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“IRd H HAAM Yech AT, TS Aepn a1 Giaemd HfAa o areft grefET Faedt & f&ars wele difres ar
foReieR & T SR €, SR TgahRl TfAfd ISIER AT GghR STaTerdl & T IUR Ay g7

ersfeT gramafedt ZRT 799 ek & H, Tasidt (NOC)
JehA aAaT iaurett st AT FA & fasg e Arfarant
U faRTAERT & Sl SifdaR aur IWMER ik ggarl
ITETAd] h THeT IueTed auTfAeh SUAR

HIRier

WRd H TghR! g3 Tarafedt gRT #9AM ek T, T3 (NOC) ekt a1 gfaemd difad e & f&emh
Tl Hifeldhl ol TgahRt AT (Co-operative Court) 3R IGRER & THE dHTh IUTR UT &, T 61 d
ST hiRA H + fRAhrId &St el Tend & | Faied arterd = Virender Jain v. Alaknanda Cooperative
Group Housing Society Limited (2013) H @1fua fohar foh Tgert sifefat & dgd denfe Iuart &t
IUTRATT ITHTHT TRETUT ST o dgd SITARed IUTR U ehe H e g a-dT g1 g, forrdery ar
ATsaaYRa! ot ot fafdre aRfRfaaT & fommar A= sifdfamt & 9ga deeeh & fEes gren urd &, s fh
Sanwarmal Kejriwal v. Vishwa Cooperative Housing Society Ltd. (1990) H T fhar mar g1

geaarfdd gaed wfafagat adtaan Fofa
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gr3flin Marafeal grr waAmrd g aMA, gAshH (NOC).. I - fawga RAsdwor

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 TSR (NOC) Jeh 3R IR i = ifert
BRI FErafedt gRT el hl Hufxy gEaiaRol & folg A=A & & a1 AT foheht A ShRoT o G Aehn a1 srgfad
T AT TR AR gAY e bl 8; BTeifch, AR ot AU 'blanket’ TR SR i o TSI AfRRTd

frrral R fa9R e =1fe, St foh Kuber Grih Nirman Sahkari Samiti Maryadit v. State of Chhattisgarh
(2015) H FuiRa frar mar 81

02 el Iu-FTHT (Bye-laws) TR demfAes ehid chl daiead]
BRI Tt & 3u-fa (bye-laws) &t oft gt Tgnrt sifdifas o Jenfren UTarem=i &1 Jeeta @l e Tohd;
AT & dgd Uew dlchditch JIfARRT (SY 'Teh &, Teh dle’) ol TR & A-9H 3u-famt grr Hifaa a8t
foraT ST gehar, 99 Veena Kumari Tandon v. Neelam Bhalla (2007) § ¥ fhar mar g1

03 depfcteh JUHIERIT fAaRUT H hl Iueteerdr
eIy gart SifAfal (S meRTE geart afafa srfafam &t et 91/163) & Ggat Srererdl ol Iy S=feR g,
foRR off IustierT = (Consumer Forum) f&faet snié 8t 89 & sRuT 37 RIS & dgd afsid T8l &; Ul HAlicieh
'IUHTHT & FU H HIIE Y RiAAT & RAATh IuTerd H el SRATST @edel Hehd 6, foa<hl gf® Bhistbaug
Gramin Bigar Sheti Sahakari Patsanstha Ltd. v. Rajendra Ganpatrao Bhalsing (2010) ¥ &l 75 g1

04 UEY AT F AAfGRTTa STaracs! 3R ORI &l i @wy

Toh Usiichd genRt IiHfd Ya i Merra (body corporate) g STt 31+ T8 ¥ HehaHT oy Hehdl! & 3R SATq e
Gohd! &; gay IfAfT & Il ol Al ©U § IRER 3¢ & Ugel Qmae! i Hfaa ar (limited liability)
3R Tl Rigidl & fafre gfiat w faar fhar st =nfgw, St fo Saw. Varsha Ravindra Isai v. Sow.
Rajashri Rajkumar Chaudhari (2010) ® 3@ifchd forar i g1

05  Te&dT 3R JYTeh IUATRT ol shifieh Ut

TEhRI TRRIE Sl Tawdl Geh aenfdh SifdaR g, 7 o Sl Hiferss sifdeR; saferg, T @ 52 sridie faamt (S
frsehrge a1 g hRars) § D Re Sanfaar (Article 226/32) @t IUTRT &t & ST ifAfATH & dgd Iuctser
Jerfen srdiella 3k gRIEToT IUTAT ht Ugel T el AR 8, 541 foh A. Satish Chandra v. Registrar of
Cooperative Societies (1994) ¥ Tue forar mar g1
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gr3flin Marafeal grr waAmrd g aMA, gAshH (NOC).. I - fawga RAsdwor

06 TRIC UR eheol ol SR 3R fherdaR et st feafd

TEhR! SR T § 3rdfed Ut IR Tew ol dhest ol S1fAGR (right to occupy) e g&didruig Tufd g, Afee
e gRT TR} &t Tgafa o oA foRi@eR! a1 ArsdauRea! ol Teie Tiu=T 3u-fAadt o Seciad g Iehdr §; fthe oft,
gfg fhedeR @l Rent Control Act & dgd 'deemed tenant' &Y JR&T UTW 8, a1 HIIE I8 AERRT IHTerd i URT
91 & dgd UI¥ e el e Tehell, ST& deh foh [ohRIaT ST ehl (TR Ufehar et dTer 7 fohar Sy, S fon
Narendra K. Kochar v. Sind Maharashtra Coop. Housing Society Ltd. (2002) % #1741 g1

=rgraal & 3@ &9 g fRar

gaf= =araa &1
gfRHtor

I= ATAg A
IEEGILY

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig

331 <! Hated Jererd 3 e fhar g o grefin ararafedt ofk I dewt & dftwr & fare, st
G & geied SR a9 § I3 &, TghR Saleld! & ATIRR &7 7§ 371d &1 gTefifeh, afe
faare & iR uet (third-party) & SR A« & a1 AEtert/faer@ (conveyance) &t
AT & oY S Siarit uer anfae 8, af Rfae slé a1 et afstd =@l gidr, o fas A.
Margret Almeida v. The Bombay Catholic Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.
(2012) # fofa fear mar g1 59k sifaRem, afe Tl 7 ls ik fo<fia siafaaar a
T gt 8, A g off MReRS W U  MuRIAh H1A (FIR) AL AR Gebal B, ST
f& Dhanraj N Asawani v. Amarjeetsingh Mohindersingh Basi and Others (2023) &
feafRa forar mar 81

I <graTerdt 3 oft 39 a1a ot gt i & foh JusitaT Ha o SifeR & YgdhR! STaTerdl
SHRUT AT g1 BIdT Rifch ST Shi-A Teh SHfdfverd Geh IUTR (supplementary
remedy) Y& &<dl 8, fSIEent ITTNT & &l farehed Ot avg & difsa Susiiaet & ur &, St&n
foh @t 818 @I gRT Abhay Narayan Raje v. Shrikant Ramesh Bhalerao (2010) § &g
fohar mar 81 @8, V. Sumathi v. The Additional Registrar | Managing Director, Tamil
Nadu Cooperative Housing Federation (2019) ¥ AgTH g18 ¢ = T foha fos Tar et
g1 v faarel & Are # ded I ey 3 & aoir sifafaH 6 aRT 153 & d8d
IUeTed] dYTHeh IUTR T IUTNT fehaT ST =gy
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gr3flin Marafeal grr waAmrd g aMA, gAshH (NOC).. I1 - wifafds grayarT

11. Gifdfeep U@em= s e

SECTION 91A, MAHARASHTRA CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETIES ACT, 1960 — CONSTITUTION OF CO-OPERATIVE
COURTS

g YRT IS TLhR i 39 AMAFTH & urager=i (S& «rT 91 a1 105) & ded faarel & =mafaufae & forg ggart =l &
& 3R Ik SATTARR hl TR A i <1ferT St B

"91 A. Constitution of Co-operative Courts.— (1) The State Government may, by notification in the
Official Gazette, constitute one or more Co-operative Courts for the adjudication of dispute
preferred to them under section 91 or section 105 or other provisions of this Act. (2) A Co-operative
Court shall consist of one member appointed by the State Government possessing such
qualifications as may be prescribed. (3) A Co-operative Court shall have jurisdiction over the whole
State or any part thereof as may be specified in the notification under sub-section (1)." 3gd:

research U & I&RT AT

SECTION 160, GUJARAT CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETIES ACT, 1961 — REGISTRAR'S POWER TO GIVE DIRECTION

Ig TTaeT AR &l Sfed #, afafaal & 3fea vdem & forg a1 aewdt & f@al ot g @ s & forg afafaat &t
e RY gL SIR) et <hY eTueh QTR UeH &ar gl

"160. (1) If the Registrar of his own motion or otherwise is satisfied that in public interest ... or
securing the proper management of the business of the society generally or preventing the affairs
of the society being conducted in an manner detrimental to the interests of the members, or of the
depositors or the creditors thereof, it is necessary to issue directions to any class of societies
generally or to any society or societies in particular, he may issue directions to them, from time to
time, and all societies or the society concerned, as the case may be, shall be bound comply with

such directions." EERE research U= & Io/IT AT
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gr3flin Marafeal grr waAmrd g aMA, gAshH (NOC).. I1 - wifafds grayarT

SECTION 89, CHHATTISGARH CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETIES ACT, 1964 — POWERS OF CIVIL COURTS

g YR faarel et AR ed 99 AR, I AHifcha eafer a1 faare-Raror urfererrt et Tarst et e, axarest uedd
I IR AUY U3 R 9189 A7 o Haiy H et ufchar dfgdr, 1908 & dga [afde i i aifermai e st 81

"89 (1) In exercising the powers conferred on him by or under this Act, the Registrar, his nominee
or board of nominees, or any other person deciding a dispute and the liquidator of a society shall
have all the powers of a civil court while trying a suit, under the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 (5 of
1908), in respect of the following matters, namely: - (a) summoning and enforcing the attendance of
any person and examining him on oath; (b) requiring the discovery and production of any
document; (c) proof of facts by affidavits; and (d) issuing commissions for examination of

witnesses." 3gd: research usl & I&/ 4T
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SRR Wdd =T T FIR &S ol
gehdl g

IERISERCE R A CIE EACIR M NI EE |
HIE T BARIRR afsfa Tef 81

TRiT TR ol T SATIRR gehl 3R
farht ot uf 81

Gfg 3u-fRadt & aga NOC &t
SIfaridT gAY S Gehd! g1

YghR) 3ETerd hl 3raer Srfeefiet &t
Gt A T IfABR gl

AR 779 &1 NOC At |
iR ARG TR hRars e Hendl
2l

TERRT STaTerd] h aTasie JUHTerT
BRA H AR gof e o faehed B

R AT & Frese g
IuterdT BRA A rfafked Iu=R ot
BESE]

umafies faaret & uget durfAe
Ielia IURT et THTE heAT
3MMaTH g1

TERIE Sl SIgAfT & o sray ® 9 ¥
@ 7Y fRRIEAER ST &

yery FAfT 3u-Fam! & egar
FITIE T@RET {[ech Tehdl i 8g
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IV - fg&E# @1 gz

ﬂar{ﬁr ohT fAaROT 25 50 e

Sanwarmal Kejriwal v. Vishwa Cooperative Housing Society Ltd.

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1990-03-08 + 1990 INSC 81

g AT s & Yeh Cooperative Housing Society & Wi H g+ aTet Uah licensee &Y deaet! & deifdd &1 g1 ag o fos e
Section 15A of the Bombay Rents, Hotels & Lodging House Rates Control Act, 1947 & dgd Tfed T fomaeR &t
Section 91(1) of the Maharashtra Cooperative Societies Act, 1960 & dgda Cooperative Court gRT sael T ST ThdT
2| Tatea =marer = fofa G fas Appellant wie & 1 tRa<) 1973 &t dsst | g1 & HRUT Section 15A of the Rent Act & dgd
U TR foieR (protected tenant) 1 <IRTed = WE o fos gaft diamsdl oiik sifdraiift (occupant) & = uer
Sfagrces dae g o, fohe off I& chad Rent Act & UTGeTHT & AR &1 sa@e [ohdT ST UehdT g | RIS A trespasser T SR
g 721 o, saforg =amarer A fracht srareral & See dl WS & §U daw@et! Y srfare! &t 3g o

frofa AT = WE ok foh AR gt affa srfdfam, 1960 &Y &R 91(1) & d8d 'TATIE & aar O Jefdq
fare’ & SO, e ofk Iewg & ATens 9 ST el aTel aferT (S8 foRmer/ srfdremiaf) enfier §1 gretifes, afe sifereqift 3e
Tae (Rent Act) & dgd Tah TRf&Id famdeR (protected tenant) 8, @t 3@ saxad & & foiy e gae &t ufcharsit o1 grer
forar ST TR, 71 foh TRt sreTad § We eRT 91 Y shrfargl & Arenw )

“regardless of the relations between the occupant of the flat and the member-allottee, the society was
entitled to maintain an action under Section 91( 1) of the Societies Act since there was not and there
could not be any relationship of landlord and tenant between the society and the occupant. It accordingly
confirmed the order passed by the Cooperative Court. Feeling aggrieved by the concurrent findings

recorded by the said two courts, the appellant preferred writ petition No. 2513 of 1989 in the High Court

of Judicature at Bombay.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1990 Ha ESCRO10000811990

Dhanraj N Asawani v. Amarjeetsingh Mohindersingh Basi and Others

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023-07-25 - 2023 INSC 710

Ig AT Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960 @t Section 81(5B) &t careaT ¥ Heifdd &1 faame ag i o o= ag
graaT fonet ReREIeER &, af Ia= siffse Rulé A fa<fia srafiaand 3wt 8, ot @@ds 9 & FIR &Sf e & Aeha &1 afrl gISahle A
FIR oAl I8 Shed gu & a feam o1 foh siffee Rulé wR smemRa smurifes srfargt shaet Registrar &t SrgAfd € 8 [E Y ST TehdlT 81
gofia &l 2 59 fAvfa &t uere feam ofk wue foRa fas Section 81(5B) Siif$er a1 Registrar TR FIR &St &t & Teh ThRTHE o
ST 8, Tifch I8 317 caferral ot STURIfAe A AT e § Ui 781 ahedl 81 SIE A gl fon foheht e # wE vy & srvma
7 g ufehar (CrPC) & dgd FIR &sf e obT 3ifdeR i &t fohar ST gepdr|

frofa AT = AT foh Siffram &y em=T 81(5B) SiifEer a1 AR @t =it srfafiaarsit o mufadh (FIR) gof ahee et
LT At B, AfhT Ig foheft o= cafey a1 QraRgieer ot Woa ®U & SMURIAeh i ot 71fd & @ (FIR &t ahe) ¥ T8l Achelt

gl
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gr3flin Marafeal grr waAmrd g aMA, gAshH (NOC).. IV - g&gH &7 g

03

04

“S.81 of the 1960 Act casts a public duty on the auditor and the Registrar to audit co-operative societies -
A statutory obligation is cast on the auditor and the Registrar because they are the first persons to
acquire knowledge about the financial irregularities in a co-operative society - S.81(5B) of the Act casts a

positive obligation on the auditor or the Registrar to file an FIR”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2023 Ha ESCRO10005582023

Baswaraj v. Madevi
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2020-03-04 - SA/877/2016

U o fI9TS 3fR et T &, STl ardl = &rar fohar foh faanfea duf Iudh sifiaenfeia fég uRkar (Joint Hindu Family) &t
3 T @A) 7S oft| Fraeht srererdl & 5@ Ta 'preliminary issue' & 9 # 3@ 3R ag AT 36 fth a8 AT Uk TEhrt g
iese! & 37 8, 39fig Section 91 of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act & dgd fiifde slc & UTe 39 Jened &i
gaTE 1 AR (jurisdiction) &1 &1 srdicrendt A deh fea foh fasTe o1 ara en Rifder sifdeR 8 oiR 38 dhaa f&faa &l
GR1 81 a7 fha1 ST FerdT 8| I IRITerd A Afel IR fAeR ad §g el srarerd! & smeer &t avienm & 3R fafde sié &t
STfeRTRaT & 3 St Uil i IS

frofa I AT = AT o 4R 91 & d8d HghR! ATed & SITYRR Sl GR-RT 'HERIE & Had™ & 3 faamal’ da
Hfaa g1 9ged fig uRar & Tuf & e ik AmRes siffrert @ SR el & Rifde ié & ura anfder gtar g sk s&
TghRY S1ETeld o ATH TR WIRST g fohdT ST GehdT|

“To support his submission that the dispute in the present case is touching the business of housing
society and therefore the Co-operative Court has jurisdiction to entertain the dispute as per section 91 of
the MCS Act, the learned Advocate for the defendants has relied upon following decisions”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2020 Fd HCBM030444712016

A. Ramesh Himmatlal Shah v. Harsukh Jadhavji Joshi
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1975-04-25 - 1975 INSC 106

Tg AT HERTE Uit Qrarsél siffaam, 1960 & ded Tgart siare afafaal & wetel fr gehf sfiz focht @ Tafda 21 faare g ar
o TR Uk T & UTH Uele UR ket T ST (right to occupy) duf 8, [t f2ft & fsorea & gk SfiR =fiema fasa s emar
&1 ufaardY 3 adh e foh et siffam dht a1 31 38 ufaefad vt 81 =amarerd = 7 fos sifefem 4 goft 7 <f2 sik dufa # e &
T T SR 8, 3R Wie R ool o SHfUhR Teh TR i SUf &1 I8 Hufx &1 60, Civil Procedure Code & dgd $eh SR farsht
TN g1 FRTAT 3 gl foh Igapit Tiarsd: & ol 7 58 ufasfaa s aretr ohis e g el €, 39feie 39 et gry s=r s
Gepa g

frofa  Gared ATATerd = WU fohaT fos At TRt smar ufafd & 9ax @l Ui el TR et &l SHf¥RR (right to
occupation) Te Jeaa SR ST €U & giarviia Hufd g, 98 f8fda & grr fAsare (execution) wrfamg! # g iR
e fohar ST gear g1
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05

06

IV - fg&E# @1 gz

“The point that arises for consideration m this appeal, as stated earlier, is whether the right of the
judgment-debtor, who claims the right to occupation of fiat No. 9, is liable ttl attachment and sale in
execution of a decree. Before we proceed further it is necessary to go through the relevant provisions of

the Maharashtra Cooperative Societies Act, 1960 (briefly the Act)”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1975 Hid ESCRO10002841975

Kuber Grih Nirman Sahkari Samiti Maryadit v. D.D. Singh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2016-09-07 - CONT/288/2016

g FHT aTfIeRT (Contempt Petition) aTfeenTerdlatl gRT SRR &l 18 off, [ STRIY @i 3 o o ufdenfeat = ga & 3=
AT R SR (SR ol Ieeied vt g1 faare 39 a1d iR 7 o6 @ gefT damafedt ot wife g & ferg NOC &= &t
SIfrearIdT W I ST Gehd! &1 =TT A Ur foh arfentenataell & Agayqul a2 By &, iy ®u & gg foh Ieht dramfeat & Iu-
T (bye-laws) & i=iter fohar ST et o1, [Sireh dgd NOC Y STTasehdT gl -Tal ot | 39 ULMeH ot FHIdT & dTet ATHe diferd I
raTerg A AT o ufdanfedt s uF chaet SLifa Iu-fFamt a1 uter e ot fAder o, 7 o STHegTen] Y T SIgHAT| 3 Je ot
UM & PRI T A SITHTAT AT WIRST AR &l

frofa ORI = T fohar fos afe gt grefiin dramafeat & Iu-fAamt (bye-laws) & fafdaa ditem & fear mr & Sk
Jgd wiie a1 Jufxy gediaror & forg gasendt (NOC) 4 &t srasgehdr gl §, df IR gRT Tiamafedt et 37 Geifad Iu-fAaat
T UTeT ehee ot 3T 34T 3 € 3R 38 <TaTerd bl ST =Tg! | ST YehdT|

“We may not be understood to mean that under no circumstances can the Registrar examine the issue for
refusal of NOC by a particular Housing Co-operative Society if a complaint is made before him or brought
to his attention. If unreasonable conditions are being imposed, the NOC is denied without valid reasons,
the aggrieved not only has the remedy under the Act but the Registrar equally has vast powers under

Section 53 and 53-A to take action against the concerned Co-operative Society also.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2016 Ha CGHCO10147072016

Sardar Mohan Singh Ahluwalia v. Maitrai Park Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1988-09-19 + 1988 INSC 285

g9 AT | Uah Housing Society & & gRT 370+ Teic et foAT 3TAT & Leave & Licence agreement UR & & faarg ol
gfaardt (appellant) = ae f&ar fk Co-operative Court @t Section 91 of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act,
1960 & dgd faarg g ot SifdeR 181 & iR Section 15A of the Bombay Rent Act & d&d @8 Tah deemed tenant s 7T 81
=maTerg A Aoty f&ar fs g faarg Co-operative Court & SifaR &3 & Srar g1 91 g1, 9feh 1 wadt 1973 &l &l a7 licence
agreement HISIG g1 T, 39feIY Ufdardt Section 15A & dgd tenant =gi AT ST HehdT | <RITAd = Ul hl Sitiiet @RSt e
& 3R I8 TAe Wrelt et oAl SR o

frofa  Faled AT A AT o TghRT SaTe Afd gRT Hfdgd €U & & 7Y faifiral st se@d s ok su-Faat &
Seete (S Rerasht el # el @iern) & e &6t 78 dRarE I8 a8 & URT 91 & dgd JgehiRt IrTerd oh SaMfhR |
3Tt 81
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“The dispute in question comes within the purview of S. 91 of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act,
1960 as the appellant claims to be in possession of the flat through a member of the Society which is a Co-
partnership Housing Society and Sec. ISA of the Bombay Rent Act does not apply as there was no

subsisting agreement of licence on 1.2.1973.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1988 Hid ESCRO10004571988

Kuber Grih Nirman Sahkari Samiti Maryadit v. State of Chhattisgarh
HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2015-04-28 - WA/1060/2012

g ATHE SRR hi-HTRiea Tamfeal gRT 9ei i dufxt g&diawur & folg 'No Objection Certificate' (NOC) &= et StfHamfdr
Y Gefdq g1 AR, Hi-SiTRfea TS = eh AT LT TR o Frarafedt st NOC #ia @ e feam o, 58 818 &l &
FTet 5751 7 AT ST ATl S(UTe IR GAATS R gY, DG 815 hic A ASER & TG Tt ATAMT IR AIATSE! el T &

Ui AT ShIC = gl ok ETetifch ISRER S T e ahi 1faerat &, AAfcheT AT SIEeT STRT dhech GRSl & IU-FaHt (bye-
laws) @t &= -Tel fohaT ST TehdT| ehté = Te foRa foh cafaaa fRerdl tR sRaTs 6t ST Tendt 8, @fch oaT @is oft blanket
order THTEE & ol WEY & T8 X TohdT &, FAfIY 39 Fead o feam mam)

Frofa o AT = HT foh ISR o Uy diamafed ot fafafia e i eamaes Srferrat 8, wifch a8 Ter 9= 'blanket!
SRS SR ek Tt g Hiamafedt st gasEt (NOC) @+ <t ufehar @ gt g & ufdsifad 981 o dehdr, ifes a8
grearafeat & Iu-faHt (bye-laws) & & ST 81 afe Sls TS gsiE &7 & Srgfad &3 a1 srufdes Yoo AT

T ehl TRRT el 8, dt FSIgR eaferiird fReprard] tR UT-3W o YR TR ShRaTs s Hehdl o

“Investigation by a committee had revealed that the Registration Authorities were requiring NOC from
Housing Co-operative Societies when its members sought to sell / transfer the lands to another. The
Housing Co-operative Societies were asking for unjustified amounts for the purpose causing

inconvenience and dissatisfaction in the members.”

HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH - 2015 |9 CGHC010123402012

Abhay Narayan Raje v. Shrikant Ramesh Bhalerao
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010-08-05 - WP/6143/2009

g ATHAT 39 I FaTel ¥ Heferd o7 foh eim Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960 <t &RT 91(3) & d8d
Consumer Forum T &R afsfa g1 arfiereratedt T ddh o1 o dfeh & Yo Tgart afdfa €, safen faare daet Co-
operative Court gRT fuerar ST =gy | =amarera 3 T faRar fh Consumer Protection Act, 1986 <l €1RT 3 & 319R,
IUHIHIT o UTH IUSTed IUAR 3 AT o SHfARe &, 7 foh 377eh I W) sierera = ag fvfg f&am f6 Consumer Forum e
"Civil Court’ =18l 8, 3TfeTg 39 TR &RT 91(3) <l ST AL 61 Bidil | §9 UehR, IUNIT &t U8 fahed & f @ Co-operative Court
g1 Consumer Forum & & foreft @t off 77 erar g, 3k Consumer Forum a1 fofa ae g1

frofa I IR - T oAt o Iuwitert 7 ohis fRfder ar o =mrTerd T81 8, S9fly AgRIY Sl aiafa sifafas &
4RI 91(3) & IBd TghRI ATATH T -7 SAARR IUHTeRT Heall UR AL o) aial | Nifsd Tl & ure Iusien 7= a1
HehR! ATy # 9 Rt oft w9 et g4 a1 faehe Suetey 81
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“Consumer Forum, though it has trappings of Civil Court, is not a \"Civil Court\" within the meaning of
the provisions of Code of Civil Procedure. In view of this, the bar created by sub-section (3) of section 91,
does not operate against the District Consumer Forum, which is created/constituted under the provisions

of Consumer Protection Act, 1986.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010 Fd HCBM030242452009

Virender Jain v. Alaknanda Cooperative Group Housing Society Limited

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2013-04-23 - 2013 INSC 276

Tg A\en Co-operative Group Housing Society & 9&&i &l Consumer Protection Act, 1986 & 3fdifd 'consumer' & &4
7 ffq O Tefad &1 Ot 3 Tewl & gewadT 8 o & oY 3iR Ich gRT 5T i 7S AfA aroy o & oft, O et 3 Iusier
HIRA & A & oft | =marer 3 T foRa iR et gR1 uete 3 fAmfor ofR sirden @ @Rf 'service' 3 gRR B STdT 8, 39f G5l
'consumer’ T gRHYTST & 37T €| 39 SfdRed, Co-operative Societies Act & dgd U IUTT 81 o STaS]G, SUHIERT I
& dEd IUTR T &1 Ueh SfaRad siferR &1 =marerd 3 sneer fea foh Trea Iusitat ST 34 fAskradt sl 7ur-aly & SR i

sul

frofa  Tared IR = AT foh grefE Siamafeat g1 wiel o fRHfor 3fiR smde '9ar (service) Ue™ & & &R H 377dT &
3R T I 'IUNIHT' &1 9t & Tt Sifafaw & dgd denfen Sura Sudtsy g, fthe oft tifsd gewt et Iusiierr Tremon
AT & dgd fAwrd gof et ol Y S1fdPR g, ST foh 37 Iu=Ri & sifaRed (in addition to) &1

“the remedy available under the Act is in addition to the remedies available under other statutes and the

availability of alternative remedies is not a bar to the entertaining of a complaint filed under the Act.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2013 Hid ESCRO10003832013

V. Sumathi v. The Additional Registrar / Managing Director, Tamil Nadu

Cooperative Housing Federation
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019-02-26 - WP/16330/2018

g AT Teh Hd HHART Sl Ueit gRT &R Y 112 o, foas ag oru= ufa & darfAgi aredl, S8 =gt ofik wifasg fAfd & opram &
AT e T8t oft | ufaard) ggart afafa 3 adk o fs Fgfey ufthar & fadnfaat sik dfea siffée smuftat & wRor spram e far man
o7 | =Ty = ol e foh agert afffa & sraRal & forg OF faamel o fAuer &g Tamil Nadu Co-operative Societies Act,
1983 & dgd Aty Iurr Iuatsss & | =T 3 T fohar i ggart gfafaat & fRaems did Re arfe gaR 8l &Y S end) 8ik
grieiehTend! el Heifera deTfies SfRRAT & UTH STU=T STaT U &A1 dfeg | 39 SMUR WR ITfIehT @RS R & T

frofa 3o RITA A AT foh STa Tgenrt Sifafas & dgd Tes uuTdt depfctien dunfAes Iurd (S Srfdfay &Y eRT 153 & dgd
g-RteT0T/Srdter) Iuted 8, ot el ont W I=a =Ararerd & Her Re a1fdent (Article 226) GRR &3 & S911d 3 3UTeh U
T IUIHT AT A1
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“intermittent intervention is not preferable, and the competent authorities shall be allowed to exercise
their Quasi Judicial powers in accord with the provisions of the Act. The competent authorities are also

having wide powers to correct the irregularities and illegalities under the Act.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2019 Hid HCMA010994392018

M/s. Anita Enterprises v. Belfer Coop. Housing Society Ltd.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007-11-14 - 2007 INSC 1150

Jg HIHET Tah cooperative housing society & T&R gRT 31U Tie & tenants &t AT srgafa wam @ dafda g1 =marer 3 fAofg
f&an fa society Tem tenant co-partnership housing society €, STgl Jf& iR {a+ T WIHE society & UTd g1dT1 g | JeIU Teh
e 'de jure' HATferen g1 &, wifch 3T ITYBR Yah tenant T HTR g1 & gRT tenants @i @1 Maharashtra Co-
operative Societies Act, 1960 et 4RT 29(2) &1 Ieci T, Fifch Tg FEITARUT i AT 0T el T 6! el T TRUMA:,
tenants @l Rent Act & dgd &l UTd 781 gs 3R Co-operative Court gRT UTRd sewdel! a1 3TeLT Hgt ST T4l

frofa  ATATTT = T foha foh Trerftr g Timadt ot Tew Ueie a1 quf denfaes Wt 781 gtar (SRitfer gff ofR e1ae ot
HIH e T & Ui 8T 8), iR oft a8 shest & IR ot ST JXaT 81 T gRT 9! & 3u-fAgHt ofik denfae
LTaT (S &RT 29(2)) T Ieeie o STTAd w0 & fRRIERT dl @1 ST 8, 8k 08 sMfdehd foRaeR! it dg@et &
TR TRETUT T &TaT &hA T STTIHRR T8l B

“Since creation of tenancy is infraction of mandatory provisions u/s. 29(2) of the Societies Act,
transaction between allottee and tenant in question voidable-Thus, relationship of landlord and tenant
not duly created-Hence, appellants cannot claim protection under the Rent Act and petition u/s.91 of the

Societies Act maintainable”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007 Ha ESCRO10002332007

Regional Director, Employees State Insurance Corporation v. Tulsiani Chambers

Premises Co-operative Society
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2007-11-02 - FA/309/2006

g AT Employees' State Insurance (ESI) Act, 1948 & siaifa fafera ggart afffadi (co-operative societies) 3R o=1
OfASHI ehl deTfch dherst O Hafdd 81 37 srdiell & g fdare ag o1 foh oram & Gxmg 'shop! &Y gt & Sl ot & ofiR erm o=
TR ESI Act & uraer= @] 81d &1 Employees' Insurance Court 3 qd & A7 o7 foh 3 Teamd ESI Act & R & T8 o1t &1 &t
BTERIC = 3 ATHe § ESI Corporation gRT &R Uit st AT 3R ESI Act 3 harst & arR 3R Tafdd deanfae et di awfter
Eafl

frofa  Ied IR A A1 foha o Tgart Aramrafedt & gare dares o foig ga vdy afafa g+t STt 8 St waa & w@-3am,
I h YT SR ML Jfaurshi et AT e & fog PiieR gidt 81 39 forg ude e 3u-faHt (bye-laws) &
TR FHRIE TR e (Maintenance Charges) 1 TWTEH &<t & folg amed 81
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“To facilitate this payment each member is required to contribute, within the time prescribed by the
byelaws of the society, his share of contribution in the aforesaid statutory outgoings. In addition to the
above collection the Managing Committee ensures maintenance of the building and also the amenities

such as lift etc.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2007 Fd HCBM016219822003

Veena Kumari Tandon v. Neelam Bhalla
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007-11-02 - 2007 INSC 1130

g ATHE AERTE Jgdrt 92T 3ifafaam, 1960 (Maharashtra Cooperative Housing Societies Act, 1960) & Section 27 &
Jed AdeH & HfARRT & e § Faifdd 81 fare aa Iu= gon Sia gah gl diaradt 3 3u-fAaHt (Bye-laws) @1 garerm &d §Q
'Qeh URAR, Teh ate’ &Y e drg &Y, a1feh b € uRaR & e geedl ot Tage § Akl ST o | <raTerd = e fhar o ves fremd
SfafaaH (Legislative Act) gRe1 srefier A (Subordinate legislation) 9= wTelt 81T 81 Ifeh Section 27 TWE U ¥ '
e, Uah vote' ol Rigia RufRa oear &, safer i3 off Su-Faw 59 dunfer 2 ot et T8 e Tepdr | gai=a =marera 3 S
ATy & T el Wgt SEerd gy Srdter @RS e &1 3R AT foh Tt & Udieh Wedd i ate 3 &1 durfeh 3ifdeR g1

Rrofa  ATATAT A I T Yeh Agayqul Rigia wnfia forar fos agertt sifefaas (faemdt sifafas) ot uvwra gasm Siamadt &
srefiey 3u-fAat (bye-laws) TR gorel g g1 afg fafaw & dgd Uds T ol Ueh dle 37 & S1fYeR ure g, at Sl
3u-fAadt & Areny § 'Uep uRaR, Uek dic! ot ufdser T8l v Gend!|

“The High Court by reason of its impugned judgment, on interpretation of Section 27 of the 1960 Act,
opined that each member of the Society is entitled to cast his/her vote despite the definition of 'family’

contained in Bye-Law 3(xxv) of the Bye-Laws of the Society."”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2007 Ha ESCRO10002052007

A. Margret Almeida v. The Bombay Catholic Co-operative Housing Society Ltd.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012-01-30 - 2012 INSC 55

g ATHAT HERTY Tgh! 2T SHfafam, 1960 (Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960) & d&d &lart =amrarerd (Civil
Court) & 3ffIR &3 ¥ Haifad g1 fdare d9 Icu= gan Sia Yah Tgahrt 3mare FfAfd (Co-operative Housing Society) = 3ot
ot R et il s o1 gxara uiika foea | ardl, St afafa & e €, 7 39 uRdaa iR fashy fadka (sale deed) &t srdy =ifda
& o forg drarit YenerT arR fraT| I=T <TATerd = U hgd gQ YehaHT @RSl & T o I8 ATl 9RT 91 & d8d Hgehl raTerd
(Co-operative Court) & 3R &3 H 31T | Tated e = 39 vl st uere fean ik gt foh T 91 8k 94 & agd 0F
faare Stet R uer anfae gf, dart =mrer gRT Section 9 of the Code of Civil Procedure & dgd g ST dhd &, difdh
TEhR <ARTerd T fasiy Sifderr & Tifaa 21

frofa  gared IR = W fohar foh Tt S1fdfaam &Y eRT 91 & dgd dhadt dgl fdaTe TgdhRt Siereld & 3= YR &
H o € S O e O Arrdt ofR 34k Tawdl < & gi | afe foneht faare & e uer (3rd party) ok fgdi @t gt & ST €,
U8 ATl et rafRoiae shae faifae afehar Gigar (CPC) @t 4R 9 & dgd Far dam) =arerdl gRT fhar ST Fehd &1
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“If any party such as the appellants disputes the validity of the title conveyed thereunder, necessarily
such a dispute would have to be adjudicated by a competent court u/s. 9 CPC wherein, necessarily, the
question whether a valid title was conveyed in favour of 3rd party by the society would arise for

determination.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2012 Hid ESCRO10002242012

A. Satish Chandra v. Registrar of Cooperative Societies
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1994-04-21 - 1994 INSC 166

g ATHAT Uoh TgahRT A 9t (Cooperative Housing Society) @ @l & At $fR I gRT 3R Re anfamrat &
giyufiar (maintainability) @ S &1 =maTer & MaiRa frar for frdt TRt affa S TewadT ta st sifdeR §, 7
Hifelr tfIRR | Tk ATAehTeRatall 3 Iod AT & GHET U [ASehTa ShRiaTe! el AT & T TR al IS[T UT, THfAY

g e arfeient 'Constructive res judicata’ & Rigid o dgd afsid &1 Isadd arTed = ag T T fora foh er=sg 32 & d&d
Re arfEier arR ek AuTiies ITTRT SR 31gees 226 & dgd IuTy ITART chl aRfeh-TR a1 fhdT ST FehdT 8| dagaR, =T 3
grReRaf ot @it w fea

frofr AT A TE U § AT o foheht ggartt afafa ft g v denfaes sifder g, 71 & difers sifder) afe foredt
e & gt & e s forar Srar 8, @t 38 e gat=a =marera a1 3w <araTerd & gaet Re arfieT R & &
oI, Gafdd gt S1fAfAay & dgd U fohu 7T demfaes Iurdl ot uTer et a1fgu|

“the right to membership of a Cooperative Society is a right got under a statute and not a fundamental
right. If the petitioners have been removed otherwise than in accordance with law, the petitioners have
to pursue the remedy as provided under the Act. This Court does not encourage the filing of the writ

petition under Art. 32, bypassing the statutory remedy”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1994 Hid ESCRO10001701994

Narendra K. Kochar v. Sind Maharashtra Coop. Housing Society Ltd.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2002-07-09 - 2002 INSC 296

g ATHAT ATd9UR (licensee) @t UG T GREM 3R hl-3iTaRfed gr3fRi Tiamsd) gRT dewgett sl erfarg! ¥ Hefdd 81 e
3 fRuiRa forar o6 afe 1S aafert 1 weadt 1973 ot gRER & Az99UR & & & sifest o1, af 98 Bombay Rents, Hotel and
Lodging House Rates Control Act, 1947 &t &RT 15-A & dgd 'deemed tenant' (AT fRIEER) 9149 STTAT 81 39 UK,
qaTsél gRT Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960 T 4RT 91 & dgd IY sael B ol hridTal AT gl g
IraTery = e R foh araradt & Rt a1 Ieciud gie & dTasie, dUTies R&T Sl GATE ol fohdl ST HerdT 3R de@ed! & fog
had Rent Control Act T fefRa ufehar &1 urer &=t sifamd g1

frofa  Tated ATATAT = AT &) foh afg fohedt fomieR a1 Argdaet ot 3e dhgter Tae & dgd denf-ds T=efur (S 'deemed
tenant' @l &sil) T 8, dt I AgahRT ST &t &R 91 Y Wit wRiaTa! & ded d&@d gl [hdl SIT Tehdl | TR &
g & AfAd Iecie & arasie, dutfes fohrar s i gram qataR @t
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“even though he was a licensee, but as the licence was subsisting on !st February, 1973, by virtue of the
provisions of Sections 14(2), 15(2) and sub-section (I) of Section 15-A of the Bombay Rents, Hotel. and
Lodging House Rates Control Act, 1947... he became a tenant, entitled to claim protection as such and

could not be evicted from the premises in question”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2002 Hid ESCRO10003462002

17 Sau. Varsha Ravindra Isai v. Sow. Rajashri Rajkumar Chaudhari
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010-12-22 - WP/5223/2009

g HH H&d €U 9 97 Writ Petitions @l Ueh GHg & STt #8RTE i Cooperative Societies ¥ Hafdrd faaral & Icu= gar &1
g TfAIRIST H TRt TXTST b hrehTSt, Ik Teie SR Tl o SifYerRT ot e getfaat & 18 off | =amarera = 3 a+ft amat
TR GaTS e §G Haferd Ul & dehl el AT 3R HERTY Hgeht @ffa aifafAgd (Maharashtra Cooperative Societies Act) &
UG o 3Telieh A fdaral et e fhar| =marer 3 Cooperative Societies & 3fad UmaH 3R Ufsharares SiguTerd 1R SR &d
g 31 Fder SR fehy SfiR At et fAgerr fema

frofa =TT 3 AT o6 Teh Usfiohd Tgahi}t AfAfa gan A fehma (corporate body) & it @i ar srefifa e &
fargial & ded = @l 81 usy Tfafa & et a1 et fi afanrd ert e Rafor s ofi 3u-fHawt & aga
fafre ufthareres sruTe & SR W fohar ST =nfgg |

“Section 36 of the Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960, reads thus: 36 Societies to be bodies
corporate The registration of a society shall render it a body corporate by the name under which it is

registered, with perpetual succession and a common seal”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010 Fd HCBM0360202522009

12 Bhistbaug Gramin Bigar Sheti Sahakari Patsanstha Ltd. v. Rajendra Ganpatrao

Bhalsing
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010-08-05 - WP/7099/2009

g ATHET 39 U € I&fAa & foh o1 AgRIg ahi-sifiRfea Fimgds Uae, 1960 i arT 91(3) & dgd faare! a1 fuerT &ed & forg
ST ShogAR WA & 1R &5 R Ak g1 ATRAehTehd! A ek e foh dhogr hikA @l UF fdaral sl G- et SHfehR T8l 81 gletifeh,
AT A AT o dhogrR wikA iE 'RAfdd Sl 781 8, 3aferg amT 91(3) i a1en I9 R A1 T8 gidT| 34 sifaRed, degar
UIeaRM Uae, 1986 &t 4RT 3 TE &l & foh g Sifafaw s sl & SifaRad Ten 3urd vem sear &1 =amarerg = fsey fFerer
o IusiterT & UTH ht-SHTIRET e I dhogrR HIRA & T foheft Yk ot Tt ol frehed 8, iR arfient @iist e &1

frofa  Ied IR 3 AT ok dfch Iustart 5 Siart ufthar Tfgar & agd nféa e RAifde e 781 8, safoy agart

S i a1 91(3) & d8d R P & SRR TR o Ufdey IuTerT thiRH UR ARL 6! 81dT| T&T o UTd &1 Fai
# & fonelt Geh ol gt ot farened 81
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“The Division Bench of this Court in its judgment delivered in Sanjay's case cited supra has held that the
Consumer Forum, though it has trappings of Civil Court, is not a \"Civil Court\" within the meaning of the

provisions of Code of Civil Procedure.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010 Hd HCBM030277432009

19 Satyashil Avinash Akole v. State of Maharashtra
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2011-03-17 - WP/11543/2010
Ig AT gid ®U § Co-operative Society & Taw iR TeT1 & & faame & d&fda &1 arfierenatedi 7 ach fea fak District
Consumer Dispute Redressal Forum gRT UTRd 3TEST Teid & Rifch faatg AgRTE Co-operative Societies Act, 1960 & R
7 317d &1 =maTerd = grt foh Consumer Forum = I8 ifed a1 fobar o1 ok et & ofia gee Soaa sifafam & siaifa a8t oid &8,
3R g t TE =76} U1 foh ufdardt Co-operative Society & ¥a g1 ¥ d&gdR, =TT 7 Consumer Forum & 3meer i 3§
o, Ierd arfenrenatelt g1 MafRa w9 diar & iR smasaes court fees @ iTa forar Sg )

frofa I AT = e o foh Tgert ST o Tewal o faaral & efienr deedt auat o SfRad geaie fomar sim =nfgql
afe IuiedT 5o & THeT I8 MG 8! gl & foh Taiy ot sifdfaaw & qrr @ arex &, oY Gefda uedt & denfs oot &Y
ST <hY ST =niul

“here District Consumer Forum has not recorded a finding that the relation between the parties is not
covered by Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960. It is not the case of the present respondents

that they are not the members of petitioner no.10"

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2011 Fd HCBM030449312010

20  Uma Mangesh Karnik v. Om Buddhi Co-operative Housing Society Limited
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2006-07-03 - WP/4391/1989

g ATHET Udh Tgahi STaT Ififd (Co-operative Housing Society) gRT Uele 3Tded # i 178 shidd siafiaarstt & 9efad gl
ITRIeRTeharait e adh T o I817 Tt o forg quf o= foha o, fth Tarsél 3 3= vate srdfed et & soTa o= o ot o
fean, it AgRTE gt affa sifdfam (Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960) & Tt &1 Ieciad g1 Fmser 3
Farq forar foh aTfierenal (™ & ek (default) &= atet & 3R Aad G99 & fiar Ferar AfA ST a6t | fahat 8 U1

frofa I A ST fohan fos afe forelt e 3 weie & foig Ry spram & g &t 8, 9t St gy sirdes fARed & ar

I ARl el Ha& I &Y HIRATS i I & o [l TewT Tgehrt ATAFaH Y 4RT 91 & Tgd FgepR! raTery | °iwor
3R TRt ST &1 STET R Hehd &

“invoking the jurisdiction of the Co-operative Court under sections 91 and 96 of the Maharashtra Co-

operative Societies Act, 1960 declarational claimed together with permanent injunction.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2006 Hd HCBM010043521989
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21 Bhistbaug Gramin Bigar Sheti Sahakari Patsanstha Ltd. v. Ramchandra Kondiram

Borade
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010-08-05 - WP/7100/2009

g ATHAT 39 UH & Tafda o1 fas m Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960 &t Section 91(3) & dgd TgahRt
T bt SR Consumer Protection Act, 1986 @ dgd Tfad District Consumer Forum < &3TerehR ehl IehdT g1
=maTerd A fAufy f&ar fa Consumer Forum @ 'Civil Court' w18l 8, 30T TgahRY A ot Ufdeie 39 UR AN 8! 8Tl 38ch
3ifaRe, Consumer Protection Act &t Section 3 TE &l & o ag sifaffam s srgAt & sifafRer g sifafRed U vea=
AT &1 JUHIET o TS g fdehed ¢ fon I8 faarg & fFarur & forg agert =amarer a1 Consumer Forum & € et Tep ot g7
TR 81

frofa I AT = YfE <ht foh Jusfierr TReror srfafaam &l o 3 & qes aRA & shRul, Ggart afafadl & faveg Sustert
Hal & U guf YR &3 § SR Tgahrt Sifafamm &t emr 91(3) a1 ey Iusiterr Reror sifdfaw & dgd nfsd #at &t
I TG hx TehalT|

“The Division Bench of this Court in its judgment delivered in Sanjay's case cited supra has held that the
Consumer Forum, though it has trappings of Civil Court, is not a \"Civil Court\" within the meaning of the

provisions of Code of Civil Procedure.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010 Hia HCBM030277392009

22 Bhistbaug Gramin Bigar Sheti Sahakari Patsanstha Ltd. v. Kanhuji Kisan Ingle
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010-08-05 - WP/7098/2009
Ig HIHET 39 ST U & Tafdd o1 fh a1 Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act, 1960 @t Section 91(3) & d&d TgaR!
gfafaat @ 2 farei & forg Consumer Protection Act, 1986 & dgd TIfdd District Consumer Forum @t &3TfR amferd &1
T = g fAefRa faear i Consumer Forum wes 'Civil Court’ Tl 8, 39t Section 91(3) T oy 39 W @1 &1 81T &1
g9 31faRked, Section 3 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 € &xdT & o 39 ifafaaw & uraum o &rgAl & sifaRed
Ueh SIfdRe IUTT UaH ShedT & | TRUTHAEEY, <qRTerd = AT foh SUIeRT & Uiy 98 =amaterd (Co-operative Court) 3R
Consumer Forum & & g & fdehed § SR SuiedT #9 o UTH $9 AW hl GAaTs ol guT SR 8l

Rrofa  Ied <RI = QIETAT foh IUHTSRIT TREUT ShiH 31=T Shi-H] o Uxeh (in addition to) & U H i &zl 8| AgehRt
e St faxiia srAafdadn, Sarei & et a1 7 sars 9 fifed §, & Wds ®U 9 Iusfiaar H9 ol earel Tedel Jehd gl

“The Division Bench of this Court in its judgment delivered in Sanjay's case cited supra has held that the
Consumer Forum, though it has trappings of Civil Court, is not a \"Civil Court\" within the meaning of the

provisions of Code of Civil Procedure.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010 Ha HCBM0360277352009

23 Mandatai Sambhaji Pawar v. The State of Maharashtra

VITARK ffds Rad - mu-fig 18 / 19



gr3flin Marafeal grr waAmrd g aMA, gAshH (NOC).. IV - g&gH &7 g

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2011-05-03 - WP/117/2011

g9 A H, Co-operative Credit Societies &t Ueier afafaat & wewat A District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum &
SRR &3 ot A & ot | aTfIchTeRatatt et deh T foh dfch & haet STu TEXT & TTY M hed & SR dIS 'service' Yo & Fadt
g1 &, g9felg Consumer Protection Act, 1986 I HTH UR AR I8! giaTl 361+ g +ft ach fean o Tewt & faarg dhaet
Maharashtra Co-operative Societies Act &t 9RT 91 & dgd Co-operative Courts & gl gIeTY ST Hhd & | =RITAT = 39 Akl
! @IRST & Y el foh Consumer Forum & UTH I§ a9 3 ol SR & foh faaTe Ieh &faehR & 11T & a1 el | =amarerd =&
T fohar o genfaaR Geeft aeal @1 fAofa 96fda Forum grT fehar s =nfgu ik arflesrerdt el S=r =amamera & ot & swirg
fafRa srditefta ufekar @1 aree a3

frofa =TT = AT foh IUteT Her & UTg 319+ 1fAhR &5 ot [erfRor shea &t urafiies 1fey &1 Susiterr Treror sy
T fafre avf & faarel (S Tarsit & ot a1 Sgfid AR &agR) & fog ga fasiy sifafaes 8, St 9= agart sl i)
T B ehdT B

“Consumer Protection Act is a special enactment which relates only to a specific classes of disputes
concerning an unfair trade practice, defects in the goods or defect in a service (see section 2(c) of the
Act).”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2011 Fd HCBM010468182010

A EfHTOT

g T Vitark Al gRT Orasi-ier ®9 O Iuetsy fHofal 3iik Sumiirendt o Us1 & SR IR dOR fhar a1 §1 I8 chadt Ra< gradT & fog § sik
FILT 9eTg (legal advice) 78T 81 fensdt +ff filing, opinion, a1 correspondence # IualT & & ugat @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @&t g fAufa (source judgment) & g Wda ¥4 T TG fohar ST A1RRY |
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