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                               THE GAUHATI HIGH COURT 
(HIGH COURT OF ASSAM, NAGALAND, MIZORAM AND ARUNACHAL PRADESH) 

Case No. : WP(C)/4850/2014 

M/S CHANDRALI BUILDERS and 2 ORS, 
REP. BY THE POWER OF ATTORNEY HOLDER NAMELY SRI RANADHIR 
BOSE @ RANADHIR BASU, S/O- LT. RAMAN CHANDRA BOSE, R/O- 
UKILPATTY, SILCHAR- 1, P.O.- SILCHAR, DIST.- CACHAR, ASSAM.

2: MAINAK CONSTRUCTION AND COMPANY PVT. LTD.
 REP. BY ITS DIRECTOR SRI AMALAKSHYA BISWAS
 S/O- LT. SATYABRATA BISWAS
 HEAD OFFICE AT ARYYAPATTY
 P.O.- SILCHAR
 DIST.- CACHAR
 ASSAM.

3: M/S ARTECH CONSULTANCY
 HOSPITAL ROAD
 SILCHAR- 1
 REP. BY ITS VICE PRESIDENT SRI MANIDEEP SEN
 S/O- LT. UTPAL KUMAR SEN
 R/O- HOSPITAL ROAD
 P.O.- SILCHAR
 DIST.- CACHAR
 ASSAM 

VERSUS 

THE STATE OF ASSAM and 4 ORS, 
REP. BY THE COMMISSIONER and SECY. TO THE DEPTT. OF MUNICIPAL 
ADMINISTRATION, GOVT. OF ASSAM, DISPUR, GHY- 6.

2:THE COMMISSIONER and SECY. TO THE GOVT. OF ASSAM
 DEPTT. OF MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
 DISPUR
 GHY- 6.
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3:THE DIRECTOR OF TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING
 ASSAM
 DISPUR
 GHY- 6.

4:THE SILCHAR MUNICIPAL BOARD
 REP. BY ITS CHAIRPERSON
 SILCHAR
 CACHAR
 ASSAM.

5:THE SILCHAR DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
 REP. BY ITS CHAIRMAN
 P.O.- SILCHAR
 SILCHAR- 1
 DIST.- CACHAR
 ASSAM 

Advocate for the Petitioner     : MR.M H TALUKDAR 

Advocate for the Respondent : SC, TOWN and COUNTRY PLANNING  

                                                                                      

BEFORE
HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE SANJAY KUMAR MEDHI

ORDER 
12.03.2024.

        Heard Shri AR Sikdar, learned counsel for the petitioners and Shri H Sarma,

learned Addl. Sr. Government Advocate, Assam. Also heard Shri S Dutta, learned

Senior Counsel for the Silchar Municipal Board as well as Ms. B Devi, learned

counsel appearing on behalf of Shri SP Choudhury, learned Standing Counsel,

Silchar Development Authority. 

        Upon perusal of the subject matter of dispute and taking into consideration

that while proceeding, the petitioners were ignorant of the existing law which

was, in fact in operation, this Court is of the view that there is no existing cause

of action which requires an adjudication. 
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           Accordingly, the writ petition is closed. 

 

                                                                                                                         JUDGE

Comparing Assistant


