
THE HON’BLE SRI  JUSTI CE A.V.SESHA SAI  

W.P.No.2417 of 2018 
 

ORDER:  

 

  

 Heard the learned counsel for the pet it ioner and learned 

Governm ent  Pleader for Hom e. 

 2. Quest ioning the act ion of the respondents in not  grant ing 

perm ission to screen the film s in ‘B’ Form  as illegal and arbit rary, the 

present  writ  pet it ion is filed.   

3. The pet it ioner-  M/ s.Geeta Theat re was const ructed in the 

year 1983-84 and “B”  Form  Licence was granted on 03-05-1984.  I n 

the year 2015 the pet it ioner’s theater was closed for renovat ion and 

it  m ade an applicat ion on 07-09-2015 for conversion from  single 

screen into four screens in the exist ing theat re by addit ions and 

alterat ions.  Pursuant  to the inspect ion, the authorit ies viz., nam ely 

1)  Dist r ict  Medical and Health Officer, 2)  Deputy Elect r ical I nspector, 

3)  Dist r ict  Fire Officer and 4)  Execut ive Engineer (R&B)  and the police 

departm ent  also m ade recom m endat ions in favour of the pet it ioner.  

The theat re cam e to be altered and four cinem a screens have been 

fixed.  The pet it ioner herein m ade an applicat ion on 21-12-2017 

request ing to grant  ‘B’ Form  Licence by inspect ing the exist ing 

theat re with four cinem a screens. I n the above background, alleging 

inact ion on the part  of the above respondents, the present  writ  

pet it ion has been filed. 

 4. A counter-affidavit  is filed by the 2nd respondent , opposing 

the writ  pet it ion.  

 5. I t  is contended by the learned counsel for the pet it ioner that  

the im pugned act ion is illegal, arbit rary and violat ive of Art icle 14 and 



 2 

19(1) (g)  of the Const itut ion of I ndia and opposed to the A.P. 

Cinem atograph Act , 1952 and A.P.Cinem as (Regulat ion)  Rules,1970;  

that  earlier all the authorit ies including the police inspected the 

prem ises and after recording sat isfact ion recom m ended in favour of 

the pet it ioner, as such the object ion of the 2nd respondent  now 

cannot  be sustained;  that  the Rules do not  st ipulate product ion of 

NOC from  the Greater Hyderabad Municipal Corporat ion. 

 6. On the cont rary, it  is m aintained by the learned Governm ent  

Pleader that  there is no illegality nor there exists infirm ity in the 

im pugned order and in the absence of the sam e, the quest ioned 

act ion is not  am enable for any judicial review under Art icle 226 of the 

Const itut ion of I ndia;  that  the Deputy Com m issioner of Police, Traffic, 

Cyberabad, in his report  dated 10-05-2017 stated that  the parking 

area dem arcated is very less which needs to be rect ified;   that  vide 

not ice dated 07-10-2016, the Deputy Com m issioner of Police 

inst ructed the pet it ioner to produce  ‘No object ion Cert ificate’ (NOC)  

from  GHMC for stabilit y of st ructure and fire departm ent  but  the 

pet it ioner failed to produce the sam e, as such the authorit ies can not  

be faulted.  

7. I n the above background the issue that  em erges for 

considerat ion of this Court  is - -  whether the inact ion on the part  of 

the respondents-authorit ies in processing of the applicat ion of the 

pet it ioner is just ified or not? 

 8. The m aterial available before this court  reveals in categorical 

term s that  all the statutory authorit ies have issued NOCs. The 

Assistant  Com m issioner of Police, Kukatpally Traffic Division, 

Cyberabad, vide proceedings No.08/ T1/ ACP/ KKP-TR/ CYB/ 2015, dated 
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14-01-2016, while categorically m ent ioning various part iculars as to 

the dim ensions, parking area etc., recom m ended for const ruct ion of 

m ult i screen theat re in the subject  prem ises.  Subsequent ly also, vide 

proceedings No.12/ T1/ ACP/ KKP-TR/ CYB/ 2016, dated 14-07-2016, 

Assistant  Com m issioner of Police, Kukatpally Traffic Division, 

Cyberabad, Kukatpally reiterated the above recom m endat ions and 

thereafter vide proceedings dated 08-11-2016 once again Assistant  

Com m issioner of Police, Madhapur Traffic Zone, Cyberabad, also 

issued NOC in favour of the pet it ioner herein, recom m ending for 

grant  of NOC.  I t  is very m uch clear from  the above said proceedings 

that  the Assistant  Com m issioners of Police, after thorough 

verificat ion, noted all the m easurements and part iculars, but  in the 

proceedings, dated 10-05-2017 issued by the Deputy Com m issioner 

of Police, Traffic,  Cyberabad, no such part iculars nor any 

m easurem ents are given.  I t  is also significant  to note that  the 

respondent  authorit ies are not  disput ing the earlier reports of the 

Assistant  Com m issioners of Police. I n the counter-affidavit  filed by 

the Com m issioner of Police, Cyberabad, it  is stated that  the pet it ioner 

herein failed to com ply with the inst ruct ions of the Deputy 

Com m issioner of Police by producing NOC from  the GHMC authorit ies.  

The counter further says that  the Com m issioner, GHMC, did not  give 

any com m unicat ion to the office of the Com m issioner despite 

rem inders. No provision of law could be brought  to the not ice of this 

court  which obligates the pet it ioner herein to produce such NOC from  

the Municipal authorit ies. 

 8. On the other hand, Rule 8-B of the A.P. Cinem as 

(Regulat ion)  Rules, 1970 obligates the licensing authority to forward 

a copy of the applicat ion together with its enclosures to various 
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authorit ies including the Chief Execut ive Officer of the Local 

Authority. The second proviso to Rule 8-B(2)  st ipulates that  if the 

Licensing Authority fails to send reply to the applicant  either grant ing 

or reject ing the “No Object ion Cert ificate”  applied for, within a period 

of 45 days, the NOC is deem ed to have been granted provided the 

proposal is in conform ity with the Act  and the Rules m ade 

thereunder. Since the police authorit ies have already recom m ended 

for grant  of NOC to the pet it ioner herein earlier, this court  does not  

find any just ificat ion on the part  of the respondents-authorit ies. 

  For the aforesaid reasons, the writ  pet it ion stands disposed of, 

direct ing the respondents to process the applicat ion of the pet it ioner 

herein and take appropriate act ion st r ict ly in accordance with the A.P. 

Cinem atograph Act , 1952 and the A.P. Cinem as (Regulat ion)  

Rules,1970 and also pass appropriate orders within a period of two 

m onths from  the date of receipt  of a copy of this order. No order as 

to costs. Miscellaneous Pet it ions pending, if any, shall stand closed. 

 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

A.V.SESHA SAI , J 

 

Date:  27.02.2018 
TSNR 

 


