IN THE HIGH COURT OF KERALA AT ZRNAKULAM

Prasent:
THE HONQURABLE MR.JUSTICE THOTTATHIL B.RADEAKRISHNAN
, \ 5
THE HONOQURABLE MR.JUSTICE P.3.SURESA KUMAR

Thursday, the ld4ch day of Acgust 2014/23rd Sravana, 1936

Against Judgment dated az-urs-mu in W2C.10368/2014 and tha Oxder
@=d.21/07/14 in IA.No.9160/1& in WE(C).10388/14 of this Cousc.

ONER IN THE WP (C)

HOTEL HILTON INDIA, REP.BY 'ms MANAGING BARTNER,
D.RAJKUMAR, KOCHUVILAYIL, THEVALLY, KOLLAM.

E BY ASV.SRI.A.SUDHI VASUDEVAN
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. 2. EXCISE COMMISSIONER, THIRUVANAMNTHAPURAM-69500T.
3. DEPUTY COMMISSIONER OF EXCISE, KOLLAM-699001.

BY ADVOCATE GENERAL AND GOVERNMENT PLEADER
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THOTTATHIL B.RADHAKRISHNAN
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P.B.SURESH KIMAR, JJ

W A an. 1121, 11232 1123 1129
and 1131 of 2014
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Dated this the 14% day ﬂf Aug‘ust 2014
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- Thottathil B. Radhakrishnan,].

E_-.-I.These wTit appeals are filed by persons who complained

before the learned single Judge that their applications for
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:-rene’wa‘l of FL-3 licence were not being considered In

.,-' terms of the existing rules. Noticing different aspects, the

‘ ‘}Lﬁamed single Judge ordered the writ petitions putting a

i;lme frame for the Government {0 come out with

’aﬁcessary policy for the Curmﬂt abkari year. This was

b &

ne because, the abkarl p lic

[ "'-' _'lll

1 '35 uite flexible and operative
*!

y had not come into place

-;—-' ]

the: eby leaving the scena

I ﬁ er the prevlously EESUII

_-f"-, g
.Ih.ill' '

i i
vy
E

AT of the Foreign Liquor

J.

'a consequence of the

R

atmns arose and that.

in 2012, certaliig



" "
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ultimately reached the Hon'ble Supreme Court in Civil
Appeal Nos.3196 - 3198/2014. That matter was decided
by Their Lordships by judgment dated 05.03.2014.
Thereafter, the Government took up the matter again for
consideration. It was noticed that in the light of the
aforenoted decision of the Apex Court and other facts

evident from the different communications referred to in

G.0.(Ms) No. 56/2014/TD dated 2.4.2014, it was

& necessary to consider the Excise Commissioner's Report
s ‘and request for necessary orders for renewal of hotels

Nincluding non-standard hotels, as the licence period of

those hotels were to expire on 31.3.2014.

3v that time, the one man commission had submitted

eport on 06.03.2014. Even mthat Government Order
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was also obtained, and the Government examined all
relevant matters and had issued two decisions. The first
was that it ratified the Excise Commissioner's action of
having cancelled FL-3 licences of 8 hotels. The second
decision was on the question of renewal of FL-3 licences
L of hotels. There, the Guvg%nment decided that renéwal of

FL-3 licences of hotels, except 418 non-standard bar

hotels mentioned in the judgment of the Supreme Court,
be provisionally done as am ad interrim arrangement,

subject to the conditions stipulated in that Government

N

B Order.
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"4 Therefore, while FL-3 licemsees other than the 418
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. referred to above were entitled to have their applications
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.

dnsideration by the GOVER
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5. The appellants before us are those who are denied
renewal for the time being on the premise that they are

among the 418 such non-standard bar hotels. Issue

i relating to each such establishment will be as to whether

1such establishment is to be treated as a non-standard
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3.’:'5 " hotel or whether it satisfies the prescribed standards in

B

terms of the relevant laws. The consideration of this
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;_-Eannﬂt be kept aside-for too leng. As rightly pointed out

]

?. by the learned Advocate General,- different litigations

" crop-up regarding those renewal applications as well.
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"For the aforesaid reasons, am interim order is issued as

ereunder:

Noticing the time limit¥extended by the learned

j'. Psingle Judge, we are s cé that the learned Advocate
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FGovernment for

‘August, 2014.
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