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 This appeal, under clause 15 of Let ters Patent , is preferred, 

assailing the order passed in WP.No.15992 of 2008 dated 13.11.2008. 

The appellants before us are the Joint  Transport  Com m issioner and 

Secretary, Road Transport  Authority, Hyderabad and the Secretary, 

Regional Transport  Authority, South Zone, Hyderabad, who figured as 

respondents 2 and 3 in the writ  pet it ion, which was allowed in favour 

of the pet it ioner, who approached the court  with a gr ievance that  the 

respondents refused to register his vehicle, on the ground that ,   

the chassis having been changed, it  is at  variance with the  part iculars 

specified by the m anufacturer.  

 

 The writ  pet it ion was filed by the writ  pet it ioner being aggrieved 

by the act  of the Regist rat ion author it ies in reject ing his plea for  

regist rat ion of his vehicle, a Tayota car, the chassis num ber of which is 

MBJ11JB4007072937/ 01/ 07. The vehicle was given tem porary 

regist rat ion, with No.AP 09 CHT/ R 4288 and the tem porary regist rat ion 

was m ade on 05.03.2007. The vehicle m et  with an accident  on 

06.05.2007 and a report  was lodged by the writ  pet it ioner before the 

Police Stat ion, Sham shabad. The vehicle was shifted to the com pany’s 

workshop whereat  it  was inform ed to the pet it ioner that  the chassis of 

the vehicle was com pletely dam aged and it  has to be replaced with a 

new one, as such, the replacem ent  of chassis was done with new 

chassis bearing No.MBJ11JV4007089266-060. The old chassis was 

scrapped, as being totally dam aged. The writ  pet it ioner, after fulfilling 

all the requirem ents with the financier and the insurance com pany, 



 2  

approached the third respondent  therein – Secretary, Regional 

Transport  Authority, along with an applicat ion dated 20.10.2007 

seeking regist rat ion of the vehicle with new chassis num ber. The writ  

pet it ioner enclosed all the necessary docum ents like Form s 21 and 22, 

sale invoice, cert ificate issued by the police stat ion, Sham shabad 

confirm ing the accident  and let ter of the dealer and the financier 

expressing no object ion for the replacem ent  of chassis. The writ  

pet it ioner’s request  to register the vehicle with new chassis num ber 

was rejected by way of order dated 21.01.2008 passed by the third 

respondent . The ground on which regist rat ion was rejected is that  

Sect ion 52 of the Motor Vehicles Act , 1988 ( for short  ‘the Act ’)  

precludes the owner of the vehicle from  alter ing the vehicle. 

 

The learned single Judge, in the order under appeal, set  aside 

the order of the regional t ransport  authority, dated 21.01.2008 and 

directed the third respondent  therein to consider the applicat ion of the 

writ  pet it ioner and register the vehicle of the pet it ioner, incorporat ing 

the new chassis num ber and issue necessary cert ificate of regist rat ion. 

 

 I m pugning the said order, the appellants preferred this appeal 

on the grounds that  the learned single Judge having held that  no 

alterat ion is perm it ted under Sect ion 52 of the Act , allowed the writ  

pet it ion, which is absolutely illegal. The order is also illegal, as the writ  

pet it ion was allowed on the ground that  the insurance com pany and 

the m anufacturer have changed the chassis and as such, direct ing the 

register ing authority to register the vehicle, for that  reason, is cont rary 

to Sect ion 52 of the Act . The learned single Judge failed to see that  the 

chassis was replaced cont rary to Sect ion 52 of the Act  without  the 

perm ission of the register ing authority.  
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 Heard the counsel appearing on both sides. 

 

 

 Learned Governm ent  Pleader for Roads and Buildings,  

appearing for the appellants, while contending that  Sect ion 52 of the 

Act  does not  perm it  any alterat ion to be m ade to the m otor vehicle, 

which is at  variance with the part iculars or iginally specified by the 

m anufacturer, relies on a Full Bench judgm ent  of this court  in  

A. CHANDRA SEKHAR REDDY v . UNI ON OF I NDI A
1
 and a decision 

of a learned single Judge in E. DASTAGI RI  v . REGI ONAL 

TRANSPORT OFFI CER
2   to draw support  to his content ion. When we 

expressed  with the learned Governm ent  Pleader, whether the owner 

of a vehicle, whose vehicle is involved in an accident  and the ent ire  

chassis of which gets dam aged, has no other rem edy except   to 

abandon the vehicle, the learned Governm ent  Pleader would subm it  

that  the law is such. But  we have to express our inabilit y to accept  the 

said opinion, because accept ing the content ion of the learned 

Governm ent  Pleader would be to the shock of the conscience of any 

prudent  person.   

 

A reading of Sect ion 52 of the Act  would only lead us to an 

understanding that  what  is incorporated in Sect ion 52(1)  of the Act  is 

a general norm  that  the vehicle, which is delivered by the 

m anufacturer, should be the sam e, as is brought  for regist rat ion 

before the register ing authority. I t  cannot  by any st retch of 

interpretat ion be understood as a clog on every alterat ion, m uch less 

on an alterat ion which is com pelled by circum stances beyond the reach 

of the owner. I n a case like the one before us, if the sect ion is read 

with an understanding with which it  is sought  to be read by the 

learned Governm ent  Pleader, it  would am ount  to put t ing a rest r ict ion 

                                                 
1
  (2002) 1 ALD 28 (FB) 

2
  (2010) 6 ALD 35 
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on every kind of alterat ion, irrespect ive of the reasonableness of the 

alterat ion. I f the interpretat ion has to go that  way, it  would lead to an 

absurd situat ion, where, if a vehicle gets involved in an accident , even 

while the vehicle is being brought  from  the showroom  to the 

dest inat ion, result ing in total dam age to chassis or for that  m at ter any 

other part  of the vehicle, the part iculars of which are declared in the 

regist rat ion cert ificate, then the owner of the vehicle has to abandon 

the vehicle and sustain the loss. The prudence of the law m akers 

would not  be of the level of m aking a statutory provision, to result  in 

telling off the vict im s of com pelling circum stances and any endeavour, 

by the court , to gather such intent ion as underlying a provision of law, 

would be a t ravesty of just ice. 

  

Sect ion 52 of the Act , which has five sub-sect ions, three 

provisos and an explanat ion, needs a harm onious const ruct ion to 

prom ote the object  with which the provision is enacted.  

 

The decision of the Full Bench in A. CHANDRA SEKHAR 

REDDY’s case (1 supra)  dealt  with the vires of Sect ion 52 of the Act ,  

as am ended by the Motor Vehicles Am endm ent )  Act , 2000.  

The pet it ioners therein intended to convert  their  pet rol vehicles into 

diesel vehicles by replacing pet rol engine with a diesel engine.  

The Full Bench, while dism issing the writ  pet it ions by upholding the 

const itut ionality of the am endm ent , m ade several observat ions,  

which would be profitable in interpret ing and const ruct ing Sect ion  

52 of the Act . The ent ire m arch of Sect ion 52 of the Act  r ight  from  the 

year 1939 to the year 2000 was rem em bered by the Full Bench and it  

was concluded that  the changes effected by the Parliam ent  in a phased 

m anner clearly go to show that  though the earlier provision was 

m erely regulatory, a prohibit ion has been im posed with a lit t le elbow 

space therein. The m anner in which the interpretat ion of sub-sect ions 
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of sect ion 52 has to go on is also very succinct ly explained by the Full 

Bench and it  was also felt  necessary that  the proviso appended to  

sub-sect ion (1)  of Sect ion 52 of the Act  inserted by the Am endm ent  

Act  2000 m ust  be read as to fulfil the objects and purpose of the Act .  

I t  is with that  sense of interpretat ion that  a purposive interpretat ion is 

perm it ted to be m ade, in a case like this,  where the provision of law is 

not  well worded. The Full Bench observed as under:   

“ I nterpretat ion m ust  depend on the text  and the context .   

They are the bases of interpretat ion. One m ay well say if the 

test  is the texture, context  is what  gives the colour. Neither can 

be ignored. Both are important . That  interpretat ion is best  

which m akes the textual interpretat ion m atch the contextual.  

A statute is best  interpreted when we know why it  was 

enacted.”  

 

The appellants- respondents in the counter filed to the writ  

pet it ion also pleaded the Court  to observe the m arch of Sect ion 52 of 

the Act  from  the t im e it  was enacted. I t  was urged that  the rest r ict ion 

im posed in Sect ion 52 of the Act  was actually m eant  to prevent  any 

alterat ion to the vehicle which leads to several com plicat ions,  

which include causing pollut ion etc. and that  the latest  am endm ent  to 

Sect ion 52 of the Act  perm it ted alterat ion with certain condit ions.  

 

I f the am endm ent  has to be const rued as being m ade to put  a 

rest r ict ion on any kind of alterat ion, then the very object  of Sect ion 52 

of the Act  would get  defeated. I n E. DASTAGI RI ’s case (2 supra)  the 

learned single Judge dealt  with a case where the vehicle had seat ing 

capacity of 5 was m odified to have seat ing capacity of 30. I t  was an 

am bulance, which was changed to Om ni Bus, with the said 

m odificat ion. The learned single Judge held that  it  is hit  by the 

prohibit ion under Sect ion 52(1)  by holding that  it  am ounts to alter ing 

the basic feature of the vehicle.   
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A reading of Sect ion 52 of the Act  would show that , though in 

sub-sect ion (1)  it  was stated that  the owner of a m otor vehicle shall 

not  alter the vehicle result ing in non-m atching of the part iculars 

or iginally specified by the m anufacturer, by vir tue of the first  proviso, 

alterat ion to the engine is perm it ted and the third proviso allows the 

Cent ral Governm ent  to grant  exem pt ion for alterat ion of vehicles in a 

m anner other than specified by sub-sect ion (1)  for any specific 

purpose. Hence, it  can be understood from  the third proviso that   

sub-sect ion (1)  did not  intend to put  a com plete rest r ict ion on 

alterat ion of a vehicle. Sub-sect ion (2)  further supports the above 

understanding wherein a person, owning not  less than ten t ransport  

vehicles, is perm it ted to alter any vehicle owned by him  so as to 

replace the engine thereof with the engine of the sam e m ake and type 

without  the approval of the register ing authority and the State 

Governm ent  has to authorise the sam e by a not ificat ion in the Official 

Gazet te subject  to such condit ions as m ay be specified in the 

not ificat ion.  

 

Sub-sect ion (3)  of Sect ion 52 requires the owner to report  the 

alterat ion, when any alterat ion is m ade in the m otor vehicle without  

the approval of the register ing authority or by reason of replacem ent  

of it s engine without  such approval under sub-sect ion (2) .   

The underlying prem ise of Sect ion 52(3)  is that  the alterat ion can be 

m ade in the m otor vehicle with the prior approval of the register ing 

authority. The obligat ion placed by Sect ion 52(3) , on the owner of the 

vehicle to report  the alterat ion, is in two dist inct  and different  

cont ingencies. First ly, where any alterat ion has been m ade in the 

m otor vehicle without  the approval of the register ing authority, and 

secondly where the engine has been replaced without  the approval of 

the register ing authority. I f Sect ion 52(3)  is understood as relat ing 
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only to the replacem ent  of an engine without  the approval of the 

register ing authority under Sect ion 52(2) ,  it  would have sufficed only 

to provide for the second cont ingency in the first  lim b of Sect ion 52(3) ,  

and not  the first .  While Sect ion 52(2)  confines alterat ion of a m otor  

vehicle only to the replacem ent  of it s engine, const ruing Sect ion 52(3)  

as also being confined to the replacem ent  of an engine would render 

the words “where any alteration has been made in the motor vehicle without the 

approval of the registering authority” , used therein, redundant .  Likewise, 

reading Sect ion 52(1)  as an em bargo on any kind of alterat ion of a 

m otor vehicle, other than replacem ent  of the engine, would render the 

aforesaid words in Sect ion 52(3)  inapposite surplusage.    

 

The words “any alteration”  in Sect ion 52(3)  m ean any alterat ion 

m ade in the m otor vehicle, and not  m erely the replacem ent  of an 

engine.  Whatever be the nature of alterat ion to the m otor vehicle, if  

such alterat ion is m ade without  the approval of the register ing 

authorit y, the owner of the vehicle is obligated to report  the alterat ion 

to the register ing authority within fourteen days of m aking the 

alterat ion, and to forward the cert ificate of regist rat ion to that  

authorit y.  The object  of forwarding the cert ificate of regist rat ion is to 

enable the register ing authority to record the alterat ions, m ade in the 

m otor vehicle, in the cert ificate of regist rat ion. The word ‘or ’,  used in 

sub-sect ion (3) , shows that  in either of the two cont ingencies, i.e.,   

(1)  where any alterat ion has been m ade in a m otor vehicle without  the 

approval of the register ing authority or (2)  by reason of replacem ent  

of the engine of the m otor vehicle without  such approval under  

sub-sect ion (2) , the obligat ion placed on the owner of the vehicle 

under Sect ion 52(3)  necessitates com pliance.  The words “or”  would 

allow us to hold, without  m uch dem ur, that  there can be alterat ion of a 
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vehicle subject  to the condit ion that  the sam e has to be inform ed to 

the register ing authority within fourteen days.  

 

Sub-sect ion (5)  also needs to be read along with sub-sect ion (3)  

of Sect ion 52 to understand the r ights of the owner in m aking 

alterat ion. I t  specifies that ,  subject  to the provisions under  

sub-sect ions (1)  to (4) , no person holding a vehicle under a  

hire-purchase agreem ent  shall m ake any alterat ion to the vehicle 

except  with the writ ten consent  of the registered owner. Hence, a clear 

im plicat ion flows from  sub-sect ion (5)  that , with the consent  of the 

registered owner, alterat ion can be m ade by the hire-purchaser,  

if the vehicle is subject  to hire-purchase agreem ent . When, within the 

m eaning of sub-sect ion 5, the owner is com petent  to allow alterat ions, 

it  sounds tad r idiculous to say that  the owner can only perm it  

alterat ions but  cannot  by him self m ake alterat ions. 

 

I n that  background too, to say that  an owner does not  have a 

r ight  to alter the vehicle and any such alterat ion which is cont rary to 

the part iculars specified by the m anufacturer is im perm issible,  

would be absurd. One cardinal rule of interpretat ion is that  the 

interpretat ion of any statute or any provision of a statute should not  

result  in absurdity. Put t ing such const ruct ion on a provision of law will 

not  be in the interest  of anyone concerned. 

 

Apart  from  all the sub-sect ions of Sect ion 52 of the Act ,   

from  which the above opinion can be gathered, the explanat ion to the 

above Sect ion further becom es a good guidance to see whether 

alterat ions to a m otor vehicle is perm issible. The explanat ion is as 

follows:  

“Explanat ion.-  For the purposes of this Sect ion, “alterat ion”  

m eans a change in the st ructure of vehicle which results in a 

change in its basic st ructure.”  
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The Learned single Judge also, ult im ately, held that  there is no 

alterat ion, in this case, which resulted in a change in the basic 

st ructure and, thereby, allowed the writ  pet it ion. 

 

The Full Bench in its judgm ent  also referred to a Division Bench 

judgm ent  of Kerala High Court  in T. RADHAMANI  v . JOI NT 

REGI ONAL TRANSPORT OFFI CER [ AI R 1997 KER 85]  wherein the 

alterat ion was reduct ion of the seat ing capacity. I t  was held therein 

that  it  does not  com e within the purview of sub-sect ion (1)  of Sect ion 

52 of the Act . The Full Bench also observed that  the phraseology used 

in Sect ion 52 of the Act  m ay not  be happy or the Sect ion m ay not  be 

happily worded but  we have to give a purposive m eaning thereto.  

 

On a reading of Sect ion 52 as a whole, it  is clear that   

sub-sect ion (1)  disables the owner of the vehicle, ordinarily,  from  so 

alter ing the vehicle which would result  in variance of the part iculars 

contained in the cert ificate of regist rat ion with those originally 

specified by the m anufacturer. Even in those rare cases, where such 

an alterat ion has been m ade in the m otor vehicle without  the approval 

of the register ing authorit y, Sect ion 52(3)  obligates the owner of the 

vehicle to report  the alterat ion to the register ing author ity, and 

forward the cert ificate of regist rat ion to enable him  to record the 

alterat ions, m ade to the m otor vehicle, in the regist rat ion cert ificate.  

I f we understand sub-sect ion (1) , as a rest r ict ion on every alterat ion, 

we would be ignoring both the first  lim b of Sect ion 52(3)  and the 

explanat ion part  of Sect ion 52 of the Act ,  and that  is im perm issible.   

 

As we do not  find any infirm ity, m uch less a patent  illegalit y,  

in the order under appeal, we see no reason to interfere in an int ra-

court  appeal under clause 15 of the Let ters patent .  The appeal fails 

and is, accordingly, dism issed. Consequent ly, pending m iscellaneous 
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applicat ions, if any, shall stand closed.  There shall be no order as to 

costs. 

 

_________________________ 

RAMESH RANGANATHAN, HACJ 

 

 

 

__________ 

T. RAJANI , J 
June 20, 2017 

Note:  L.R. copy to be m arked 

                (B/ o )  DSK 
 


