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  Heard. 

[2]  The present petition has been filed under Article-226 of the 

Constitution of India for quashing the letter dated 28.05.2024 with a heading of 

termination of lease agreement and also quashing the eviction notice dated 

14.06.2024  issued by the respondent Nos.2 and 4 and also allow the petitioner to run 

their business activities in the leased land. Further, prohibiting the respondents from 

acting in furtherance of the letter dated 28.05.2024 and eviction notice dated 

14.06.2024. 

[3]  The facts in brief are that the petitioner has challenged the termination 

letter dated 28.05.2024, whereby the TIDC/Respondent No.2 terminates the lease 

deed and the allotment order unilaterally. On termination, the TIDC/Respondent 

No.2 also issued an eviction notice on 14.06.2024 which was received on 19.06.2024. 

The petitioner is a company, who introduced on the behalf of the Union of India for 

the purpose of infrastructure development at Tripura for which the TIDC on prayer 

allotted 11.71 acres of land on premium and rent besides. The respondent No.2 has 

no rule except running the project.  

[4]  Hence, the present petition has been preferred by the petitioner before 

this Court for redress.  

[5]  During the course of argument, learned counsel appearing for the 

respondents submitted before this Court that demand made for the amounts have 

been paid by the petitioner and accordingly, there are no arrears and the petitioner has 
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deposited the said amount with this Registry of this Court and prayed to grant a 

direction to the registry to permit the respondents to withdraw the amounts. 

[6]  In view of the same, there shall be a direction to the registry to release 

the amounts in favour of the respondents unconditionally as per procedure as and 

when an application is made seeking withdrawal before the registry. Since, the main 

issue which was under challenged before this Court is with regard to the demand for 

payment of certain amounts and the petitioner has to deposit the same and the same is 

already been done, nothing survives for adjudication at present. In that view of the 

matter, the present petition stands disposed of as infructuous.  

[7]  However, it is made clear that in the event if fresh issue raises or there 

is any leftover issue in the process of this lis, it is always open for both the petitioner 

as well as the respondents to make appropriate claim or counter claim against each 

other and doctrine of Res-Judicata would not apply in this regard.  

[8]  In view of above, the present petition stands disposed of. As a sequel, 

miscellaneous applications pending, if any, shall stand closed.  

   

T. Amarnath  Goud, J 
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