
HON’BLE SRI  JUSTI CE P. NAVEEN RAO 

  

W RI T PETI TI ON No .6 5 7  o f  2 0 2 0  

 

ORDER:  

 
 

Heard Sri B. Siva Ram a Krishnaiah, learned counsel for the 

pet it ioner, and learned Governm ent  Pleader for Transport  appearing 

for the respondents. 

 

2. I n this writ  pet it ion the challenge is to Mem o 

No.012/ TS/ B2/ 2020 dated 06.01.2020, issued by the Joint  Transport  

Com m issioner and Secretary, State Transport  Authority, Hyderabad, 

the 3 rd respondent  herein, reject ing the request  of the pet it ioner for 

grant  of authorizat ion in respect  of Tourist  Vehicles bear ing Nos.TS 12 

UC 7542 and TS 12 UC 7524. 

 

3. The pet it ioner subm it ted two applicat ions for issuance of 

authorizat ion in respect  of Tour ist  Vehicles bearing Nos.TS 12 UC 7542 

and TS 12 UC 7524 for a period of three m onths from  06.01.2020 to 

05.04.2020 in view of the repairs to the vehicles.  I t  is also the case of 

the pet it ioner that  it  paid the required fee as per the Rules along with 

the said applicat ions. 

 

4. The 3 rd respondent  herein by way of the im pugned Mem o No. 

No.012/ TS/ B2/ 2020 dated 06.01.2020, rejected the request  of the 

pet it ioner with the following endorsem ent :  

“As per CMV Rules 83(3) , the period of validity of an 

authorizat ion shall not  be exceed one year at  a t ime.”  

 

5. While finding fault  with the said reason assigned by the  

3 rd respondent , it  is the content ion of the learned counsel for the 

pet it ioner that  the im pugned act ion is not  in conform ity with the 

provisions of Rule 83 (3)  of the Cent ral Motor Vehicles Rules, 1989  

( for short  ‘the Rules’) .  
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6. On the cont rary, it  is the subm ission of the learned Governm ent  

Pleader for Transport  that  there is no illegality in the im pugned Mem o, 

warrant ing interference by this Court  under Art icle 226 of the 

Const itut ion of I ndia. 

 

7. I n order to resolve the cont roversy, it  would be appropriate to 

refer to the provisions of Rule 83 (3)  of the Rules and the said Rule 

reads as under:  

“The period of validity of an authorizat ion shall not  

exceed one year at  a t im e.”  

 

8. A reading of the above Rule m akes it  abundant ly clear that  the 

authorizat ion can be granted for the period not  exceeding one year.   

I t  is also evident  that  there is no m inim um  period st ipulated.  

The pet it ioner herein m ade applicat ions, request ing for grant  of 

authorizat ion only for three m onths, which obviously does not  exceed 

one year. Therefore, the reason assigned by the 3 rd respondent  herein 

is not  in conform ity with the Rules. 

 

Accordingly, the writ  pet it ion is allowed and the im pugned Mem o 

No.012/ TS/ B2/ 2020 dated 06.01.2020, issued by the 3 rd respondent  is 

set  aside. Consequent ly, the respondents herein shall consider the 

pet it ioner’s applicat ion and issue authorizat ion forthwith to him  in 

accordance with Rule 83 (3)  of the Rules.  There shall be no order as 

to costs. 

 

The m iscellaneous pet it ions, if any, pending in this writ  pet it ion 

shall stand closed. 

________________ 
P. NAVEEN RAO, J 

January 9, 2020 

DSK 


