
[ 34EE ]
IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD

FRIDAY, THE TENTH DAY OF JULY
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. I,iOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEAL NO: 152 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Lgtters Patent Appeal Preferred AgainsFOrder

Dated 06/01/2026 in WP No 4O72of 2025 on the file of the High Court.

P. Ravi, S/o P. Nagi Reddy Aged 70 years, Occ. Employee, Member of Matrusri
Coop House Building Society Ltd, R/o. Plot 473, Vivekananda Nagar Cololy
Kukatpally, Hyderabad - 500049
P. Ramakrishnaiah, S/o P. V. Subba Reddy Aged 73 years, Occ. Retired,
Member of Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, Fi/o. Villa No.66, Aparna
Hill Park, Blue Ward, Chandanagar, Miyapur, Hyderabad
P. Adinarayana Reddy, S/o P.V. Subba Reddy Aged 65 years, Occ. Employee,
Member of Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, Rl/o. Plot 11, H.No. 5-3-
380, Sri Krishna Nagar, Kukatpally, Hyderabad
P. Supraja, Wo Naveen Reddy Aged 38 years, Occ. Homemaker, Member of
Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, R/o. PIot 11, Sri Krishna Nagar, W
Nagar Extn., Kukatpally, Hyderabad
M. Advitha, D/o Dr. Raja Shekhar Reddy Aged 27 years, Occ. Employee,
Member of Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, R/o. H.No. 8-2-
293l82lN0l'150, Rd. No. '10-C, t\rLA-MP Colony, Jubilee Hitts, Hyderabad
A. Jalavender Rao, S/o A. Chandraiah Aged 67 years, Occ. Business;Member of
Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, R/o. H.No. 3-5-6914, plot No. 666,
Vivekananda Nagar Colony Kukatpally, Hyderabad - 500049
V. Subba Rao, S/o V. Narayan Rao Aged 66 years, Occ. Retired, Member of
Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, R/o. plot No. 79/3, R* No. j 9
Vivekananda Nagar Colony Kukatpally, Hyderabad - b0004g
M. Anjaneyulu, S/o Ramakotaiah Aged 60 years, Occ. Business, Member.,qf
Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, hlo. H. No. 4-32_1t242, SaptagiriColony, Kukatpalty, Hyderabad - 50004'9
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9. Y. Sampath Kunrar Rao, S/o Y. Rama Rao Aged 67 years, Occ. Business,
Member of Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, R/o. H.No. 7-1-651167,
Dharam Karam Rr:ad Ameerpet, Hyderabad

10. K. Venkata Papariah Chowdary, S/o Sambasiva Rao Aged 41 years, Occ.
Employee, Membt:r of Matrusri Coop House Euilding Society Ltd, Rt/o. H.No. 3-S-
69/3, Vivekanandar N agar Colony Kukatpally, Hyderabad - 500049

11. M. Hemalatha, , {l/o N C Reddy Aged 46 years, Occ. Employee, Member of
Matrusri Coop Hor-rse Building Society Ltd, R/o. H.l.lo. 15-2113214A, plot No. 47p
and 48, Balaji Nagiar, Kukatpally, Hyderabad

12. A. Narsing Rao, Sio ..lalavender Rao Aged 29 years, Occ. Business, Member of
Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, Rlo. H.No.3-5-69/4, Plot 1.1o.666,
Vivekananda Naga. Colony Kukatpally, Hyderabad - 500049

13.M. Bujji Reddy, S/c lV V Ranfi ReddyAged 44 yearc, Occ. Business, Member of
Matrusri Coop House, Building Society Ltd, R/o. Plot No. 676, Vivekananda
Nagar Colony Kukatpatly, Hyderabad - 500049

14.M. Chenchi Reddy, S/o M V Rami Reddy Aged 29 years, Occ. _Business,
Member of l\,4atrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, R/o. Piot No. 676,
Vivekananda Nagar Colony Kukatpally, Hyderabad - 500049

15.Y. V. Rama Devi, W/o Y Sampath Kumar Rao Ageci 58 years, Occ. Homemaker,
Member of Matrusri Coop House Building Society Lld, R/o. H.No.7-1-65116A,
Shyam Karam' Road, Ameerpet, Hyderabad

16. Y. Meghana, W/o Phanibhushan Aged 34 years, Occ. Employee, Member of
Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, R/o. H.No. 7-1-651164. B.K. Road,
Ameerpet, Hyderabad

'17.M. Krishna Rao, S/c, M Rama Rao Aged 65 years, Occ. Retired., Member of
Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, R/o. H.No. 5-3-225, Venkar Rao
Nagar Colony Kukatpally, Hyderabad

'18.V. Damodar Rao, Sh V Rama Rao Aged 55 years, Occ. Business, Member of
Matrusri Coop Housr: tluilding Society Ltd, R/o. Plot No. 781, Vivekananda
Nagar Colony Kukatpally, Hyderabad - 500049

19.M. Aparna, W/o lvl Pranrocl Kumar Aged 47 yearc, Occ. Employee, Member of
Matrusri Coop House Bu lding Society Ltd, RJo. H.No. 15-21 -32161' Balaji Nagar,
Kukatpally, Hyderabacl - rr00049

20. V. Neeraja, W/o V Uala Srinivasa Rao Aged 49 years, Occ. Homemaker,

Member of Makusri ccop House Building Society Ltd, R/o. Plot No. 95, sardar

Patel Nagar, Kukatpallv, llyderabad
Zf .frf. Cn Nigi Reddy, Slo Late papi ReddyAged 69years, Occ. Retired, Member
- 

oi Mrtrr=ricoop lior." Building Society Ltd, R/o H No- 3-6-5/191 ' Plot No 'i 91 
'

Vivekananda Nagar Cclony Kukatpally, Hyderabad - 5C0049

22. K. Madhava Rediy, S/,r h.. Venkat Reddy Aged 60 years' Occ Retii'ed' Member

of Matrusri coop ilouse Building socieiy Ltd, R/o. Plot No 403, Vivekananda

Nagar Colony Kukatpal y, Hyderabad - 500049

23.C. Farvathi, W/o C Run], C'hander Aged 64 years, Occ Homemaker' Member of

Matrusri Coop House Btrilding socLty t-td, R/o H No' 12-7-13' SBN Road'

Warangal



24. M. Srinivasa Reddy, S/o M V Krishna Reddy Aged 47 years, Occ. Business,
Member of Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, No. 6-211113, Kukatpally
Y Road, Moosapet, Hyderabad

25.D. Rameswara Rao, , S/ o D Parameswara Rao, Aged 58 years, Occ. Business,
Member of Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, R/o. H.No.1-9-312lE/1,
Achyut Reddy Marg, Vidya Nagar, Hyderabad

...APPELLANTS
AND

'1. State of Telangana, Agriculture and Co-Operation Department, Dr. BR Ambedkar
Secretariat Buildings, Hyderabad, Rep.by its Principal Secretary

2. The Registrar of Cooperative Societies-cum- The Commissioner of CoEperative
Societies, Telangana State, Hyderabad

3. The Deputy Registrar of Cooperative Societies-cum The District Cooperative
Officer, Ranga Reddy District.

4. Matrusri Cooperative House Building Society Limited, Regd. No.TBC-194,
Miyapur, Rangareddy District, Represented by the Person ln-Charge Sri
B.Satyanarayana Reddy, Asst. Registrar

5. The Telangana Cooperative Tribunal, 7th Floor, Chandra Vihar,Nampally
Hyderabad - 500 001 , Rep. by its Secretary

6. G. Srinivasa Rao, s/o G. Sitharamaiah, Ex-President of Matrusri Cooperative
House Building Society Limited, Aged about 42 yearc, Occ. Business, Rt/o.Plot
No. 1000/P, Matrusri Nagar, Road No.2/7, Miyapur, Serilingampally, K.V. Ranga
Reddy district, Telangana - 500049

7. C. Bhavani, w/o C. Bhaktavatsala Reddy, Aged 57 years, Occ. Housewife,
Member of Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, Admission No.5, Rl/ o.
H.No.5-53, Mythri Nagar, Phase-ll, Madhinaguda, Hyderabad - 500049

8. P. Padma, W/o. P. Nagi Reddy Aged 70 years, Occ. Homemakei, I\4ember cf
Matrusri Coop House Buikiing Society Ltd, Ri o. Plot 473, Vivekananda Nagar
Colony Kukatpally, Hyderabad - 500049

9. K. Satish Babu, S/o K Basava Rao Aged 59 years, Occ. Retired, Member of
Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, Rr/o. Plot No. 542, Gokul Plots,
Venkataramana Colony Kukatpally, Hyderabad

10. D. Uma Devi, Wo Sambasiva Rao Aged 64 years, Ccc. Homemaker, Member€f
Matrusri Coop House Building Society Ltd, R/ o. H.No. 3-5-56/7, Plot No. 73,
Vivekananda Nagar Cotony Kukatpally, Hyderabad - S00049
(Respondents No. 7 to 10 are not the necessary parties to the present Writ
Appeal)

..RESPONOENTS



l.A. NO: 1 OF 2026

Petition under Secticn 15'l cPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support rf :he petition, the High court rnay be pleased to suspend the

orders dated 0610112o2e; passed in t.A. No. 02 of 2025 in W p. No. 4072 oI 2o2S by

directing the learned siniyle Judge to hear the Appellants on the merits of the cZse

Counsel for the Appellant SRI AKHIL ENNAMSETTY

REP
M/S JURISLIT LAW LLP

Counsel for the Respondent Nos. 1to3 & 5: Smt. B. MOHANA REDDY,
GP FOR COOPERATION

Counsel for the Respondent No.6: SRI S. RAMANANDA SWAMY

*/85411Gounsel for the Respondent Nos. 4, 7to10:-

The Court made the following: ORDER



IN THE HIGH COI'RT FOR THE STATE OF TEI"ANGANA
AT HYDERABAD

THE HONBLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KT'MAR SINGH
AND

THE HON'BLE SRI JUSTICE G.M.MOHIUDDIN

WRIT APPEAL No. 152 of 2o26

DATE: lo .07.2oi26

Between:

P. Ravi and 24 others

And
'I'he State of Telangana, Agriculture &
Co-operation department and 9 others

....Appellauts

.... Respondents

JUDGMENT

Heard Sri Akhil Ennamsetty, learned counsel appearing lbr

M/ s Jurislit Law LLP, learned counsel for the appellants;

Smt.B.Mohana Reddy, learned Government Pleader for Cooperation

appearing for respondent Nos.I to 3 and 5; and Sri S. Ramananda

Swamy, learned counsel appearing for respondent No.6 and perused

the record.

2. This writ appcal is prefcrred under Clause 15 of the LetLe rs

Patent, against the order dated 06.01.2026 passed by the learned

Single Judge in I.A.No.2 of 2025 in W.P.No.40Z2 ot 2025. By the

said order, thc learned Single Judgc dismissed the application for

Ieave filed by rhe appellants herein (writ petitioners Nos.2 to 29 in
the writ petition) to prosecu te the writ petition chaltenging the
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judgment of th,: "elangana Cooperative TribunaLl in C.T.A.No.12 of

2023 dated 27 .Ct7 .2024.

Factual matrix

3. The 4th responden t, Matrusri Cooperative House Building

Society Limited, is a Cooperative Housing Society registered under

the provisions of the Telangana Cooperative Sccicties Act, 1964

(herernafter refer:erl to as 'rhe Act ). Thc appellants are stated to be

long-slanding menrbcrs of the said Society. Elections to the

Managing Comn-rit:ee of the Society \r'cre allegedl-v held on

18.O1.2022. purs,uzint lo which respondent No.6, Sri G.Srinivasa

Rao. claimed to ha..'e bcen clected as the President of the Society

along r,"'ith ccrtain other office-bcarers.

4, The appellants and several other mr:mbers of the Society

alleged that the siric elections werc stagc-mzLnaged and vitiated by

fraud, forgery', imprersonation and fabrication of re<:ords. According

to thern. somc of their names and signatures rt'ere falsel)' shown in

the election records as candidates, proposers and st:conders $ithout

their knou,ledge or consent. ln that regard, complaints were lodged

before the competel)t ,ruthorilies as u'ell as before the'police'

5. Having regar(:l -o the seriousness of thc allegations' the 2'd

respondent ordered a slatutor)'inquiry under Sectic'n 51 of the Act

into the affairs oi t1e Societv. The Inquiry Ofhcer' after examining

the relcvant records .tnd statements, submittt:d a rletailed lnquiry
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Report dated 03.05.2023 recording serious irregularities, including

staged elections, lalsification of records, non-conduct of mandatory

General Body Meelings, non-submission of accounts and illegal

alienation of the Society's properties.

6. Based upon the findings rccordcd in the Section 51 Inquiry

Report, the 3'd respondent initiated proceedings under the Act and,

by proceedings dated 22.O7 .2023 , superseded the Managing

Committee in exercise of powers under Section 34( 1) of the Act and

appointed an Olflcial Adminislrator/ Person-in-Charge !o manage the

affairs of the Society. Aggrieved by the supersession proceedings, the

6th respondent preferred C.T.A. No. 12 of 2023 before the Sth

re sponde n t-1'cla ngana Coopcrativc 'l'ribunal under Seclion 76 ol the

Act.

7 . The Cooperative Tribunal, by its judgment dated 27 .O7 .2024,

allowed the appeal and set aside the supersession proceedings solely

on the ground that the Society was not in receipt of financial

assistance from the Government and, [herefore, did not fall within

the ambit ol Section 34 of the Act, which permits supersession only

of aided socicties. Whilc doing so, thc Tribunal did not advert to the

findings recorded in Section 5l Inquiry Report regarding the alleged

fraud and ot her irregularities.

8. Aggrieved thercby, Smt. C.Bhavani (respondent No.7 herein)

and 28 other members of the Society, including the present
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appellants,

9. Thc lcarnec lSingle Judge,

06.O L2O26, dism issed the Ieave

rnsrrtrrted W.p.No.4O72 of 2O2S before this Court
quesr_lonrng the judgmcnt of thc CooperatLve .1.;ibunal. 

Since the
appellants were not parties to the proceedings befc,re the Cooperative
Tribunal, they also lled LA.No.02 of 2025 seeking leave to prosecute
the u.rit petltion

by the impugned order dated

application insofar as all the
petrtioners therein, e):c(,pt petitioners Nos. l. 23 and 24 (respondents
Nos.7 r.o 1O herein), and consequentl,v dismissed the.,vrit petition qua
the present appellants (*,rit petitioners No.2 to 29, except petitioners
No.23 and 24)

1O. Aggneved therebv., rhr: sppgllapls havc prelerr,rd [he present
Writ Appeal.

Submissions on behalf of appellant

11. Learncd c.unst.r appcaring for thc apperrants, assairecr the
impugned order and has advanocd the follor,r,ing strbmissions:

i) That the learnecl S,ngle Judge erred in holdrng rhat the appeal
before lhe Tclanllarra Cooperative Tribunal was confined only
to thc- question .rf supcrsession and had no bee ring on the
inquiry conduc [e<l rrnder Scctron 5 1 of the Act. According to

the learned counstel the order of supersessr<)n was the direct
statlrtory consequlrnrc or the findings rccordt:c.r in the Sectron

5 I inquirl' report. C rnscquentll., once the Tnbunal set aside
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the supersession proccedings, thc opcrative and protective

effecr of the inquiry reporl sLood neutralized in substance,

thereby restoring the management of the Society to a

Committee allegedly found to have assumed oflice through

fraudulent means.

ii) That the distinction drawn by the learned Single Judge

between an inquiry under Section 51 of the Act and the

consequential procccdings undcr Section 34 thereof is

artificial, legally unlenable and contrary to the statutory

scheme. lt was argued that Section 51 inquiry report

constituted the sole foundation for the order ol supersession

and, therefore, restoration of the Managing Committee

necessarily rendered the hndings of the inquiry ineffective'

notwithstanding that the inquiry report itself was not expressly

set aside.

iii) That the judgment ol the Cooperative Tribunal is not confined

merely to the office-bearers of the Society, but operates in rem'

affecting the governance and administration of the Society and

consequently the civil rights and statutory interests of a1l its

members, including the appellants'

iu) That the learned Single Judge committed an error in applying

the test of "pe rson aggrieved' taid down by the Flon'ble



whic:h arose out of a

6

civil dispute, to the present case

Supreme Court in V. ry. Krtshna Murthg u Ravikumarl,

concrernrng statutor]. cooperative govcrnance. It rvas

that the rn ]r-tin' under Section 51 had recorded

argued

findings
regarding ste:ged clcctions, forgery, impersonation, Ialsification

of records zrncl illegal alicnation of Society property, and

partr<:ipation and proprietary in tere sts

restoration of such a Managing Committee squarely answered

the descrrptrorr ol pcrsons aggrieved,.

v) 'lhat the findi;,rg ol the learned Single Judge. that onlv office_

bearers pos sesjs

'lribunal s o rd,_'r

According to t,re learned counsel, decisions concernrng the
validity and continuance of the Managing Committee inevitably
affect the cc,llcctive rights and prii,ileges ol all members,

particularlv whcrc (hc ve r-v e jecLion of the Comtnittee is alleged

to be vitiated bv fraud.

That resroraticn tf a Managing Committee alleg<.d to have been

fraudulenth cler:tecl rcvives its control over the Society s

properties. .lcc-ounts, records and pending litigation, thereby

directll' alfecting -hc civil rights and statutory i,terests of the
appellants. Relia ct, $.as placed on the case of appellant No, I

thereforer, tlre members whose voting

lhe rcquisitc locus

rights, statutory

stood affected by

standi rc challenge the

thc schr:me of the Act.
runs contrarv to

vi)

' (2020) 9 scc 501
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(P. Ravi) and appellant No.8 (M. Anjaneyulu), who, according to

the findings recorded in Section 51 inquiry, had been falsely

shown as proposers / seconders in the nomination papers

without their knowledge or consent, thereby placing them on a

distinct footing from the other members.

vii) That the learned Single Judge erred in dismissing the writ

petition insofar as the appellants were concerned while keeping

the proceedings alive in respect of petitioners Nos 1, 23 and 24

(respondents Nos.7 to 1O herein), thereby resulting in

fragmentation of the proceedings and causing serious

prejudice to the aPPellants.

viii) That lhe impugned order adopls an unduly hyper'-technical

approach by treating the order ol supcrsession as an isolated

issue without appreciating the slatutory consequences flowing

from the hndings recorded in the inquiry under Section 51 of

the Act, and therefore, warrants interference in the present

intra-Court appeal.

Submissions on behalf of the respondents

L2. Per contra, learned counsel for the respondents advanced the

following su bmissions:

i) That the learned Single Judge has correctly applied the settled

principle that only a ,person aggrieved,, is entitled to challenge

an order before a Court of law. Since the appellants were

admittedly not parties to thc proceedings before the
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Cooperal ivc Tnbunal and had failed to demonstrate any direct
pre;udice or infringement of an1, legal right, they lacked the
requisite loarc standi. It was submitted that the expression
'person allgr.icved docs not encompass a p(_.rson sutfering from
an imaqirrarv grievance, but is confined ,o one whose legal

right or re*a'v protected inLerest has treen advcrsery arfected or
jeopardised.

ii) That C.T.A. No.l2 of 2023 before the Cooperative Tribunal was

directecl ex,:lt sivelri against the order of supersession passed

under Section 34 of the Act. The Tribunal,s jurisdiction was

confincrl tc :xamining the legalitl. o[ the supersession

procecdings arLd. the Tribunal having lound that thc Society

\.\,as not in r:ct:ipt of Government linancial assistance, rightly

concluded that Scctron 34 of the Act had no application. The

lindings rer.orde .d in Section 51 inquiry report neither formed

the subject ntarter ol the appeal nor werc they adjudicated

upon or set asidc br.the Tribunal.

iii) That the rssuc ol loctts standi is a threshold question. The

appellants, being onlt general members o[ the Society and not

ol'fice bearers, ca"rnot claim to be pcrsons aggrieved' merelv

bt--cause the orde r ol supcrsession has bcen set aside, as no

individual legal ri11ht vestr:d in them stood 
^1;s61,rd 

thereby. It

was argued t"tar rhe Society, acting through its duly

constituted Maraging Committee, is the proper entity to
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represent the interests of the Society and its members, and

individual members cannot be permitted to undermine the

democratic functioning of the Society by initiating independent

writ proceedings.

iv) That the elections held on 18.01.2022 were conducted in

accordancc with the provisions of the Act and the Rules framed

thereunder. The allegations of fraud, forgery and

impersonation are seriously disputed, constitute questions of

fact and are stated to be the subject matter o[ investigatron. In

any even t, an efficacious statu tory remedy is available under

Section 61 (3) of the Act for adjudication of election disputes

before the Cooperative Tribunal. Having failed to avail such

remedy, the appellants cannot be pcrmitted to challenge the

election collaterally in the present proceedings.

v) That the learned Single Judge rightly deferred consideration of

the leave petition insofar as petitioners Nos.1, 23 and 24

(respondents Nos.7 to I0 herein) are concerned, as writ

petitioner No.1 alone had earlier filed an application for

impleadment before the Cooperative Tribunal, which came to

be dismissed, and the corrcctness of the said dismissal

remains to be adjudicated. Ther.efore, the distinction drawn by

the learned Single .Iudge is founded upon the clifferent legal

positions occupied by the parties before the Tribunal, and any

temporary fragmentation of the proceedings on the basis of the



14, The contro','er s_r

narrow compass. Tl.rc

10

legal posr ti,rn oi the parttr:s cannot confcr upon the present

appellants, a right to maintain the u.rit petition.

13. We have ta,<en note of the respective contentions urged and

perused the matet-ial on record, including the irnpugned order, the

memorandum o. n'rrI appeal, the pleadings in the writ petition, the

cou nter- affidavlt s, the judgment of the CooperzLtive Tribunal and

Section 51 Inquiry lcport.

Consideration by this Court

rnvolved in the present appeal lies rvithin a

rssue that falls for determiration is whether

the appellants, r,,.ho are admittedlv members ol the 4rh respondent

Societt' but u'crr: noI partics to the proceedings before the

Cooperative Tribunal, c:an be regarded as ,persons aggrieved, so as

lo mainlain a writ pt:tition under Article 226 of thc Constitution of

India challenging thc jrrdgment rendercd bv rhc Tribunar in c.T.A.

No.12 of2023

15. IL is well settled that the jurisdiction conferred upon the High

courts under Artir:le ),26 or the constitution rs extraordinary,

equitable and discretionan. Before invoking such jurisdicrron, a

litigant must establisih thc existence of a legally r:nforceable right and

demonstratc that src-t right has been directly aifected bv the

impugned action. 'l'ht docrnnr: of locus stondi is intrinsicallv

connected wt th the ,rroi.rccpt of a person aggrieved" , Ordinarily, a

person u'ho is not dire<'th. or substantially affected b1., an order, or
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whose legal rights remain unaflected, cannot be permitted to invoke

the exlraordinary wril jurisdiction merely because he entertains a

grievance against the impugned action.

16. In the present. case, the C.T.A,No.12 of 2023, was preferred by

respondent No.6 under Section 76 of the Act questioning the order of

supersession passed by the 3'd respondent under Section 34 of the

Act, The jurisdiction of the Tribunal was confined to examining the

Iegality and validity of the order of supersession The Tribunal

neilher examined nor adjudicated upon the correctness ol the

findings recorded in the Inquiry Report submitted under Section 51

o[ the Act. The appeal came to be allowed solely on the ground that

the Society was not an "aided society" within the meaning of Section

34 of the Act and, consequently, the provision itself was held to be

inapplicable. Significantly, the Inquiry Report under Section 51'

together with the findings recorded therein regarding the alleged

irregularities. was neither lhe subject matter of challenge before the

Tribunal nor set aside by it. Consequently, the Tribunal's judgment

cannot be construed as having nullified or obliterated the Inquiry

Report. Therefore, rt cannot be said that any legal right claimed by

the appeilants under or flowing from the said Inquiry Repor[ stood

directly affected by the judgment of the Tribunal.

L7. The appellants seek to maintain the writ petition solely in their

capacity as members of the Society. llxcept to the extent separately

considered by the learned Single Judge in respect of certain writ
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peritioners, the ap,perllants have neither established that they possess

anv independent statutory right in relation to lhe order of

supersession nc,r,lemonstrated anv distinct lega. injury arising from

thc.judgment ol thc Tribunal. The adminrstrati,tn of a cooperative

socictl, is ordrnarly carried on through ils Managing Committee,

which represenlri l-1c Societv in ma[ters con,]erning its affairs. Unless

an individual mt:mber establishes infringement ol a distinct legal or

statutory rrghr, a grievance shared generallv by the members o[ the

Society u,ould not. trv itself, confer the rr-'quisire loans standi lo

maintain proceedrnl3s under Article 226 of lh,e Constitution.

18. Further, thc setting aside of the sr:persession order by the

Triburral merelv r,--slores the Managing Commiltee ro its position as it

existed prior to lh(' supcrsessiotr. lt does not, Ipso facto, render

Section 51 Inquirl' Report inoperative. The lindings of the lnquiry

Report, including those of staged elections;, forgery, and

irregularities, contin re to exist and may form the basis for separate

proceedings, tncJuriirrg appropriate legal actior-r, prosecution' or even

a fresh supersess or order, if the conditions for such action are

satisfie.l. The appcllants aru nol $'ithout remcdy Thcy can bring

lhe findings of rht: I rr<1urn Rcport to the notlce oI the competent

authorities or pLLrsue appropriate legal remedies in accordance wilh

Iaw. 'lherefore , mereh'because the order of supersession came to be

set aside, il does n()t lrecessarilr' follou'that the lnquirv Report under
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Section 51 ceased to have legal relevance or stood deprived of its
evidentiary and statutory value.

19. It is apposite to note that the Act itself provides a complete

mechanism for redressal of grievances. Section 6l(3) of the Act

provides that every dispute relating to or in connection with any

election to a committee of a Society shall be referred for decision to

the Cooperative Tribunal. The appellants, if they are aggrieved by

the manner in which thc elections were conducted, had the oplion of
invoking the jurisdiction of the cooperative Tribunal for resolution of

the election dispute. Having failed to do so, they cannot be permitted

to challenge the validity of the elections collqterally by way ol a r.r,rit
petition under Article 226 of tlne Constitution. Therelore, the learned

Single Judge has committed no error in declrning leave to the

appellan ts.

20. Moreover, the appellants' claim that thev are persons

aggrieved" is based on the premise that the fraudulent managlng
commrttee, upon restoration, would mismanage the Society,s affairs.
Even assuming such apprehension to be bona ftde, rhe same wourcr
not be sufficient to confer locus slondj. The appellants have not
shown any direct and substantiai interest in the subject matter of
the appeal before the Tribunal, i.e., the validity of the
order under Sccrion I]4 ol the Act

supersession

have also not

directly ancl

demonstrated that their rights AS

'lhe appellants

rnernbers are
rmmediatery affected by setting aside of that order The operation of
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the supersession order and its effect on the appellants,
1S

tndirect and co.es,:quential Thus, the appellants, grievance does notsatisly the th res hc ld requlremen t o[,.persons aggrieved,,
21. Thc conrentitn rr:garding fragmentation oI the proceedings alsodocs not meflt ircceptance. The learned Single Judge has merely
defcrred consideral ion oi the ieave petirion insc,lhr as petitioners
Nos. i. 23 and .24 ar.: conccrne cl, havrng rcgard to the distinct lactuaj
and k:gal position rccupir:d b1. them, particularly in view of theimpleadmenL procee,lings initiated before the Tribunal. The issuerelating ro their (rn itlemenr to prosecute lhe \^,rit petition has

consciously becn k,-:p _ open for adjudication. .1.he 
appellants, whose

leave lletition stoocl rr:lected on [he ground that the,y had failed to
establish themselves a:; persons aggrieved,,

those Pe trtiont,rs mt.rcl-r, bccausc Lhc,l. arc

rights

cannot claim parity u,ith

mcm bcrs oI [he same
Society. In our consi Ce -ccl \rl e \\') the course adopted by the learned
Single Judge neither oc:asions an1. prejudice ro the appellants nor
sulfers from an-1, legal n lirm r tv

Conclusion

22, For the fore going r( asons, thrs ccurt is of the considered view

that the appellants hare ailecl to estabrish any direct or immediate

infringemer-rt of thclr le,ga] or staLuton. rights so as to confer the
'equisite locus standi to maintain the writ petitron. The learned

l)inglc Judge has rightl,v applied the settled principles governing the

reaintainabilitv of a s,rit pctirion ar the instance of a ,,person
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aggrieved. We, thcrefrrre, find no ground to interfere with the

impugned order in the present writ appeal.

23' Accordingry, the wrir Appear is dismissed. It is, however,

clarified that the dismissal of this appeal shall not preclude the

appellants from availing such remedies as may be available to them

under the Teiangana Cooperative Societies AcL, 1964 or any other
appropriate remedy available under the Act or otherwise, in
accordance wtth law.

As a sequel, miscellaneous petitions, pending if any, stand

closed. No costs.

To,

SD/- MOHD. lslvlAll
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