a7 ;
bﬂ v {ia
%\o 5 ¢
ﬂ;! G o
A i
w-‘w;@“\‘ X

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BILASPUR
W.P.No. ‘321 02004

- <@

BETWEEN
1. Sudhe Ram Verma S/o Phul Singh Verma,, aged about 60 years;
/o Hathni Para, Bhatapara, District Raipur(C.G.)
2. Manohar Lal, aged about 48 years, S/0 Kanhatya Lal, r/o Mahasati
Eﬂ,mia;} Ward Bhatapara, District Raipur (C.G.)

PETITIONER

AND

1. State of Chhattisgarh, through the Secretary, Department of Urban
Development, Mantralay,D.K.S.Building, Raipur (C.G.).

2. The Director, Town Planning And Dev Development.Chhattisgarh,
Raipur (C.G.).

3. Collectot, Raipur (C.G.).

o | RESPONDENTS

WRIT PETITION UNDER ARTICLE 227 OF THE
CONSTITUTION OF INDIA
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On a mention being made, the case is +aken up for hearing.

"Shri Vishnu Koshta, counsel
Shri N.K. Agmwa!, Deputy
Shri Sanjay K. Agrawal, cou
The petitioners have prefer

Constitution of India questionin

for the'pefitioners.

dvocate Generdl for the State.

sel for the intervener.

red this petition under Article 227 of the
a the notification dated 22-9-2004,

Annexure-P/1, issued by the Pr-i-_scribed Authority ie. Director, Town

Planning and Development, Chhat

Council, Bhatapara has been caf

Hisgarh, Raipur, whereby the Municipal

agorized as Scheduled Caste category

instead of O.B.C. category for the Iosf of the President.

Brief facts of the paﬁﬁoﬁ

re that Bhatapara Municipal Council was

reserved as O.B.C. category for the post of the President on 19-8-2004

considering that the S.C. Population]
noticed by the Prescribed Authori

of Jamul is 20.66%, but later on, it was
that the said figures were incorrect.

. Population of Jamul Municipal Council is

6.79%, whereas, S.C. population off Municipal Council, Bhatapara is 16.63%.

QOut of the total 28 Municipal Co
reserved as S5.C. category. Acc
pepulation, the Municipal Council, Bl
S.C. population, Accordingly, the

under chalienge.

=mv.;ils, 4 Municipal Councils were +o be
prding to the correct figures of the
atapara comes at S. No.4, locking to the
decision dated 19-8-2004 was rectified

" and the impugned. order dated 22T September 2004 was issued which is

for the parties. /

T have hedrd learned counsel
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Learned counsel for the pe!

any opportunity of heéi*ing to
law.
I do not find any substance

arguments, learned counsel for the

population of that Municipal Council}
earlier decision dated 19-8-2004

Municipal Council, Bhatapara and of

19-8-2004 was changed at the bacI

" Authority, that was rectified looking to the correct 5.C. population of the

Hitioner submits that without affording

he petitioners, earlier decision dated

of the petitioners which is contrary to

in this argument. During the course of

petitioners was not able to point out that

the Municipal Council, B—hampam dges not come at S. No4 as per the S.C.

As 1'he mistake whlch G&El:ﬁzd in the

came to the notice of ‘the Prescribed

Tamul.

- Therefore, I do not find

a
dated 22™ September 2004 i:ncts:svzjy by the Prescribed Authority, as such

the petition is without any merit and

illegality and Infirmity in the order

fhe same iz liable 1o be dismissed and it

is dismissed at the admission stage
Consequently, M.(W.)P. No.

Barve

;

7932/2004 also stand disposed of. |

e

self. _
29/2004 and I.A. Nos.7877/2004 &

- Sd/-
L.C.Bhadoee
Judge




