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ABSTRACT 

This paper examines the doctrines of Exhaustion of Alternative Remedies, 
Standing (Locus Standi), and Ripeness in Indian administrative law, which 
serve as judicially developed principles to regulate court intervention in 
administrative matters. These doctrines ensure judicial discipline, prevent 
premature litigation, and uphold the separation of powers by maintaining a 
balance between individual rights, administrative autonomy, and judicial 
efficiency. 

The Doctrine of Exhaustion of Alternative Remedies mandates that litigants 
must first seek redress through available statutory remedies before 
approaching constitutional courts. While this principle prevents premature 
judicial intervention, exceptions exist in cases of fundamental rights 
violations, lack of jurisdiction, or breaches of natural justice. The Doctrine 
of Standing governs who has the legal right to approach courts, evolving 
from a restrictive traditional standing requirement to the broader acceptance 
of Public Interest Litigation (PIL). While PIL has facilitated access to justice 
for marginalized communities, its misuse for political or personal motives 
has led to judicial caution. The Doctrine of Ripeness ensures that courts 
adjudicate only mature and concrete disputes, preventing judicial resources 
from being wasted on hypothetical or premature claims. 

This paper analyzes the constitutional and statutory provisions governing 
these doctrines, supported by relevant judicial precedents from India and 
comparative perspectives from jurisdictions such as the United States and 
the United Kingdom. By critically examining the principles and exceptions 
associated with these doctrines, the paper highlights their significance in 
ensuring judicial efficiency while safeguarding fundamental rights. The 
discussion also addresses the challenges posed by excessive judicial activism 
and the need for a balanced approach to prevent the overburdening of courts. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Administrative law in India is governed by constitutional provisions, statutes, 

and judicial interpretations. The doctrines of Exhaustion of Alternative Remedies, 

Standing, and Ripeness act as judicial self-imposed limitations to ensure that courts 

intervene only when necessary, avoiding unnecessary judicial interference in 

administrative matters. 

These doctrines are derived from constitutional principles and applied by 

courts to balance individual rights, administrative autonomy, and judicial 

efficiency. 

Therefore, Administrative law is based on principles ensuring fairness, 

efficiency, and judicial discipline in government actions. The doctrines of Exhaustion 

of Alternative Remedies, Standing, and Ripeness govern how and when courts 

intervene in administrative matters. These doctrines prevent unnecessary judicial 

interference, ensure separation of powers, and maintain judicial economy. 

II. DOCTRINE OF EXHAUSTION OF ALTERNATIVE REMEDIES:  

[A]. Meaning & Objective 

The Doctrine of Exhaustion of Alternative Remedies states that a litigant 

must first exhaust all available remedies (e.g., appeals, review, revision) before 

approaching a court. The doctrine: 

• Prevents premature judicial intervention. 

• Encourages resolution within administrative structures. 

• Upholds the principle of self-sufficiency in administrative decision-

making. 

[B]. Legal Basis in India 

The doctrine is not absolute but is considered a self-imposed limitation on 

judicial review under Article 226 (Writ Jurisdiction of High Courts). Courts 
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can make exceptions if: 

1. The alternative remedy is ineffective or inadequate. 

2. The administrative authority acts beyond its jurisdiction. 

3. There is a violation of natural justice. 

[C]. Constitutional & Statutory Provisions 

Provision/Statute Explanation 

Article 32 of the Indian 
Constitution 

Directly allows remedies for violation of 
Fundamental Rights, overriding the 
exhaustion requirement. 

Article 226 of the Indian 
Constitution 

High Courts can refuse a writ if an adequate 
alternative remedy exists, except in 
exceptional cases. 

Code of Civil Procedure 
(CPC), 1908 - Section 9 

Civil courts have jurisdiction unless expressly 
barred by statute. 

Administrative Tribunals 
Act, 1985 

Tribunals are created to resolve administrative 
disputes, requiring exhaustion before High 
Court intervention. 

Income Tax Act, 1961 - 
Section 246A & 260A 

Provides appellate remedies before the 
Income Tax Tribunal before approaching the 
High Court. 

Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 - Section 10 & 11 

Requires disputes to go through conciliation 
and tribunals before courts. 

[D]. Judicial Interpretation (Case Laws in India) 

1. State of U.P. v. Mohammad Nooh1 

Facts: 

Mohammad Noah, a public servant, was dismissed from service by the State 

 
1 State of U.P. v. Mohammad Noah, (1958 AIR 86, 1958 SCR 595). 
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of Uttar Pradesh without a proper inquiry. He challenged the dismissal 

before the High Court under Article 226 of the Indian Constitution, which 

granted him relief. The State of U.P. appealed to the Supreme Court. 

Parties: 

• Appellant: State of Uttar Pradesh 

• Respondent: Mohammad Noah 

Bench: 

Justice B.P. Sinha, Justice S.K. Das, and Justice K. Subba Rao 

Issues: 

(i). Whether Mohammad Noah’s dismissal violated the principles of 

natural justice? 

(ii). Whether the High Court’s intervention under Article 226 was 

justified despite the existence of an alternative remedy? 

Arguments on Exhaustion of Alternative Remedies: 

• State of U.P.: Contended that Noah should have exhausted 

alternative remedies before approaching the High Court.  

• Noah: Argued that his dismissal was void due to a lack of due 

process, justifying direct intervention. 

Judgment: 

The Supreme Court upheld the High Court’s ruling, stating that alternative 

remedies do not bar writ jurisdiction when fundamental rights or principles 

of natural justice are violated. 

Defiance: 

This case reinforced that availability of alternative remedies is not an 
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absolute bar to writ jurisdiction in cases of manifest injustice. 

Crux: 

• The Supreme Court held that judicial review can be exercised if an 

alternative remedy is inadequate. 

2. Union of India v. T.R. Varma2  

Facts: 

T.R. Varma, a government servant, was dismissed from service after a 

departmental inquiry. He challenged the dismissal before the High Court 

under Article 226 of the Indian Constitution, claiming that the inquiry 

violated the principles of natural justice. The High Court ruled in his favor, 

and the Union of India appealed to the Supreme Court. 

Parties: 

• Appellant: Union of India 

• Respondent: T.R. Varma 

Bench: 

Justice B.P. Sinha, Justice K. Subba Rao, and Justice S.K. Das 

Issues: 

(i). Whether the departmental inquiry violated the principles of natural 

justice. 

(ii). Whether the High Court erred in exercising writ jurisdiction despite 

the availability of an alternative remedy. 

 

 
2 Union of India v. T.R. Varma, (1957 AIR 882, 1958 SCR 499) 
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Arguments on Exhaustion of Alternative Remedies: 

• Union of India: Contended that Varma should have pursued 

alternative remedies (such as departmental appeals) before seeking 

a writ. 

• T.R. Varma: Argued that the inquiry was unfair, justifying direct 

High Court intervention. 

Judgment: 

The Supreme Court held that writ jurisdiction should not be invoked when 

adequate alternative remedies exist, except in cases of exceptional injustice 

or violation of fundamental rights. 

Defiance: 

This case reaffirmed the Doctrine of Exhaustion of Alternative Remedies, 

discouraging premature writ petitions unless procedural fairness or 

constitutional violations are evident. 

Crux: 

• Courts must ensure that tribunals and other statutory remedies are 

exhausted before interfering. 

3. Whirlpool Corporation v. Registrar of Trademarks3  

Facts: 

Whirlpool Corporation, a U.S.-based company, owned the "Whirlpool" 

trademark. When an Indian company applied for its registration, Whirlpool 

opposed it. Despite opposition, the Registrar of Trademarks allowed the 

registration. Whirlpool challenged this before the High Court under Article 

226, bypassing the alternative statutory remedy of appeal under the 

 
3 Whirlpool Corporation v. Registrar of Trademarks, [(1998) 8 SCC 1] 
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Trademarks Act, 1958. The High Court ruled in Whirlpool’s favor, leading 

the Registrar to appeal before the Supreme Court. 

Parties: 

• Appellant: Registrar of Trademarks 

• Respondent: Whirlpool Corporation 

Bench: 

Justice S.P. Bharucha, Justice S. Rajendra Babu, and Justice G.N. Ray 

Issues: 

(i). Whether Article 226 can be invoked despite an alternative statutory 

remedy? 

(ii). Whether the Registrar’s decision to register "Whirlpool" for another 

company was valid? 

Arguments on Exhaustion of Alternative Remedies: 

Registrar: Whirlpool should have followed the alternative remedy of appeal 

under the Trademarks Act. 

Whirlpool Corporation: Argued that the registration violated natural justice 

and fundamental rights, justifying writ jurisdiction. 

Judgment: 

The Supreme Court ruled that writ jurisdiction can be invoked despite 

alternative remedies if there is a violation of fundamental rights, principles 

of natural justice, or if the remedy is inadequate or ineffective. 

Defiance: 

This case broadened exceptions to the Doctrine of Exhaustion, allowing writ 
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petitions where justice is at risk, even with alternative remedies available. 

Crux: 

• The Supreme Court held that the availability of an alternative 

remedy does not bar writ jurisdiction if: 

§ Fundamental rights are violated. 

§ There is a jurisdictional error. 

§ There is a breach of natural justice. 

4. Harbanslal Sahnia v. Indian Oil Corporation4  

Facts: 

Harbanslal Sahnia was awarded a dealership for an Indian Oil Corporation 

(IOC) petrol pump. Later, IOC terminated his dealership agreement, 

alleging violations of norms. Sahnia challenged this termination before the 

High Court under Article 226, bypassing the contractual remedy of 

approaching civil courts. The High Court dismissed the writ petition, citing 

the availability of an alternative remedy. Sahnia then appealed to the 

Supreme Court. 

Parties: 

• Appellant: Harbanslal Sahnia 

• Respondent: Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. 

Bench: 

Justice K.G. Balakrishnan and Justice B.N. Srikrishna 

 
4 Harbanslal Sahnia v. Indian Oil Corporation, [(2003) 2 SCC 107] 
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Issues: 

(i). Whether a writ petition under Article 226 was maintainable despite 

an alternative contractual remedy. 

(ii). Whether the termination of the dealership was legally valid. 

Arguments on Exhaustion of Alternative Remedies: 

IOC: Contended that Sahnia had a contractual remedy through civil 

litigation and should not have approached the High Court directly. 

Sahnia: Argued that the termination was arbitrary and unfair, justifying the 

High Court’s intervention. 

Judgment: 

The Supreme Court ruled that writ jurisdiction is not barred merely because 

an alternative remedy exists, especially in cases of arbitrariness, violation of 

natural justice, or fundamental rights. The Court set aside the termination 

order. 

Defiance: 

This case reinforced that Article 226 can override the Doctrine of 

Exhaustion when administrative actions are arbitrary or unfair, expanding 

judicial review. 

Crux: 

• The Supreme Court reaffirmed that writ jurisdiction is discretionary 

but can be exercised in exceptional cases despite alternative 

remedies. 

[E]. International Perspective 

1. United States: The doctrine is strictly followed under Administrative 
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Procedure Act (APA, 1946). 

2. United Kingdom: Courts apply the “O’Reilly v. Mackman” (1983) 

principle, holding that judicial review is a remedy of last resort. 

[F]. Exceptions to the Doctrine 

Courts may intervene directly when: 

• Fundamental Rights are violated (Article 32 & 226). 

• The remedy is ineffective or illusory. 

• There is excess of jurisdiction by the authority. 

Principles of natural justice are violated. 

III. DOCTRINE OF STANDING (LOCUS STANDI) 

[A]. Meaning & Importance 

The Doctrine of Standing (Locus Standi) determines who has the right to 

bring a case before a court. Traditionally, only a person directly affected could 

file a case, but the expansion of Public Interest Litigation (PIL) has 

broadened this rule. 

[B]. Types of Standing 

1. Traditional Standing: Only persons with a direct legal interest can sue. 

2. Expanded Standing (PIL): Public-spirited citizens or NGOs can litigate on 

behalf of marginalized sections. 

[C]. Constitutional & Statutory Provisions 

Provision/Statute Explanation 

Article 32 & 226 of the Indian 
Constitution 

Allows any person whose fundamental 
rights are violated to approach courts. 
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Provision/Statute Explanation 

Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 - 
Order 1 Rule 8 

Allows representative suits where 
multiple persons have the same interest. 

Consumer Protection Act, 2019 - 
Section 35 

Permits consumer organizations to file 
complaints on behalf of affected 
consumers. 

Environment Protection Act, 1986 - 
Section 19 

Allows individuals and NGOs to file 
complaints for environmental 
protection. 

Companies Act, 2013 - Section 241 
& 245 

Allows minority shareholders and 
depositors to file suits against 
mismanagement. 

[D]. Judicial Interpretation (Case Laws in India) 

1. S.P. Gupta v. Union of India5 

Facts: 

The case challenged the transfer and non-confirmation of High Court 

judges, raising concerns over judicial independence. Several petitions were 

filed as public interest litigation (PIL) under Article 32, questioning 

executive interference in judicial appointments. 

Parties: 

• Petitioner: S.P. Gupta and other lawyers 

• Respondent: Union of India 

Bench: 

Seven-judge Constitution Bench led by Justice P.N. Bhagwati 

 
5 S.P. Gupta v. Union of India, [1981 AIR 149, 1982 SCR (2) 365] 
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Issues: 

(i). Whether locus standi should be expanded to allow PIL? 

(ii). Whether executive interference in judicial appointments was 

constitutional? 

Arguments on Doctrine of Locus Standi: 

Union of India: Argued that only affected judges had the right to file 

petitions. 

Petitioners: Contended that PIL should be allowed as judicial independence 

concerns the public interest. 

Judgment: 

The Supreme Court expanded locus standi, allowing PIL for judicial 

accountability and recognizing the public's right to seek justice. 

Defiance: 

This case redefined PIL jurisprudence, enabling public-spirited individuals 

to approach courts in matters of constitutional significance. 

Crux: 

• The Supreme Court expanded PIL, allowing anyone with a public 

interest to file a case. 

2. Bandhua Mukti Morcha v. Union of India6  

Facts: 

Bandhua Mukti Morcha, an NGO, filed a public interest litigation (PIL) 

under Article 32, highlighting the inhumane conditions of bonded laborers 

 
6 Bandhua Mukti Morcha v. Union of India, [1984 AIR 802, 1984 SCR (2) 67] 
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in stone quarries in Haryana. The petition sought enforcement of Articles 

21, 23, and 24 for the rehabilitation of workers. 

Parties: 

• Petitioner: Bandhua Mukti Morcha (NGO) 

• Respondent: Union of India & State of Haryana 

Bench: 

Justice P.N. Bhagwati, R.S. Pathak, and A.N. Sen 

Issues: 

(i). Whether Bandhua Mukti Morcha had locus standi to file a PIL on 

behalf of bonded laborers? 

(ii). Whether the government failed to protect workers’ fundamental 

rights? 

Arguments on Doctrine of Locus Standi: 

Government: Argued that only the laborers themselves could file the case. 

Petitioner: Contended that PIL should be allowed in cases where 

marginalized groups cannot approach the court. 

Judgment: 

The Supreme Court expanded locus standi, allowing PIL in cases of human 

rights violations, and ordered laborers' rehabilitation. 

Defiance: 

This case revolutionized PIL, ensuring that social activists and NGOs could 

seek justice for voiceless communities. 
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Crux: 

• NGOs were allowed to file petitions on behalf of bonded laborers. 

3. Janata Dal v. H.S. Chowdhary7  

Facts: 

H.S. Chowdhary filed a public interest litigation (PIL) challenging the 

Bofors scandal investigation, seeking a court-monitored probe. Janata Dal 

questioned the maintainability of the PIL, arguing it was politically 

motivated and lacked genuine public interest. 

Parties: 

• Petitioner: Janata Dal 

• Respondent: H.S. Chowdhary 

Bench: 

Justice K. Ramaswamy, K. Jagannatha Shetty, and N.M. Kasliwal 

Issues: 

(i). Whether H.S. Chowdhary had locus standi to file the PIL? 

(ii). Whether PIL could be used to intervene in a criminal investigation? 

Arguments on Doctrine of Locus Standi: 

Janata Dal: Argued that PIL should not be misused for political purposes. 

Chowdhary: Claimed corruption cases required public intervention through 

PIL. 

 
7 Janata Dal v. H.S. Chowdhary, [1992 AIR 2705, 1993 SCR (1) 226] 
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Judgment: 

The Supreme Court restricted PIL in criminal matters, ruling that private 

citizens cannot interfere in pending criminal investigations. 

Defiance: 

This case narrowed PIL scope, emphasizing that only directly affected 

parties or genuine public interest cases could invoke writ jurisdiction. 

Crux: 

• The Court warned against frivolous PILs, stating that PIL should not 

become Publicity Interest Litigation. 

4. Ashok Kumar Pandey v. State of West Bengal8 

Facts: 

Ashok Kumar Pandey, a lawyer, filed a public interest litigation (PIL) under 

Article 32, alleging human rights violations of Pakistani prisoners in Indian 

jails. The Supreme Court examined whether the PIL was filed in genuine 

public interest or for publicity. 

Parties: 

• Petitioner: Ashok Kumar Pandey 

• Respondent: State of West Bengal 

Bench: 

Justice Doraiswamy Raju and Justice Arijit Pasayat 

 

 
8 Ashok Kumar Pandey v. State of West Bengal, [(2004) 3 SCC 349] 
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Issues: 

(i). Whether Ashok Kumar Pandey had locus standi to file a PIL for 

foreign prisoners? 

(ii). Whether the petition was genuine public interest or an abuse of PIL? 

Arguments on Doctrine of Locus Standi: 

State of West Bengal: Contended that PIL should be reserved for genuine 

issues affecting Indian citizens. 

Pandey: Argued that human rights violations justified PIL. 

Judgment: 

The Supreme Court dismissed the PIL, ruling it was frivolous and an abuse 

of process. 

Defiance: 

This case curtailed PIL misuse, reaffirming that courts must scrutinize locus 

standi to prevent PILs filed for publicity. 

Crux: 

• The Supreme Court held that PIL should not be used for political or 

personal gains. 

[E]. International Perspective 

1. United States: Standing is restricted under Article III of the U.S. 

Constitution, requiring a plaintiff to show actual injury. (Case: Lujan v. 

Defenders of Wildlife, 1992) 

2. UK: The test is whether the plaintiff has a sufficient interest in the matter 

(R v. Inland Revenue Commissioners, ex parte National Federation of 

Self Employed and Small Businesses, 1982). 
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[F]. Exceptions & Limitations 

• Courts reject frivolous or politically motivated PILs. 

• Public interest must be demonstrated before PIL is entertained. 

• Abuse of PIL leads to hefty fines and dismissal. 

IV. DOCTRINE OF RIPENESS 

[A]. Meaning & Significance 

The Doctrine of Ripeness states that courts should only hear cases when a legal 

dispute has matured and is ready for adjudication. It prevents courts from 

issuing premature, speculative, or hypothetical rulings. 

[B]. Application in Indian Administrative Law 

The doctrine prevents: 

1. Premature claims: If an administrative process is ongoing, courts 

should not interfere. 

2. Abstract disputes: The dispute must have concrete facts, not 

hypothetical questions. 

[C]. Constitutional & Statutory Provisions 

Provision/Statute Explanation 

Article 226 & 32 of the Indian 
Constitution 

Courts intervene only when rights are 
actually violated, not on speculative 
grounds. 

Civil Procedure Code, 1908 - 
Section 9 

Civil suits must involve actual legal 
disputes. 
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Provision/Statute Explanation 

Securities and Exchange 
Board of India Act, 1992 - 
Section 15T 

Appeals to SAT (Securities Appellate 
Tribunal) must be based on real disputes, 
not speculative concerns. 

[D]. Judicial Interpretation (Case Laws in India) 

1. State of Bihar v. K.K. Misra9  

Facts: 

K.K. Misra, a government employee, was dismissed from service by the 

State of Bihar following disciplinary proceedings. He directly approached 

the High Court under Article 226, claiming that his dismissal violated 

natural justice. The State of Bihar argued that he had not yet exhausted 

departmental appeal mechanisms, making his case premature. 

Parties: 

• Appellant: State of Bihar 

• Respondent: K.K. Misra 

Bench: 

Justice J.C. Shah, K.S. Hegde, and A.N. Grover 

Issues: 

(i). Whether Misra’s case was ripe for judicial review? 

(ii). Whether he should have exhausted alternative remedies first? 

Arguments on Doctrine of Ripeness: 

State of Bihar: Argued that the case was premature, as departmental appeals 

 
9 State of Bihar v. K.K. Misra, [1971 AIR 1667, 1971 SCR 151] 
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were still available. 

Misra: Claimed that his dismissal was illegal, justifying immediate court 

intervention. 

Judgment: 

The Supreme Court ruled that judicial intervention should come only after 

alternative remedies are exhausted, reinforcing the Doctrine of Ripeness. 

Defiance: 

This case emphasized that courts should avoid premature adjudication, 

ensuring cases are fully developed before judicial review. 

Crux: 

• Courts refused to intervene in a premature service dispute that had not 

reached finality. 

2. Tirupati Balaji Developers (P) Ltd. v. State of Bihar10  

Facts: 

Tirupati Balaji Developers entered into an agreement with the Bihar State 

Housing Board for land development. Disputes arose, and the company filed 

a writ petition under Article 226, challenging the Board’s actions instead of 

pursuing contractual dispute resolution mechanisms. The State of Bihar 

argued that the matter was not ripe for judicial intervention since statutory 

remedies were available. 

Parties: 

• Petitioner: Tirupati Balaji Developers (P) Ltd. 

 
10 Tirupati Balaji Developers (P) Ltd. v. State of Bihar, [(2004) 5 SCC 1] 
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• Respondent: State of Bihar & Bihar State Housing Board 

Bench: 

Justice R.C. Lahoti & Ashok Bhan 

Issues: 

(i). Whether the dispute was ripe for judicial review? 

(ii). Whether contractual disputes should first go through alternative 

mechanisms? 

Arguments on Doctrine of Ripeness: 

State of Bihar: Contended that the case was premature, as the petitioner 

should have pursued available remedies. 

Petitioner: Argued that its fundamental rights were violated, justifying writ 

jurisdiction. 

Judgment: 

The Supreme Court dismissed the petition, ruling that contractual disputes 

must follow statutory remedies first. 

Defiance: 

This case reinforced the Doctrine of Ripeness, ensuring courts intervene 

only when a dispute is fully developed. 

Crux: 

• The Supreme Court dismissed a challenge to a policy that had not yet 

been implemented. 
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3. Dr. D.Y. Patil v. State of Maharashtra11 

Facts: 

Dr. D.Y. Patil Medical College sought deemed university status, but its 

application was rejected by the Maharashtra government. Instead of 

pursuing statutory appeal mechanisms, the institution directly approached 

the High Court under Article 226, claiming the rejection was arbitrary. The 

State of Maharashtra argued that the case was premature, as alternative 

remedies were still available. 

Parties: 

• Petitioner: Dr. D.Y. Patil Medical College 

• Respondent: State of Maharashtra 

Bench: 

Justice S.B. Sinha & Mukundakam Sharma 

Issues: 

(i). Whether the petition was ripe for judicial review? 

(ii). Whether the petitioner should have exhausted alternative remedies 

first? 

Arguments on Doctrine of Ripeness: 

State of Maharashtra: Contended that the matter was not yet ripe, as 

administrative appeals were still an option. 

Petitioner: Argued that the rejection violated natural justice, justifying writ 

intervention. 

 
11 Dr. D.Y. Patil v. State of Maharashtra, [(2009) 9 SCC 352] 



Indian Journal of Law and Legal Research    Volume VII Issue I | ISSN: 2582-8878 

 

Page: 1009 

Judgment: 

The Supreme Court dismissed the petition, ruling that writ jurisdiction 

cannot be invoked prematurely when alternative remedies exist. 

Defiance: 

This case reinforced the Doctrine of Ripeness, ensuring courts intervene 

only after all procedural steps are exhausted. 

Crux: 

• Courts ruled that proposed laws cannot be challenged until enacted. 

[E]. International Perspective 

1. United States: The doctrine is strongly applied under Abbott 

Laboratories v. Gardner (1967), where the U.S. Supreme Court ruled 

that cases must be “fit for judicial decision.” 

2. UK: Courts avoid ruling on theoretical disputes (R v. Secretary of 

State for the Home Department, ex parte Salem, 1999). 

[F]. Exceptions to the Doctrine 

Courts may intervene in anticipatory legal violations, such as: 

• Cases involving preventive detention laws. 

• Potential constitutional violations (e.g., unlawful state actions). 

• Environmental and climate cases, where future harm is imminent. 

V. CONCLUSION 

The doctrines of Exhaustion of Remedies, Standing, and Ripeness ensure judicial 

discipline and prevent unnecessary court intervention in administrative matters. While 
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courts have expanded their role under PIL, they also maintain limitations to prevent 

misuse. 

Ø Doctrine of Exhaustion ensures that courts do not unnecessarily interfere when 

an alternative remedy exists. 

Ø Doctrine of Standing balances who can access courts, ensuring genuine 

claims while preventing abuse of PIL. 

Ø Doctrine of Ripeness ensures that courts do not waste judicial resources on 

premature claims. 

In India, courts have taken a pragmatic approach, making exceptions when 

necessary. However, an over-expansion of PIL and premature litigation can burden the 

judiciary, requiring a balance between judicial activism and judicial restraint. 
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