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Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil) No(s).3307/2006

(From  the judgement  and order  dated  06/01/2006  in   CMP No.  147/2006 & CMP No. 148/2006 
 &

CMP No. 202/2006 & OSA No. 251/2004  of The HIGH COURT OF MADRAS)

B.D.K. VENKATESAN & ORS.                                    Petitioner(s)

                        VERSUS

SOUTH INDIA VANIAR EDN.TRUST & ORS.                         Respondent(s)

(With prayer for interim relief )

Date: 24/02/2006  This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :

        HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE K.G. BALAKRISHNAN

        HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE P.P. NAOLEKAR

For Petitioner(s)               Mr. V. Balachandran,Adv.

For Respondent(s)               Mr. B. Kumar, Sr. Adv.

                                       Mr. S. Ravi Shankar,Adv.

                                       Mr. Yamunahnachar, Adv.

                                       Mr. Hemanandini Deori, Adv.

                                       Mr. Neeraj Shekhar, Adv.

                                       Mr. C. Paramasivam, Adv.

                                       Mr. P. Ramesh, Adv.

                                       Mr. Rakesh K. Sharma ,Adv

           UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following

                               O R D E R 



                         Heard learned counsel for the petitioner and counsel for respondent n
o.8.

                         We are told that the election is already over and the new members hav
e taken

           over charge.  Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that inclusion of 67 membe
rs is

           contrary   to   the  rules of   the  trust   and  the   petitioner  would  like to 
 challenge the  same.

           The   petitioner   would   be   at   liberty   to   challenge   the   same   and   
the   observations   made

regarding the inclusion of these 67 persons in the impugned judgment may not in any

way adversely affect that right. 

       (R.K. DHAWAN)                                   (VEERA VERMA)
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