PETITIONER:

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT JABALPUR |

RESPONDENTS: s L

WP No. 3T [ of2000

Shrir Jitendra Kumar Patel, S/o
Yatram Patel, aged 27 years, R/o.

Kotra Road, Raigarh, Madhya

Pradesh.

Versus

Additional  Collector, . - Raigarh,

; Madhya Pradesh

The Nagar Panchayat Dharam]agarh,
Through: its’ Chlef Municipal Officer
at Post Office: Dha.ram_]agarh District
Raigarh, Madhya Pradersh

Shri A.N. Bhakt Councﬂlor Nagar
Panchayat Dharamjagarh, District

Raigarh, Madh'yaffPradesh‘

-Shri Govind Ram Rathla Councillor,

Nagar - Panchayat Dharamjagarh,

District Ralgarh Madhya Pradésh

Dr. Khursth Khan, Councﬂlor

Nagar - Panchayat Dharamjagarh,
District Raigarh, Madhya Pradesh.

Ku. Meera Penkria, Councillor, Nagar
Panchayat Dharamjagarh, District

- Raigarh, Madhya Pradesh. §

Smt Asha Sahu Councﬂlor Nagar
Panchayat Dhagamjagarh District
Raigarh, Madhya Pradesh.

CONSTITU TION OF INDIA FOR ISSUANCE OF | APPROP’kIATE
WRIT : |
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' order dated 12/10/1999 (Ex.H

fully submitted that &s far|

26/6/2001

Heard Sbri,?rashant‘Mishra;

thé pétitioner, Shri Rahvir
noal/Stafe, |
| Learned G, % for th
to file replyc> Reply has be

Shfiﬁprashéht;Mishr

statement made by respondent]

conStitutlon
Xxxxyxof 3eleétlon

of Physzcs inasmuch as on th
were avallablea It ls state

Urdus experts ‘were not anAl

that there is no reasonable

by Wthb the entlre selectlc

In para 3 of the b
o°23émong ot her thlngs,‘lt 
petitioner’is'conégrned, he

Grade I'PhysiCSQ For the s¢q

were no irregularities in Se

‘Bingh,

learned counsel for
learned G.A, for respondent
e State prays for further time

en . flled on behalf of respondent

a : submits that in view-of the:
no.2 that there was' no- 1llega=1ty

COmmlttee as regardq the subject

I

e f;xeavd@tegsubject experts

d'that only in respect of subject

’, “

able° bhrl Mlshra further submlts

ground for l;SULDG the- 1mpngned
/1) by the AddltiOnal Collector

n process was agg‘gancelled
eply'f;kad gn?behalf of respondent

is stated tha#r"as far as the

was a candidate for Shiksha Karmi,

lection of tke petitioner there.

lection Commi tee. It is respect-

as Expert- ofiUrdu subjéct,was o
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‘non-availability of Subj

‘Yusuf Chhaya was treated

followsz

- Selection Commi
~.and-during -the
tion was taken
Committee,
petitioner was
illegality in ¢t
petitioner.”,

bub;ect eXpert qg
was Shri M. S Pawaro\ In
the statutory:Rule, the 1
‘Authority. Resoondeﬁts N
who had ﬁede some comolaJ
On 28/2/2001 thls Court f
the sald reSpondentsc It
~the facts and c1rcum5tenc
writ petltloner. responde
and that qey cannou takg

selectlon orocess of tnhe
Upon careful peru
writ petitioner and also

respondent no,l1 and after

ot Ekbert’ofordu,fShri*

‘who is well with the lanquage of Urdu

It*is_also further'stated in para 4 as
"It is also submitted that when the-

ing the constitufion of Selection
Hejce selection of

S

as a Exoert of Urdu subject

ttee was constituted
interview no objec- E
by any candidate regard-"

the
legal There was no
he selection of the

:fsphysics.iﬁ_éhe ?reseﬁ% oese
the-preseﬁt cése ineterms of
eSpondent no. 2 1s\the ap001nt1ngr
os.
nt before the respondent no, 1
ad dlrected 1ssuance of SPC to

is conteﬂded that in fact ;
es oartlcularly as regardt ther
nts»nos¢>3 to 7 are stranéersgéio
any valid'gri;Vénce'againetf§ﬁé
writ petitionefé “

sal of the avegments:of the

the impugned order issued by

_héaring}Shii Prashant Mishra
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learned counsel for the petitioner, Shri Ranvir Singh,

learned G.A. for the State and also return filed on

'behalfrof'respondent no.2 ag stated above, I am of the

view that there cannot bean$ hindrance as regards the

‘selection of the writ petitioner in Physics subject inasmuch

~as subject expert was available at the time of s&lection.

.In tharreéult, this petition is disposed of with \
the direction'thaﬁ the iﬁpugned’drder:(Eg;P/lk dated
12/10/1999 in so far as it ¢oncerns the éubject<o£ Physics,
‘is‘quashed inasmuch as theré is no infirﬁity<in the - ';;

o 7 ‘selection of the writ petition

B

C.C.today. . o i

i ' Sd/- ,
L Chief Justice |




