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ClVIL APPEAL NO(s). 5227 OF 2003

K M | SMETH UMVER & ANR Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS
REA ONAL TRANSPORT AUTHORI TY & ANR. Respondent ( s)

(Wth office report)

WTH Civil Appeal NO 8862 of 2003
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Dat e: 04/08/2010 These Appeals were called on for hearing today.
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Bi na Madhavan, Adv.
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G Prakash, Adv.
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Ranesh Babu M R , Adv.
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Rakha Pandey, Adv.
Asha G Nair, Adv.

R S. Nagar, Adv.

Shai |l i nder Sain, Adv.
Rohi t esh Nagar, Adv.
D. S. Mahra, Adv.
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UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng
ORDER

Civil Appeal No. 5227 COF 2003
The Appeal is dismssed accordingly. No costs.

Cvil Appeal NO 8862 of 2003

In view of the order nade in Civil Appeal No. 5227 OF

2003, this Appeal also stands dism ssed. No costs.

( Raj esh Dham) ( I'ndu Satija)
Court Master Court Master



(signed order is placed on the file)
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I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

CIVIL APPEAL NO(s). 5227 OF 2003

K. M |SVETH UMVER & ANR. Appel  ant (s)

VERSUS

REGA ONAL TRANSPORT AUTHORI TY & ANR. Respondent ( s)
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G vil Appeal NO 8862 of 2003
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Givil Appeal No. 5227 OF 2003

Heard the | earned counsel for the parties.

This Appeal, by special |eave, has been fil ed against
t he i mpugned j udgnent of t he Keral a Hi gh
28. 03. 2001.

The facts of the case have already been nentioned in
t he i npugned judgnment and hence we are not repeating them
here.

The short controversy in this case is
Regi onal Transport Aut hority can prescribe

carriage which is nore than 15 years old cannot ply.

M. K. Radhakri shnan and M. Mat ha
| earned seni or counsel for the appellants, subnmitted that

under Section 59 of the Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 only the
Central Governnment can fix the age limt of vehicles. e

do not agree.

Under Section 72(2) of the Mdtor Vehicles Act, 1988 the
Regi onal Transport Authority nay grant the pernit for a
stage carriage of a 'specified description’ . The expression

"specified description’ is very wide and, in our opinion

Court dat ed
whet her t he
t hat a stage
M Pai keday,



this woul d i ncl ude fixing the age of the vehicle also.
Restricting the age of the vehicle for the grant of permt

for a stage carriage is obviously in the public interest

because ol d vehicles can cause accidents and inconveni ence

and, therefore, the authorities under the Mtor Vehicles

Act, 1988 are perfectly justified in pl aci ng such
restriction for grant of the pernit.

The Appeal is dismssed accordingly. No costs.

Givil Appeal NO. 8862 of 2003

In view of the order nmade in Civil Appeal No. 5227 OF

2003, this Appeal also stands dism ssed. No costs.

(T.S. THAKUR)

NEW DELH
AUGUST 04, 2010.



