
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT PATNA 
Civil Writ Jurisdiction Case No.9651 of 2017 

====================================================== 

1. Md. Abid Alam, S/o Late Khalilur Rehman, resident of village- Doriya, 

P.O.- Nisandra, P.S.- Kochadhaman, District- Kishanganj. 

 

....   ....    Petitioner/s 

Versus 

1. The State of Bihar through the Principal Secretary, Department of Food 

and Consumer Protection, Govt. of Bihar, Bihar, Patna.   

2. Principal Secretary, Department of Food and Consumer Protection, Govt. 

of Bihar, Bihar, Patna.   

3. The District Magistrate-cum-Collector, District- Kishanganj.   

4. The Sub-Divisional Officer, District- Kishanganj.   

5. The Asst. Director, Child Welfare Unit, ICDS, District- Kishanganj.   

6. District Supply Officer, Kishanganj.   

7. Block Supply Officer, Kochadhaman, District- Kishanganj.   

 

....   ....  Respondent/s 

====================================================== 

Appearance : 
For the Petitioner/s         :      Mr. Nikhil Kumar Agrawal, 

                                               Mr. Dhirendra Kumar Singh. 

For the State                    :     Mr.  Alok Ranjan, AC to AAG5 

====================================================== 

CORAM: HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE SHIVAJI PANDEY 
ORAL ORDER 

 

2 23-08-2017             Heard learned counsel for the petitioner and learned 

counsel for the State. 

             In the present writ petition, petitioner is challenging 

the order dated 14.2.2017 passed by the Collector,  

Kishanganj in Supply Appeal Case no.24 of 2015 by which he 

has affirmed the order of dated 10.12.2014 passed by the Sub 

Divisional Officer,  Kishanganj by which he has cancelled the 

licence.  

               Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the 

order has been passed on the basis of surmises and conjecture. 
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He has further submitted that petitioner has demanded copy of 

the enquiry report as well as complaint petition. 

              There is provision of revision. The petitioner has 

approached this Court straight way without exhausting 

alternative remedy by filing revision petition. 

                The petitioner should first exhaust the remedy of 

revision. All points will be seen by the  revisional authority.                    

                With the aforesaid observation and direction this 

writ petition is disposed of. 

 

 

 
 

 

Vinay/- 

(Shivaji Pandey, J) 
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