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 IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT BOMBAY

CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION

WRIT PETITION NO. 12711 OF 2025

Charu Mehta and Ors. … petitioners

V/s.

The Joint Charity Commissioner … Respondent

-------------------

Mr.  Atul  Damle,  Senior  Advocate  with  Dakshesh  Vyas,  Abhishek 
Prabhu, Jyoti Ghag, Shailesh Prajapati and Ankit Singhal i/by Ms. Dua 
Associates, for the petitioners.

Mr. Vidit Kumat with Manisha Prajapati i/by Dhiren H. Shah, for the 
respondent no 2. 

Smt. M.S. Srivastava, APP, for the State. 

--------------------

CORAM : N.J. JAMADAR, J.

DATE : 29TH SEPTEMBER 2025.

PC:

1. Heard the learned counsel for the petitioners.

2. The challenge in this petition is to an order dated 18th September 

2025 whereby the learned Joint Charity Commissioner has rejected an 

application (Exhibit-10) preferred by the petitioners seeking recall of 

an earlier order dated 10th March 2025 thereby granting a last chance 

for  filing  a  reply  to  the  application  No.  8  of  2025  filed  by  the 

respondent no. 2 under Section 47 of the Maharashtra Public Trust Act, 

1950.
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3. The learned Senior Advocate for the petitioners submitted that 

the  respondent  no.  2  is  seeking  substantive  relief  of  removal  of 

petitioners/trustees  and  there  is  a  chequered  history  of  litigation. 

Therefore,  the  petitioners  be  provided  an  effective  opportunity  of 

hearing.

4. Learned counsel for the respondent no. 2 fairly submitted that 

the respondent  no.  2 is  not  averse to grant  reasonable  time to the 

petitioners to file an affidavit-in-reply. However, the interim application 

filed by the respondent no. 2 in the main application under Section 47 

of the Act,1950 be heard and decided expeditiously.

5. Having regard to the chequered history of the litigation between 

the  parties  and  multiple  proceedings  and  the  nature  of  the  reliefs 

sought in the main application, it would be expedient in the interest of 

justice to grant three weeks’ time to the petitioners to file an affidavit-

in-reply to the main application and the interim application.

6. The impugned order thus stands quashed and set aside.

7. The petitioners are granted three weeks’ time to file an affidavit-

in-reply to the main application as well as the interim application.

8. All the issues, including the question of the maintainability of the 

application, would be open for consideration by the learned Charity 

Commissioner.

9. If the affidavit-in-reply is filed within a period of three weeks’, 

the learned Charity Commissioner is requested to make an endeavour 

to hear and decide the interim application as expeditiously as possible.
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10. The parties shall not seek adjournment.

11. Petition disposed. 

(N.J. JAMADAR, J)
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