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r-;r.?;:shiéh Pay learned Advocaa.e for
the Res,ponéénts howevef, has raised a proli-
mi nary objoc‘-ion regard*ng the maintainabiliw
of the prasent wri-. anolication and also the
ocns standl of ._he writ- petitinmns to move
the wrlt ar—>1 lcatinn, am contends in’car :
alia, that since the petitioner is an Association.

it cannot move the 1r°sant writ an»l 1eat:ion

_ hor treating it to be a oublic interest

litigation a8s the present writ appl:lcc.tion is -

‘not public interest 18 :gation at all., Mr.

Arun Roy, hohever, in answer 4o thq saida .

objection, has referred to‘sevaral declsions

of ‘the Supreme c::urt in the case of 'I'he jdnata

Dal and Dtha*s-vs-ﬁ.s.x..houdhurv & others

“din A-I.R 1983 'S .C.ldo 7 Krishna Swami Vs.

Union of Ihdia and otnerx. in AIR 1993 S.g, 592
and lss2 s-.C.l49. In the auoreme Court ch is ion
in A.I.R.1993 S-C B2, it is. heid in clear

; tarms t‘mt lexical’y an eyoresslcn "pub!:lc

inbarest litigation“(PIL} means a lagal action,
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