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HIAYTT uH

“IgfteraT TReT0T MfAfAH, 2019 & dgd RA H Iuia fRpmad hat gof &2, S S, s ok i smat
1 3N SfADR, $-afe M, Hry, g D 3R 3 dR IR fBem areft g nfie gi?”

IUHeT Geror AfAATH, 2019 & agd WRd & IuHiadr
fAerrad gSt e kY ufehar, eefder, gvyg Hiar ek
Iuetes] Agdi <nl fafden fasauor

qIIiar

IufterT TReTor AT, 2019 & dgd IuiaT fRImad 9 TRl 1R gof &t ST Gehdt g—FSiat, Tsa ik Ity
ST, fSenT fReriRor fR1Rraa & T a8 ufather Af (consideration paid) & STYR WR gidT 81
State Bank of India v. M/S. B.S. Agricultural Industries (I) (2009) & 3J9R, fARRIa &sf &<t Hi
Ifferd gy AT a1 SRT (cause of action) I g4 &t fafdr @ 2 af g1 $-a1f@a (E-Daakhil) uida &
A1ed ¥ fARRIG Seiei-ah ®U T ft &t 6l 511 Fevdt 8, St fob Pawan Tiwari v. State of U.P. (2021) &
Xgifehd foram T g1

gafda gHsa d@fafaat adtaan Fofg

22 3 2025

15 =T AT - 7 Hared AT Madras High Court
Rwg-gsh
1. Forea frsdror 2
1. gifdfdes uraer 5
111, afdd geheH 7
IV. HehcH T faeror 9

Vitark AI gRT AR « 37cdd MU - ITTNT T Uge! IEI0T JATUd ehe
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Iusiaar @& sfafyan, 2019 & dgd 9k § IUATHT ... I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 A &=fderR ufdthel & SMTYR W)

ST & dgd o=t &R 1 FeRoT IuiadT gRT fd= i 78 ardfde Ufdtha A (consideration paid)
& STYR TR EIdT &, 7 foh a¥gaii/Iarsil & oo Jeg SR FIMaS! hl TFad 1R o TR TR, 541 foh Gorantla
Geosynthetics Private Limited v. Akshaya Signature Homes Private Limited (2025) & e forar 1 g1

02 foif@d g™ (Written Statement) &t R IHT

fueft urdf gr1 fofd Sare aifere s &t gw D sifdreram 45 A (30 & + 15 i 1 faderefi= faar) &, St gt
e € e ofik sraRad+a 8, New India Assurance Co. Ltd. v. Hilli Multipurpose Cold Storage Pvt. Ltd.
(2020) |

03 EIaT WS U UCH chl Waaidm

fIRRIaeRdl ol 31U SFTfARR aht el STTeTd IT STINT & S S oh folq ST ¥ U &1d i F Pl HH A
1 5o e Bte o guf IfIaR 8, 3R 53 srgfia ®ikA it 91 71 S Fendl, Apollo Multispeciality
Hospital Ltd v. Madan Murari Varma (2023) |

04 TYKT fRrehrard Y Tftenrdan

A fed aTet o T STud H fAedR Teh gt §gad fAerid (joint complaint) &St &R dehd &, o forg fafae
gfehar Gfgdt & simeer I 49w 8 & o fATHT &l uter e sifard =16l 8, Brigade Enterprises Limited v. Anil

Kumar Virmani & Ors. (2021) |

05 IUHIKIT HTl hT TUh SATMARR

IUYeRIT TRET0T Hal ot oft UehR o Iuviter faamal & fAuer ok aifagfd & &1 quf denfae &nfieR ure 8, Patel
Roadways Ltd. v. Birla Yamaha Ltd. (2000) |

=rgraal & 3@ &9 g fRar
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Iusiaar @& sfafyan, 2019 & dgd 9k § IUATHT ... I - fawga RAsdwor

wat= mraraa F dt=a =rarerd = The Secretary Ministry of Consumer Affairs v. Dr. Mahindra

il Bhaskar Limaye & Ors. (2023) & St si<if & wewdt 1 Frafa 3 i wden &t
TG AR UREIRTAT dem W a1 a1 saah sifaRem, =marera = State of U.P. v. All
U.P. Consumer Protection Bar Association (2016) & SUwiedT ST I UM
T 3R AT BT & Ggoiaevl oq Masr SR fhg, dT State of Rajasthan v. Anand
Prakash Solanki (2003) H G&HT & RIFIARUT ehl e AR I UMK ATkl hl

GHter |
S= =araa f&eett 3=a =amarera A The General Manager Punjab National Bank v. Rohit Malhotra
Rrgarg sftz v (2024) H T foha o TETT STANT o TGN o fOvg SAMAFR ATt 3T AT | 8l Te0a

227 & dgd aTfehl GRR &l ST Fehd! 8| St I=a araTerd 3 Harish Ramesh Gawai v. The
Registrar (Legal) and Another (2024) & uraT ok fSiem Sl & Sifaw ameer & fawg dhad
STieT et AT IJueTey &, 7 foh GARIETOT (revision) | 38 TR, IS I=a =AmATerd & Mani
Tirumala Projects Pvt. Ltd. v. Mrutunjay Pattanayak (2018) & |11 {5 dafcien
Sdieiar IuTd g1 WR e Re a1 whenr @l 6l ST Fehdt | Sheet $e e 3 D.B. Binu
v. State of Kerala (2020) & ¢ 3iffSaw & agd =g+ ufehar & Azt &t sifvearfar w sik

T, Je IR 3= e 7 State of Rajasthan v. Rajendra Tanwar (2019) & AT
o s &t s & v & r <t Tewl dh IUFATA Janfaes wu @ sifaart 21

T 1 R Ha 3= grTed A B.K. Selvarani v. The Manager, A.R. Hospital Private Limited
(2023) H IS ATANT ZRT TR # @RS i T8 e ahi T&TH ehet T TR |
SATEIETG I=d =T § Anupama Dwivedi v. Bharti Axa Life Insurance Co. Ltd.
(2024) H 45 &1 dl AR THT W1 & 916 fAfGd HUF AR T & i RN & e
ol 37y =y fRa

sfyoffg &= a1 Farafiat (STATUTORY GAPS / ABSENCE OF DATA)

@hI¢ BT &l g2 (Fee Structure)

IR Uy ATk Repigd 3R @iet gRummet F fAerrd &si st & folg o= ateft Téle denfe aié i e (fee
structure) <hl <hig fIa=oT Iuctsy gl &1 3rd: Ig fafden My haer snffar &R ik ufshar den dfAd g1

faeia ATth R 9% gfeentor

SIS Imports v. Chaitanya Kalbag & Ors. (2024) 3R Agriculture Insurance Company Of India Ltd. v. Bhola
Prasad Chandrakar (2025) I8 TI€ &id g foh fomT fohdlt o1 SR IRId wueienzor & woa T & a1e fRreprard a1 sidie
TierR T8l &l SEft; & el FErgfd & SMUR W ATE &A1 fafdes wu @ srgfad 81

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 3/ 21



Iusiaar @& sfafyan, 2019 & dgd 9k § IUATHT ... I - fawga RAsdwor

aTe T St fafd st Rafor

SH-ehHR = grTed A United India Insurance Co. Ltd v. Vijay Kumar Gupta (2018) H ¥0e fhar foh et &t
fafd & & go i 3= gt it &, 7 o fom sftuanRes 3 & wfasg i fonedt fafy @)

fAeaTes wriarel # THg T <l g

dir 3= gETed 4 Abhay Narayan Raje v. Kala Hanuman Urban Cooperative Credit Society Limited (2024) &
g AT ok T AT T Iocia Gop SRR Teet & g9 & aTa]g, FeTe (execution) hriaTe! o AR 39 TG
e T@a: T A8l JHT ST Hehdl ST6 deh foh I 3rdier # g 7 foar ma gt

fafaa Same eifas e # sraafden shalkar

United India Insurance Co Ltd v. Sterlite Power Transmission Ltd (2024) & SJ9R, faueft &= ot forfed sare 7
& foIg oA gRT &Y TS T AT 31 R g 3R dchlell hl ATURATE! ohl ST HTYR gl ST ST FehdT|
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Iuofierar dreror f@fanw, 2019 & ggd wRT & IuHlFar ... II - wifafds graar=

11. Gifdfeep U@em= s e

SECTION 17, CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT, 2019 — COMPLAINTS TO AUTHORITIES

g UG JuHiedT SR o Seeied, SIfRI TR TA1ST a1 Y A==t € Hefdd fRierai ot foifea a1 seagit-en
AT Il Shelarz, & SIReRT AT el IUHTSRIT TRETUT UTfehR0T chl Ao ht STAfd a1 81

"Section 17. Complaints to authorities\n\nA complaint relating to violation of consumer rights or
unfair trade practices or false or misleading advertisements which are prejudicial to the interests
of consumers as a class, may be forwarded either in writing or in electronic mode, to any one of the
authorities, namely, the District Collector or the Commissioner of regional office or the Central
Authority." 3gd: Apollo Multispeciality Hospital Ltd v. Madan Murari Varma

SECTION 34, CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT, 2019 — JURISDICTION OF DISTRICT COMMISSION

g o1 il ST & fa<fia Sa1fieR (Ja ®U & Uah i vud do, S8 a1g & d=nifaa foram man) ofk esfta i ot fRaffa
&l 8, St 39 a1 WR 3uTRd & fob faueft urdf srgl tadlt 8/emuR el 8, aTe @l Rl ehgl Iu= gaiT, a1 fAehrardehdi shal
e wxar g1

"Section 34. Jurisdiction of District Commission\n\n(1) Subject to the other provisions of this Act,
the District Commission shall have jurisdiction to entertain complaints where the value of the
goods or services paid as consideration does not exceed one crore rupees:\n\nProvided that where
the Central Government deems it necessary so to do, it may prescribe such other value, as it deems
fit.\n\n(2) A complaint shall be instituted in a District Commission within the local limits of whose
jurisdiction,--\n\n(a) the opposite party or each of the opposite parties, where there are more than
one, at the time of the institution of the complaint, ordinarily resides or carries on business or has
a branch office or personally works for gain; or\n\n(b) any of the opposite parties, where there are
more than one, at the time of the institution of the complaint, actually and voluntarily resides, or
carries on business or has a branch office, or personally works for gain, provided that in such case
the permission of the District Commission is given; or\n\n(c) the cause of action, wholly or in part,
arises; or\n\n(d) the complainant resides or personally works for gain." 3gd: research g% & 3amr
™7
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Iuofierar dreror f@fanw, 2019 & ggd wRT & IuHlFar ... II - wifafds graar=

SECTION 69, CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT, 2019 — LIMITATION PERIOD

g YURT IUNTGT TN o THeT fRAABRIT &St i o [T a1 BRUT ITF 81 bl fafd T &f anf i T o fHefiRa st g,
oo vt RUT g1 TR 3 ohl AT ot ol UTae [MfA 81

"Section 69. Limitation period\n\n(1) The District Commission, the State Commission or the
National Commission shall not admit a complaint unless it is filed within two years from the date
on which the cause of action has arisen.\n\n(2) Notwithstanding anything contained in sub-section
(1), a complaint may be entertained after the period specified in sub-section (1), if the complainant
satisfies the District Commission, the State Commission or the National Commission, as the case
may be, that he had sufficient cause for not filing the complaint within such period:\n\nProvided
that no such complaint shall be entertained unless the District Commission or the State
Commission or the National Commission, as the case may be, records its reasons for condoning
such delay." 3gd: research s & Iaa1 Tar
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qHEHT

The General Manager Punjab National
Bank v. Rohit Malhotra
DLHC010448082023

Harish Ramesh Gawai v. The Registrar
(Legal) and Another
HCBM040352042023

Gorantla Geosynthetics Private Limited v.

Akshaya Signature Homes Private Limited
HCMA011991092024

Mani Tirumala Projects Pvt. Ltd. v.

Mrutunjay Pattanayak
0DHC010357622018

Brigade Enterprises Limited v. Anil Kumar
Virmani & Ors.
ESCR010006792021

New India Assurance Co. Ltd. v. Hilli
Multipurpose Cold Storage Pvt. Ltd.
ESCR010003472020

State of U.P. v. All U.P. Consumer Protection
Bar Association
ESCR010005342016

The Secretary Ministry of Consumer Affairs
v. Dr. Mahindra Bhaskar Limaye & Ors.
ESCR010002732023

Pawan Tiwari v. State of U.P.
UPHC011392602020

D.B. Binu v. State of Kerala
KLHC010506442020

State of Rajasthan v. Rajendra Tanwar
RJHC010244392018

Anupama Dwivedi v. Bharti Axa Life
Insurance Co. Ltd.
UPHC020681102022
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III - uffa gwed

q&g FAofg

TET AT o o= eenfaeR ofk ergeee
226/227 & dgd e eht aReifra ehzar g

IToY 3T & fa<fi &R ik sifam
3meer & Raarw ordfiel U e TWE Hear
2l

IuiterT e # faita genfereR ufater
T & SR WR 8 e ol |

T ATINT o NS & AT T ST
H o1t o enfeireh IuTd hY S|

T R aret IusitarTsit gRT g
fRrd (joint complaint) &St & &t
AR

fofea sam eif@e wA & forg 45 =t &t
Jffard 3R ek gwy AT

IuieT Hal & AT 9T o folg
gt e 3R GURT a1 e

IufiaT ST & gewd o fgfad & forg
YT Aes! 3R uRefRidar e fRufkor)

E-refelT (e-daakhil) 3R IJusiterr
TERIAT 9 RITT & & oy T &t
R

Y STffaw & dgd o 3R =g smaT
& o g Tg- fAaEt 6 siffarian

U ST Y hrfaTe! o forg e O
Y & e hl IuTRATT ifard|

45 f&t 6 T I & are fuaft uréf o
fofea s sreiepR &l
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B.K. Selvarani v. The Manager, A.R.
Hospital Private Limited
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HIGH COURT OF DELHI

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

MADRAS HIGH COURT

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

HIGH COURT OF JAMMU
AND KASHMIR

BOMBAY HIGH COURT

HIGH COURT OF
CHHATTISGARH

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

Ty

2023

2000

2023

2009

2003

2024

2018

2024

2025

2024

III - uffa gwed

g ffa

SRR § A & oY fRAepraenal gRT ad
o1 feen ®iga & srgAfa|

Iusfiear #af st gt TR & Iusitear
faarei & fAuer & guf eanfder|

IS IR & FHeT WIRST I ohl FgTel
(restore) @ T LA STfAHR|

are pROT Y 2 a9 & HaR fRAepraa g5t e
& Jerfe gaa daT

IuerTT Hal & ezel T TE| oh TITIAR0T
&Y U 1feRT @t Rafor

fRufRa 45 &1 & arg fofea sae gifea
A chl T&T TR |

o faete arhr amdeq & gwy-anfaa
UK R eht WTRST ehee T 3T

TUY AT T Ieoia e dTed SMTSRT ohl
frsoTe uferar # @a: = 7 AT

Iuiaar faarel & gugeg Auer ofk e
a7l & oY o1 sRul &t srfAardar

fomT Tt ROT & Srfees faeia g R
STl SRR A Y SrgAfer 7 &I
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Iusiaar @& sfafyan, 2019 & dgd 9k § IUATHT ... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IV

01

02

. waﬂ-w 22 &9 wigd

The General Manager Punjab National Bank v. Rohit Malhotra
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024-09-12 - CM(M)/1818/2023

Ig HIHAT & U 8 39 AT U3 WR hisd o7 fh em NCDRC gRT utRd sméer et feeeft 3= =amarera # Article 227 & dgd gt
&1 ST Tt 8, I g Amer fieett 3 18R & sy ST (State Commission) § 309 ol 8| <ITaTerd = dted =arared & fofa
'Siddhartha S. Mookerjee vs. Madhab Chand Mitter' @ gaTel &d g FafRa frar fo 3 Amet | arfent 39 5= <marerd
% THET TR Y S a@1fgy foredh sifdferR & (jurisdictional High Court) & 1 &4 @ @1& T Rl (cause of action) 3=
T 1| 37eT:, et Sea =amarerg 2 3 Anfiahrail IR GAaTs ol § SR o e $iR anfienrenatan ol Heifla Iea =mareral # S
hY T &

fProfa AT = TE foha foh Iusiterdt TReor Sifafags, 2019 &Y 4RT 58 & dad AT STINT hl I AT TR GaTs I Je
AR UTeT & STET T <l 718 Ufdthel A & it U & STk 1 af IETT ST & Simeer ot dfdem & srgees 227
& dgd A & STt 8, It arfieht I S AT & GHET &1AR <hl ST =gy foreds siiiferes &R # 4ot & 8 are &
THROT ITF G T

“The relevant provisions of Consumer Protection Act, 2019 and of Constitution of India are extracted as
hereunder: - 58. Jurisdiction of National Commission.— (1) Subject to the other provisions of this Act, the
National Commission shall have jurisdiction— (a) to entertain— (i) complaints where the value of the
goods or services paid as consideration exceeds rupees ten crore: Provided that where the Central
Government deems it necessary so to do, it may prescribe such other value, as it deems fit; (ii) complaints
against unfair contracts, where the value of goods or services paid as consideration exceeds ten crore
rupees; (iii) appeals against the orders of any State Commission; (iv) appeals against the orders of the
Central Authority; and (b) to call for the records and pass appropriate orders in any consumer dispute
which is pending before or has been decided by any State Commission where it appears to the National
Commission that such State Commission has exercised a jurisdiction not vested in it by law, or has failed
to exercise a jurisdiction so vested, or has acted in the exercise of its jurisdiction illegally or with material
irregularity. ... Article 226. Power of High Courts to issue certain writs.— (1) Notwithstanding anything in
article 32, every High Court shall have power, throughout the territories in relation to which it exercises
jurisdiction, to issue to any person or authority, including in appropriate cases, any Government, within
those territories directions, orders or writs, including writs in the nature of habeas corpus, mandamus,
prohibition, quo warranto and certiorari, or any of them, for the enforcement of any of the rights
conferred by Part III and for any other purpose.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024 Ha DLHC010448082023

Harish Ramesh Gawai v. The Registrar (Legal) and Another
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2024-03-13 - WP/289/2024

Tg ATHT Consumer Protection Act, 2019 & d8d &R Teh TfiehT @ T&feId &1 aifiehrendt o District Commission & sifad
33T & REWATh Tah revision aTfaeRt a—R &t o, fS1& State Commission = appeal & &4 # Usfighd e a1 fAder fea o
ITfAehTehd! @t dh AT fob Section 47(1)(b) I revision &1 31fdR a1 § | =TaTera 3 uran f&h arfRieprerdatl araa & Section 41 &
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Iusiaar @& sfafyan, 2019 & dgd 9k § IUATHT ... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

03

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig

ded ARt 50% ST AR (deposit) T Sa- T TRATH T2 8T AT IR = T o foh sifaw sméer & forg dhaet appeal a1
U & 3R revision e STYHR & Fefdd Hgl & g 81 3ra: —rarerd = State Commission & 31TeLT &l Tgl 31d §Y
TRt IR &R &1

frofa T = WE fohar foh Iuetterar TReror arfdfam, 2019 &t R 47 & dgd I AT o fa<iig SfAeR Ueh wis
IUT T 3k Afh 29 Hils IUT T e i ufather AT arel) fRAehrral des Difad &1 [ smawT & sifad smesn ot dhaer ¥mT
41 & 9gd rfard srdiet & Ares @ & gAY & 511 Fondt 8, SR denfAes ST AfA (50%) & s9= & forg amr 47(1)(b) & dgd
QARIEIUT (revision) ATf<IeRT AT TERT g1 ferdT ST TehdT |

“Section 47 of the Consumer Protection Act, 2019 read thus: 47. Jurisdiction of State Commission.—(1)
Subject to the other provisions of this Act, the State Commission shall have jurisdiction— (a) to entertain
— (i) complaints where the value of the goods or services paid as consideration, exceeds rupees one
crore, but does not exceed rupees ten crore: Provided that where the Central Government deems it
necessary so to do, it may prescribe such other value, as it deems fit; (ii) complaints against unfair
contracts, where the value of goods or services paid as consideration does not exceed ten crore rupees;
(iii) appeals against the orders of any District Commission within the State; and (b) to call for the records
and pass appropriate orders in any consumer dispute which is pending before or has been decided by
any District Commission within the State, where it appears to the State Commission that such District
Commission has exercised a jurisdiction not vested in it by law, or has failed to exercise a jurisdiction so

vested or has acted in exercise of its jurisdiction illegally or with material irregularity.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2024 Ha HCBM040352042023

Gorantla Geosynthetics Private Limited v. Akshaya Signature Homes Private
Limited
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025-04-16 - CRP/4848/2024

gg "mat Consumer Protection Act, 2019 & sfaifd pecuniary jurisdiction (fafta &nfdeR) & defda g1 afierenatsi &
fStet Iusitert fame faror skt (DCDRC) # Geh fRreprad &t ol off, S 31mai = 7 shgd gQ ard o & s dar &1 e e
¥50 dRE & 31feeh 8, 31d: Ug I SAURR H Tol 71| Iod =ArTerd = 39 (v i gfe e gy T fova o Susiierm smat &
THeT SRR ot fefRoT fRIerrd & Spram i 7 aeg a1 War & Hot Jod & YR R giaT &, 7 {6 haat [anfea Ja1 & qea &
YR W | dGIIR, =TI 7 A1feiehl @RS &R & 3R ATfrepreharad et IfRAd e TR ST I Treardr &1

frofa  HETY S AT = AT foh IusfiadT TReTor 1fAfRad, 2019 ht €T 34(1) & dgd fSier 3manT & =it esnfder or
freRoT Shaet ITHTT gRT I i 718 Ufdther 12T (consideration paid) & STYR WR §HT AT | IUHTIT ATHA
HATET <At 30.12.2021 i SHATEGEAT gRT ST ST oh folg 39 U7 &t 1 el 308 9 "erehe 50 g 30 o feam T g
ATy = S ot foh 59 uraem i sarean IuHierT-chisd 3R =T deh Ugd el oo ST o Igd § &l ST =18 gl
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Iusiaar @& sfafyan, 2019 & dgd 9k § IUATHT ... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

“Under Section 11 of the 1986 Act, the DCDRC had jurisdiction to entertain complaints where “the value
of the goods or services and the compensation” did not exceed the statutorily assigned pecuniary limit.
However, under Section 34 of the 2019 Act, the language employed in the erstwhile Act was modified and
the DCDRC is conferred with the jurisdiction to entertain complaints where the “value of the goods or
services paid as consideration does not exceed one crore rupees”. This pecuniary limit was subsequently
brought down to fifty lakh rupees (Rs. 50,00,000/-) vide the Notification dated 30.12.2021 issued by the
Department of Consumer Affairs, Ministry of Consumer Affairs, Food and Public Distribution.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2025 Ha HCMA011991092024

o4 Mani Tirumala Projects Pvt. Ltd. v. Mrutunjay Pattanayak
ORISSA HIGH COURT - 2018-07-11 - WP(C)/11330/2018

g AT State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission gRT e ex-parte S&eT Uiikd e & T&fda g, S petitioner
3 High Court & gt & off| petitioner T dch T foh I8 anls Aifew =181 et o1, {9 urepfaes =ama (principle of natural
justice) @1 Ieerad g1 =AmaTe™ & Consumer Protection Act, 1986 & UG-l & Tter i 3R uran fs Section 19 & dgd
National Commission & 37tieT &1 Geh dehfcen SR UHTe ST SUTd IUeTed] & | =AmaTerd = 71T foh feh s & wE srdiena
ufehar HiS]G €, SHfely 39 SR WR Y Article 226 & dgd Re arfoient WieR g1 i ST Tehd | dag9R, =amaTed = aifar st
QIS & Y petitioner &l e & ITHR SUYeRd Hd TR 3Tdie] e &l Taisrar 4|

frofa  ISIET I araTerd A Raffa forar fh Iusiier TReror g ger et fau & St @Rd =g & fog - 79
Ua &l g1 afe I AT get a1 el sifdenr & | als vk &t 8, at fifgd ugrenr ot P I=a —ararera ST & S
rfafaas & a1 19 & dga T T & THer derfieh srdiet sl el IUTA ST TR

“The main purpose to promulgate the Consumer Protection Act is to provide better protection of the
interest of the consumers for speedy disposal of the grievance related to the consumers which is a
benevolent piece of legislation, intended to protect a large body of consumers from exploitation. The act
provides 4 for an alternative system of consumer justice by summery trial. The authority under the Act
exercises quasi- judicial powers for redressal of consumer disputes. The consumer within the meaning of
the Act, 1986 has been given the statutory right to file their complaints either before the Consumer
Disputes Redressal Forum at the district level or before State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission
or before the National Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission, subject to its pecuniary jurisdiction.”

ORISSA HIGH COURT - 2018 Hiq 0DHCO10357622018

o5 Brigade Enterprises Limited v. Anil Kumar Virmani & Ors.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021-12-17 - 2021 INSC 918

gg "mar Consumer Protection Act, 2019 & Section 35(1)(c) 3 d&d 'representative suit' aRR & &I SrAfa & Hefda

21 SrficTendi-faeer A 1134 genrsal &1 Teh SMaria uRER g o1, o e 91 @ieR) 3 28 T cheoll e WR fARrId aof Y

3R 38 Toft e &t ok @ ufafafdr amer a6 srgafa At gofia @l 3 @ fRar i Section 35(1)(c) & dga St srgafa
& forg gaft Jusitemrait & i 'sameness of interest' T fRarf &1 @i = ura foh & 6y srafey aoft ame & orem ot ofiR
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06

07

fRIeral i Ul T A8l of, 3Tfig 84 'representative capacity' & T@l AT ST TehdT| hic A 38 dhael Teh 'joint complaint’
& U H eI T 31T fem

frofa  Farted raTed A €T fRar foh sifafaem 6 a1 35(1) & d8d, T© IuiaT (Yet 81 & 'se’ &l 2oft § 7 ord i) 99
fed 811 IR ga dgad fAwmad (joint complaint) &St &R Tend & | 39 forg = didTedt & smeer [ fFam 8 & & uraem=i &
Jed ufafAfda 6t srgafd a A srasgerdr 78l 8, Sa adk o 3 goft Iueitarant & @rer & fog ufafAfY are 78 arr = @ &

“Under Section 13(2) of the General Clauses Act, 1897, words in the singular shall include the plural and
vice versa in all Central Acts and Regulations, unless there is anything repugnant in the subject or
context. ... There is nothing in the Act to prohibit these few consumers from joining together and filing a
joint complaint. A joint complaint stands in contrast to a complaint filed in a representative capacity. For
attracting the provisions of Section 35(1)(c), the complaint filed by one or more consumers should be on

behalf of or for the benefit of numerous consumers having same interest.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2021 Ha ESCRO10006792021

New India Assurance Co. Ltd. v. Hilli Multipurpose Cold Storage Pvt. Ltd.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020-03-04 - 2020 INSC 274

Ig gt Consumer Protection Act, 1986 & dgd District Forum gRT fRIsrad a1 STare g1fe et & forg I T dem 6t
S1feRT & Heifdd g1 =marera = gg faffa frar fas Section 13(2)(a) & dga 30 f&at & iR T i sik 15 &l o sifaRea
fereR arfard (mandatory) &, 7 f& F&Teres (directory) | =aTerd & TE o foh 45 T Y et arafer & are iR aiferes g
& T IS UTGYT el 8| 3Tch STTdT, =raTerd 3 g +ft e fomar fo 30 AT <ht T i &t 7o e it ufd (copy of the
complaint) U g d aRtE ¥ = it 8, 7 foh dhaar Fifew e 91

frofa  gdied AT 3 AT o fueft et ot fRAeraa o1 Stare (written statement) 1R e & foig & S arelt 30 e
& denfes gr T ofik 15 T it sifafRert fademrefi= safd (gpet 45 &) ot avg @ siffart (mandatory) 81 Iusiiemr
STRANT} & UTH UThicten <1 & Rigidl & 1 UR 39 45 &A1 &t W & s1fdre wwr & o1 g it MR =18l 81

“The maximum period of 45 days, as provided under the Consumer Protection Act, would not mean that
the complainant has a right to always avail such maximum period of 45 days to file its response.
Regulation 10 of the Consumer Protection Regulations, 2005 clearly provides that ordinarily such notice
to the opposite party to file its response A B CD E F G H 449 shall be issued for a period of 30 days, but the

same can be even less than 30 days, depending upon the circumstances of each case.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2020 Ha ESCRO10003472020

State of U.P. v. All U.P. Consumer Protection Bar Association
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2016-11-21 - 2016 INSC 1047

gg "\ar Consumer Protection Act, 1986 & dgd TTfad SusledT #al (consumer fora) # gamt aid &t st ok nmafia
Jfafiadanet @ Heifda o1 Justice Arijit Pasayat afafd 3 sroeit Ruté & uran foh @vre rereres oid, sruafa giaamd e, sk
ufAfere eraiat dr et & RT3 HF gTe &1 @ i A8l R U138 | ey 3 e o ok sifdfem & Igat i qu s &
foIq Uen rafea gurR (systemic overhaul) 3ades g1 =R A thg TeAR i Tt TRl R e, umafias ofik gfand et &
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T 'model Rules' 59 a1 &1 feam| aryr g1, National Commission @bt St g <rfaat & gardt Iuahr & forg g
fafam g9 @1 e e man anfes oot & st Uy st 38 SiR ST a1 AiaRane! ST g8 A gl ok

frofa  Gdled AT = JUHTRIT Hl o AATE &ie SR TiraTetes GURT W e fen-Fder Skt fhg | =marera = woe e
fo srfafam &t 4Rt 24B & dgd AT ST 3R ISy AT i AT Iy ST 3R S He R e gt Sk
R fasroT T g arfes siffaes & Seat @t fom foReht =fies gxaeiu & gt & 8 g fokar 11 o

“The power of administrative control which has been conferred upon the National Commission in
relation to the State Commissions and upon the State Commissions in relation to the district fora is an
entrustment with a purpose; the object being to oversee the functioning of the forum, which is subject to
its administrative control so as to ensure that it is an effective instrument of rendering justice to

consumers. The power of administrative control is couched in wide terms.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2016 Hd ESCRO10005342016

os The Secretary Ministry of Consumer Affairs v. Dr. Mahindra Bhaskar Limaye &

Ors.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023-03-03 - 2023 INSC 209

gg "mar Consumer Protection Rules, 2020 &t derar &t gHtd! & & &R & o711 ofiA aié 3 A1 fak Rules 3(2)(b), 4(2)(c) ik
6(9) srEdeTfes, AT 3R Article 14 T Ioeied ohed & | =IrTerd = 20 a9 3R 15 a¥ & 3rwd i ifand 2rd i 5 & fear ok
= garens 10 a¥ o | 58 sifdRad, =mamerd = Selection Commiittee &t ARG et St sirerremT i SR Fyfaaat 5
gRafRidr gfHd A & fog faf@a udern ik viva voce & uferar et sifRard s=man| S des @R st | deited 981 !, a9
deh Article 142 & dgd & Fdsr amp @

Frofa  FaTed ATATAT = HHT fch JUNTRIT STINT =1Aeh QTfekraT et TANT ehxd & SR & -1 ITfdrarRT (quasi-judicial
authorities) g1 31d:, 39 Tl & Gl & g § URSRIAr = 3R Frenmg! a1 Ietifdeh §58U bl & s o fort fafea
TAeTT R TiadT Jedich UfehdT l Shets ¥ a1 fohar ST a1fe gl

“It cannot be disputed that the Commissions are empowered with the powers of court and are quasi-
judicial authorities and empowered to discharge judicial powers with the adequate powers of the court
including civil and criminal. Therefore, the standards expected from the members of the tribunal should

be as nearly as possible as applicable to the appointment of judges exercising such powers.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023 did ESCRO10002732023

eo Pawan Tiwari v. State of U.P.
ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2021-02-03 - WPIL/1303/2020

gg SHfed atfae (PIL) Consumer Protection Act, 2019 & U=t &t 0 & YT ¥4 & A1 A & folg R &t 718 off|
gifdearerdt = | et off foh TR&R Consumer Protection Councils, Consumer Mediation Cells, $iR E-filing St gfaems vt
WTOT | IR UG TR A 3704 gAhATH # gfad a5 ag uget 81 371 Uraem=i et A1) et ol Ufehan | g SR Fgfermat 9 s=a
TRk SheHeheH IBIY ST T8 & | =ATTerd 3 YRR e TATHT aht AIC i g ATfent eht fAwaror faar ek fder fean & averr
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Consumer Protection Act, 2019 & dgd 9aft srasges e 3R gunfert et ifemTa: ©g Agi &t 3afd & fiar wifug sk
forarf=ad el

frofa FCITGTETG Iod AT A 5T TR bl JuHTeRT TRE0T HfAfTH, 2019 ol I avg & g e & fFder iy =amarera &
Rents TR fora foh Suatiemr Txeror (Rrswr iR e st R uemaf=es fd=ron) faffam, 2020 & R 8 & d8d, IR U8 sy
# gt Jusiten fead (24 feger, 2020) & srawR )R T+t e smawT & $-wtrsfeiT (E-filing) ToUmel 7 A & ULmaeh
f&er SR fopg Ty &

“That the Registrar of the State Consumer Dispute Redressal Commission, by vide letter/order dated
22.12.2020 also directed to the all District Consumer Dispute Redressal Commission in view of the
provision of Rule 8 of the Consumer Protection (Administrative Control over the State Commission and
the District Commission) Regulations, 2020 to initiate/state E-filing of the case w.e.f. 24.12.2020 on the eve
of National Consumer Day.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2021 i UPHC011392602020

10 D.B. Binu v. State of Kerala

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2020-12-07 - WP(C)/20141/2020

gg #\at Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum (CDRF), Ernakulam # President & Ue W fRgfery & dsfra o1 arfeererat
J TRa<} 2020 i AT o d8d 3imaed fhar o1, Afeh COVID-19 HgMRY 3R Consumer Protection Act, 2019 & AT 84 &
HRUT I UfehdT G 81 g3 | 5T TR T adh AT foh 7 StfAfam e & e ag+ afafa &1 7e SiR givar s sed g ¢,
ggferg gt ufthar & dgd fRgfarr et i ST Fend | =amarera 3 | ok AQ sifdfRaw & agd Toe ufthar & forg g fAamt et ureH
AT SIfaTd g1 31, ATfeentendr @l A @ 3k Consumer Protection (Qualification for appointment, method of
recruitment, procedure of appointment, term of office, resignation and removal of the President and members
of the State Commission and District Commission) Rules, 2020 & S8R 718 94 UfehdT el UTe et T (G fear mam

frofa R S AT = TE {3 foh 2019 &t a1 Sifafam ar gR o e, fSiem Iusiier w0 ol AT aaeten fotem
IuterT forame fRaRoT S (District Commission) @ feam i §1 U ifdfas & dgd fSiem sma & sremet 3R Tt
& o7l & forg 2020 & S fFamt & SR & Ta afafy nfda Hr St a1y, ofik v vy e 1986 & sifafaaw & fomt
& SMYR WR g el g1 ht ST Fene |

“Admittedly the Consumer Protection Act, 2019 ('the 2019 Act') came into force, in supercession of the
Consumer Protection Act, 1986. Some of the provisions of the 2019 Act came into force with effect from
15.07.2020 and some provisions on 20.07.2020. As per the new Act there should be a Consumer Dispute
Redressal Commission for each district; whereas Consumer Dispute Redressal Forums were established
in each district of the State under Section 9 of the 1986 Act.”

HIGH COURT OF KERALA - 2020 Ha KLHC010506442020

11 State of Rajasthan v. Rajendra Tanwar

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2019-05-22 - CW/4105/2018
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Tg A\er Consumer Protection Act & d@gd State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission & et 98 (single
member) s &t fARIRAT 3R Jaar @ Heifdrd a1 arferrerd st = =Tt & off foh o s & d8d Tondt 9ew &l sidied g ok
JTeLT UTRA e oAl TR 81 =T A gd # &g 7g fAufal & smeR R @g 71 fh Consumer Protection Act &t &RT 14(2)
3R 9RT 18 & WA & SIHR, HhdaTe! ol HaTe sedel (President) 3R &d & A Uoh 9e& gRT Uged ¥ & fopar ST
SIfarR] ¢ 1 =maTerd 3 TuE fRaT foh ST il o9 ol 715 39 UehR T A1fey foh ag A smasaehdTstt &l ure &l TUI-aly &
STYR TR AT(IeAT TR GAATS el oh Selld, TRy 3 gifdehreqaradi et National Consumer Commission & dHel deTfAds sl
TR T ot feeT f&am|

Frofa  TSTRIT I RT3 JUMRAT R <ht et & 7Ta & Terer # Tqw forar fop Iustierdt Amae il shriare vt T=mer
S &u @ 3T & sreqer (President) 3R &9 @ ¥ Ueh 310 & gRT Gga &4 @ fan S1 =nf@q ) denfies
JTAGhaTSHl oh AFHR Yehel Y& i Wix ¥U I T FaT8 ohe R Sifas armesr uiRa ezt ot 31 =761 81

“14(2) Every proceeding referred to in sub-section (1) shall be conducted by the President of the District
Forum and at least one member thereof sitting together: Provided that where a member, for any reason,
is unable to conduct a proceeding till it is completed, the President and the other member shall continue
the (3 of 17) [CW-4105/2018] proceeding from the stage at which it was last heard by the previous
member.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2019 Ha RJIHC010244392018

12 Anupama Dwivedi v. Bharti Axa Life Insurance Co. Ltd.

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2024-07-19 - [4420/2022

g HTHAT consumer complaint # District Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission (DCDRC) g1 fqueft arét
(insurance company) @t FufRa T a1 & a1g written statement 1R & di SrgAfa 33 @ Haifda g1 anfearerdtat &
Teh f&am i Consumer Protection Act & dgd 45 &t i arfererad 3rafe) & STe STaTd WiehR chedT AR &5 T T8 Tl
Jrarerd & New India Assurance Company Limited v. Hilli Multipurpose Cold Storage Pvt. Limited & et @l garell &a
gU T fohar f& DCDRC & ure 45 &l & e written statement TR &R & 1fert 78T &1 =marera = ufdard) & aedie @t
GRSt e gQ AT foh denfAes Twr T a1 Seete jurisdictional error € 3R arfieTerdl @t e Aga ur ot AfIeR g1

Rrofa  SATGIETG Ied AT A AT foh fSar Suitemr sma gri faueft & &t deanfaes &9 § srgad 45 &A1 (30 &7 + 15 &)
&Y 1 & 1 SR for foreht facia A1dht & simded & foifad e <ifaer st bt srgafar ST @R &t 794k geualT g1 a8
T T AR § SR SHeRT AU A AT SRR Feiet ST AT STgm|

“The language of both the provisions are in verbatim the same and prescribed period for filing the
written statement i.e. initially 30 days, which is extendable to 15 more days i.e. total 45 days. ... Accepting
the written statement filed by the respondents after 30 days and without moving any application for
extension of 15 days time, it would amount to an unwarranted assumption of jurisdiction not possessed

by the courts or a gross abuse of jurisdiction vested in them after expiry of 45 days period.”

ALLAHABAD HIGH COURT - 2024 i UPHC020681102022

13 Apollo Multispeciality Hospital Ltd v. Madan Murari Varma
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HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023-03-22 - CM(M)/455/2023

Ig AT Consumer Protection Act, 1986 & sidifd pecuniary jurisdiction @ @&fdd g1 amfaerreral & National
Commission & 39 31T i gt & oft e fRAchraraehal Y o= arat &t AfA v e Y srgafa & 12 oft, arfes Amrer State
Commission & HAfIHR &3 | AT ek | TfhIehdT T deh T foh a8 forum shopping &1 fieett S=a =marerd = ot & foh g
arél (claimant) &t 3797 &Tal & fowdT ©igt ol Ul 1R § 3R 8 I et 81 Wi ST Hehdll | <TaTerd = Te {3 &
Consumer Protection Act Teh ShedTuTehR shid &, 3R a1 Y A ge F fohelt oft wenR i st ufchateres sifafaddr a8t
Bt §1 ISR, 3T AT = FTi<IehT @R e &l

frofa  feell IeT <ITATerd A AT foh Jusfiem TReror AT Uah oo} 3R RIS S ¢ | Sifafad & dgd Ia
SRINT & SATTIRR ht TR e & forg B off FRIeprraehal West @ Su= <@ a1 Farmast & Uk 28 ot IS TohdT 81 38
SR "HRA AU TET AT ST Hehal, HRifeh U &Td T URT AT I aRg & RAehraderdl a1 fagionfaer g1

“The provisions of Section 17 of the Act nowhere prohibit or bar a party from acquiescing or waiving or
totally giving up , either the whole of the claim or part of the claim. Merely because the party gives up its
claim or, part of such claim, does not render such action as forum shopping. Moreover, it is the litigant’s/

claimant’s prerogative, either to claim or not to claim a particular amount.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023 Ha DLHC010096752023

14 Patel Roadways Ltd. v. Birla Yamaha Ltd.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2000-03-28 - 2000 INSC 163

g HTHT Ueh common carrier 6l fS@ER) 3fk Consumer Protection Act & dgd fRIemadl &t Tieprdar © Tefda g1 ufaardt 3
37T AT oht URag & forg srdfieterd (carrier) @t iuT T, ST STdieiehdt o TMGTH § 31T @1 & ShRUT TE g1 71471 3Tdieiehd! = ddh
e fah Consumer Forum & 'suit' 1eg aht 31 dhared civil courts & A & 3R o= AraRars! arfed fohu S IoRert I8! saxm™r
ST HendT| =amraTerd = Aok f&ar f Consumer Protection Act & dgd redressal agencies et IuieT faaral &t et e a1 guf
IR § 3fR 'suit' e | 3 forums & THeT hriarg! oft e &1 =maTer™ & g8 T fohar fa T common carrier @1 i@

insurer & a8 giaT1 81 accidental fire @t 'act of God' &l AT ST TehdT, 3TfIY aTgeh AT & Johd o forg fomieR & ofk
fRrerrIdeRdl ol ATORETE! ATfeId et hl STTaThdT 8! &

frofa  GaTed AaTerg 3 ot fea foh Susiiear w=f & urg gt 2ot & Iusiear fearel & gHTe™ el e durfe fdear
81 afe uRag & IR ATl @l &ifd ugad! 8, at SuierdT Heil & GHET chl 713 shridTal el Qe GenaH (suit) o GHDHET AT
ST, SR el UardT (carrier) et SUHIERIT &l §T JehGT chl HRUTS i & folg IRt ST ST HehdT &

“From the provisions of the Consumer Protection Act noted in the foregoing paragraph the position is
clear that the consumer disputes redressal agencies, i.e., District Forums, State Commissions and the
National Commission are vested with powers of adjudication of all types of consumer disputes. No
exception is made in case of consumer disputes in which the allegations made in the complaint regarding
deficiency of service causing damage to or loss of the goods are contested.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2000 Hd ESCRO10001742000

15 B.K. Selvarani v. The Manager, A.R. Hospital Private Limited
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MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023-06-09 - CRP(MD)/1329/2023

g ATHAT Yeh IUterT faare (consumer dispute) & Tefda €, fSia# petitioner 3 State Consumer Dispute Redressal
Forum gRT 3Tt 31Uiel &l 'non-prosecution’ & TER TR WIRST & & 3MET et Madras High Court & FTdT & oft 1 =marera
3 gl IR petitioner 7 foAT &1E denfetier IUTT STOATY T Article 227 of the Constitution of India & dgd AT GR—R &R &F
g1 =amaTer 7 fAofa f&am i Consumer Protection Act, 2019 @t Section 49 & dgd, petitioner & UTd 3Tdiet at agTel
(restore) @< & forw State Consumer Forum o GH&T 37Tde & ohT fAhR &1 31d:, =T = 39 Civil Revision Petition
I @RS o f&an, Afee petitioner &t 15 f&AT & ik State Commission # agTeft T 3Tde et &t SrgAfd &1

frofa G Ied AT A T foa foh Iusiiamr e sifafam, 2019 &t &RT 49 & dJ&d fRierd fAue & forg amp g
gTelt UfehaTd STUTeT SgTet! <h AT § ot AN gidT &1 afe ferelt uer oht STdieT Isa ST gRT O=alt 7 e (non-prosecution)
& HRUT WIRST & &1 ST 8, At I WY Iog AT H TLAE IATIRT SRR B oh Tol1d IGT Ty SN h THET TgTedt
(restoration) @t 3fTae et A1fRTI

“although the provisions of Section 38 of the Consumer Protection Act are made applicable vide Section
49 of the Consumer Protection Act makes it clear that the provisions of the C .P.C are made applicable

to. ... However, liberty is given to the petitioner to approach the State Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum
for restoration of an appeal, which was dismissed for non-prosecution vide impugned order dated
10.04.2023 with a period of 15 days from the date of receipt of copy of this order.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2023 Hd HCMD016530712023

16 State Bank of India v. M/S. B.S. Agricultural Industries (I)

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2009-03-20 - 2009 INSC 377

gg "mar Consumer Protection Act, 1986 & Section 24A & d&d limitation period & T&fad &1 =amaTerg = e fahar foh g
consumer forum & foIT ag S1fRerd & b a8 fRAsrId gst e @ uget I8 S foh @1 @8 cause of action 3= g4t &t fafy @ &
gt & IR SRR &I 1S g1 afe R awy W1 & 91 STl §, df forum @t 39 dhael 9ot WiehR e A1feq wid delay o forg
gt Rl forfed # &f fhg 7Q 811 39 #ret |, d 3 gara # 81 fRihrad & a#g W1 3 18R 819 o1 Je1 I8/ T, wfch et
SETAd! = 39 ST R T | Fatea =araTer 3 uran ok Rerad aa i @ 9ga arg # e Y 718 off, ufoy st ol wieR wed
gV fremraa @t @R & e man)

Arofa  gared IR = Aol far fa Iusiiear Tremor sifdffam & dgd fReprad gt oeq & forg RufRa & avf &t dar safdr
(Limitation Period) Tes denfies amesr &1 Iusiedr w1t T ag Urafies i & foh 3 Aret & o3y R fIaR & @ uge
I Ugel R I8 GRfYd o foh fRrerrad are sRor & faf @ & auf & +ffar arr 6 78 81

“Section 24A of the Act, 1986 prescribes limitation period for admission of a complaint by the consumer
fora thus... It would be seen from the aforesaid provision that it is peremptory in nature and requires
consumer forum to see before it admits the complaint that it has been filed within two years . from the
date of accrual of cause of action. The consumer forum, however, for the reasons to be recorded in

writing may condone the delay in filing the complaint if sufficient cause is shown.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2009 Hid ESCRO10008512009
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17

18

State of Rajasthan v. Anand Prakash Solanki
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2003-08-25 - 2003 INSC 417

gg "\at Consumer Protection Act, 1986 & dgd foiell TR R et 'President’ a1 'Members' & ®IidR0T (transfer) <t
iferT @ Heifdd 81 =amarera & FafRa forar fos Sar =masm= (service jurisprudence) # 'Fgfa rea & sftar RHiaRor & A &
fAgferT oft anfaet &1 @eIf Consumer Protection Act # RITHIARUT T 1S TE UIGYT 61 8, fhe +ff T5T TR & U9 T
e & =U & RIFTaRUT e Y siafHiRd uamafaes ARy &1 gTeifen, ag UfeRT Section 10(1A) & dgd Tfsd == afafa &Y
fArmrRan o 3refier & 3fR sTehT T Shaet Sifed & a1 URmafeh srragehdran & forg g fopar s =gyl

frofa  Faled AT A TE fhar foh IuHieT sraTeral o Fare UMEfHd Tare o folg I8 TRART & U el Justert
Tl & 3regel 3R Yew] & WIMIARUT (transfer) & sidfHifgd uemafe AferT &1 T8 RO Shael SHfed d a7 €T 10(1A)
& dgd Tfsd durRes T afafa &t fReRer ofik wmst & a1 gt fohar S gehdar g1

“A complete hierarchy of Commissions and Fora has been constituted from the national level to the

district level by the Consumer Protection Act, 1986. ... Section 24B inserted by Act No. 50 of 1993 w.e.f.
18.6.1993 provides as under:- "24B. Administrative control.-(1) The National Commission shall A have
administrative control over all the State Commissions in the following matters, namely:- (i) calling for

periodical return regarding the institution, disposal, pendency of cases...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2003 Hid ESCRO10004232003

United India Insurance Co Ltd v. Sterlite Power Transmission Ltd
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024-10-14 - CM(M)/3603/2024

g ATHET IUHTST faaTe & Hefdd g STef Petitioner 7 District Commission & THeT 31941 stare (reply) 90 99T AT & iR
SRS e B fATheTdT o SHTER TR A <hl AT T AT Petitioner &1 d T foh 3Tch achiel gRT AATURATE! oh ShIRUT fRIehrId i i
AT WR UT g1 gt 9eht oft| =amarera 3 New India Assurance Co. Ltd. v. Hilli Multipurpose Cold Storage (P) Ltd. & fAofa
T BTl &d gV TE faa & Consumer Protection Act, 2019 & dgd STaTel a1 et chl GHY HHAT Sifard 3R ok 81
=raTerd = A7 {3 Petitioner 3 AR # ATORATE! aRa! & SR Getfen WS I foRdR et 1 IS SMYUR 76l 81 daqaR, 3=
AT = TR St @RS R e

Aot fEoell S TaTerd = glgRran foh fausft gt gRT IusiiadT fRremrad o1 STaTd g1faet ehea Y 45 &t i denfaes T sraia
TR & 31k 3& forddt off aRFRARY & sorar 78t ST GepdT| =araTerd = Tw fohar fh areaiRal ot sroe =nfaes sifderl & ufa @
Taich T AT 3R aehietl i ATURATET AT TETAT ST freia AT &t Srgwfa &t &t ST Tehalt |
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“Undeniably, such period, in view of the above judgment of Constitution of India Bench of Supreme
Court is inflexible and cannot be extended. 8. Para 62 of said judgment reads as under:- “62. To conclude,
we hold that our answer to the first question is that the District Forum has no power to extend the time
for filing the response to the complaint beyond the period of 15 days in addition to 30 days as is
envisaged under Section 13 of the Consumer Protection Act; and the answer to the second question is that
the commencing point of limitation of 30 days under Section 13 of the Consumer Protection Act would be
from the date of receipt of the notice accompanied with the complaint by the opposite party, and not

"n

mere receipt of the notice of the complaint.

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024 Ha DLHC010693692024

United India Insurance Co. Ltd v. Vijay Kumar Gupta

HIGH COURT OF JAMMU AND KASHMIR - 2018-11-19 - MA/340/2017

Ig AT Yeh SUTERTT IRIhrad § Taifdrd § STaf fRiehraaehal = 2010 H 11T o HRUT §Y Johd oh forg ST 31at Al AT & oft |
Ut & e 2015 F fRAeprad grR 6 718 oft | =marera 3 RyilRa fokar fh Jammu and Kashmir Consumer Protection Act,
1987 &l 4RT 18-A & d8d fAwrad 'cause of action' ITF g1 o &l a6t &b HaR grR i S =gy <arrer 3 we forar fah emT
&1 g1 8 'cause of action' & fafY &1 Ffck FRAeradendat A &t a1t Y T srafd gaTd 1 & a1 Ahrad gsf di off ik & &
forq @i AT amded (condonation of delay) =gl f&ar o, gafely =amaTera = 711 o fRAera @rgA= afsia (barred by
limitation) &t1

frofa  STH-hRHR IeT IITerd A fAvfy e o afe d Susiter iR denfaes wu @ Faffa g af $ i & ag arr &
STt €, Y ST & Uty fRYhTad oht W TR e 1 his SATfIRR g1 &1 faeia ot ATh TR & forg fRIepraderdt gRT Uah
3ffoaries faeta AThY mmae=T R fehar ST SifFamd 8, 3fR Sl ot IUH uaftd ShRoT &5 e Bl

“Section 24-A of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (referred to as the Act hereafter) expressly cast a duty
on the Commission admitting a complaint, to dismiss a complaint unless the complainant satisfies the
District Forum, the State Commission or the National Commission, as the case may be, that the
complainant had sufficient cause for not filing the complaint within the period of two years from the

date on which the cause of action had arisen.”

HIGH COURT OF JAMMU AND KASHMIR - 2018 Fd JKHC020088262017

Abhay Narayan Raje v. Kala Hanuman Urban Cooperative Credit Society Limited
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2024-12-20 - WP/2038/2024

Tg A\e Consumer Protection Act, 1986 T &IRT 27 & dgd GR—R Uah MedTeA 3ieed (Execution Application) &t aiwofizar
(maintainability) & Hsfid &1 aTfaerenal A ek fea fh ga Iusier ferra (Consumer Complaint) Rt i safar
(period of limitation) & aT& arR &t 71 oft 3R faT faetar AThY (condonation of delay) & dTRa amaer =7 (void ab initio) &1
AT Sl Tg T AT AT ok T AT Srafey o Seeio arert Smesr Fsure hrfarg! o aRM gHId! o I & a7 34T 38 chadl STdTel
T GAIEOT (revision) & ATETH ¥ g1 AT &1 ST Gehdl! 8 | =TT 3 RATUG foha ok grerifer T srafd a1 Sevio o iR A 8,
AR foram fonet srdiet & ag smear fsures srfard! & wa: [ 81 AT ST GehdT, 519 ddh foh 38 = 7 gRT SURd 7 fohar T gt
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frofa SIS I <IRITErT = AT foh arerfdr Tr srafd (Limitation) ot Ieeied heAT Ueh eaTfeR deeft wefik Ffe 8, qeunfa afy
oY s g1 faAT e At & Tg-anfaa smesr utlka & e man g, ot 38 fAmured (execution) srfaTgt & &R @d:
e a1 " 8 AT ST GhdT| U STTRRT Y hael ST H o ATEAH ¥ g gHldT Sohe [FRET el ST GehdT &

“The Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that proviso to Section 24-A(2) is peremptory in nature and that
before it admits a complaint, it is duty of a Consumer Forum to ensure that the same is filed within the
prescribed period of limitation. It is further stated that although the Forum may condone the delay in
case where the complaint is filed beyond limitation, unless the delay is condoned, the complaint cannot

be entertained on merits.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2024 Ha HCBM030476862024

Agriculture Insurance Company Of India Ltd. v. Bhola Prasad Chandrakar

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2025-06-30 - WP227/575/2025

g HIHAT eh fohdT RT Thbe 1T &rdl oh e | & 3R Sruaied H3irast oh RITth IusieT iR # GRR & 715 fRIhra &
H&fed &1 Agriculture Insurance Company of India Ltd. 3 National Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission & 39
&7 ot AT &F off fSH 38 vt 71 @t (condonation of delay) & Idh STdeH it @RS & fe T 1| =amarery = |7 foh
Iufia faarel &1 e Taeg a¥ich @ giHT Tfey SfR arfichrendl 3t &l his TdiSSTeh T 319 hRUT Ia- & fathet T &1 Taf=
=TT & qd (Aot el garen a4 gy, =t 7 el ok ufehareten < ot Shdet FeTMfd dh YR UR AT A8l fhaT ST Gehd g,
STy ATfIRT @RS & &1 T8 |

Rrofa  BIIG Ied AT A TE fhar foh Jusiia faaral &1 FueRT S Teeg dadich & IFT Sadeh g | =rarerd 3
AT foh faciar AT & AT H, USRI GRT U & o facia o1 319 SR Wit shRuT Udd foharm ST =1feg, ofiR shaet
Terfa a1 ufeharcaeh HfSATSTT & SITYR TR S1cAfYeh &<t ol AT @l fohdT ST ehdT|

“It is a well-settled principle of law that consumer complaints are to be decided in a time-bound manner.
Alitigant approaching the court for condonation of delay must properly explain the delay. ... The court
has time and again repeated that when mandatory provision is not complied with and delay is not
properly, satisfactorily and convincingly explained, it ought not to condone the delay on sympathetic

grounds alone.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2025 | CGHC010208472025

SIS Imports v. Chaitanya Kalbag & Ors.
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024-09-25 - CM(M)/3471/2024

g AT State Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission o Teh STEST o &t AR I1feie  9efdd g1 Petitioner &
consumer complaint & R SRIaTg! & WIT Ta1 forT o7 SR AT ex-parte THIW g1 =7 7| &1 #, Petitioner ¥ NCDRC &
3rdiet ERR 6, wAfhT 236 AT &t 28 & SRuT IT WISt o e mar srgifes s 'sufficient cause' =gl famam mar o1 Delhi
High Court % 59 I1f<enT st @IRST &hzd gY AT foh Petitioner 3 [F & &1 3f¥es dATuRaTe! a=dl 3R 1o+t &1 o fog &lE IR
PeH Tl IS | =TTerd 3 W fohar foh 3 & forg i 3fa &RoT 9 8 W condonation of delay & SR e gTaT A8l fohar ST
TehdT &1 F&TER, el srared! & fofa & &g e 78 urd 7 ofk anfare ot @i & fear mam
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ot ool Iea <amaTer 3 wE foRa o fasia ATt (condonation of delay) &+ @18 SIfAGR 61 8, Jfech a8 =T
T fAaITAPR & STt dhael galied Rl (sufficient cause) &t IufRART TR Rk a1 &1 Tl IS TThR ATRaTe! fearar &
3R STHgTeR ridTe! O U 38dT 6, di 39 J1& # GHY T & oo UR ahis 6d o &f oI FehdlT|

“In our opinion, the Application for Condonation of Delay does not contain any sufficient cause and,
therefore, is not allowed. The Consumer Complaint needs to be disposed of in a time bound manner.
Condonation of Delay without sufficient cause would go against the letter and spirit of the Consumer

Protection Act, 1986/ 2019.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2024 Hia DLHC010646582024

TR TOT

g A Vitark Al gRT 9resi-eh U T IUars fAufal 3R Iuaiiehal & U8l & MR R dOR fohar a1 §1 a8 dhaet RO Tgradr & foiw € ik
FIL 9erTg (legal advice) 78T &1 fanedt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence & IualT & & uget @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @t g 0T (source judgment) & favg Wds ®U & T fhar ST @18 Q)
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