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P.C.:

1. In this writ petition, which has been filed as Public
Interest Litigation, the petitioner, inter alia, seeks a direction
to the respondents to comply with the Regulation 27 of the
Development Control and Promotion Regulations, 2034 in Pant
Nagar, Ghatkopar and to provide for open space admeasuring
25% of total land in CTS No.5740 (pt), final plot No. 352 of
TPS III, Ghatkopar, Pant Nagar layout of MHADA consisting of
building No. 139 to 151, admeasuring total area about 20,506

sg.mts.



3.
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Paragraph 10 of this PIL reads as under:

“10. The Petitioner is the authorized signatory on behalf
of the Petitioner i.e. Janahit Association in Civil Writ
Petition (Stamp) No. 30590 of 2022 filed against the
abovementioned Respondents alongwith other
Respondents touching the same subject matter and the
same relief. Apart from the above-mentioned writ
petition which is file by the Janahit Association and the
Petitioner is the secretary and has filed the said Writ
Petition in capacity of Authorized Signhatory of the said
Association and further no other P.I.L. or any other writ
petition is being filed in any court or supreme court of
India.”

Thus, it is evident that the petitioner has already filed a

writ petition in relation to same subject matter and seeking

the same relief. Filing of this PIL is nothing but an abuse of

process of law. It is made clear that this Court has not

expressed any opinion on merits of the matter as the same is

required to be gone into in the writ petition which has been

filed by the petitioner.

4.

Accordingly, the PIL is dismissed.

(M. S. KARNIK, J.) (CHIEF JUSTICE)



