p
SLP(C) No. 14735 OF 2002

QUT TODAY@@
cceeeceeee
| TEM No. 65 Court No. 2 SECTI ON X |
SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
IAS ... ... ... .. in
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No.14735/2002
SECRETARY TO GOVT., TAM L NADU & ANR Petitioner (s)
VERSUS
K. VI NAYAGAMURTHY Respondent (s)

( for nodification / directions with office report)
Wth

SLP( C) No. 15724/ 2002, SLP( C) No. 15725/ 2002, SLP( C) No. 15726/ 2002,
SLP(C) No. 15727/ 2002, SLP( C) No. 15728/ 2002

Date : 09/09/2002 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE G B. PATTANAI K
HON BLE MRS. JUSTI CE RUVA PAL
For State K K Venugopal, Sr. Adv.

PN Ranal i ngam Adv.
For Applicant (s) Arun Jaitley, Sr.Adv.

KV Mohan, M. J. Pothiraj,
V. Sanjeevi, M. M Baskar,
Veda B. Singh, Advs.

S. Si vasubramani am Sr. Adv.
M A Chi nnasany, Adv.
. R Nedumar an, Adv.

S. Ganesh, Sr. Adv.
Anand Padmanaban, Adv.
R Nedunmaran, Adv.

V. Sanj eevi, M. V.Krishnanurthy, Adv.
P R Kovilan P., Adv.

T. Harish Kumar, M. Senthil Jagdeesan,
Rakesh K. Sharma, Advs.

K K Mani, Adv.
Moni ka Tri pat hy, Adv.
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UPON hearing counsel the Court nade the foll ow ng
ORDER

These applications have been filed by some of the
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applicants for grant of exclusive privilege alleging that even
t hough they had offered to pay/deposit fee for the entire year
by 31st of July, 2002 but the sane was not accepted and only a
part of the privilege fee for the period for which the |icence
was being extended had been accepted. The prayer of these
applicants is that some tinme be given to allow themto pay the
privilege fee so that they would be entitled to the renewal of
licence for the whole excise year. Heard M. Jaitley and M.
Ganesh, for the applicants and M. Venugopal for the State.

The High Court in the judgnent under chall enge before
us, made it crystal clear that the facility of renewal to the
petitioners shall be made available, if the petitioners remt
the requisite anounts on or before 31st of July, 2002 and the
said direction has been repeated by us in our judgnment. It is
not possible for us to exani ne the assertions made by these
applicants that they have subnitted the fees for the whole
year though only part of the fees was accepted. This natter,
which if noved, before the High Court, can be gone into by the
H gh Court and appropriate directions can be issued. Thus, we
see no justification for this Court to extend the tine or
nmodi fy our order. The applications accordingly st and
rej ected.

(J.S. Rawat) (Suneet Bal a Sharma)
Court Master Assi stant Regi strar



