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Sanchar Nigam Limited (2010)), Tt +ff 218 sifafae, 1997 &t a1 14(a) o1 9’deh (B) e U 4
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ART # ARA T Fisds Iuniaarst & Aare garar ... I - fawga RAsdwo

1. fasqd fascwor

qgEg RAgia

01 JMfHarl AT 3R fRAfde i 1R Aeh

VR CerTh SAfATTH, 1885 &l &RT 7B o dgd Seftenid faifeiT faamal et Sif-amd &0 ¥ he IR gRT g Aoy
! Taffa frar ST =nfey, STt = [ srererdl o esfIeR @i afsia & 8, Mahanagar Telephone Nigam
Ltd v. Euro Vista Trading Co Pvt Ltd (2010) |

02 AT fAufal & sRon Fi sifariar
Jfeh ¢eftumth srfafaes & dga fear mar werwrar Aok sifaw ok sTeaer 811 8, 3aferg Uiehfdes = gAfgd & 8g

A & oI U fakgd 8iR IehRoT 31meer (Speaking Order) utika et sifvard 8, M.L. Jaggi v. Mahanagar
Telephones Nigam Ltd. (1996) |

03 denfceh GifdfSeh IUIR hl Hgd

gfe; foreht fasiy sifdfaam (S o18 sifdfaaw) & faret & aara™ & forg uas fafre sidiefta ar e Faror @ (S
TDSAT) we forar mar €, oY = rarerdl st grrad: e Re efeenR & dgd gsdau 98l seer =1y, Aircel
Cellular Ltd. v. Union of India (2016) |

04 ¢T3 ohl fafaTHeh 3R IUHIeT ShedTurehRY Qfrar

18 ST Y amT 11 3R 36 & T8d 218 Y IIAR Jarsit dht T[uraT R e iR Iusitarrai & fZat &t zem gg
fafre e a9 i faffames wfaear & 78 8, Cellular Operators Association of India v. Telecom
Regulatory Authority of India (2016) |

05  JUTRT TR&TUT oh dgd 'ar’ chl giRemsT

WA & Feet & ST areft gft arforfRies dard, o graar darg ot nfae &, Jusitadr dreror sifdfaaw & dgd
'TeT' SRR A AT & 3R g8 o) B9 R @Rd RILT shRidtg! &bl ST endt 8, Indian Medical Association v.
V.P. Shantha (1995) |

raraal & 39 &9 a1 fkRar
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ART # ARA T Fisds Iuniaarst & Aare garar ... I - fawga RAsdwo
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Yatea uraTerd 3 e fhar g foh Iusttert TReror sifafAaw & dgd uraum Qe &, «ifch STai
Uoh Ay oA fAfAIE IUAR Ua dT 8, dgi a8 | g Sl AT (override) dear
& (Chairman, Thiruvalluvar Transport Corporation v. Consumer Protection
Council (1995))1 gTeTifeh, TEAR & H ATk 3R dep-ichl U o faaral & Fuer & forg
Tf&d TDSAT a1 SHfdehR & 31cdd AT g, ored iart <amarerat i fitent gofa: afsta &

(Cellular Operators Association of India v. Union of India (2002))I

I ATl A 7 & foh At foredt famita smder an fafei FMeivor & fawg denfaes fasmfi
37diier i ufehar uget & gt diferd g, dt THHIaR ¥ ¥ IUHTIT HhiRH I AR & 1] T8l
fhar S T@epar (Eastern Power Distribution Company of A.P. Ltd. v. Consumer
(2010))1 39 SifaRked, IuiaaT BT & SRR Jaeht fopeft oft smear ot Dhe I=a =marerat
H AT 3 3 oI AT IuHTeT SANT (NCDRC) & d#e denfiich aTdiet o &4 & I/
ST A18Y (Union Of India v. Ummedmal Jain (2019) )1

BT & =uTfes ATt & el I=a =amarera 3 T fohan & s 218 (TRAIL) & uTe Qe erarsit o
e foita AT A T g Wao SATITR & 781 §; I8 AfUhR hadt gRear T (DoT)
% UTH ATSEH i 1Al oh Seeied o dgd guiad & (Vodafone Mobile Services Ltd. v.
Telecom Regulatory Authority of India (2023))1
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9IRT & TAHH g gsds Iusaast & RQae gayE &.. II - wifafds graar=

11. Gifafdes graym s

SECTION 14, TELECOM REGULATORY AUTHORITY OF INDIA ACT, 1997 — ESTABLISHMENT OF APPELLATE
TRIBUNAL

g IR AR &7 H faare] o fAuer & fory gz8ar faare Maem ofik sidiefia =amferenzor (TDSAT) il RITHT et 8, 3R
WE el ¢ fon eafarmra Suaerrai i fArerrad Iusiierdt wike & sifderr &= & o+t ift

"The Central Government shall, by notification, establish an Appellate Tribunal to be known as the
Telecom Disputes Settlement and Appellate Tribunal to-- (a) adjudicate any dispute-- (i) between a
licensor and a licensee; (ii) between two or more service providers; (iii) between a service provider
and a group of consumers: Provided that nothing in this clause shall apply in respect of-- ... (B) the
complaint of an individual consumer maintainable before a Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum
or a Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission or the National Consumer Redressal Commission
established under section 9 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986" 3gd: Loop Telecom and Trading
Limited v. Union of India, Aircel Cellular Ltd. v. Union of India, Vodafone India Limited v.

Competition Commission of India

SECTION 14A, TELECOM REGULATORY AUTHORITY OF INDIA ACT, 1997 — APPLICATION FOR SETTLEMENT OF
DISPUTES AND APPEALS TO APPELLATE TRIBUNAL

g 4RI TDSAT o THeT 3fTae eheq 3R il apl uraffehar &3 ht ufehar aem gag-diar o Rufor et 81

"(1) The Central Government or a State Government or a local authority or any person may make
an application to the Appellate Tribunal for adjudication of any dispute referred to in clause (a) of
section 14. (2) The Central Government or a State Government or a local authority or any person
aggrieved by any direction, decision or order made by the Authority may prefer an appeal to the

Appellate Tribunal." Igd: fedt +ft e g Igd 71|
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9IRT & TAHH g gsds Iusaast & RQae gayE &.. II - wifafds graar=

SECTION 2, CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT, 1986 — DEFINITIONS

g YRT AAATH & dgd U@ ST Asal Sl TRAIT et 8, fHad ag Te giar ¢ foh Yarsii # st & foveg frenmaa gt
T & [T B 'fRARIdehal’ 89 T gheRR 81

"2. Definitions (1) In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires,- (b) \"complainant\" means- (i)
a consumer; or (ii) any voluntary consumer association registered under the Companies Act, 1956
or under any other law for the time being in force; or (iii) the Central Government or any State
Government" 3gd: Bela Rani Bhattcharyya v. Union of India, Loop Telecom and Trading Limited v.
Union of India, Petitioner v. Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Eastern Power Distribution Company
of A.P. Ltd. v. Consumer, Vodafone India Limited v. Competition Commission of India, Aircel
Cellular Ltd. v. Union of India, Vodafone Mobile Services Limited v. Union of India

SECTION 11, TELECOM REGULATORY AUTHORITY OF INDIA ACT, 1997 — FUNCTIONS OF AUTHORITY

g URT VRN GeaR faframes rfereor (TRAI) & st et faazor &t 8, fSres Iusiiamrait & feat i vem gq dar qurer
e RuiRa s=ar anfaa g1

"(1) Notwithstanding anything contained in the Indian Telegraph Act, 1885, the functions of the
Authority shall be to-- ... (b) discharge the following functions, namely:-- ... (v) lay-down the
standards of quality of service to be provided by the service providers and ensure the quality of
service and conduct the periodical survey of such service provided by the service providers so as to
protect interest of the consumers of telecommunication service" 3gd: Cellular Operators
Association of India v. Telecom Regulatory Authority of India, Vodafone Mobile Services Limited v.

Union of India
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9IRT & TAHH g gsds Iusaast & RQae gayE &..

rrr. dd ﬁih?{fr 16 et - el

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

qHEHT

Eastern Power Distribution Company of
A.P. Ltd. v. Consumer
HBHC010549572005

Loop Telecom and Trading Limited v.
Union of India
ESCR010004142022

Indian Medical Association v. V.P. Shantha

ESCR010007071995

Aircel Cellular Ltd. v. Union of India
HCMA010184632014

Chairman, Thiruvalluvar Transport
Corporation v. Consumer Protection
Council

ESCR010001311995

Vodafone Mobile Services Ltd. v. Telecom

Regulatory Authority of India
DLHC010188992017

Cellular Operators Association of India v.

Union of India
ESCR010005312002

Cellular Operators Association of India v.

Telecom Regulatory Authority of India
DLHC016490342015

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited v. Wipro
Net Ltd.
HCMA©11107412006

Union Of India v. Ummedmal Jain
RJHC020245382019

Petitioner v. Bharat Sanchar Nigam
Limited
HBHC010431002010

Vodafone Mobile Services Limited v. Union

of India
HCMA010427442018
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III - uffa gwed

g fofg

faiw LA & dgd e dfad g &R
U HIRH T SRR & afsiq &1

TDSAT &1 &1 fawqd 8, g afdra
Iufter fRreprad IuieT sreTeral & 3refie §1

T SR TaTg JUTerRTT TR0
sifafaay & aga 'gar' 6 gl F el §1
et derfieh derfcier IuAR (TDSAT/SC)
T IuAsAT & HRUT Re g1 faarRofi T8t
gl

Hiex g gt & fog fagty =marfaeszor g=
@ JUHIRIT BIRA &1 SATYHR foid g1

278 & U AT 2raT o Iete TR e AT
GUIECIRIESE K]

XEaR faarel & FMuer & fog feda TDSAT
T I SAAFRR ST AT 8

21 g1 JusierTTat ahl it 31T & fog e
IS & o 8 R fa=mR|

ofiote faferT faarel & fore err 7B & aga
SffAaTd gerRrar gt TehHTS U g

YIS STETeld! o TS & T TR
ST (NCDRC) # €t srdftet Y st =nfeg

el foret farel & 9T 7B Hegrar & Ror
U HRE SAAGR afsid g1

18 & ot & Gerdm Y IR @l TDSAT &
&ATTARR F AT 72T
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13

14

15

16
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qHEHT

Bela Rani Bhattcharyya v. Union of India
DLHC010478602014

Mahanagar Telephone Nigam Ltd v. Euro

Vista Trading Co Pvt Ltd
HCBM010082782007

Vodafone India Limited v. Competition

Commission of India
HCBM010324092017

M.L. Jaggiv. Mahanagar Telephones

Nigam Ltd.
ESCR010000561996

B iEic:

grardaa

HIGH COURT OF DELHI

BOMBAY HIGH COURT

BOMBAY HIGH COURT

SUPREME COURT OF
INDIA

ay

2014

2010

2017

1996

III - uffa gwed

g fvfa

S7e fafdre durfes erdier et SiferR Iuerey &,
¥ e &=nfAenr o1 SuahT T8t gl

AT faet faarel & ey 7-B & dgd
gegrrdr e ok fafde i afsfa 81

T8 o rfafkae dieftend (CCI) & o oft
uferegyf faRiel istis 6 St @ afder
gl

et Srfafas &t aRT 7B & dgd HeA i
gaRoT Aol &A1 sifferd g1
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ART # ARA T Fisds Iuniaarst & Aare garar ... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

IvV.

01

02

03

ﬂﬂw‘d‘ﬁﬂﬂﬁlﬂ?ﬂ 16 & wred

Eastern Power Distribution Company of A.P. Ltd. v. Consumer
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2010-06-29 - WP/4388/2005

g T fsTel) hY TR & SIRIGT @ Tfed &, STt farstert faraRor shuft 3 Jusiier & e sifam Rerfor smeer (final
assessment order) ST foram 211 ITerT 7 39 R faumfia erdier gar i, @fh aryr € a1 Consumer Protection
Act, 1986 & dad fSieT Susttear wike H off fArrrad gsf ot &1 kA 7 IuTierdT & et & smesr far|

frofa AT A Fafed —RTd & M. Krishnan AT T gaTell &d gQ A1 foh fagiy s (S et sifafaam dhr arr 7-
B) AT I (IusiarT TRefor rfafes) & iR @l afsfa aar g1 519 fonedt sifdfas & dga fafre denfaes srdiefa
YR Iu I, dt Tt TR oht SR fAfga ®u @ gure gt sirar 81

“In our opinion when there is a special remedy provided in Section 7-B of the Telegraph Act regarding
disputes in respect of telephone bills, then the remedy under the Consumer Protection Act is by
implication barred. ... Rule 413 of the Telephone Rules provides that all services relating to telephone are
subject to the Telegraph Rules. A telephone connection can be disconnected by the Telegraph Authority
for default of payment under Rule 443 of the Rules.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2010 Ha HBHC010549572005

Loop Telecom and Trading Limited v. Union of India
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022-03-03 - 2022 INSC 255

g "l 2G spectrum 3fde # g8 uierel @ aifdd g1 Appellant 9 'First Come First Serve' Hifd & dga UASL «@isdd dred
forar o1, [ aTe # watea =™ A Centre for Public Interest Litigation v. Union of India AT # #9491 3R ridemen
TS o TE o AT AT Appellant = 39 FEIe<oT & $TYR WR Section 65, 23 3R 56 of the Indian Contract Act T JuaiT
& §Y U Entry Fee & arut sl /71 et oft | <amarera = anfient @1ist & Y sel fh Appellant 39 srde sirde ufehar &
9 ®Y § ¥R (in pari delicto) oT1 38fag, 38 Contract Act & dgd Ufagfd (restitution) @1 &is SifdeR =6l 81

frofa T 3 WE fohar fah 2000 & Geiied & a1g Rfud TDSAT & U A1s99 Uerarsii, 9ar uerdren 3R Iusitersi &
gl & i e fdare Ty S1fATR &1 gTdif, ORT 14(a) 1 9w (B) WE & § gg e oxar g fos aafarma
Iusfterrar} <Y fRARrad, ST SusierT TReror ifafaay & dgd fammrufia €, TDSAT & 31 &5 T a7gr 3! 718 81

“Provided that nothing in this clause shall apply in respect of matters relating to— ... (B) the complaint of
an individual consumer maintainable before a Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum or a Consumer
Disputes Redressal Commission or the National Consumer Redressal Commission established under

Section 9 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (68 of 1986);"”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2022 Ha ESCRO10004142022
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ART # ARA T Fisds Iuniaarst & Aare garar ... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

Indian Medical Association v. V.P. Shantha
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1995-11-13 - 1995 INSC 720

g HTHT Consumer Protection Act, 1986 & dgd AfZehel Qarafi i sarenn @ Gefdd 81 gat=a <mrarerd = ol far for Afgeaa
TItheed 3R SRUdTel gRT &1 ST aTeft JaTd 'Service' & RN & Sidifd a1t 8, 9=rd & Yard [:g5ees = 811 afe 7T oo
T & TT IR T AT chut/fAaTaT gRT forar Sirat 8, at a8 'Consumer’ JTHT ST | gTifeh, T ok 9 e[ 9416 39
S & grR @ areR &1 =amrTerd A e foha o Rifthear A @morargt (negligence) 81 WR Sfaesl WR 'tort” AT 'contract' & dgd
HehaHT TATIT ST TehdT &, Riifch 3-8 39 YR TR T g1 &l Sff Tehd! foh & Medical Council Act & dgd STRITETHS =T § &1

frofa  Taied ATATAT 3 IUiaT TR&T0T S1fAfRTH, 1986 & dgd 'qar’ (Service) &t ufRTeT &Y axmaehar et Rgifehd fehar|
=TT A AT SR Iusiiat Hat & gHer @fa ok d@fea (summary) ufehar SraeTs ST g, it o dar & T Ffeat ik
HAT (S8 Rfhcar aroRarg!) & Farur & g guia: Iuged g1 Sifee A | g ANTRE =raTerdl sl 3@ e o folg gl ST
gehdT &1

“The issues arising in the complaints in such cases can be speedily disposed of by the procedure that is
being followed by the Consumer Disputes Redress- sal Agencies and there is no reason why complaints

regarding deficiency in service in such cases should not be adjudicated by the Agencies under the Act.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1995 Ha ESCRO10007071995

o4 Aircel Cellular Ltd. v. Union of India
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2016-08-11 - WA/1454/2014

g ATHAT REAR agad! o e, 'Adjusted Gross Revenue' (AGR) TR g[eah, 3R 'One Time Spectrum Charge' (OTSC) &
G faarel w Ffed &1 arfrererdtart 3 7 & off foh R-gzoar nfafafdat & g7 areht smr iR AGR e A &7aT S1g 3R OTSC
&I 7T Sl 3E, fohaT SITQ 1 =TT A ATfEeRreRdiell gRT &R fafea Re arfrenrsit SR srdiel o e foram | =marerd = g w0 9
AT ohT T 3R RHAR fTHNT GRT 1T 7Y A= S[echi ehl J4dT i STid i | 39 AT H =ATITerd = 3 Q7T hl SReAIR TN
fS1eh qgd dufal ot faera & srgafa & 8 of, s e oam &t ufdergar enfae of, Afha Tefda et ok <21 W oA
fUsa siafkm smeen ofik dunfAe uraym & grr § Aol fa

frofa  HEI Sod AT = AT foh €18 S Y 4Ry 14 3R 15 & dgd denfes srdiehta =amfererzor (TDSAT) &bt T
e o &, e fRfde sreTerdi & SRR ot afSid forar mar &1 geft srgee 226 & dgd Re a1fieRr srfifid &, wig u
gt Sehfelien ST SUT <hl SUfRAIT H ImT=Ia: I=T <araTeral st 3710 Re SifaR &5 & IuahT § a==r eyl

“15. Civil court not to have jurisdiction - No civil court shall have jurisdiction to entertain any suit or
proceeding in respect of any matter which the Appellate Tribunal is empowered by or under this Act to
determine and no injunction shall be granted by any court or other authority in respect of any action

taken or to be taken in pursuance of any power conferred by or under this Act.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2016 Hd HCMAG10184632014

o5 Chairman, Thiruvalluvar Transport Corporation v. Consumer Protection Council

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1995-02-09 - 1995 INSC 107
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ART # ARA T Fisds Iuniaarst & Aare garar ... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

g HIHA geh g d g3 Hg & folg J3rmast & a1 8 aiferd ¢ 1 =rarerd 3 g8 we fhat fa Motor Vehicles Act, 1988 e fasiy
HEA (special law) 8, fSrreh dgd Atex aTg- gdeATsil ¥ 34 ardl & flg Motor Accident Claims Tribunal gt 3d 74 81 39
faadid, Consumer Protection Act, 1986 Teh |THII I & St 59 YR oh fAfIE grat R ] 81 gidm| <amare = fofg fean fon
T Iuter faarg farer s (National Commission) & U 39 avg & AW § SITTIGR T8l & 3R F3HTaS &l a1 had
i Hiex gefer grar =manfdezor (Claims Tribunal) & Ter 8 araR faar ST arfeg|

frofa  GaTed ATITd = ST TRE0T AT & dgd 'IuHiear’, 'dar', ofk '@t (deficiency) &t aRuremait i faed=mr
T T = ag Rigia ufaurfea foran for S foreht fafre s (S Atex arga srfafeam) & aga fonett iRty ard & Foer &
forq en fAtw w1 o1 7o foham T g, ot 9 fARY g AT IS TRETOT I TR §Telt BHTT 3R SUHISRIT S1aTerd]! ahl
AR afSia /I

“Section 3 provides that the provisions of the Act shall be in addition to and not in derogation of the
provisions of any other law for the time being in force. Section 12 inter alia provides that a complaint in
relation to any goods sold or delivered or agreed to be sold or delivered or any service provided or

agreed to be provided may be filed with a District Forum by the consumer...”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1995 Hd ESCRO10001311995

o6 Vodafone Mobile Services Ltd. v. Telecom Regulatory Authority of India

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023-05-24 - W.P.(C)/685/2017

gg ATHAT TRAI gRT aTfaehTerdtadt (Vodafone) TR @7TQ TG WY AT &t RITAIRT @l FHIT 37 & Faifdrd 1 faare ae & gon o«
grfaareRarett 9 Reliance Jio (RJIL) & feg Point of Interconnection (POI) &t &\ sl ¥ 3R & f&aT, e uRomTesg

hict fatheT g1 ehl &= RuiRa ATeh 0.5% & 31fdeh 81 751 TRAI 7 59 3MYR WR 21 Gfchell # 50 i 3ud Ufd Hehel o ST i
fmTiRer &l

frofa  freet! 3= <aTaTerd 3 TE ok ok g1 (TRAI) Sifdfaem o st & 2 uft faml & forg g w@-fAfga d@fgar
(self-contained code) g1 gTtifch 218 o UTd JuTar feal &t YRa SR Var Aen! sl AR e i faframes et 8, wig
Teh-iteh! faare) iR ST Y Ieeae o ATHE! H ATATfehiuT (TDSAT) ot SR fRAfed shid 9 SR 3R 3= &1

“The Act is seen to be a self-contained code intended to deal with all disputes arising out of
telecommunication services provided in this country in the light of the National Telecom Policy, 1994.
This is emphasised by the Objects and Reasons also.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2023 Ha DLHC010188992017

o7 Cellular Operators Association of India v. Union of India
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2002-12-17 - 2002 INSC 542

Tg AT 'Wireless in Local Loop' (WLL) de-es & & 'limited mobility' &t gfaer wer s & TRert ok et g 33 &
Gifdra &1 afrerreratait et adh o1 o ag fAofa 'level playing field' & Rigidl T Seeia oedT & 3R Hiser Ao Sifuret & faal
! THA™ UgdTdl | =TaTerd = AT foh Iuster fa 3R ¢eht-SRdt sg & foig Ot aereier ot Suai 3fR1d 8, «feh Telecom

Disputes Settlement and Appellate Tribunal (TDSAT) 7 'level playing field' 3 #gquf 78 W yaf faar 78} foear ofik
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ART # ARA T Fisds Iuniaarst & Aare garar ... IV - H&Ed &1 Ao

08

09

&l g wE ey feam| =amrerd A Tribunal & 39 giSaioT it @Tivet e & foh I4enT s1fdeR &3 Supreme Court & I8
HifAd g iR At @t Tribunal & UTd 'level playing field' & Hg R gAfdaR & fag amoa 9 feam

frofa  Gared arATAd A AT R 218 ifAfAam & agd nfda TDSAT a1 eaTfeR siaid aarue g1 dfch fRafae &lé & enfiar
Y URT 15 & dgd afsia fohar 7T 8, 39y GRTaR & # 39 g aret foeeht off -fiforra a1 qefieht faare & Foer & forg
raTtdeR)oT (TDSAT) & uaraTs fafre get w9 8, St fafame sk fasivs vere &t vafa dg@ &ar 8|

“The jurisdiction of the Tribunal under Section 14 cannot be held to be a supervisory jurisdiction, in view
of the language of the statute as well as the fact that it is the only forum for redressing the grievance of
an aggrieved party inasmuch as the appellate jurisdiction of this Court is only on a substantial question

of law and the jurisdiction of Civil Court for filing a suit is also ousted.”

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 2002 Hid ESCRO10005312002

Cellular Operators Association of India v. Telecom Regulatory Authority of India
HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2016-02-29 - W.P.(C)/11596/2015

Tg Ae Telecom Regulatory Authority of India (TRAI) gRT STRY 'Telecom Consumer Protection (Ninth
Amendment) Regulations, 2015 @ derdT &t FHIdT &4 & IR | &1 39 fAfaw+ o dgd, Sefiehid Tar Uerdrstl st uie 'call
drop' & foTT UTgeh ohf Ueh TUAT FaTas (Ufd & Sifderd™ diF hidt dah) 3 a1 FFeaT feam mar o) arfeieptenatail = @< f&ar fer TRAI
& UTH 39 38 ohT G3TTaSIT 1] eheA T JUTHeh YRR 81 & iR ag fafam= #=wr1 9 sredutfes 81 =amarera = 39 A o
gteror foha fok erm TRAIL & Ut SifAfAam & dgd Iusfiarail el wier gamasit & &l Faw 9 & arfey & SR &1 ag dhen afdd
giarssd W rgfRd a1t STerdn g1

frofa oot 3= =amaTerd A €18 (TRAI) Siffaam & dea Iusiiaarsit & fdt dr 2em ot ofk dar Y qorem (Quality of
Service) GATYT & & Fames & durfes IaRaTRIE W ==l 61 g8 & Ui 'Seflenid ehogir Ui J[atH, 2012' &
ATTH T IUHTRATST i TG & 3R HiaTSeT TaT TS IR §aT hl ST (S Pid 314) o forg fam a9 &y ufaeat fAfga

gl

“After a careful analysis, the Authority has come to the conclusion that call drops are instances of
deficiency in service delivery on part of the CMTSPs which cause inconvenience to the consumers, and
hence it would be appropriate to put in place a mechanism for compensating the consumers in the event

of dropped calls.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2016 Ha DLHC016490342015

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited v. Wipro Net Ltd.
MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2011-06-06 - CS/318/2006

Tg AT Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited gRT Wipro Net Ltd. & g srepran faTg &t ageft & forg arr forar mar ves drarft
a1 g1 ATt ot ek T foh gfaard) grr offer iR forg g afdhe & forg &g Afr @ = =16t fomar man 81 ufdardt = oo far fos dar o
& 3R qeheiTeh! @AY & SHRUT ¢ JhaT g7l & 3R Ig are I9g AT (Limitation) & a1fdd g1 =amarerd A fa=m frar fos e ardt
Teh TR JUSHH g o ATt 30 ATl cht el IREHAT Srafd et ey & TehalT &1 Sidd:, =amarerd 3 rn fk a1t g Company Act &
dga Frfaa dhusht 8, safag Article 112 & dgd SRR e 1] 781 gidt 3R are Twg-diem @ aTge 21
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frofa AT 3 WE fohar foh STer eftepta omfdieneor (S BSNL) 3fR fohelt 3= uat o shwr deftums «rs+, Suheor a1 fafeim o
Tafdd g fdare I 8idT &, df YR Seiiumh SifAfas &Y &RT 7B & dgd ifSart Aeaerdr (Arbitration) g TepATT
T U 81 RAfae srarerdl Y 88 Al WR foaR e o Sl ISR &5 81 81

“when a special remedy is provided under Section 7 (B) of the Act, then the remedy under the Consumer
Protection Act is by implication barred and that the special law overrides the general law. In 1996 (3) SCC
119 [M.L.Jaggi v. Mahanagar Telephones Nigam Ltd.] , the Supreme Court had expressed identical

opinion as to the statutory remedy available under the Act.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2011 Ha HCMA011107412006

10 Union Of India v. Ummedmal Jain
HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2019-12-13 - CW/5638/2019
Tg AT Ueh IUHTaT [Aa1e & Teferd & STaf Teh aiks ATTReh 7 3o1 AT o SR Ramad = e R Sier Iusiiear wike & fRierd
&S chl off | s IuHTeRT AT 3 A & yat H [ofg d gy Rhs iR garmest & smesr fean| Jerd 3 59 A1 ahl Astear I=T
raTerg # AN &, T8 dh &d gy foh SuHieRT SeTerd] o UT e § Jaifd faarel ok gars ol SR 481 ¢ | =rarerd = grfient
! Ig Shed gQ @RSl & faa fos arfiemrendl & uré National Consumer Disputes Redressal Commission # 37diel & @l
AeTfAeh fohed IUSTeY &1 IeT ITATed A gl foh SATIIRR T JeT 39 SUger thikd o THET S&/IT ST 91fe g, 7 fah Re anfent &
A1 g

frofa ISR Ied AT A iy fan o afg Susiter w=t & fofat a1 39 sifdeR &3 ot ATt 3t 8, af Re anfen arr
PR & Sor e ETT Iuier ST (NCDRC) S @nifuq dutfies srdielia wikA & THer gt 3=t euf SaT 91yl
Jenfciich ITTAR I Jeeia I RT SATIARR T IUTNT e hl SIFAT ol & ST HehdlT|

“since the order passed by the District Consumer Forum was challenged before the State Commission and
State Commission has allowed the claim of the respondents, the normal forum of challenging the said
order is before the National Commission and as such the reliance on the case of General Manager,

Telecom Versus M. Krishnan & Anr. (supra) is of little assistance to counsel for the petitioner.”

HIGH COURT OF RAJASTHAN - 2019 |id RJHC020245382019

11 Petitioner v. Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited
HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2010-07-19 - WP/17192/2010

g ATHAT SR forett & faeimfa @ ddfda &1 arfiesreral 3 BSNL & f&ew District Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum &
fRreprrd got i off, O BiRA 7 S1fdeR & & s11a  wiier fear| et srererdi 3 General Manager, Telecom v. M. Krishnan
ATH H GHtA I & theet st gaTer & gY AT fh Section 7B of the Indian Telegraph Act & dgd faare gaTy & farg fasiy

UIg4T™ g & SR Consumer Protection Act & dgd SRIdTel gl chl ST Hehdll | I AT A 39 gfEhIvT oht THYA fomar foh
EeftRi forer Tt foamal o oy faRiy s 814 & hRoT Iusledt BRkA o SifdeR &3 fAfgd wu & afSia 8, ok arferenr @t @rfst

& feari
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frofa oI TG 3 AT foh Telthie foell § Teast ofiR et aruwf & gral & AHel & SUieT thiRH o this ST9HR 6l 6
Tated =rarerd & M. Krishnan (2009) & 1 &eTs & SUTe hrd §Y, T8 AT oh folg MR Sefturth sifafaas &y amr
7B & d&d el TXRR gRT Fgad Aeaey gt gohdTs st 54 21

“In our opinion when there is a special remedy provided in Section 7B of the Indian Telegraph Act
regarding disputes in respect of telephone bills, then the remedy under the Consumer Protection Act is
by implication barred.”

HIGH COURT FOR STATE OF TELANGANA - 2010 #d HBHC010431002010

12 Vodafone Mobile Services Limited v. Union of India

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2018-06-04 - WP/5915/2018

gg #HaT Telecom Regulatory Authority of India (TRAI) GRT STRY Gek Sifag@T SR F@R et gl & & Heifdrd 8, e
AR R 7 gRaffar ok iR-dewra giRfa e & forg fam RyiRa feg 21 arfaereat 3 g7 Fder i ddenfae dear ok
AT SRR et It &1 off | HeTd Iea =TT = ATf<ienl R GAaTs o SR Ufdardl gRT I8¢ T URfAes safaa o fe=m femar,
S Ueh derfcias AT IUR (alternative remedy) eht IUeTeadr SiiR &5 SifAIRR & (territorial jurisdiction) T HgT eMfAe

AT| YRATT = 3{dd: HA <l Uehfdl et @d Y 38 Telecom Disputes Settlement and Appellate Tribunal (TDSAT) &
SRR & & Sard AT R rferent et e fea

frofa  HEIT ST T = &g fob @78 (TRAI) Sifafaam o dgd nifsa TDSAT & U 218 gRT STt faradt oft fAder, fAofa ar
TG Y AT & aTett STdTl hl G- T ATUH &TARR ¢ dehfetich BT SUTT Iuaed g1 |, Re a=fder &t did
AT T8 forar T dehar|

“14. Establishment of Appellate Tribunal.- The Central Government shall, by notification, establish an
Appellate Tribunal to be known as the Telecom Disputes Settlement and Appellate Tribunal to - ... (b)
hear and dispose of appeal against any direction, decision or order of the authority under this Act.”

MADRAS HIGH COURT - 2018 Fa HCMA010427442018

13 Bela Rani Bhattcharyya v. Union of India

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2014-07-02 - LPA/390/2014

Ig A Competition Appellate Tribunal (COMPAT) @& SITeST & faveg High Court & &R Tep Re a1fient &t witenridr
(maintainability) & Heifdrd &1 srdftereral 3 deh feam foh COMPAT & aimeer & e Re arfeiet G <l ST Hendt 81 gTeith,
AT A AT RS9 e o dgd ifafdes srdie (statutory appeal) T uwTet faehe Iuetey gt, ST fae Competition Act,
2002 & Section 53T & dgd Supreme Court & 3rdter &1 3R &, af High Court & Article 226 & dgd Re arfaer arr =&

H S IRy | =maTerd 3 gg wE Rt fh Jfh srditeierd & U ok dehfctien SR UMt IUT HISlE 8, 39fcig 39 a1 &t @iRst
fora ST 81
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frofa IR A AU frar fh gaft srgeee 226 & dgd =0 IR & U Re SR &t &l plenary SR 8, g
@fd s Rigia ag & fos afe defa sifafaam & R Faror sik st & forg g ffre siik germdt defd@e st
d4 (alternative statutory mechanism) 5z &, dt e arfaerst oz foaR =&t forar sm anfggl

“Rather, it is settled law that when a statutory forum is created by law for redressal of grievances, a writ

petition should not be entertained ignoring the statutory dispensation.”

HIGH COURT OF DELHI - 2014 Ha DLHC010478602014

14 Mahanagar Telephone Nigam Ltd v. Euro Vista Trading Co Pvt Ltd
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010-03-12 - WP/2820/2007

g HATHET SAThIF ek e & dae H Yah e arg ¥ T&ifda g1 ardt (Euro Vista Trading Co Pvt Ltd) = & forar s
gfaarét (Mahanagar Telephone Nigam Ltd) = Qe 311 shu-t M/s.Century Impex Pvt Ltd & sierra faief & RO I9eh
fthd shae™ e 571 arél = FgTelt & oy srarera o1 @ fopar) ufaard) 3 Indian Telegraph Act, 1885 &l Section 7-B & dgd
HTHc eht HEARIdT (arbitration) 3 forg S <t 7171 Y| I=a =amaTerg = ot f&ar f Section 7-B Te faRiy s & St Sefitai
freRvoT R Iusiter & aitar fonedt oft fraTe wR o glam &1 =marera 3 w1 16 wisper faare 3Tt arR & it @, 39y 38 Aegwar &
forg st ST Sifart & ofik faifae srerera 1 enfdeR afstia &

ot STF I <ATATAT A AT foh Sefithi Sl & 77T 7 819 o ShRUT SheaRH ehtet a1 TTeld faifei o foneft oft foame &
IR et Stfafas i art 7-B uwreht ghft| Jfch a8 Ten faiy s 8, ord: ag Iusiterr TRerur Sfdfas ik g
Srart ITERT @l gufa: afsfd axar &1 faaral ot sifRard &0 @ Feawdr & ATed § st ST1asash gl

“In our opinion when there is a special remedy provided in section 7B of the Indian Telegraph Act
regarding disputes in respect of telephone bills, then the remedy under the Consumer Protection Act is

by implication barred.”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2010 Ha HCBM010082782007

15 Vodafone India Limited v. Competition Commission of India
BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2017-09-21 - WP/8594/2017

gg "\ar Competition Commission of India (CCI) gRT GREER & # &l 715 ST & Heifdd g1 arfeieprerd s = gtdt & off fh
T CCI & UT9 AR AR & 1= iU iaTis a1 shreageiz (cartelisation) &Y ST & & STTIFR 8, STafch ag &
faty =g T TRAI Act g1 fafeafaa g1

frofa AT A 218 S1fAfAaw &Y a1 14 & IJusiel Gl gfe sea gu we forar fos gefd TDSAT & urg R&eR & | asdd

YRent 3R T Hararelt & &t faaral @ a1faeR 8, dfh g8 Sifdfaam o1 e (B) TE wu ¥ Jusitedr wem sifdfaaq &
3refi sfaerTa fRrepraal & SATfAPR ht 31elT T@aT &1
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16

“Provided that nothing in this clause shall apply in respect of matters relating to— ... (B) the complaint of
an individual consumer maintainable before a Consumer Disputes Redressal Forum or a Consumer
Disputes Redressal Commission or the National Consumer Redressal Commission established under

section 9 of the Consumer Protection Act, 1986 (68 of 1986);”

BOMBAY HIGH COURT - 2017 Ha HCBM010324092017

M.L. Jaggi v. Mahanagar Telephones Nigam Ltd.
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1996-01-02 - 1996 INSC 6

Ig A Indian Telegraph Act i Section 7B & d&d Aea®idT (arbitration) 3fiR S1aTE & RO Id e Sifarddr & defad g1
=marerd = fFaffa e f e Section 7B & dgd f&am mar srars sifam glar & ofk 39 fohet srarera & gAY =&t & 51 Fendtt,
g9foIy Urpfaes = 3R =ifes wefter (judicial review) & fgidt st gfafa &= & foig wea= (arbitrator) @1 a8 sde & &
ag Sro fAvfa & gwefa § 3T SR &t @R

Profa  GaTed AT = AT & foh Gfeh YR Seftumh SifdfFas i ey 7B & dgd e mam fegeyan i (Award) sifaw
3R SRR gidT ¢ U1 39 Rl SraTera & FHId: I ol & ST Hehdl, 3afeg Heaey & foig g sifvemd (incumbent) 8
for a8 Srum fshst & Twefa # R faifa sméer (Speaking Order) TiRd &1 forT SRUT &1 fAuRT UTepfaren =am et
Jeetd= HIHT ST

“Section 7B of the Act reads thus: '7B. Arbitration of disputes. (1) Except as otherwise expressly provided
in this Act, if any dispute concerning any telegraph line, appliance or apparatus arises between the
telegraph authority and the person for whose benefit the line, appliance or apparatus is, or has been,

ln

provided, the dispute shall be determined by arbitration...

SUPREME COURT OF INDIA - 1996 Hid ESCRO10000561996

KEsicEd ]

g T Vitark Al gRT 9rasii-er ®9 4 Iuetsy Hofal 3k Sumirendt o Usf & SR IR dOR fhar a1 §1 I8 chat Ra< gradT & fog § ik
FIEAT 9eTg (legal advice) =18l 81 fnsdt off filing, opinion, AT correspondence # IualT & & ugat @+t case citations, holdings 3R
quotations @t g fAUfT (source judgment) & g Wd= ¥4 T T fohar ST AR
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