
r:j
I

>
!i

J

a
!

t

-

r!

tl'\I
ld
i>
l>
i>
S
l-'
L
1>
t-.I
Ri\i\I
S
|-'

!.-=
!'-t'lr

i\

DECISION OF TIIE
REGIONAL T

ATTINGAL

-

THIRUVANAX THAPURAMBURAL) MEEtiN

Present: 1. Sri. GEROMIC GEORGE (I.A.S)

District C.ollector & Chairman

Re gi ona I Tr an sP o r t Aut horitY

Attmgal.

Smt. SHILPA DYAVAIAH (r.P.S)

District Police Chief (Rural) & Jvfember

Re gi o nal Tran sPor t Aut hor i tY

Attingal.

Sri. K. JOSHY

Depttt,v Transport Commissioner (Sottth Zone) & Ivlember

Re g i onal Tran sStort Aut horitv

Attingal.

3.

on 2311112022
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ITEM NO.1
Decisiou of the Reqional Transport Authoritv. Attingal lRura{ Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented the applicant. The applicant is
Managing Director, KSRTC (STU). Hence Fresh regular permit granted as
applied for.

TTIM NO.2
Decision of the Regional Transport AuthoriW. Attingal [RuraU Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented the applicant. This was
adjourned by the previous RTA seeking frequency of the route. Enquiry was
conducted through the field officer who reports that the said route is well
saturated. Moreover the route in question proposes to pass through Vakkom
Panchayth Bus stand, which was not so far obtained the approval of RTA.
No application for approval was not so far received from the concerned Local
body. Hence adJourned the item and place it before RTA after passing
approval of the said Vakkom Panchayth Bus stand.

ITEM NO.3
Dectslou of the Regioaal Transport Authortty. Attiagal [Rura{ Dated 23.11.2O22

Hearci the learned counsel
question for fresh regular permit
for w'ant of concurrence from RTA

ITEM NO.4
Decision of thq Ee{ienql Tra-nsport Authoritv. Atiirnqal [Rura{ Dated 23,11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented the applicant. Route in
question for fresh regular permit has an overlapping of 0.8 Km on
Trivandrum - Varkala notified route. Total route length is 16.9 Km as such
r}-re percentage of overlapping 4.7 which is permissible. Hence fresh regular
:errnit granted as applied for subject to settlement of timings.

ITEM NO.5

:ieard the learned counsel represented the applicant. The total
. ---..^:.on applied for is 54o/o of the route length, in which tJ- e total
, -. : . :::nabie overlapping is 3.9 Km which is 1 1 .8o/o of the total route length.
- : :s against the clause 5(c) of the GO (P1.4212O09/TRANS dated
: - - j'109. Moreover section 80(3) (i) of the Motor Vehicle Act 1988 states that
- : \- .:' r'ariation the termini shall not be alterd. Hence in this case it is violation

r-' i- r- >or3t (i ) of Motor vehicle Act also. Hence reJected.

represented the applicant. The route in
is an inter district one. Hence adJourned
Kollam.

T>.
*l=-ul.a
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ITEM NO.6
Decisiou of the Regioaal Traasport Auttrority. Attingal [Rurall Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the applicant and perused records. Section 80{3) (i) of the Motor
Vehicle Act 1988 states that in case of variation the termini shall not be alterd.
Hence in this case it is violation of section 80(3) (i) of Motor vehicle Act. Moreover
there is no urgenet necessity under rule 145(6) (i) of Kerala Motor Vehicle Rules
1989. Hence the application for variation of permit is rejected.

As far the application for replacement on lease agreement, no
objection was received from fellow operators or KSRTC. On the strength of
the relevant records submitted by Sri. D. Santhosh Kumar, the replacement
under lease agreement for a period of 3 years is granted to the stage
carriage KL 16 C 2799.

ITEM NO.?
Decision of the Regioaal Transport Authority. Attinqal lRurall Dated 23.1 1.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented the applicant. The route in
question which variation applied for overlaps Trivandrum - Chenkottai
scheme where two intermediate points are objectionable. At present Palode
is the only one intermediate point. If this variation is allowed, two
intermediate points (Palode, Madathara) will come on this route which is
objectionable. Moreover section 80(3) (i) of the Motor Vehicle Act 1988 states that
in case of variation the termini shall not be alterd. Hence in this case it is violation
of section 80(3) (i ) of Motor vehicle Act also. Hence application for extension is
rejected.

ITEM NO.8
Declstou of the Beglouql Treuspqrt Authorltv. Attt[gal lRurall Dated 23.11.2Q22

Heard tkre iearned counsel represented the applicant. The variation
applied for the route portion is from Varkala to Varkala Temple. Several
objections were raised against the grant of variation. The proposed route
-ength is 20 Kms in which total overlapping is 1.6 Kms which is B7o of the
r,ri&l route length. This is against the GO(P) .4212AO9/TRANS dated
-: 07.2009. Moreover section B0{3) (i) of the Motor Vehicle Act 1988 states that
.r' ,. aSC of variation the termini shal1 not be alterd. Hence in this case it is violation

\i('.ion 80(3) (i ) of Motor vehicle Act a1so. Hence rejected.

rrE_rq€
Dccirion of the Reeional Transport Authority. Attinsal [Rura{ Dated 23.11.2O22

:reard the learned counsel represented the applicant. Here variation
::c ior is to change the terminies. Total overlapping on the proposed

2009 'TRANS dated 14.07.2OO9. Moreover section 8O(3) (i) of the Motor
- 1.,'. 1988 states that in case of variation the termini shall not be alterd.

-:- -. rejected
-l-./

: :. ::.:s c'ase it is violation of section 8O(3) (i ) of Motor vehicle Act also.
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ITEM NO.lO
Decision of the Regional Transport Authoritv. Attingal [Rura{ Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented the applicant. The variation
applied for is 54oh of the total route length. The objectionable overlapping is
4.5Kms which is 20% of the proposed route length. This is against the
clause 5(c) of the GO(P) .4212AO9ITRANS dated 14.07.2409. Moreover
section 80(3) (i) of the Motor Vehicle Act 1988 states ttrat in case of variation the
termini shall not be alterd. Hence in this case it is violation of section 80(3) (i ) of
Motor vehicle Act also. Hence rejected.

ITEM NO.11
Decision of tbe Regional Traasport Authority. Attinqal [Ruraq Dated ?3.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented the applicant. Variation
applied for 29o/" of the total route length. Objectionable overlapping is
13.9Kms which is 38.5% which is against the clause 5(c) of the GO
(P).4212OO9/TRANS dated 14.07.2OO9. Moreover section 80(3) (i) of the Motor
Vehicle Act 1988 states that in case oi variation the termini shall not be alterd.
Hence in this case it is vioiation of section 8O(3) (i ) of Motor vehicie Act also. Hence
rejected.

ITEM NO.12
Decisiou of the Regional Transpsrt_Authoritv. Attinsal lRurall D{ted 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented the applicant. Perused the
judgement in MVAA No. 95l2Ol7 of STAT Ernakulam. The application was
for the renewal of existing permit. No application of STU pending on this
route at present . Hence rener,val granted in compliance to the judgement.

ITEM NO.13
Decision of the Rerional Transport Authodtv. Attinqal [Rurall Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsei represented the applicant. The application
',i as tor the renewai of existing permit. No appiication of STU pending on this
:- -:e at present. Hence renewal granted.

rTEX NO.14
Dcciriou of the Reeional Transport Authoritv. AttiaEal lRura{ Dated 23.11.2O22

:ieard the learned counsel represented the applicant.
',;.;s ;1,: '.he renerval of existing permit. No application of STU
::,.:i a: Dresent. Hence renewal granted.

The application
pending on this

:-.:ari the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
a::.. . i-ir-,r tbr transfer is genuine and having no objeetion. Hence granted.

. /\-,/
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TTEM NO.15
Declslon of the Resional Transport Authority. Attineal fRura{ Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
application for transfer is genuine and having no objection. Hence granted.

ITEM NO.16
Deeirisg o{the Beriqqal-_Transport Autbq-ritv.-Attiuga! [Rrrrall Dated 23.!1,?Q22

Heard the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
application for transfer is genuine and having no objection. Hence granted.

I?EM NO.17
D..egision q_f tbe__Rggional.Trensport Arrlhoritv, Atti_ngel [REfelIDated2q:l1.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
application for transfer is genuine and having no objection. Hence granted.

ITEM-NA.Ts
Decision of the Regional TraIrsport Authorltlr. Atthgal lRurall Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
application for transfer is genuine and having no objection. Hence granted.

ITEM NO.19
Dectsien of tLe Reelpaal Trqnsoort Authorltv. Attingal lRural] Dated 23,11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
application for transfer is genuine and having no objection. Hence granted.

ITEM NO.2O
Decisioa of the Regional Transport Authoritv. Attingal fRura{ Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
application for transfer is genuine and having no objection. Hence granted.

rTPM NO.21
Decision of the Regional Transport Authority. Attingal [RuraII Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
application for transfer is genuine and having no objection. Hence granted.

rTEU t{O.22
Decisiou of the Eegisrggl Trausport Authority. Attineal. fRurall D_ated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
,::.::ation for transfer is genuine and having no objection. Hence granted.

rTEX rO.23
Dccirion of the Regional Transno* Authoritv. Attingal [Rura{ Dated 23.11.2O22

:ieard the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
=::.::a::o:r for transfer is genuine and having no objection. Hence granted.

- \--,/\ --
cu.H-.o
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ITEM ITO.24
Decisiou of the Regional Transport Authoritv. Attinqal lRurall Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
application for transfer is genuine and having no objection. Hence granted.

ITEM NO.25
Decision of the Reqional Transport Authority. Attingal lRura{ Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented both the applicants. The
application for transfer is genuine and having no objection. Hence granted.

ITEM NO.26
DeciS&rn o-f.tle Reetonel Trsnsport_&uthoritvrAttineal [Rur4] Deted ?9.1-L'2O?2

Heard the learned counsel represented the applicant for succession
transfer which is found genuine and haven't any objection Hence granted.

ITEM NO.27
Decision of the Regional Transport Authoritv. Attinsal lRura{ Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented the applicant for succession
transfer which is found genuine and haven't any objection Hence granted.

ITEM NO.28
Decisioa of the Reeioual Transport Authoritv. Attinsal LRura{ Dated 23,11.2O22

Heard the learned counsel represented the applicant. The route
portion where concurrence required in this jurisdiction has no objectionable
overlapping. Hence concurrence granted to RTA Koilam for fresh regular
permit.

rTEU NO.29
P sc isioe of t h-e- Reqis-+SL T,renso g+ A+thoritY' A!! iFg*l-[F,uqa[ P qt ed ?3, Ll. ? Q? 2

Heard the learned counsel represented the applicant. The route
portion where concurrence required in tleis jurisdiction has no objectionable
overlapping. Hence concurrence granted to RTA Kollam for fresh reguiar
permit.

ITEM NO.3O
Decision of tbe Reeioaal Transport Authority. Attirsal [Rura{ Dated 23,11.2O22

Heard the learrred counsel represented the applicant. The route
]:,::lon u.here concurrence required in this jurisdiction has no objectionable
:'. e:iapping. Hence concurrence granted to RTA Kollam for fresh regular
-{- --,Ir

rTEU HO.31
Dceision of the Regioaal Transport Authority. Attinsal lRural] Dated 23.11.2O22

:teard the learned counsel represented the applicant. The route
3::::::: '.r'here concurrence required in this jurisdiction has no objectionable
-'.::.ar::ng. Hence concurrence granted to RTA Kollam for fresh regular



t.L
D

I
rD

!
-*s
)\a

t
\
\t
A
5I!.

S
l-'
l-t
l'-
l=
t\L
1=

R

ITEM NO.32
Drecisio,n of the Regional Transport Authoritv. Attingal lRurall Dated 23.11.2O22

Heard. the learned counsel represented the applicant. The route
portion where concurrence required in this jurisdiction has no objectionable
overlapping. Hence concurrence granted to RTA Kollam for fresh regular
permit.

ITEU NO.33
p-ecisjon o-ftbe n"eign"f Tr"nsport Afrt-horitv. At

Heard the applicant. The request for change of fare stage was strongly
objected by KSRTC. The authorised representative of STU argued that the
existing fare stage was in practise for many years. As per clause E of the
G. O(p) No. 1 7 / 2022 ITRANS Dated 3A I 04 I 2022 no changes were allorved in
the existing fare stages. Hence the application is rejected.

Present: 1. Sri. GEROMIC GEORGE (I.A.S)

District Collector & Chairman

Re gional T"rans po rt Authttr i tY

Auingal.

Smt. SHILPA DYAVAIAH fl.P.S)

District Police Chief (Rurol) & lv{ember

Regional TransPort AuthoritY

Auingal.

Sri. K. JOSHY

DepuQ Transport C ommiss iotte r

Regional TransPort Author itY

D=
'tftTh$#ft.

,

3.

(South Zone) & L'lernber

Attingal.
Commlsslonat
ananthapurrm

28685
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DECISION OF THE FILE CIRCI'LATED TO THE CHAIRITIAN.

R.T.A.THIRUVAIIAIYTHAPURAM{RUTaU As PER KltiI\I RULLT 9A

Per-used the records and judgement of Hon'ble Gigh Court of in
WPe No 4077512022 in connection \ rith the application for
variation of Smt. Ansi Farook for her stage carriage KL 16 K 6L79.
Total route length is 55 kms, in which total variation applied for 19

kms which is 34.5 o/o of the total route length. In the proposed
route, total overlapping in nationalized route is 3.6 kms which is
6.5 oh. This is violation of GO(P) No 42 l2OA9lTrans dated
L4l07 12009. Moreover section B0(3) (i) of the Motor Vehicle Act
1988, states that in case of variation the termini shall not be alterd.
Hence in this case it is violation of section 80(3) (i) of Motor vehicle
Act also. Hence the application for variation of permit is rejected.

z.

Present: 1. Sri. GEROMIC GEORGE (l.A.S) g .. 
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R e gi o n o I T ra n s p o rt Auth o rity

Attingol.

Smt. SHIIPA DYAVAIAH (l.P.S]

District Police Chiel Burol) & Member

R e gio n o I T ra ns po rt Auth ority

Attingol.

3. Sri. K. JOSHY

Deputy Tro ns port Camm issioner (South Zone) & Membe r,Reg iono I

Tronsport Authorw

JOSH
Depu{ Traneport
Soutlr Zone,


