| TEM NO. 104 COURT NO. 11
SUPREMECOURTOF I ND
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
G vil Appeal No(s) . 4688/ 2005

STATE OF TAM L NADU & ORS.

A.  VARADHARAJAN
(with office report)

W TH
C. A No. 4645-4660/2005
(Wth Ofice Report)

C. A No. 4661/2005
(Wth Ofice Report)

C. A No. 4689-4795/2005
(Wth Ofice Report)

VERSUS
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UPON hearing the counsel the Court nmade the follow ng

SECTI ON Xl |

I A

Appel | ant ('s)

Respondent ( s)

Subr anoni um Prasad, Sr. Adv.



ORDER

The Appeal s are di sposed of in terns of t he Si gned
O der.
( NEELAM GULATI ) (SARQJ SAINI)
COURT MASTER COURT MASTER
(Signed Oder is placed on the file)
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I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

Cl VIL APPEAL NQ(S) . 4688 OF 2005
STATE OF TAM L NADU & ORS. Appel | ant ('s)
VERSUS
A. VARADHARAJAN Respondent ( s)
W TH
Cl VIL APPEAL NO(S). 4645-4660 OF 2005
W TH
Cl VI L APPEAL NQ(S) . 4661 OF 2005

ClVIL APPEAL hKngTFZ689-4795 OF 2005
ORDER
It is not controverted before us that for the |ast
decade it is only Tam | Nadu State Marketing Corporation Ltd.
(in short '"the TASMAC ) which is authorised to distribute and
sell Indian Made Foreign Liquor (in short "the IMFL’) in the
State of Tami | Nadu.

Counsel for the Respondent before us states that no suit
for conpensati on/danages has been filed by their clients, as
envi saged in para 11 of the I nmpugned Judgnent In the above
circunstances, it appears to us to be an acadenic exercise as
to t he Constitutionality of t he Tami | Nadu Prohi bi tion

(Anmendnent) Act, 2004 ( in short "the Act 2 of 2004’), in which
2

exercise, we do not wish to participate. These Appeals are

accordingly di sposed of |eaving the issue of vires of the Act 2



of 2004 open.

(SH VA KIRTI SI NGH)
NEW DELHI
JULY 24, 2015



