 

recommendation made by the Deputy Conservator of Forests 

within two months from the date of this order. Liberty is given to 

the applicant to challenge if any adverse order is passed against 
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him. With this observation, the O.A. stands disposed of. No order 

as to costs.” 

  On 24.04.2020 R-1 passed the order (A-1) stating therein –  

 “Jh lrh’k ,dukFk etksds ;kaph fu;qDrh mioulaj{kd] czEgiwjh oufoHkkx] 

czEgiwjh ;kaps vkns’k dzekad 382] fnukad 23-12-2003 vUo;s fo-tk-& v ;k izoxkZr 

ouj{kd inkoj >kyh gksrh- rFkkfi] jktiwr HkkeVk ¼fo-tk-&v izoxZ½ ;k tkrhtk nkok 

voS/k BjY;keqGs ek- mPp U;k;ky;] eqacbZ csap] ukxiwj ;kaps fnukad 02-07-2014 ps 

fu.kZ;kuqlkj R;kauk mioulaj{kd] czEgiwjh oufoHkkxkps vkns’k dzekad 48 fnukad 22-08-

2014 vUo;s lsokeqDr dsys- fo-tk-&v e/;s fu;qDrh dsysY;k deZpk&;kpk fo-tk-&v 

izoxkZpk nkok voS/k BjY;keqGs R;kaph lsok lekIr dsY;kuarj vks ¼Hk-t-&c izoxZ½ tkrhP;k 

izek.ki=kP;k vk/kkjs R;kauk ‘kklu lsosr iqufuZ;qDr djrk ;s.kkj ukgh-” 

  The said order (A-1) is impugned in this application.  

3.  Reply of the respondents is at pages 62 to 86. They have 

contended that as per G.Rs. dated 12.12.2011 and 18.05.2013 invalidation 

of caste certificate leads to termination of services, this position has been 

crystallized by Section 10 of the Maharashtra Scheduled Castes, Scheduled 

Tribes, Denotified Tribes, Nomadic Tribes, Other Backward Classes and 

Special Backward Category (regulation of issuance and verification of caste 

certificate) Act, 2000, and reiterated by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in 

various cases the latest being “Chandrabhan Vs. State of Maharashtra & 

Ors. (2021) 9 SCC 804.” 
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4.  The applicant has relied on communication dated 24.09.2014 

(A-5) made by the State of Government to the Special Backward Class 

Commission and Caste Scrutiny Committee, Chandrapur. This 

communication states – 

“lnj cSBdhr laca/khr inkf/kdk&;kauh fun’kZukl vk.kwu fnys dh] panziwj 

ftY;krhy lu 1947&48 njE;ku iquZoflr dj.;kr vkysY;k yksdkauk vksM tkrhps 

izek.ki= fuxZfer d:u tkr oS/krk izek.ki= feG.;kckcr vMp.kh ;sr vkgsr Hkkjr 

ikfdLrku QkG.kh njE;ku fganw eqfLye e/;s >kysY;k naxyhe/khy naxyeqDr ‘kaHkj 

dqVqackaps lu 1946 rs 48 njE;ku panziwj ftY;krhy ¼O;kgkM dWEi½ fdlku uxj ;sFks 

‘kklukekQZr iquZolu dj.;kr vkys gksrs- iquZolhr 100 dqaVaaqcke/;s 84 dqaVqacs vksM 

tkrhph o 16 dqaVqacs [k=h lektkph vkgsr- ijarq vksM tkrhP;k yksdkauh vkiyh ewG tkr 

yiowu lektkr lUekukus txrk ;kos Eg.kwu vki.k jktiwr HkkeVk vlY;kps lkafxrys 

R;keqGs R;kaph ‘kklu njckjh jktiwr HkkeVk Eg.kwu uksan dj.;kr vkyh-”   

  It further states - 

 “R;k vuq”kaxkus ek ea=h ¼lk-U;k-½ ;kauh vkns’k fnys dh ojhy O;Drh vksM 

tkrhP;k vlY;kph l{ke izkf/kdk&;kphZ [kk=h >kY;koj R;kauk fu;ekuqlkj tkr izek.k i= 

o oS/krk izek.ki= ns.;kph lacaf/kr ;a=.kkuh dk;Zokgh djkoh- rlsp Jh mlsaMh fo-l-la ;kaps 

fuosnu jkT; ekaxkloxZ vk;ksxkl ikBokos vk;ksxkus R;k vuq”kaxkus lfoLrj losZ{k.k d:u 

‘kklukl vgoky lknj djkok-”  

It may be observed that in this behalf nothing further appears 

to have been done. 



 6 O.A.No.675 of 2020 

 

5.  The applicant has also relied on G.R. dated 14.02.2001 (A-4). Its 

heading is- 

“eqVkVdj lferh rFkk jkT; ekxkloxZ vk;ksx ;kauh R;kaP;k 1 rs 7 vgokykr lu 

1993 rs 2000 Ik;ZUr ‘kklukl lknj dsysY;k foeqDr tkrh] HkVD;k tekrh] 

izoxkZckcrP;k f’kQkj’khaph vaeyctko.kh & dk;Zokgh egkjk”Vªrhy foeqDr tkrh] HkVD;k 

tekrhP;k ;knhr lq/kkj.kk-” 

  In the facts and circumstances of the case this G.R. will also not 

help the applicant.  

6.  The applicant furnished a caste certificate while entering the 

service which was subsequently invalidated. Consequence of termination of 

his services was bound to follow as reiterated in the case of Chandrabhan 

(supra) as follows- 

“9. Considering various questions including the 

observations made in paragraph 38 of the decision of this 

Court in Milind and the impact of the aforesaid legislation 

enacted by the State, a three-Judge Bench of this Court 

in  Food Corporation of India & Others v. Jagdish Balaram 

Bahira, concluded as under: (Food Corpn. Of India case, SCC 

pp.727-29 & 731-32, paras 62, 66 & 69) 

62. The regime which obtained since 2-9-1994 under 

the directions in Madhuri Patil was granted a statutory 

status by the enactment of Maharashtra Act 23 of 

2001. Section 7 provides for the cancellation and 

confiscation of a false caste certificate whether it was issued 
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before or after the commencement of the Act. The expression 

“before or after the commencement of this Act” indicates 

that the Scrutiny Committee constituted under Section 6 is 

empowered to cancel a caste certificate whether it was 

issued prior to 18-10-2001 or thereafter. Section 10 which 

provides for the withdrawal of benefits secured on the basis 

of a false caste certificate which is withdrawn is essentially 

a consequence of the cancellation of the caste certificate. 

Where a candidate has secured admission to an educational 

institution on the basis that he or she belongs to a 

designated reserved category and it is found upon 

investigation that the claim to belong to that category is 

false, admission to the institution necessarily falls with the 

invalidation of the caste certificate. Admission being 

founded on a claim to belong to a specified caste, tribe or 

class, it is rendered void upon the claim being found to be 

untrue. The same must hold in the case of an appointment to 

a post. Therefore, the absence of the words “before or after 

the commencement of this Act” in Section 10 makes no 

substantive difference because a withdrawal of benefit is an 

event which flows naturally and as a plain consequence of 

the invalidation of the claim. Moreover, as we have seen 

even prior to the enactment of the State legislation, the 

benefit which was secured on the basis of a caste claim was 

liable to be withdrawn upon its invalidation. The Act has 

hence neither affected vested rights nor has it imposed new 

burdens. The Act does not impair existing obligations 

in Sections 7 and 10. 
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  It is further held-  

10. The conclusions arrived at by this Court in 

Jagdish Balaram Bahira are thus clear that the impact of 

the legislation which came into effect on 17.10.2001 must 

have full and unhindered effect and operation.” 

7.  For the reasons recorded hereinabove the application is 

dismissed with no order as to costs. 

 

 

(M.A.Lovekar)        (Shree Bhagwan) 

Member(J)         Vice Chairman  

aps  

Dated – 25/07/2022 

 

       

 

 

 I affirm that the contents of the PDF file order are word to word same as 

per original Judgment.  

 

Name of Steno  : AkhileshParasnath Srivastava. 

 

Court Name   : Court of Hon’ble Member (J) . 

 

Judgment signed on : 25/07/2022. 

and pronounced on 

 

Uploaded on  : 26/07/2022. 


