HON’BLE SRl JUSTICE ABHINAND KUMAR SHAVILU

WRITPETITION No.20764 of 2009

ORDER:

When the matteristaken up for hearing, learned counsel for
the petitioner submitsthat the 349 respondent wasawarded a Retalil
outlet very adjacent to the Hectrical Sub-Sation ignoring the case
of the petitioner. He further submits that the Retail Outlet, which
wasawarded in favour of the 3d respondent, iscontrary to the Rules
and, therefore, the Retail Outlet granted in favour of the 3d
respondentisliable to be cancelled.

Leamed Sanding counselappearing forrespondents1 and 2
and the counsel appearing for the 34 respondent have filed
separate counter affidavits denying the submission made by the
petitioner and in his counter affidavit, the 39 respondent has
specifically stated that there isno Hectrical Sub-Sation adjacent to
the 3d respondent’s retail outlet. Therefore, respondents 1 and 2
have rightly allotted Retail Outlet in favour of the 3 respondent.

This Court, having considered the rival submissions made by
the leamed counsel for the respective parties, is of the considered
view that respondents 1 to 3 have specifically denied that the 3r
respondent’s Retail Outlet, which was sanctioned by respondents 1
and 2,isnot adjacent to the Hectrical Sub-Sation. Therefore, there
are no merits in the writ petition and the same is liable to be
dismissed.

Accordingly, the writ petition is dismissed. No order as to
costs.

Pending miscellaneouspetitions, if any, shall stand closed.

ABHINAND KUMARSHAVILU, J
03-02-2020
Prv






