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Judgement

Hon"ble Mr. Justice Jayanta Kumar Biswas

1. The petitioner in this WP under art. 226 dated October 9, 2012 is questioning an
order of the Regional Transport Authority, Burdwan dated June 17, 2012 (WP p.24).
The relevant part of the impugned order dated June 17, 2012 is quoted below:-

The applicant was present at the time of hearing and was heard. Perused the case
record along with the enquiry report. The case is rejected on the ground that no
specific route was mentioned by the applicant.

2. A copy of the petitioner"s application in prescribed form for the grant of a
contract carriage permit is at p.14 of the WP. It is evident from the application that
the petitioner applied for the grant of a contract carriage permit without mentioning
any route. The RTA has rejected the request for the grant of a permit citing this
defect.

3. I am unable to accept the argument that the defect could be cured by filing a
supplementary application mentioning the route. There is no provision that entitled



the petitioner to mention the route by submitting a supplementary informal
application. He was required to mention the route in the application itself. For these
reasons, the WP is dismissed. Nothing herein or in the order of the RTA shall prevent
the petitioner from submitting a fresh application seeking the grant of a permit for
the route in question. No costs. Certified xerox.
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