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Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (G vil) No(s).5251-5256/2013

(From the judgenent and order dated 24/01/2013 in WP No. 30326/ 2011
WP No. 18404/ 2012, MPSR No. 141156/2012, MPSR No. 141185/2012, MPSR
No. 144182/ 2012, MPSR No. 144183/ 2012 of The H GH COURT OF MADRAS)

R VEERMANI Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

STATE OF TAM LNADU TH. CHI EF SECY & ORS Respondent (s)

(Wth appln(s) for exenption fromfiling c/c of the inpugned
Judgment, permission to file lengthy list of dates and prayer
for interimrelief and office report)

Date: 31/01/2013 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE THE CHI EF JUSTI CE
HON BLE MR JUSTICE ANIL R DAVE
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE VI KRAMAJI T SEN

T.R Andhyarujina, Sr. Adv.
R Viduthal ai, Adv.
Nedumar an, ACR

G Indira, Adv.

K. V. Jagdi shvaran, Adv.
Souni k Goshal , Adv.

For Petitioner(s)

Mukul Rohatgi, Sr. Adv.
Rakesh Dwi vedi, Sr. Adv.

Subr anoni am Prasad, AAG T.N.
R. Rakesh Sharma, Adv.
Prasanna Venkat, Adv.

Bal aji, AOR

Al ok Kumar, Adv.

For Respondent (s)
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Soma Sundaram AOR

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

These special |eave petitions are directed agai nst the order

passed by the Madras Hi gh Court, dismissing the petitioner’s
Petition No.30326 of 2011 and several other wit petitions

m scel | aneous petitions, in regard to the decision taken

Wit

and
t he

Governnent of Tami|l Nadu to shift the functioning of the Legislative

Assenbly fromits location at Anna Salai to its previous
Fort St. GCeorge.

Appearing in support of the Special Leave Petitions,

T.R Andhyarujina, |earned senior counsel, urged that there

justifiable reason for such shifting of the Assenbly prenises

such shifting had been undertaken on account of a change
Governnent and not in the public interest.

M. Andhyarujina pointed out that the reason given

at

M.
no
and
t he

t he



Hi gh Court for dismissing the wit petition was not sustainable, on
account of the fact that the purported decision taken to utilize the
building at Anna Salai as a Multi-Speciality Hospital, was not very
convincing, since there was a fully-equipped hospital wthin a
di stance of about two kiloneters fromthe location of the Assenbly
buil di ng at Anna Sal ai

Havi ng heard M. Andhyarujina and having considered the
matter, we are of the viewthat a decision taken by an elected
Government at the Executive level, is not for this Court to
interfere with, unless such decision is either contrary to or
adversely affects the public interest.

In the present case, we do not find such a ground avail able
to the petitioner, who appears to be a public-spirited
citizen, as well as an Advocate of the Madras High Court. In our
view, the reliefs sought by the petitioner in the wit petitions,
have to be pursued in sonme other forumwhere the subject nmatter of

the conplaints of the petitioner can be gone into. We, therefore,
see no reason to interfere with the inpugned judgnment of the Madras
H gh Court.

The Special Leave Petitions are, accordingly, disnissed, but
there will be no order as to costs.
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