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Petition(s)   for   Special    Leave   to   Appeal   (Civil)   No(s).24385-
24386/2009

(From the judgement and order dated 02/09/2009 in   WA No.
49/2009 & WA No. 50/2009   of The HIGH COURT OF GAUHATI AT
IMPHAL)

NINGOMBAM RAJENDRO SINGH                                  Petitioner(s)

                    VERSUS

L.DILIPKUMAR SINGH & ORS.                                 Respondent(s)

(With prayer for interim relief and office report)

WITH SLP(C) NO. 25945-25946 of 2009
(With prayer for interim relief and office report)

Date: 17/09/2010    These Petitions were called on for hearing
                    today.

CORAM :
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE AFTAB ALAM
          HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE CHANDRAMAULI KR. PRASAD

For Petitioner(s)      Mr.    P.S. Narasimha,Sr.Adv.
                       Mr.    L. Roshmani Kh.,Adv.
                       Mr.    K. Parmeshwar,Adv.
                       For    Mr. Somiran Sharma,Adv.

                       Mr. M. Devananda Singh,Adv.
                       Mr.Khwairakpam Nobin Singh

For Respondent(s)       Mr. M. Devananda Singh,Adv.
                        Mr.Khwairakpam Nobin Singh,Adv.

                        Mr. Somiran Sharma
                                  -: 2 :-

         UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                             O R D E R

       Mr. Narasimha, learned senior counsel appearing for the
petitioner submits that the order dated August 21, 2009
passed by the learned single judge on the application filed
by the State seeking permission to hold the review D.P.C.,
redressed the grievance of the petitioner and rendered the
writ    petition     infructuous.         The    petitioner, accordingly,
withdrew the writ petition pending before the learned Single
Judge.
       Learned      senior      counsel    further    submitted    that     the
decision of the State Government to hold the review D.P.C.
might have given a cause of action to respondent No. 6 and



he could have challenged the decision in a separate writ
petition      before      the   High    Court.    But    the   order   of   the
learned single judge was not amenable to the intra-court
appeal and the division bench of the High Court seriously
erred in entertaining the appeal and passing the impugned
order    staying     the     operation of the order passed by the
single judge for the simple reason that when the appeal was
filed there was no subsisting lis or any proceeding pending
before the High Court.
       It   would    be    proper      for the   petitioner to     make the
aforesaid submission before the division bench of the High
Court where the appeal remains pending.
       With   the    aforesaid      observations,       both   these   Special
Leave Petitions are disposed of.

   (V.K. Tiwari)                                     (S.S.R. Krishna)
        P.A.                                           Court Master


