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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY,

BENCH AT AURANGABAD.

PUBLIC INTEREST LITIGATION NO. 80 OF 2014

Anantrao S/o. Dagdu Garde …. Petitioner 
Versus

The State of Maharashtra & Ors. …. Respondents

..........
Shri. Arun G. Kanade, Advocate for the petitioner 
Ms Priti Diggikar, AGP for respondent/State
Shri. K. D. Bade Patil, Advocate for respondent No. 2
Shri. S. R. Barlinge, Advocate for respondent No. 3

.............

WITH
CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 1497 OF 2010 

IN 
REVIEW APPLICATION (ST) NO. 16565 OF 2009 

WITH 
WRIT PETITION NO. 842 OF 2018 

WITH 
CIVIL APPLICATION NO. 186 OF 2019 

IN 
WRIT PETITION NO. 842 OF 2018 

CORAM  : PRASANNA B. VARALE 

AND

                 AVINASH G. GHAROTE, JJ.

DATE      : 4
TH

 SEPTEMBER, 2019

PER COURT:- 

1. Heard  Shri.  Arun  G.  Kanade,  learned  Advocate  for  the 

petitioner,  Ms  Priti  Diggikar,  learned  Asst.  Govt.  Pleader  for 

respondent/State,  Shri.  K.  D.  Bade  Patil,  learned  Advocate  for 

respondent  No.  2  and  Shri.  S.  R.  Barlinge,  learned  Advocate  for 

respondent No. 3.
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2. The petitioner approached this Court seeking direction to 

respondent No. 1 to take action as provided under Sections 10 and 

11  of  the  Regulation  of  Caste  Verification  Certificate  Act,  2000 

against  respondent  No.  3  pursuant  to  invalidation  of  his  caste 

certificate as belonging to Mahadev Koli Scheduled Tribe.  

3. It  is  the  admitted  position  that,  respondent  No.  1/State 

Government initiated action against respondent No. 3.  The action is 

in the form of termination of services of respondent No. 3, which is 

the subject matter of an independent petition filed by respondent No. 

3 bearing Writ Petition No. 842 of 2018.  Considering this fact, we 

are of the clear opinion that, the purpose of approaching this Court is 

now duly served and no fruitful purpose would be served by keeping 

this PIL pending.  As such, the Public Interest Litigation is disposed 

of.  

4. Needless to state, as the PIL is disposed of, the connected 

Writ Petition and the Review Application be de-tagged and placed 

before the appropriate Court.  

          [ AVINASH G. GHAROTE ]    [ PRASANNA B. VARALE ]

        JUDGE                   JUDGE
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