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HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH, BILASPUR

WPC No. 1110 of 2018

e Sunil Kumar Mathur, S/o Late Shri Mahendra Swarup Mathur,
Aged About 58 Years, Proprietor-M/s Airport Restaurant, Swami
Vivekanand Airport, 12Naya Raipur, Chhattisgarh

---- Petitioner
Versus

1. Airport Authority Of India, A Body Corporate Constituted By
Central Government Under Airport Authorities Act, 1994,
Corporate E Office At Rajiv Gandhi Chowk Safdarjang New Delhi,
Represented Through, Executive Director, AAlI, CHQ, R.G.
Bhawan, New Delhi, India

2. Airport Director, Airport Authority of India, Swami Vivekananda
Airport, Raipur, Chhattisgarh

3. M/s Devyani International, Corporate Office, Plot No.18 Sector
35, Gurugram- 122004, Haryana, Registered Office F-2/7, Okhla
Industrial Area, Phase-1, New Delhi-110020

---- Respondents
For Petitioner Shri Kishore Bhaduri, Advocate
For Respondent Nos.1 & 2 Shri Manish Upadhyay, Advocate
For Respondent No.3 Shri Siddharth Dubey, Advocate

Hon'ble the Chief Justice Mr. Ajay Kumar Tripathi

Hon'ble Justice Mr. Prashant Kumar Mishra

Order On Board

14/08/2018

1. Heard counsel for the petitioner, counsel for the Airport Authority

and counsel for the private respondent.
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After all the arguments made at the bar with regard to the new
tender and award thereof in favour of the private respondent in
what is known as 'Swami Vivekanand Airport at Raipur, the
submission of the learned counsel for the petitioner is that looking
at the nature of the agreement, which was more a licence and
was given to the petitioner to operate for a period of 5 years
before expiry of the same, he ought not to be thrown out on the
ground that the space available in the terminal building is
required to be re-worked. He has also tried to argue that there
was some kind of camouflage, which was practised by the
respondent Airport Authority when they issued the new tender,
because he was made to understand that his area of operation
vis-a-vis location in the terminal building is not part and parcel of

the new tender or the licence which is required to be given.

All told, looking at the terms and conditions of the agreement that
it is a licence which has been given to the petitioner, which is
terminable by issuance of notice both ways and that power has
been exercised by the respondent authorities in public interest,
we are not willing to insist on enforcement of the agreement of

the licence for the subsisting period.

Counsel for the petitioner however submits that he is willing to
approach the Competent Authority for an indulgent kind of view
and he is even looking to relocate or adjust, subject to a decision
which may be taken by the respondent authorities, atleast for the

subsisting period of the contract, which expires on 22.09.2019.
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This Court will not express any opinion on the possibility as well
as the capability of the respondent authorities on the request to
be made on behalf of the petitioner, but keeping in mind that the
petitioner was one of the first few to provide service to the
passengers when the new airport came into play, he should be

dealt with more respectfully.

The writ petition stands disposed off with the observation as

above.
Sd/- Sd/-
(Ajay Kumar Tripathi) (Prashant Kumar Mishra)
Chief Justice Judge



