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E.!:' a Govind C 0un:..:c::' '£'or tDe; Resp:Jnden t 

The applicant s(:~eks an order quashing the decision of t:-;'e 

Control Board rene>ling Road Service Licence 12/15/13 to 

and Haslamarii (hereinafter referred to 2.8 the ~1.espoY!.de!lts) 

T1-e Respondents H8:':'8 granted a licence fo r Q:r:e year to expire 

20/5/82. Prior to the expiry of the licence the Res:,ond en:s 

an application for its rene1'ral. The applicant s"c'b:c"i ttec 

submitted its own cor:rpeting 2.ypliC2:~ion. rr'ne 
"ere heard and argu ed on 31/5/82. 

On that date the Beard, purIlorting 1.0 act uncleI' Section 74 of 

Irraffic Act :-enel',Ted the licence of the Res>':·"'ldents for a fill'ther 

apparently to receive fur ther evide.nce in respect of 

irregularities. This is rather surprising since Section 14 

gives no pO,\ier to rene,,: a licer.ce. The section is only an interim 

me sure to' enable the Board in the ;mhlic interest to issue a ew 

li~ence or amend an existing licence pending normal action under 

section 65. 



2. 

000055 
The matter of the licence came up again before tm Board on 

when the Chairman said the Respondents didn't have enough 

the Board would deal I<ith him under Section 68 on 

Sect ion 68 gives the Board power to revoke, vary on 

licences on the ground that any condition on 'Ihich the 

was granted had not been complied with. Again this is rather 

the Board had still to grant a 

of the licence, and was presumably 

ap'jJ~.~c",tion for rene1<al by the Respondents 

competing licence by the anplicant. 

stiUiconsidering the 
'.j 

and the application for 

On 25/8/82 the Board,in private appar-ently; heard evidence 

lating to a transport officer's report, and a report from the 

Road Transport and submissions by the Hespondents 

lihat appear to be criticism of the anplicants 

allegations against them). This evidence concerned the condition 

the Hesponden ts buses their IlB intenance and the number of buses 

These Ilere rna tters which the applicant had referred to in his 

and so they Here very relevant to his objections and to 

s Own application. 

The Board' then adjourned for private discussion and later resolved 

the Hespondents until October to put their house in order. 

the temporary licence Has to continue or vrhat '1as to happen 

service meanwhile l;as not stated (though under Section 74 

licence could o!lly be valid for 3 months). 

Nothing seems to have happened in October and the matter next 

before ''1e Board on 2/12/82 "hen apparently there eras again 

ivate discussion and further submissions and further evidence in 

It appears that the Respondents had not 

tirely satisfied the Board and lias civen a further 3 months to get 

buses in order. 

The mj~utes of the meeting on 2/12/82 and 3/12/82 are rather 

it does seem that the Board vras continuing t::e licence 

gr mted under Section 74 for a further period, though 

is no provision for its continuance after 3 months. 



Anl although the first resolution ,las to give the Respondents 

another 3 mon ths to put the ir house in order, there is a later 

resolution renewing licence 12/15/13 for 3 years with a condition 

that the Respondents bring the matter regarding buses in order 

within 3 months. 

In the same resolution the applicant's competing application 

"laS refused. 

This sounds a most extra-ordinary ,JaY for;the Board to conduct 

its affairs 2J1d seems to play fast and loose Hith the provisions of 

the Traffic Act regulating its procedure. 

But .011e of the main grievances of the applicant is that the Board 

heard evidence relating to the granting or refusing of licences in 

private, "hen it has no pmler to do so. All trB matters it heard in 

private very much concerned the applicant. The a'plicant in its 

objections had raised questions concerning the Respondents buses, their 

mainteYls.nce and their sufficiency. If the Board 'Has hearing evidence 

concerning these matters, if the transport officer and the Controller of 

Road Transport 'i181'8 raising objections to the rener.1al of the licence 

to the Respondents, then not only ,ws it encumbent on the Board unler 

its pO'i'rers to hear that evidence in public but it '\'JaS a breac}'1 of 

natural justice to hear it in prive.te and deprive the aoplicant of 

making further submissions "i th regard to it. It is nonsense to say 

(as the Board says) that the evidence heard in private only concerned 

irregulari ties. It \'las evide:'lce that ver? Duch co;}cerned the iS0ue 

Vlhether or not to rene~I the licence 0;"' Vlt:.e-:her to grant it to SOJ'1con.e 

else. 

In the circumstances t);is Court has no alternative but to grant 

the order asked for by t 118 applicant, JlD quash the decision of tHe 

Board rrade on 2/12/82 in resnect of licence 12/15/13. The aplic:mt 

to have his costs 0 be taxed if not agreed. 

13th Janu2TJ, 1984 
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