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The grievance of the petitioner is that in respect of

his representation for diversion of the route, only one

line  decision  was  communicated  to  him  which  is  at

page  19  (Annexure  P-4)  of  the  writ  petition  in  serial

number 13 in the following fashion – “Not allowed as

per provision in Sec. 80(3) of M.V. Act, 1988”. Learned

advocate  for  the  petitioner  submits  that  he  needs  a

reasoned order in this respect for which he has filed

this writ application. 

The  writ  application is  disposed  of  by  directing

the authorities to take a fresh decision in this regard,

despite having the one line communication as found in

page 19 serial number 13 of the writ application, within

eight weeks from date and to communicate the decision

by  two  weeks  thereafter  to  the  writ  petitioner.  The

respondent  authorities  should  give  an  opportunity  of

hearing to the petitioner before taking the decision. 

I have not gone into the merits of the matter and

as affidavits have not been called for, allegations made



against the respondent authorities are deemed not to

have been admitted. 

With the disposal of the main writ application, the

connected application, being CAN 1 of 2020, becomes

infructous. 

(Abhijit Gangopadhyay, J.)
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