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IN THE HIGH COURT FOR THE STATE OF TELANGANA

AT HYDERABAD

TUESDAY, THE EIGHTEENTH DAY OF AUGUST
TWO THOUSAND AND TWENTY SIX

PRESENT

THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HONOURABLE SRI JUSTICE G.M. MOHIUDDIN

WA.Nos.392 400 401 402 AND 4030F 2026

W.A.NO: 392OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Preferred Against the Order

dated. 02-04-2026, in lA.No.'l ol 2026 in WP.No. 8514 of 2026. on the file of the

High Court.

Between:

The Jubilee Hills Cooperative Hous6 Building Society Ltd., having its office at
Road No. 17-A, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad - 5001 71 , Rep. by Chairman,
Person-ln-Charge Committee, Mr. B. Ravindranath, S/o. Bollineni Rajgopal
Naidu, aged about 49 years, Ri/o. H. No. 8-2-2931821A, Flat No. 1343, Road

No. 67, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad - 500033.

...APPELLANT/RESPONDENT No.4 lN THE WP

AND

1. The State of Telangana, Represented by its Principal Secretary, Department
of Cooperation, Secretariat Buildings, Hyderabad.

2. The Registrar-cum-Commissioner of Cooperative Societies, State of
Telangana, Gruhakalpa Building, Nampally, Hyderabad.

3. The State Cooperative Election Authority, The State of Telangana,
Hyderabad, Telangana.

...RESPONDENTS/RESPONDENT Nos.1 TO 3 lN THE WP

4. M.N. Sastry, S/o Sri Nageswara Rao, Age 58 years, Occupation. Business,
Resident of 508, Srinilaya Estates, Hyderabad.

5. A. Subba Rao, S/o A. Venkateswara Rao, Age 64 years, Occupation.
Business, Resident of Plot No. 309, Road No. 10-C, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad

...RESPONDENTS/WRIT PETITIONERS

1



2

l.A. NO: 2OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 cpc praying that in the circumstances stated in the
affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court may be pleased to direct the
Respondent Nos. 1 to 3 herein to recommence and conduct the elections to the
Managing committee of the Petitioner/Appellant Society in terms of the election
notification bearing Rc. No. 389/HyD/s cEN2o26 dt. .1 8.03.2026from the stage
where it has been stalledistayed.

l.A. NO: 3 OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 cpc praying that in the circumstances stated in the
affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High court may be pleased to suspend
the order dt. 02.04.2026 passed by Hon'ble single Judge of this Hon,ble court in lA
No. 1 of 2026 in WP No. BS14 of 2026.

Counsel for the Appettant: SRt R.N.HEMENDRANTH REDDY, SENTOR
COUNSEL FOB SRI SANNAPANENI LOHIT

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 TO 3: SMT. B.MOHANA REDDy,
GP FOR COOPERATION

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.4 & 5: SRI D.V.SITHARAM MURTHyi
SRI A.VENKATESH, SENIOR COUNSEL FOR SRI MAMIDI AVINASH REDDY

WA NO: 400 OF 2026

writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters patent preferred Against the order
dated. 02-04-2026. in rA.No.2 of 2026 in wp.No. 8745 of 2026. on the fire of the
High Court.

Between:

The Jubilee Hills cooperative House Buirding society Ltd, having its office at
Road No. 17-A, Jubitee Hils, Hyderabad - 500171 Rep. bi Chairman,
Perso n-ln-Cha rge Committee, Mr. B. Ravindranath, S/o. Bollineni naigopri
Naidu, aged about 49 years, Rl,/o. H. No. 8-2-293 l82lA, Flat No t3+g,'HoaJ
No. 67, Jubilee Hilts, Hyderabad - 500033.

...APPELLANT/RESPONDENT No.4 tN THE Wp

AND
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1. The State of Telangana, Represented by its Principal Secretary, Depa(ment
of Cooperation, Secretariat Buildings, Hyderabad.

2. The Commissioner of Co-operative Societies, and Registrar of Co-operative
Societies, Government of Telangana, Hyderabad.

3. The State Cooperative Election Authority, for the State of Telangana,
Hyderabad, Telangana.

...RESPONDENTS/RESPONDENT Nos.l TO 3 lN THE WP

4. K. Ramesh Chowdary, S/o. Dhana Koteswara Rao, Occupation. Business,
F|/o. Plot No. 154, Road No. 71, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad, Telangana -

500033.
5. T. Hanumanth Rao, S/o. T.Veeraiah, Occupation. Business, Fl/o. Plot No.

1299K, Road No. 66, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad, Telangana - 500033.
6. Jyothi Prasad Kosara.iu, S/o. Sreeramulu Kosaraju, aged about 66 years,

Occupation. Business, R/o.854-D, Road No.44, Near Peddamma Temple,
Jubilee Hills, Shaikpet, Hyderabad - 500033

...RESPONDENTS/WRIT PETITIONERS

l.A. NO: 2OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 CPG praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to suspend

the order dl. 02.04.2026 passed by Hon'ble Single Judge of this Hon'ble Court in lA

No. 2 of 2026 in WP No. 8745 ot 2026.

l.A. NO: 3 OF 2026

Petitron under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Courl may be pleased to direct the

Respondent Nos. 1 to 3 herein to recommence and conduct the elections to the

Managing Committee of the Petitioner/Appellant Society in terms of the election

notification bearing Rc. No. 389/HYD/SCEN2026 dt. 18.03.2026 from the stage

where it has been stalled/stayed.

Counsel for the Appellant: SRI R.N.HEMENDRANTH REDDY, SENIOR
COUNSEL FOR SRI SANNAPANENI LOHIT

Counsel forthe Respondent Nos.1 TO 3: SMT. B.MOHANA REDDY,
GP FOR COOPERATION

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.4 TO 6: SRI VEDULA SRINIVAS, SENIOR
COUNSEL FOR SRI M.S,ACHYUTH BHARATWAJ
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WA NO: 401 OF 2026

writ Appear under crause 15 of the Letters patent preferred Against the order
dated. 02-04-2026, in lA.No.1 of 2026 in wp.No. 872g of 2026. on the file of the
High Court.

Between

The Jubilee Hills cooperative House Buirding Society Ltd., having its office at
Road No 17-A, Jubitee Hiils, Hyderabad _ 500171, Rep bi Chairman,
Perso n-ln-C harge Committee, tr,4r. B. Ravindranath, S/o. Eiollineni Rrlg;;;i
Naid-q aged about 49 years, Ryo. H. No. 8-2-293 l12lA, Flat No. 1343,'Road
No. 67, Jubilee Hitls, Hyderabad - 500033.

...APPELLANT/RESPONDENT No.4 tN THE Wp

AND

1 The state of rerangana, Represented by its principar Secretary, Department
of Cooperation, Secretariat Buildings, Hyderabad.

2' rhe Registrar-cum-commissioner of cooperative Societies, state of
- Telangana. Gruhakalpa Building, Nampally, Hyderabad.
3. The State Cooperative Election_ Authority, The State of Telangana,

Hyderabad, Telangana.
4. M. Haranath Babu, S/o M Lakshmi Narayana, Age 59 years, Occupation_

Business, R/o 503, Sri Surabhi Avas, B-9, Madhura 
-Nagar,'UyOerabaO_Oii.

5. A. Subba Rao, S/o A 
^Venkateswara Rao, nge O+ yeirs, Occupation.

Busrness, Rl/o plot No. 309, Road No. 1O_C, Jubilee Hiils, iyderabad.6 G Sriram, S/o G. Venugopal, Age 62 years, Occupation. Eusiness, Ryo plot
No.64, Road No.4, Mahendra Hills, East Marredpaity, Secunderabad.7. N.G. Ramesh, S/o Name Ramesh, Age 4g years, Occupation. Business, Ri/o
6-3-1 1 1 2, Begumpet, Hyderabad.

8. P.V. Anjaneyulu, S/o p. 
^Sadasiva 

Rao, Age 59 years, Occupation. Business,
R/o H.No. B-22,23 and 24, Flat No. 402, indrapiasta Apartment, Veng"f Rr;
Nagar, Hyderabad.

9. P. K. Radhika, Wo K. prakash, Age 7g years, Occupation. Household, R/o g_
2-6811A, Road No. 12,Ban)ara Hi[s, Hyderabad_O34.

10 B Amarender Reddy, S/o B. Buchl Reddy, Age S0 years, Occupation.
Business, Ryo Ptot No. 164, Road No. 76, Jubiiee H-ills, Hyderabad-033.'

11. P. chandramouri, s/o sita Ramaiah, Age 64 years, occupation. Business, Rl/o
102, JVR Residency, Balkampet, Hyderabad, Telanoana.

l2.Srikakulapu Rukmini, W/g.g I Ra9, Age 69 years] Occupation. Househotd,
R/o C/o Murali Krishna, ,18/A, Club Road-, Gudivada, Krishna District.

13. S. Kumar Raja, S/o S. Gopala Krishna Rao, Age 65 years, Occupation.
Business, R/o 103, Ganesh Mansion, Dharam K"aran Rbad, Behind Divirs
Tower, Ameerpet, Hyderabad.
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14.C.A. Satyavathi, Wo C.U.M. Rao, Age 64 years, Occupation. Household, R/o

Plot No. 6'l , Aswini Heights, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad

...RESPONDENTS

l.A. NO: 2OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to suspend

the order dl. 02.04.2026 passed by Hon'ble Single Judge of this Hon'ble Court in lA

No. 1 of 2026 in WP No. 8728 of 2026.

l.A. NO: 3 OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to direct the

Respondent Nos. 1 to 3 herein to recommence and conduct the elections to the

Managing Committee of the Petitioner/Appellant Society in terrns of the election

notification bearing Rc. No. 389/HYD/SCEA|2026 dt. 18.03.2026 from the stage

where it has been stalled/stayed.

Counsel for the Appellant: SRI R.N.HEMENDRANTH REDDY, SENIOR
COUNSEL FOR SRI SANNAPANENI LOHIT

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 TO 3: SMT. B.MOHANA REDDY,
GP FOR COOPERATION

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.4 & 5: SRI D.V.SITHARAM MURTHY/
SRI A.VENKATESH, SENIOR COUNSEL FOR SRI MAMIDI AVINASH REDDY

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.6 TO 14: -
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WA NO: 402OF 2026

writ Appear under clause 15 of the Letters patent preferred Against the oider
Dated 0210412026, in tA.No.1 of 2026 in w.p.No.8727 of 2026 on the file of the High
Court.

Between:

The Jubilee Hills cooperative House Building Society Ltd., having its office atRoad No 17-A, Jubitee Hiils, Hyderabad 500171 Rep b! Chairman.
Person -ln-cha rge committee, Mr. B. Ravrndranath, s/o Boiiinenr nrig"pri
flaid^1 AOed about 49 years, F/o. H. No. 8_2-293t82lA, Ftat ruo. ra+3, "noal
No.67, Jubilee Hitls, Hyderabad - 500033.

...APPELLANT/RESpONDENT No.4 tN THE Wp

AND

'1 . The state of rerangana, Represented by its principar secretary, Department
of Cooperation, Secretariat Buildings, Hyderabad.

2. The Registrar-cum-Commissioner of Cooperative Societies, State of
_ Telangana, Gruhakalpa Building, Nampally, Hyderabad.3 The State Cooperative Election_ Authority, The State of Telangana,

Hyderabad. Telangana.

...RESPONDENTS/RESPONDENT Nos.1 TO 3 tN THE Wp

a Y,N Sastry, S/o. Sri Nageswara Rao, Age 5g years, Occupation. Business,
Rl/o. 508, Srinitaya Estates, Hyderabad.

5. K. Vijaya Lakshmi, W/o. O K. Lakshmi Narayana, Age 59 years, Occupation.
House Hold, Rl/o. Quarter No. 2g, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

6. V. Basava Kutumba Rao, S/o. Late Venkata Subba Rao, Age 7.1 years,
Occupation. Business, R/o. 3-206, Divyasha ktiApartment, Z_.1_5-g, RmeLrpet,
Hyderabad.

7. Satya Shayamal Devi, W/o J. Durga prasad, Age 65 years, Occupation.
Household, No. 7-1-21414, Dharam Karan Road, Ameerpet, Hyderabad.8. Akash Sethia, S/o. D. C_ Sethia, Age 51 years, Occupation. Business, Fl,/o.
J.D. Electronics, Abids, Hyderabad.

9 Paturi Srinivasa Rao, s/o. p. Siva Rama prasad, Age 55 years, occupation.
Business, R/o. Ftat No 5N,5th Ftoor, Road No. 14, danjara Hiils, Hydeiabal.'10.K. Venkateswara Rao, Sjo Madhusudhan Rao. nge OO years, Otcupation.
Business, Rl/o. plot No. 1285, Road No. 64, Jubilee iitts, nyOeraLaO.

11. K. Lakshmi Kishore, Sl" _K. Ramanandam, Age 61 fears, Occupation.
Business, Ryo. 6-3-860/12, Rohini Apartment, SrinJgar Cot'ony, UyOeraOaJ.-

l.A. NO: 2 OF 2026

...RESPONDENTS
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Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to suspend

the order dl. 0210412026 passed by Honourable Single Judge of this Honourable

Court in lA No. 1 ol 2026 in WP No. 8727 of 2026.

l.A. NO: 3 OF 2026

Petitron under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to direct the

Respondent Nos. 1 to 3 herein to recommence and conduct the elections to the

lVlanaging Committee of the Petitioner/Appellant Society in terms of the election

notification bearing Rc. No. 389/HYD/SCEAJ2026 dl. 1810312026 from the stage

where it has been stalled/stayed.

Counsel for the Appellant: SRI R.N.HEMENDRANTH REDDY, SENIOR
COUNSEL FOR SRI SANNAPANENI LOHIT

Counsel forthe Respondent Nos.1 TO 3: SMT. B.MOHANA REDDY,
GP FOR COOPERATION

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.4 & 5:SRl D.V.SITHARAM MURTHY/
SRI A.VENKATESH, SENIOR COUNSEL FOR SRI MAMIDI AVINASH REDDY

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.6 TO 1 I : -

WA NO: 4O3 OF 2026

Writ Appeal under clause 15 of the Letters Patent Preferred Against the Order

Dated 0210412026 ln lA.No.1 of 2026 in W.P.No 8748 of 2026 on the file of the Hlgh

Co u rt.

Between:

The Jubilee Hills Cooperative House Building Society Ltd, , having its office at
Road No. 17-A, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad -500171, Rep. by Chairman, Person-
ln-Charge Committee, Mr. B. Ravindranath, S/o. Bollineni Rajgopal Naidu,
aged about 49 years, R/o. H. No. 8-2-2931821A, Flat No. 1343, Road No. 67,
Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad -500033

...APPELLANT/RESPONDENT NO,4 IN THE WP

AND
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1. The State of Telangana, Represented by its principal Secretary, Department
of Cooperation, Secretariat Buildings, Hyderabad

2. The commissioner for cooperation and Registrar of co-operative societies,
Government of Telangana, Hyderabad

3. The State Cooperative Election Authority, for the State of Telangana,
Hyderabad, Telangana

...RESPONDENTS/RESPONDENT Nos.i TO 3 tN THE Wp

4. Sunil Reddy E, S/o E. Eila Reddy, Aged about 65 years, Occ Business.
Membership l\,4S No. 5192, Ryo H.No. M-22, V rjayanaga r Colony, Hyderabad _

500057
5. lt4urali Madupu, S/o Late IV.S. Chalapathi Rao, Aged about 73 years, Occ

Busrness, Membership MS No. 4865, R/o 8-2-29311241211, A.ru. ReAOy
Colony, Road No. 14, Banjara Hiils, Hyd erabad-500034

6. Anil Kumar Duggineni, S/o D. Satyanarayana Rao, Aged about 69 years, Occ
_ Bu-siness, Membership, MS No.247, Rl,/o Karimnagar, Telangana.
7. C.S. Viswanatha Reddy, S/o Sidda Reddy, Aged about 68 years, Occ

Busrness, lvlembership MS No. 4872, Rl/o FIat trto. ZOZ,Tela BIoc[, trrly Home
Navadweepa, Hitech City Main Road, Hyderabad.

8. Chander Rao Venapalli, S/o V. Gopala Rao, Aged about g1 years, Occ
Business, Membership, MS No. 5079, R/o Srinagar Cotony, Kodada,
Nalgonda District, Telangana

9. Swarupa Reddy K.V., Wo K.V.R. Reddy, aged about 70 years, Occ Business,
Membership, MS No. 718, R/o S-3-24BIB, Road No. .t, Banjara Hills,
Hyderabad - 500034.

lO.Venkatram Reddy K., S/o K. Konda Reddy, aged about 65 years, Occ
Business, Membership, MS No. 4899, R/o A.No. Zq-R, e.S (agar,
Hyderabad - 500057.

'1 1. Sarvottama Reddy M., S/o M. Chenna Reddy, aged about 12 years, Occ
Business, Membership, MS No. 4247, R/o D_lt, 263, Vinay iVarg,
Chanakyapuri. New Delhi

l2.Krishna Reddy V., S/o V. Sivakota Reddy, aged about 65 years, Occ
Business, Membership, MS No. 5251, Ryo Flat No. 501, Kavya Deluxe
Apartments, Yousufguda Main Road, Hyderabad-500045.

l3.Archana Agaruval, W/o Vinod K. Agarwal, aged about 66 years, Occ Business,
Membership t\,4S No. 1454, Fyo H.No. pJ-33, Officers Colony, panjagutta,
Hyderabad - 500082.

14.Naveen P., S/o P. Anand Rao, aged about 55 years, Occ Business,
Membership MS No. 5108, Rl/o.Sri Balaji Composite Cans (p) Ltd , 215,
Boduppal, Hyderabad - 500039.

15.K. Prasanna Jyothi, W/o Radha Krishna Kasaraneni, aged about 63 years,
Occ Busrness, Membership MS No. 4393, F/o Maruthi Nilayam, powlrpet,
Venkatarama Printing Press Road, Eluru - S34OO2

16. Sreedhar Chowdary, S/o Late G.S. Chowdhury, aged about 74 years, Occ
Business, lr,4embership, MS No. 5137, Rt/o g-2_6S0, Road No. iZ, Banil,ara
Hills, Hyderabad - 500034.

17. C,halapathi Reddy M, S/o Reddy M, aged about gO years, Occ Business,
Membership, MS No. 1 710, Rl/o H No. 213/2, Viiayanagar Colony, Hyderabad
- 500057.
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lS.Gowthami Chowdary T, Wo T. Rajeswara Rao, aged about 72 years, Occ
Business, Membership, NrS No. 4977, No Basavapurna X-Ray Clinic,
Ramachandra Rao Road, Suryaraopet, Vijayawada - 520002.

19. Sambasiva Rao N., S/o N. Rama Kotaiah, aged about 65 years, Occ
Business, Membership, MS No. 4657, F/o 603/MLS Quarters, Punjagutta,
Hyderabad.

20. Saraswati R., W/o R.R. Naidu, aged about 81 years, Occ Business,
Membership MS No. 4372, Rlo Plot No. 51, Siddardha Nagar Colony,
Hyderabad - 500038

...RESPONDENTS/WRIT PETITIONERS

l.A. NO: 2 OF 2026

Petition under Section '15'l CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the Hlgh Court may be pleased to suspend

the order dt. 02.04.2026 passed by Hon'ble Single Judge of this Hon'ble Court in lA

No. 1 of 2026 in WP No. 8748 ol 2026.

l.A. NO: 3 OF 2026

Petition under Section 151 CPC praying that in the circumstances stated in the

affidavit filed in support of the petition, the High Court may be pleased to direct the

Respondent Nos. 1 to 3 herein to recommence and conduct the elections to the

Managing Committee of the Petitioner/Appellant Society in terms of the election

notlfication bearing Rc.No.389/HYD/SCEA/2026 d|. 18.03.2026 from the stage

where it has been stalled/stayed.

Counset for the Appellant: SRI R.N.HEMENDRANTH REDDY, SENIOR
COUNSEL FOR SRI SANNAPANENI LOHIT

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.1 TO 3: SMT. B.MOHANA REDDY,
GP FOR COOPERATION

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.4 & 5: SRI D.V.SITHARAM MURTHY/
SRI A.VENKATESH, SENIOR COUNSEL FOR SRI MAMIDI AVINASH REDDY

Counsel for the Respondent Nos.6 TO 20: -
The Court made the following: COMMON JUDGMENT



IN TIIE HIGTi COT'RT FIOR TIIE STATE OF TEIIINGANA
ATHYDERABAD

TIIE HON'BLE TIIE CHIET'JIJT;TICE SRI APARESH KUMAR SINGH
AND

THE HON'BLE SRT JUSTICE G.M.MOHII'DDIN

WRIT APPEAL IYos. 392 4()0 401 4o.2 and 4O3 of 2o126

DATE: l8 .0A.20,26

W.A. o.392 of 2o26
Between:

The Jubilee Hills Cooperative House Building
Society Limited, .Jubilee Hrlls. Hyderabad,
Rep. by Chairman, Persor-r-incharge Comrnittee,
Sri B. Ravindranath

....Appellant
Ard

The State of Telangana,
Rep. by irs P:incipal Secretail/
and 4 others

...Respondents
W.A.No.zH)O of 2026
Between:

The Jubilee Hr1ls Cooperative House Building
Society Lirnited, Jubilee Hitls, Hyderabad,
Rep. by Chairman, Perscn-incharge Committee,
Sri E.Ravindranath

..,.Appellant
And

The State of Telangarra,
Rep. by its Pnncipa] Secretarl.
ald 5 others

W.A.I{o.rK) I of 2O26
....Respondents

Between:

The Jubilee Hills Cooperative House Buitding
Societv Ljmited, Jubilee Hil1s, Hyderabad,
Rep. by Chairman, Person-incharge Commitree,
Sri B.Ravrndranath

And
....Appellant

The State of Telangana,
Rep. by its Principai Secretary
ani 13 others

....Respondents
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W.A.I{o.zO2 of 2o26

Betweea:

The Jubilee Hills Cooperative House Building
Society Limited, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad,
Rep. by Charrman, Person-incharge Comrnittee,
Sri B. Ravindranath

And

The State of Telalgana,
Rep. by its Principal Secretary
ald I0 others

trLA.No.4O3 26

....Appellant

....Respondents

f
BetweeE:

The Jubilee Hrlls Cooperative House Building
Society Limited, Jubilee Hrlls, Hyderabad,
Rep. by Chairma;r, Person-rncharge Committee,
Sri B.Ravindranat]:

....Appeilant
And,

The State of Teiangana,
Rep. by its Principal Secretary
and 19 others

....Respondents

COMMON JUDGMENT

Since the issues that arise in the above 'rit appeals are

integrally one and the same, the writ appeals are being drsposed of by

this Common Judgment.

2. These five connected wiit appeals are preferred under Clause 15

of the Letters Patent against common interim order dated 02.O4.2026

passed by the learned Single Judge of this Court in I.A No.1 of 2026

in W.P.No.8514 of 2026, i.A.No i of 2026 in W.P.No.8727 ol 2026;
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I.A.No.1 of 2026 in W.P.No.8728 of 2026; I.A.No.2 of 2026 in

W.P.No.8745 of 2026 and I.A.No.1 of 2026 in W.P.No.8748 of 2026.

By the said common interim order, the learned Single Judge allowed

the interlor;utory applicatrons filed in the aforesaid Writ Petitions and

granted interim relief, thereby staying the election process to the

Managing Committee of the appellant-Society, which was scheduled

to be held on 05.04.2O26.

3. For the sake of convenience, the respondents herein, u,ho are

the rvnt petitioners in the respective writ petrtions, shall hereinafter

be referred to as the 'respondents/ writ petitioners'.

4. Heard Sri R.N.Hemendranth Reddy, learned Senior Counsel

representing Sri Lohit Sannapandni, learned counsel for the

appellants; Smt. B.Mohana Reddy, learned Government Pleader for

Cooperatlon appearing for respondent Nos. 1 to 3; Sn D.V.Sitharam

Murthy and Sri A.Venkatesh, Iearned Senior Counsel representing Sri

Mamidi Avinash Reddy, learned counsel for respondent Nos.4 and 5

in W.A.Nos.392, 4O7, 4O2 and 4O3 ol 2026; Sri Vedula Srinivas,

learned Senior Counsel representing Sri M.S.Achyr_rth Bharatwaj,

learned counsel for respondent Nos.4 to 6 in W.A.No.400 oi 2026 and

perused the record.

Factual matrix

5" The appellant-society is a registered Cooperative Housing

Society governed by the provisions of the Telangana Cooperative
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Societies Act, 1964 (hereinafter referred to as the 1964 ActJ Its

objects, inter alia, include carrying on, for the beneflt of its members'

the business of building and of buying, seiling, hiring, letling and

developing of land in accordance with cooperative principles, ard

advancing ioans to its members for construction of dweiling houses'

6. Previous elections to the Managing Committee were held on

27 .O3.2O21 pursuant to orders passed by this Court in

W.P.Nos. 14O99 & 22a64 of 2O2O. By common order dated

O5.O1.2O2l,thisCourtsetasidetheearliervoters'listanddirected

preparation of a fresh list. A reviSed voters' Iist comprising 4960

rnembers was prepared and elections conducted on 2l'O3'2027' The

term of the Managing Committee wa+due to expire on 2l 03'2026

7. In preparation for the ensuing elections, the appellant-Society

published a provisional voters' list ol 09.O2 '2026 containing 4,394

members, excluding 887 members (including the respondents/ writ

petitioners) who were stated to have been disqualified and removed

from membership. The exclusion of the said members was attributed

to their alleged disqualification, including non submission of KYC

documents.

8. Aggrieved by their exclusion, the respondents attempted to

submit objections to the Society and the 2"d respondent-Registrar'

However, objections were not accepted on the ground that only

members could submit objecLions Respondents approached this



Court by hling W.P.Nos.s171 & 5194 of 2026. By interim order dated

23.02.2026, this Court granted liberty to the peLitioners therein to

submit representations to the 2"d respondent-Registrar for inclusion

of their names in the voters'list and directed the Registrar to consider

the same and pass appropriate orders in accordance with law after

afford in g opportunity of hearing.

9. Pursuant thereto, the respondents/writ petitioners submitted

representations dated 25.02.2026, and thc 2nd respondent issued

notices dated 05.03.2026 hxing the hearing for 77.O3.2026. However,

in W.P.No.8514 of 2026, the 2nd respondent had already rejected

their objections by proceedings Rc.No. 1333 / 2026-HG 1 dated

72.03.2026, prior to the scheduled hearing. When the respondents

appeared on 17.03.2026, they were informed that their

representations had already been rejected.

10. Thereafter, separate proceedings dated 18.03.2026 rvere issued

by the 2nd respondent in respect of the petitioners rvho had been

heard on 17.O3.2026, rejecting their objections and directing them to

avail the remedy under Section 76 of the 1964 Act, on the ground that

the questiorr relating to their disqualification and removal from

membership fell within the jurisdiction of the Cooperative. Tribunal.

The said proceedings proceeded on the basls that the petitioners were

no longer continuing as members of the Society and that, u:-rless their
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membership was restored, they could not be treated as valid voters for

inclusion in the voters' list.

11. On the very same day, i.e., 18.03.2026, the State Cooperative

Election Authority issued the Election Notification bearing

Rc.No.389/HYD lSCtrAl2O26, appointing the Eiection Offrcer and

frxing 05.04.2026 as the date of poli for the election to the Managing

Commiltee of the appellant Society.

L2. The appellant Society-, pursuant to the Managing Committee

resolution dated 14. 1A.2O24 , had admitted 27 1 members, whose

inclusion in the voters'list subsequently became the subject matter of

challenge in W.P.No.8745 of 2026. The respondents/writ petitioners

therein a,ileged that the said members had been admitted in violation

of the interim order dated 24.10.2024 passed by this Court in W P'

No.29810 of2024.

13. Aggrieved b]' the proceedings of the 2"d respondent and the

Eiection Notification, the respondents instituted tJle underlying batch

of Writ Petitions seeking inclusion of their names and questioning

inclusion of 271 members. On 02.O4.2026, tine learned Single Judge

allowed the rnterlccutory applications and stayed a1l further

proceedings pursuant to the Election Notification.

14, Aggrieved by the said common interim order dated 02'04'2A26

passed in the underlying writ petitions, the appellant-Society has

preferred the present w-rit appeals.



7

Submissioas on behalf of the appellant-society

15. karned Senior Counsel appearing for the appellant-Society,

advanced the lollowing submissions:

i) That the impugned interim order is unsustainable in law,

inasmuch as the leamed Single Judge has recorded hndings of

a conclusive nature on several disputed questions of fact and

law, which are matters requiring adjudication in th.e main Writ

Petitions.

ii) That, the order has the effect of fina1ly determir-ring sever.al

issues concerning disqualihcation/ removal of 8g7 members,

admission of newly admitted members, and preparation of

voters' list, thereby prejudicin! the appellant not only in the

'"l.rit petitions but also in proceedings before the Cooperative

Tribur-ral under Section 76 and in election disputes under

Section 6l (3) and (a).

iii) That the learned Single Judge rendered such hndings without

there being any counter-affidavit on record either on behalf of

lhe appellant Society or the Cooperative Departrrrent, and

without aflbrding the appellant an effective opportunjty to place

its complete defence on record. According to learned Senior

Counsel, the impugned order has thereby substantially

prejudiced the appellant's defence in the subject Writ petitions

and in other proceedings concerning the Society.
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i") That the learned Single Judge erred in holding that the reasons

assigned in proceedings Rc. No.1333/2O26-HG7 dated

12.03.2026 were irrelevant and disclosed non-application of

mind, as the said proceedings were passed by the

Commissioner for Cooperation while cbnsidering the objections

raised by the concerned persons through their letter dated

09.O2.2026 to the provisional voters' list, including objeclions

relating to the exclusion of 887 members and the inclusion of

the neraly admitted 27 1 members in the voters' 1ist.

v) That Section 21 of the 1964'Act governs disqualihcation and

removal of members, whereas admission of members is

governed by Section 19 read with Section 31-A(1) Section 76

provides a statutory remedy before the Cooperative Tribunal to

a person aggrieved by a decision concerning admission,

disqualification or ::emoval of membership. Therefore, unless

the respondents / writ petitioners succeed in setting aside

disqualification and removal of the Petitioners by the General

Body of the Society way back in the year 2024 or the admission

of 27 1, rnernbers before the competent forum rn challenging

their dlsqualification and removal, they cannot seek inclusion of

their names in the voters'list on the premise that they continue

to be valid members of the SocieqY.
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vi) That Rule 22(6\(d\ of the Telangana Cooperative Societres Rules,

1964 (hereinafter referred to as the '1964 Rules,), does not

contemplate adjudication of complicated or disputed questions

concernrng the validity of membership. According to the learned

Senior Counsel, the jurisdiction of the Commissioner while

considering objections to the voters, list is limited, and the

Commissioner is not required to undertake a roving enquiry

into lhe validity of the General Body's decision under Section 21

or the Managing Committee's decision concerning admission of

mem bers.

vii) That pursualt to the order of this Court dated 23.02.2O26 in in

W.P.Nos.S171 and 5194 of_ 2026, the respcndents/ writ

petitioners were afforded an opportuniry of personai heanng on

17.03.2026. After considering the subrnissions, the

Commissioner passed proceedings dated 1g.03.2026, holding

that the issue relating to removal of membership could not be

adjudicated by him in exercise of the limited jurisdiction under

Rule 22(6)(d) and that the respondents / writ petrtior-rers had to

avail the remedy under Section 76 of the 1964 Act.

viii) That the observation of the learned Single Judge that the

respondents / writ petitioners claim for inclusion of their names

in the voters'list upon submission of KYC d.ocuments, on par

with the 4O members whose names were restored. had not been
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considered, is misplaced. It is contended that the cases of the

respondents,/ writ petitioners and the said 40 members are not

comparable, as the memberships of the latter had already been

restored pursuant to a resolution of the Genera] Body of the

Society, whereas the respondents/ writ peLitioners memberships

had not been so restored.

ix) That the respondents / w-rit petitioners approached this Court

only after publication of the provisional 'roters' list and,

according to the appellant, the nature of the interim relief

sought in theif earlier Writ Petitions, particularly the prayer

seeking deferment/ stay of the election notification,

demonstrates that their proceg:ciings had the effect of stalling

the election process.

x) That the learned Single Judge proceeded on the basis of an

alleged instzrnce of restoration of the membership of one person

in March 2026, along with the memberships of 40 other

persons, despite there being no specific averment in the Writ

Affidavit or supporting materia-l establishing such restoration,

and without affordrng the appellant an opportunity to

controvert the said allegation by hling a counter-affidavit.

xi) That the iear-ned Single Judge proceeded on the premise that

the membership of the said person, along with 40 others, had

been restored by the 2nd respondent/ Commissioner in Ma rch
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2026, and, treating the same as undisputed, held that non-

inclusion of the respondents/writ petitioners in the voters' list

was discriminatory and violaLive of Article 14. The appellant,

however. contends that the respondents/writ petitioners were

not similarly situated to the said 4O members, whose

memberships had earlier been restored pursuant to the General

Body resolution.

xii) That the learned Single Judge, in the impugned interim order,

recorded conclusive hndings that the disqualification and

removal of the respondents/ writ petitioners ."r,ere illegal,

arbitrary and irrational, notwithstanding that the determination

of validi[' of such disqualificatjon, involved disputed questrons

of fact requiring examination of the material and evidence on

both sides. According to learned Senior Counsei, such

questions fall for adjudication before the competent Cooperative

Tribunal under Section 76 of the 1964 Act, which provides the

statutory remedy against a decision taken under Section 21 of

the said Act.

xiii) That prior ro the General Body resolution disqualifying and

removing the respondents / writ petitioners show-cause notices

dated 15.02.2024 were issued to them through registered post

with acknowledgment due, calling upon them to show cause
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before the General Body as to why they should not be

disqualif,red and removed from the Society.

xiv) That the notices were addressed to the known addresses of the

respondents/ writ petilioners maintained in the records of the

Society, most of w-hich were also the addresses disclosed by

them in t}re cause titles of the respective Writ Petitions. Further,

after the General Body passed the resolution, a communication

dated 29.O8.2024, aJong with a copy of the resolution, was also

sent to the respondents / writ petitioners through registered post

with acknowledgment due at the same addresses.

xv) That the respondents/writ petitioners were afforded an

opportunrty to make their rep;esentations before the General

Body anci that the decision of the Genera-l Body was thereafter

duly communicated to them. Learned Senior Counsel contended

that the procedure contemplated under Section 2l of the 7964

Act was duly fcllowed and that the contrary finding recorded by

the learned Single Judge was arrived at u'ithout considering the

aforesaid subrnissions of the appellant-Society lt is further

contended that, in the absence of a counter-afhdavit and

supporting material from the appellant-Society on record, the

learned Single Judge ought not to have recorded conclusive

findings on the validig of the disqualification and removaL at

the interim stage.
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xvii)
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That Section 19 read with Section 31-A(1) of the 1964 Act

empowers the Managing Committee to admit members into the

Society. It is contended that, in its meeting held on 74.1O.2024,

the Managing Committee resolved to admit 271 members,

whose applications, together with the amounts towards share

caprtal and admission fee, had already been received by the

appellant-Society prior to the said meeting, some lhrough

cheques and some through Demand Drafts. According to the

appellant, pursuant to the said resolution, memberships rvere

issued to the said applicants; however, though the resolution

contemplated issuance of 271 memberships, 270 rnemberships

were issued prior to 24.10.2024, while the membership of one

applicant was not issued on account of dishonour of the

cheque.

That the learned Single Judge erred in holding that the

appellant-Society had violated the order dated 18.03.2026

passed by this Court in C.C. No.65O of 2026. Ir is contended

that, by that time, the voters' list was under consideration

before the Commissioner and the direction contained in the said

order lvas also addressed to the Commissioner. Therefore, there

was no occasion for the appellant-Society to have violated the

said order.
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xix)

xx)
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That this Court, by aD ex parte interim order dated 24.10'2024

passed in W.P. No.29810 of 2024, stayed admission of new

members into the Socie ty. It is contended that, immediately

upon coming to know of the said order, the appellant-Society

filed an appiicalion seeking vacation of the same, which is still

pending. According to the appellant, no person was admitted as

a member after 24.10.2024 and all tLte 27O memberships in

question had already been issued pursuant to the Managing

Commrttee resciution dated 14.lO.'2024.

That in the contempt proceedings in C.C. No.65O of 2026, the

appellant-Society specil-rcally contended that the 27O members

had been admitted prior to the order dated 24.1O.2O24 and that

lheir aclmission and share capital amounts had been received

prior to the said order. Upon such submission, the iearned

Single judge in the contempt proceedings directed that the

election notilication shall not include members who were

aCmitted alter 24 .1O.2O24 or whose memLrership fee was

received after the said date.

That 27O members were admitted pursuant to the Managing

Committee resolution dated 14.10.2024, and their admission

and share caprtal amounts had already been received through

Demand Drafts and cheques before the interim order dated

24.1O.2024. Memberships had thus been issued before the said



order. In respect of about 17C members, though the Demand

Drafts were credited to the Society's account subsequently, the

date of such credit could not be treated as the date of receipt of

the membership fee.

xxi) That the learned Single Judge erred in relying on the annual

reports and bank statements to conclude that the membership

amounts of the 27O members were received only after

24.1O.2024. The appellant-Society submits that, though

applications with cheques and Demand Drafts were received

even thereafter, no memberships were granted in compliance

with the interim order. The amounts so received were merely

deposited and separately reflec_ted as 'suspense W? 29810' in

the accounts. Hence, such entries, by themselvr:s, do not

establish that the amounts relating Lo the 27O mernbers were

received only after 24.1O.2024.

xxii) Reliance has been placed upon Section 25(t-A)(c) of the 1964

Act and it is contended that a member who has been a member

of the Society for a continuous period of one year ac:quires the

statutory right to vote. According to the appellant, since the 270

members had been admitted prior to 24.LO.2O24 and had

completed more than one year of continuous memkrership by

the time of the ensuing elections, they were shrurorily entitled

to exercise their right to vote. It is therefore contended that their
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inclusion in the voters' list was lawfu1 ald did not contravene

either the provrsions of the !964 Act or the orders dated

24.10.2024 and 18.03.2026 passed by this Court'

That the hndings of the learned Single Judge regarding the

admission and inclusion of 270 men-rbers in the voters' list were

rendered in violation of the principles of natural justice, as none

of the affected members were impleaded, despite the appeilartt-

Society specifically contending that thelr were necessar)' parties'

At the ieast, some memLrers ought to have been impleaded in a

representative capacity. Nevertheless, the learned Single Judge

recorded conclusive hndings that their admission violated the

order dated 24 .7O.2O24 and their inclusion in the voters' list

contravenecl the order dated 18.03 2O26 in C.C.No 650 of 2026'

without affording tJlem an opportunity of hearing.

That the learned Single Judge erred in hotding that the Writ

Petitions were maintainable on the premise that the

respondentsT'lvrit petitioners right to vote artd to contest in the

elections had been infringed. It is contended that the right to

vote or contest an election, including elections to Parliament

and State Legislatures, is not a fundamental right, but a

statutory right regulated by the governing enactment' According

to learned Senior Cotrnsel, the right to vote or contest an

election to the Managing Committee of a Cooperative Society,
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being a right created and regulated by the 1964 Act, cannot be

elevated to the status of a fundamental right so as to justify

interference under Arlicie 226 of the Constitution on that

ground a1one.

xxv) That the grievances of the respondents/ u,rit petitioners

xxvi)

concerning inclusion or non-inclusion of their nzr.mes in the

voters' list and preparation of the electoral roli are matters

governed by Rule 22 of the 1964 Rules, which, according to the

appellant, constitutes a complete code governing the election

process- It is therefore contended that any grievance concerning

the electoral roll or alleged violation of the procedure prescribed

under Rule 22 ought to be rais_ed by way of an eLection dispute

before the Cooperative Tribunal after declaration of the election

results, in terms of Sections 61(3) and 61(a) of the i964 Act.

That Section 31-B(d) of the i964 Act, mandates that elections to

the Board/ Managing Committee of a Society shall be conducted

before expiry of rhe term of the outgoing Board / Managing

Committee, so as to ensure that the newly elected members

assume office immediately upon expiry of the term of the

outgoing Committee. According to learned Senior Counsel, the

said statutory mandate is akin to and similar in its object to the

constitutional mandate contained rn Article 2432K of tjne

Constitution of India. It is therefore submitted that the
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statutory scheme requires the election process to be completed

within the prescribed period and that the sarne ought not to be

interdicted at an intermediary stage.

That Section 61(3) of the 1964 Act provides that every dispute

relating to, or in connection with, any election to the Committee

of a Society shall be referred for decision to the Cooperative

Tribunal, w-hose decisicn is hnal, while Section 151 (4)

contemplates that such election dispute shall be raised only

after deciaration of the election results. Learned Senior Counsel

would therefore contend ttlat the combined scheme of Sections

31-B(d), 51(3) and 6i(4), read rrvith Rule 22 of t!r-.e 1964 Rules, is

intended to ensure that the. eiection process is completed

without being interdicted at an intermediary stage and that

gi-ievances concerning the electoral roil or other election-rela teci

ir-regulanties are adjudicated through the statutory eleclion-

dispute mechanism after decla-ration of the results.

That the learned Single Judge has neither considered nor

distinguished the judgments relied upcn on behalf of the

appellant Sociely, nor dealt ',rzith the submissions advanced on

behalf of the Socieqv and the learned Government Pleader in the

analysis portion of the impugned interim order. It is contended

that the learned Single Judge proceeded to record the

conclusions primariiy on the basis of the submissions advanced
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xxix)

)o(x)

on behalf of the respondents/ writ petitioners without adverting

to or dealing with the contrary submissions and authorities

relied upon by the appellant.

That notwithstanding that the interlocutory applications had

been finally disposed of by the impugned order, the main Writ

Petitions u,ere directed to be listed on 20.04.2026 for hling of

counters under the caption 'part-heard,. l,earned Senior

Counsel would contend that there was no occasion to post the

matters under the said caption when none of the counsel

appearing for the parties had sought such a course.

That none of the issues raised in the batch ol'Writ petitions

r,varranted interdiction of the election process under Article 226

of the Constitution, particularly when the election had reached

its penultimate stage. It is contended that ali stages of the

election process, including hling and scrutiny of nominations

and allotment of symbols to the candidates, ha<1 already been

completed and that only polling, scheduled for Oi.O4.2O26,

remained to be conducted, followed by counting and declaration

of results on the same day. According to learned Senior

Counsel, interference at such an advanced stage of the election

process wz:.s therefore wholly unwarranted and contrary to the

settled principles governing judicial interference in el€,ctions.
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That the grievances of the respondents/wit petitioners

regarding preparation of the electorai ro11, including non

inclusion of their nan:r.es or inclusion of members admitted in

2024 prior to the order dated 24.10.2O24 in W.P.No.2987O of

2024, are matters amenable to an election dispute under

Sectrons 61(3) and 61(a) of the 1964 Act after declaralion of the

results. Of th€ 887 members removed by the General Body, only

34 approached this Court, and that right from the frling of the

lrrst W.P.No.5171 of 2026, imrnediately after publication of the

provisional voters' Iist on O9.O2 -2026, the respondents / ivrit

petitioners sought to interdict the election process The retief

sought, therefore, was not merely to secure participation in the

election or chalienge their disqualification before the competent

forum, but to stall the eiection process itself.

That the final order d.aIed 12.03.2026 in W'P.No.7417 of 2026

\tras not duly considered while passing the impugned interim

order. The said order directed the Commissioner to consider the

objections submitted by the petitioners therein to the proposed

voters' list and forward the election proposals to the State

Cooperative Election Authority, Telangana, for issuance of the

election schedule. Though the impugned order referred to the

earlier direction regarding consideration of objections, it

overlooked the further direction to proceed with the election



xxxiir)

2t

process. Thus, the impugned interim order staying the elections

is inconsistent with the earlier order of the same learned Single

Judge.

The Iearned Senior Counsel in support of its case has placed

reliance of the following decisions:

a. Jubilee Hills Co-operatiue House Building Societg Ltd u.

Dtstict Collector Co-operation cum Election Authoitgt
(paragraph 12)

b. M.A.Sami Khan u. Distict Collector2
c. Kaushal Kishore and another u. The State of Bihor and

others3
d. Shahi K Jospeh u. V. Visu.tanath and others'' (paragraph

14)
e- Keecheri Seruice Co-operatiue Bonk Ltd u. Ramesh.M.Ms

f. Yodishu.tar Nakka u. The Election Commission of Indiaa
g. Rom Chandra Choudlrury and others u. Roop Nagar Dugdh

Utpadak Sahakai Samiti'Limited and othersT
h. Andhra Pradesh Stote Financial Oorpsoration u.

K.V.Ramana Murthy and anothefi (paragraph 22)
i. Sitarama Marine Fishermen Co-operatiue Societg u.

Commis sioner of Ftshene se

j. Gujorat Uniuersity u. Shrt N.U. Rajguru & Otltersto

Submissions on behalf of the respondeats/writ petitioners

L6. The learned Senior Counsel appearing for the respondents / writ

petitioners have advanced the following submissions:

' 1992 I AndhWR 78ll
2 1992 1ALT6t1
3 2016 2 PLJR 604
I (20 r6) 4 SCC 429
. 2020 1 KHC 167
6W.P.No 34083 of2025 dated I 1.1 1.2025
7 Civrl Appeal No.4352 cf 2026 dated 1O.O1.2026
I 201,7 4 ALT 285
, 2013 SCC OnLine AP 960
'o 1987 {Supp) SCC 5 12
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i) That the orcier dated 18.03.2O26 passed by the 2"'i respondent

and the consequential election notifica'uion dated 18.03.2O26

issued by the 3'c respondent were issued without following the

procedure contemplated under Rules 22(61, 22(71 and 22(8A) of

the 1964 Rules. According to learned Counsel, the manner in

which the proceedings w'ere conducted discloses a pre

determined approach and abscnce of independent application of

mind on the part of the concerned authorities, thereby

rendering their actions contrary to the statutory procedure

governing preparation and certification of the voters' list and

commencement of the election process.

ir) That the provisional voters' iisj was published on O9.O2.2C26,

whereupon the respondents/writ petitioners submitted their

objections on 09.C2.2O26 and 14.02.2026. As no effective action

was taken thereon, the respondents/writ petitioners

approached this Court by filing W.P.Nos.5171 and 5i94 of

2026. By order dated 23.A2.2026, this Court granted liberry to

the responde nts./writ petitioners to submit representations to

the 2"d respondent for inclusion of their names in the voters' list

anci directed that the same be considered, after affordtng an

opportunity of hearing to the respondents/writ petitioners as

well as the Socielv.



iir) That pursuant to the aforesaid order, the respondents/writ

petitioners were issued notices on 05.03.2O26 calling them for

personal hearing on 17.O3.2026. However, when the concerned

respondents/writ petitioners appeared for the hearing on

77.03.2026, they were informed that their represe:rtations had

already been rejected by proceedings bearing Rc.No.1333/2026-

HG 1 dated 1,2 .O3 .2026, even before they were afforded the

opportunitv of personal hearing. Learned Counsel lr-ould submit

that such course of action demonstrates that the

representations were dealt with in a pre-determined manner

and that the opportunity of hearing directed by this Court was

rendered i1lusory.

ir) That despite this Court's direction dated 23.O2.2026 to consider

the respondents / writ petitioners' representations after hearing

them, the 2"d respondent rejected their claims on 1g.03.2O26,

holding that the validity of their disqualihcation and removal

could be adjudicated only by the Cooperative Tribunal under

Section 76 of the 1964 Act. It is contended that the 2"d

respondent thereby failed to discharge his statutory duty under

Rule 22 (6)(d) to consider objections and verify. and certiry the

eligible vorers' list, rendering the impugned orders arbitrary and

contrary to this Court's directions.
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v) That the Constitiitional restrictions goveming interference with

elections under Articles 329 and 243 of lhe Constilution operate

in the context of elections to Parliament' State Legislatures and

loca1 bodies and do not constitute an absolute bar against

judicial review of elections to Cooperative Societies, which are

creatures of statute.

vi) That disqualification or removal of a member merel-v on account

of failure to submit KYM/KYC is not contemplated either under

ttre 1964 Act or uncier the Bye-laws of the appellant-Sociery lt

is contended that no vaiid resolution as contempiated under

Section 21 cf the !964 Aci was passed for disqr'ialification or

removal of the respondents / writ petitioners and that the aiieged

action was neither duly communicated to them nor preceded by

an effective opportunity of hearing.

vii) That the procedlrre contemplated under the proviso to Section

2 1(3) of t-he 1964 Act was not followed in the case of the

respondents/ w-rit petitioners. According to learned Counsel, the

respondents,/ writ petitioners were nelther issued notices calling

uporr them to submit the requisite KYC/ KYM documents nor

communicated any order allegedly disqualifuing or removing

them from the membership of the appellant-Society lt is

therefore contended that, in the absence of compliance with the

statutory proceciure and communication of the alieged decision,
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the respondents/writ petitioners continued to remain members

of the appellant-Society and w.ere consequently entitled to have

their names included in the voters, list.

viii) That: an order which has not been duly communicated to the

person affected cannot be relied upon to divest such person of

an existing right or to produce adverse civil consequences

against him.

ix) That there has been a clear infraction of Rule 22(6) of the 1964

Rules. It is contended that immediately upon passing the orders

disposing of the objections under Rule 22(6)(d), the authorities

proceeded to issue the election notification on the very same

day under Rule 22(8A), without foltowing the intervening

procedural requrrements contemplated under the relevant

provisions of Rule 22. According to learned Counsel, the

statutory procedure was thereby bypassed and the election

process was set in motion without due compliance with the

requiremenrs prescribed under the Rules.

x) That the Election Notification dated 1g.O3.2026 does not

disclose the appointment of the Election Officer and supporting

staff in the manner contemplated under Rule 22(gLlt,liil and (vi).

It is therefore contended that the notification was issued

without compliance with the statutory requirements governing

the constitution of the election machinery_



xi) By placing reiiance upon the submission rnade on instructions

on behalf of .rlee 2"d respondenf- that the procedure

contemplated under Rule 22(7) inad not been followed before

. issuance of the Election Notihcation. According to iearned

Counsel, such submission itself demonstrates non-compliance

with the statutory procedure and, consequently, renders lhe

action of the authorities in proceeding with the election process

arbitrary and vitiated by mala fides.

xii) That the respondents/',ririt petitioners were discriminated

against, as the memtrerships'of 40 similarly situated persons

were restoreci upon submission of KYC documents before

publication of the provisional voters' list, and another member's

membership was altegedly restored in March 2026, while their

requests for restoradon and inclusion in the voters' list were

rejected. Such differential treatment, without a rational basis, is

arbitrary and violative of Article t4 and deprives them of their

statutory right to. vote and, subject to eligibililv, contest the

election.

xiii) That the appellant-Society had earlier approached this Court by

filing W.P. Nos.14099 and 22864 of 2C2O, seeking revision of

the voters' list for inclusion of the names of members who had

been excluded therefrom, and had obtained an order in its

favour. It is therefore contended that the appellant-Sociely



,41

cannot now adopt a contrary stand and oppose the

respondents/ writ petitioners request for inclusion of their

names in the voters' list. According to learned Counsel, such

incorsistent conduct, particularly in the context of the

impcnding elections, demonstrates arbitrariness and mala fides

on the part of the incumbent management.

xiv) That wherever a statute makes communication of an order a

necessary requirement for altering an existing legal status or for

enabling an affected person to avail a statutory remedy, such

order must necessarily be duly communicated to the person

concerned. In the present case, it is contended that the proviso

to Section 2 1 (3) of the i 964 Act_ contemplates communication of

the resolutron and an opportunity to the concerned member to

make a representation before the membership can be brought

to an end by way of disqualihcation or removal. Thus, according

to learned Counsel, communication of the resolution is al
essential requirement before the status of membership can be

treated as validly terminated.

xv) It is settled law that an order not duly communicated cannot

create rights in favour of one party or extinguish existing rights

of an affected person. In the present case, the minutes of the

Annual General Body Meeting dated 29 .09.2024 itself record

that notices to several members wer-e returned unserved. Thus,
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the alleged resolution cf disqualilicati':n and removal was never

effectively ccmmunicateci to the respondents/writ petitioners or

other affected members and, consequently, could not divest

them of their existing membership rights.

xvi) The right to vote under Section 25 of the 1964 Act is a statutory

right available to every eligrble rnember. The respondents/writ

petitioners, along with about 50 similarly placed members,

sought inclusion in the voters'list on the same basis as the 40

members ';;hose rnemberships wi:re reslored upon submissicn

of KYC docume nts; however, their request was declined Since

they were neither vaiidly disqr-ralified nor removed on any

grounci contemplated under th-e i 964 Act, they continue to be

entitled to inciusion in the voters' list and, subject to eligibility,

to exercise their statutory right to vote and contest the election'

xvii) That unless appropriate directions are issued by this Court

restraining the respondents/ writ petitioners from proceeding

with the election without hrst corrsidering the their objections

and representa.tions and determiriing their entitlement to

inclusion in the frnal voters' list, the respondents / writ

petitioners w-ould suffer irreparable prejudice According to

learned Counsei, continuation of the election process without

considering their claims u'ould adversely affect the fairness of
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the electoral process and haye consequential ramihcations on

the affairs and administration of the 4th respondent Society.

Thorrgh the interim order dated 24.1O.2024 in W.p.No.29g10 of

2024 was passed ex parte, the Election Notill:ation dated

18.03.2026 included members admitted after the said order,

contrary to the interim order and the consequential directions

dated 18.03.2O26 in C.C.No.65O of 2026, which specihcally

prohibited inclusion of members admitted after 24.10.2024,

including those whose membership fee was received thereafter.

That W.P.No.8745 of 2026 spe'cifically chalienged the inclusion

of 271 such members in the voters, list. Though the appellant_

Societl r:laimed that they were admitted pursuant to lhe

Managing Committee's resolution dated 14 .LC.2024, the

Society's flnancial records ald Annual Accounts for 2024_2025,

placed be fore the General Body Meeting dated 21.O9.2025,

continued to reflect their share capital in the ,suspense

Account', casting doubt on the validity and timing of their

admission.

The Iearned Senior Counsel in support of its case has placed

reliance ol' the lollowing decisions:

a. Midnapore Peoples Coopratiue Bank Ltd u. Chutilal Nand.a
and othersl l (Paragraphs 9, 15, and 16)

b. K.E.Sthalasai u. Kancherla Venkata Ramano and othersl2

I ' {2OO6J 5 SCC| 399
12 W.A.Nos.338 and 697 ot 2A24 d,ated 27.O2.2025
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c. L. Romaknshn.appa u. Presiding Cfficert:t
d. Tadem. Satisit u. Dstncl Collectorra

e. Election Commission oJ' IrLd.ia u. Asitok Kumarls [Paragraph
32.)

f. Union Teritory of Ladakh u. Jammu and Ko.shmir I'{ational

Conference16
g. Bachhittar Singh u. State of PunjaHz (Paragraph 10)

L State of Punjab u. Amar Si-ngh Harika18, (Paragraph 1 1)

i. Bipromasz Bipron Trading SA u. Bharat Electron'ics

Limitedle, (Paragraphs 30 to 40)
j. CCEv. |,[.M. Rttbber & Co.2a, (Paragraph 13)'

k. U-nion of Inciio u. N. Murugesan2|

Submissioas ou behalf of the respondent Nos.1 to 3 /official

resPondents

17. The learneci Governrnent Pleader appearing fcr the respondelt

Nos. 1 to 3 have advanced the following submissions:

i) That the 277 members were admitted to the appellant-Societ-v"

prior to the interim order dated 24 .1O.2A24 passed by this

Court in W.P.No.2981O of 2024. Il is contended that the

admission fee in respect of the said members had been collected

on or before 14.10.2024 through cheques and demand drafts,

though some of the instruments might have been realised oniy

alter 24.1O.2024.

'' 199 I scc online Kar 423

'' zooz 1+1ALD 328
i5 i2000) 8 scc 2 i6
16 2023 SCC Orrline 1205
- AiR i963 SC 39-<

't atR i965 sc 131
'' !2ot2) 6 scc 384
" 1992 Supp i1l SCC 47i
'l2o22j2scc25
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ir) That anv person aggrieved by the admission of a member under

Section 19 of the 1964 Act has a remedy before the Cooperative

Tribunal under Section 76 of the 1964 Act. Likewise, any

dispute relating to removal of membership under Sections 21

and 23 of the 1964 Act is also amenable to the jurisdiction of

the Cooperative Tribunal under Section 76 of the Act.

iir) That there has been no violation of the order daLecL 24.70.2024

passed by this Court in W.p. No. 2981O of 2O2q, zrs alleged by

the respondents / writ petitioners.

ir) That insofar as the disqualification and removal of members

under Section 21(3) of the 1964 Act are concerned. the validity

and merits thereof fall for cons-ideration before the Cooperative

Tribunal under Section 76 of the Act, and the 2"d respondent

does not have jurisdiction to adjudicate upon or review the

correctness of such removal.

v) That payment of the admission fee is a prerequisite for

admission to membership, whereas collection and payment of

share capital from the members are subsequent to such

admission -

vi) That the failure of the Registrar or the State Cooperative

Election Authority to deposit any amount towards election

expenditure cannot be treated as illegal, since tne Election

Authority had permitted the appellant_society to incur the
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expenditure relating to the conduct of the elections and to pay

remuneration to the staff deputed for election purposes.

vii) That under Rule 22(iiA)(ii) of the 1964 Ruies, the Registrar has

sufficient staff available for deputation for election purposes. It

is further submitted that the State Cooperative Election

Authority is functioning in the same premises as tJle Special

Commissioner for Coc;peration and Registrar of Cooperative

Societies, Telangana, Hycierabad and, therefore. no separate

requisition for cieputation of staff was required to be macie by

the Election Authoriry.

viii) That rn compliance w'ith ihe directions issued by this Court in

W.P.Nos.517i ald 5194 of 2O26, separate orders s'ere passed

by the 2"d respondent on 18.03.2026, alter affording the

respondents/ writ petitioners an opportunity of personal hearing

on 17 .03.2026.

18. We have taken note of the respective submissions urged and the

material placeci on record, tncluding u'ritten submlssions.

Consideration by this Court

Nature of the ImPugaed Ordet and Maintainabllity of the Writ

Appeals

Lg. Before consldering the merits, the preliminary objection

regarding maintainability of the present Writ Appeals and the nature
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of the impugned order dated 02.04.2O26 requires consideratron. The

respondents / writ petitioners' contention that the order is purely

interlocutory and does not constitute a 'judgment' under Clause 15 of

the Letters Patent, as it neither finally adjudicates the parties' rights

nor determines their obligations, but merely grants an interim

measure pending fina1 adjudication, cannot be accepted, as the test

lor determining whether an interlocutory order constitutes a

'judgment' for the purposes of Clause 15 of the Letters Patent is no

longer res integra.

20. ln Shcrh Babulal Khit4ii o, Jagoben D. Kanla22, the Honbie

Supreme Court held that the expression 'judgment' occurring in

Clause 15 of the Letters Patent had a wider connotation than the

expression 'judgment'as defined under Section 2(9) of the CpC. It has

held that an interlocutory order may constitute a judgment where-it

possesses characteristics of hnality and adversely affects a valuable

right of a party directly and immediately, not merely indirectly or

remotely. The said relevant portion of the decision is extracted

hereunder:

773. Thus, under the Code of Ciul Procedure, a iudaruent
the reasons and qrounds for a decree oassed bu a court Asa

dqment constitutes the reclsons for the decree it fo outs as a matter of
course that thE iu must be a foinal ad iudica u.thich
conclusiuelq deteflnines the rtqhis of the parties uith reqcLrd to al! or
anu of the mqtter.s in controuersq. The conceot o a ment as
define d bu the Code o Ciuil Procedure seems to be rather nanout qnd
the lintitattons enqrafted bu sltb-section 12) of Sectio ar,not bec

h slc

t' 
1198t1 + scc 8

rte tnto the de nitton o the as s

consists of
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15 of tle Lettels Dqte-nt becquse the lette.s Datent ll.1s
aot used the te t'ft1-s rd-et' or "decree LUhere The

tntention, there the qiue:s ot tiV lettels odtent was thqt the uord

finqlitu
Judgment can be of three ktnds

edI

" iudament' shou receu)e d much wider qnd mo re lib e ral i nt e rp retatio n
than the uord "iudqmento used in the Code of AaL Procedure. At the
same time, it cannot be said ihat ang order possed b! q trtql Judge
uould amount to a tudEnent; otherutise th.ere wi! be no end to the
number of orde.s uhich utould be appealabte under tle letters patent.
It seems to us tluTt tlle uord "iudoment' has undoub u aco faceo of

fore. of

it- a broader and not a nariower sense. In other words, a

(3) lntenaediary or interlocutory judgment.- Most of the
tnterloattoru crders uthich contatn ttLe qualitu of finqlitu are clearlu
spectfied in claus s ld ta lwt of OrCer 43 Rule i. qnd ve alreadu been
h.etd bu us to be iudaments within the meaninq of th.e lelTers Datent

bie. Tl'e re nay also be inte .ocutory ard,ersqn t re
which are not couered bg Order <3 Rule 1 bttt which also possess ilg
haracteistics Gnd. t nos of fittolitu in that, the orderslno4

adverselu affect a uo.'luable noht of the oartu or decide an- unDortqnt
qspect of tle irk;l in ar, anrcill<zru _pr-pgECdtrfg

(Emphasis supplied)

21, The said principle was reiterated and exPlainecl in Midnapote

Pecples' case (srjpra 20) w-hereio the I{on'ble oaupreme Cou-rt

classified interlocutory orders into different categories. The said

relevant portion oi the decision is extracted hereunder:

75. Inteim ordersT tntetlocutory orders passed during the Pendencg
of a case, fal! under one or the other of the follouLLng categories
(i) Orders wh-ich ftnLtllg dectde a question or rssue in controuet'sg in

the matrl ca-se.

fti) Orders uhich ftnaltg decide an issue which moteriotlg and
di,rectiA alfects the flnaL dectsion in the main co.se.

(tii) Oders uthich f.nollg decide a coltaterql issue or Elestion which
is ttot the subjeci matter of *tp mo.in .ose.

(iu) Routine orders uthich are possed to fqcilitate the progress oJ the
cqse ti|. its a)lman-ation in the rtnql judgment.

(u) Orders which may caltse scme inconuenience, or some prejudice
to a paig, but u,hich da not.finaitA detetnine tfg rights and
obligations of th.e parties.

22. In vieiv of the aforesaid principles, the nornenciature of an order

as 'intennl-'or 'interlacx,L:ory' is not deterrriinative; its substance. effect

alri consequences -inl:.st bt: examtned '-.J ascertain lvhelher it bears
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the trappings of finality on an issue materially affecting the parties'

rights. Tested on this principle, the impugned order cannot be treated

as a routine interlocutory order. By allowing the interlocutory

applications, the learned Single Judge stayed the election process of

the Managing Committee of the appellant-Society, which had reached

its penultimate stage, with polling scheduled for 05.O4.2O26, thereby

bringing the election process to an immediate halt.

23. More importantly, while granting interim relief, the learned

Single Judge recorded hndings on matters formrng the very

foundation of the pending Writ Petitions, including the validity of the

disqualification and removal under Section 21 of the 1954 Act, the

procedure foilowed by the General Body, the inclusion of 27 O

members in the voters' list, the alleged violation of the order dated

24.1O.2024 in W.P.No.298 70 of 2024 and subsequent proceedings in

C.C.No.65O of 2026, and the exercise of power under Rule 22(6)(d) of

the 1964 Rules. These frndings directly affect the rights and

contentions of the parties and may prejudice the final adjudication.

The order also has immediate consequences for the 27O affected

members, who were not impleaded in the proceedings.

24. Further, the prejudice to the appellant Soi:iety is also

accentuated by the fact that the term of rts elected Managing

Committee expired on 20.O3.2026, while the election process lr.hich

had already cr:mmenced pursuant ro the notificaticn dated
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i8.O3.2026 has been inf-erdtc:teci at *il e stage immediately preceding

polling. The consequence is that the election process has been stailed

at a stage when the statutory requirement of conducting elections

before expiry of the term of the outgo rg Managing Committee

assumes significance unrier Section 31-B(d) of the i964 Act.

25. in K. V. Ramana Murthg's case (supra 8), this Court, hel<i that

an interlocutory order causing grave prejudice anC directly affecting a

valuable right may constitute a 'judgment'. The said relevant portion

of the decision is extracted hereunder:

22. The lau laid dowa, in the aforesaid iudgments, s thr:t, euen where
trc inteim order passed bu the-]gqJ4ed Sinale iudae doe:s not finallu
decide an zssue. but ;nGteia-llu and dir ecttti flects the otDell . it can
be arded nt un 15 o the r Pc.tent as it
affects the vital and valuable iqhts oi the oanltes and causes senous
ini,tsttce to them. The order under opp"ea!, wherebg the appellants hatte
been. directed to cottinue the respondent-Lurit peti-aoners beuond t.he

statulortlg prescribed age of superannuation oi' 58 gears. would
undoubtedlg cause substqntial prejudice to tLLe appe\tant as tteg are
reEi.ed to continue, in the seruices of tte Corporation, euen ttnse
emplogees'oho hque retired fron sentice. We see no reasort therefore,
to non suit the ,ap?ell.ant oR thrs ground.

(Eneha.sis supplrcd)

26. Applying the aforesaid piinciples, the impugned order is not a

mere procedural or routine interlocutory order. It directly affects the

election process, materia,lly impacts the rights of the appellant-Society

and members vrhcse electoral status is in issue, and records findings

on matters centrai to the pencling Writ Petrtions. It therefore bears

sufficient trappings of finaligv on issues matei-ially affecting the

parties' rights and is, lherefore, amenable to appeal under Clause 15

of the Letters Patent.
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Interference sdth Election Process at Intermediary Stage

27. In the present case, it is relevant to observe as to whether the

learned Single Judge was justihed in interdicting the election process

at the penultimate stage, when the election notihcation had already

been issued and polling was scheduled to be held on 05.04.2026. The

legal position regarding judicia-l interference with an ongoing election

process is well settled. Once the election process has corrmenced, a

Constitutional Court should ordinarily refrain from interferrng

particularly where the statutory scheme provides an efficacious

remedy for adjudication of election disputes after declaration of the

results.

24. In lV.P. Ponnuswanni u. Returnlng Officer, Namakko,l

Constidrcncy?3 and Shri Sant Sad.guru Janardqn Stoami a. Stdte

oJ Maharashtra2+, the Honble Supreme Court held that Courts

should ordinarily refrain from interfering with the electoral process

once it has commenced, including at intermediate stag€rs such as

preparation and finalisation of electoral rolls. This principle has also

been consistently applied to elections under the 1964 Act. In Ch-

Srinirras Rao a. Distrlct Collector/Electlon Authoritgps this Court

held that Rules 22 constitutes a complete code governing the election

process. ln Gudload.a Cooperatiue tJrban Bank Ltd.. u. Sheik

" AIR 1952 sc 64
" (2oo 1) 8 scc 509
'z5 2oo7 (3) ALD -:97
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Mahqboobi26 this Cotlrt held that disputes relating to erroneous

preparation of voters list can appropriately be adjudicated in an

election petition on the basis of evidence adduced by parties anci in

Kortta Siualah a. Gor]tr,rnment oJ A'P.27 t]nis Court held that

grievances relating to illegal; inclusion or exclusion of voters fali

within the ambit of Section 61 (3) of the 1964 Act.

29, 7n Nanhoo Mal a, Hlrrr MaPB, the Hon'ble Supreme Court held

that the right to vote oi- to stand for election is a creature of starute

and that the remecl;,r against arl eieclion rnust l:e pursued in the

manner prescri-bed by the statute The Court accordingly disapproved

interference at an intermediate stage where the statute provided a]i

election remedy after completion of th_e process.

30. It 1s to be noted that the statutory scheme governing the

present elections a.ssumes significance in this regard. Section 3 1-B(d)

of the 1964 Act requires that electrons to the Managing Committee be

conducted before expiry of the term oi the outgoing Committee so that

the neu.iy elected body can assume office immediately upon expiry of

the existing term. The eleclion notification dated 18.O3.2026 hxed

05.04.2026 as the date of potl. Therefore. the election process had

already substa:rtially progressed by the time the impugned interim

order came tc be Passed.

r'2009 (t) AL"t '174
r' 20 13 {4) ALT 26s
r3 (197"6) 3 scc 21 i
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31. Equally significant is the statutory remedy contained in

Sections 61(3) and 61(a) of the 1964 Act. Sectlon 61(3) provides for

adjudication by the Cooperative Tribunal of every dispute relating to

or in connection with an election to the Commrttee of a Society, while

Section 61(4) contemplates reference of such dispute after declaration

of the election results. Thus, the statutory scheme itself postpones

adjudication of election disputes until the election process has

culminated.

32. In the present case, the grievances of the respondents/writ

petitioners primarily concern their.exclusion from the voters, 1ist,

inclusion of 270 members therein, consideration of objer:tions under

Rule 22(6)(d), and alleged procedural violations in the election

process. These issues are integrally connected with the election anC,

as contended, fall within the statutory election-dispute mechanism

under Sections 61(3) and 61(a) of the 1964 Act.

33. Further, the dispute relating to the eligibility of the 27O

members itself involves questions of fact concerning the date and

manner of their admission and the receipt and realisation of the

requisite arnounts. Such questions, particularly u,hen disputed by the

parties, are more appropriately examined in proceedings where the

parties have the opportunity to adduce evidence. The material placed

before us also records the submission that such disputes cannot
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appropriately be subjected to a rovirig cr substa-ntive enquiry in the

summary proceedings under Rule 22{6'tldi.

g4. Moreover, the provisionai voters' list was published on

Og.02.2026 and the elecLion nolification issued on 18 O3'2O25, f'xng

the poll for 05.O4.2025. By the time the impugned interim order dated

02.04.2026 was passed, hling and scrutiny of nominations and

allotment of symbois had been completed, and the election had

reached its penuilimate stage. In rhese circumstances' having regard

to Sections 31-B(d). r:1(-l) and 51(a) of the 1954 Act arrd Rule 22 cf the

1964 Rules, the gnevances of the respondents/writ petitioners could

appropriately be adjudicateC by the competent Cooperative Tribunal

io an election dispute a-fter declaration cf the results. The avaiiability

cf such efficacious statutory remedy, coupled with the advanced stage

of the election, milita.tes against its interdiction under Article 226 ot

the Constitution.

Scope of Rule 22l6lldl of the 1964 Rules

35. The learned Single .Judge has proceeded on the premise that

Rule 22(6)(dJ of the 1964 Ruies contemplates "substantive

adjudication of objecticns" and that *re 2'd respondent-Registrar

failed to discharge the mandatory duty cast ttpor him under the said

provision. The said finding, in our considered view, requlres

examination in the context of the scope and ambit of Ruie 22(6)(d) '

36. Rule 22(6) of the 196+ Rules reads as foilows:
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22. Conduct of Elections to the Co-opetaflue Socisties
6) Voters List:
@) 'fhe incumbent Managlng Conmittee / person In charge ()ommittee
/ Official Administrator(s)/ Adhoc Committee of the societg sholll
prepare ond publish tLLe list of members eligibte to uote on the notice
board of the societg. It slrr:,ll indicate the Sl. No., Admission
NunLber/ General Number, Date of Admission, Name of member,
Father's Name, Vitlage / Locality, Age, Commwlitg. Sex (Male/ Female)
along with the passport size photo of the member votel. prouded thcjt
in respect oJ Primory Agiculturat Cooperallve Credit Societtes, Large
Sized Cooperatiue Societies, Farlners Serutce Cooperatiue Societies and
Cooperahue Rural Banks, the hst shall be prepared_ Reuenue Village
wise ond terttoiql Constifitencg wtse as indicated in RuIe 22_A(3)(i)l
(b) The incumbent Managing Committee / person In charge C:ommtttee
/ OlfiaaL Administrcltor(s)/ Adhoc Committee of the soctety of the
socte,tg shall nuite the claims or objections from the members.
(c) Tle incumbent Managlng Committee / person ln charge Cornmittee /
Offi.cial Administrator(s)/ Adhoc Committee of te societg shall
communicate the ltst of members eli@bte to uote ta the Regiitrar forueif catio n and ap p ro u al.
(d) Regtstrar after due uei,fication and duly calling for the cbjections
shalL certiJg the eligible uoters list afi.er necessary coftections so that it
confirms to the proutsions of the Act, Rules and Gouemment directions
issued iJ cLng in this regard.
(e) 

-TLe 
incumbent Managing Committee / person In charge Committee

/ Offcial Administrator(s)/ Adhoc Committee of the societg shcllt submit
eliqble uoters list of the societg dulg approved and. cirt)fied Ug the
Regtstrar olong uith the proposals specified in sub-rule (1) to the State
Cooperatiue Elecfion Authoitg.

A plain reading of Rule 22(6)(d) shows that the Registrar,s role

verify the eligible voters' list, consider objections and make

necessarv corrections to ensure compliance with the Act, Rules and

Government directions_ However, the provision does not confer

adjudicatory iurisdiction to conclusivery determine disputed questions

of membership, disqualification or removal, particularly where such

determination involves disputed facts and evidence.

37. The distinction between verification of the voters list and

substantive adjudication of a dispute concerning membership is

material. The power under Rule 22(6)(d) is exercised in the course of

the election process and is intencied to ensure the voters, list



42

conforrns to statutory requirements. It cannot be construed as

conferring p1enary jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the va.lidity of

antecedent decisions relating to admission, di.squalification, or

removal.

38. In K.V. ViJagakumar u" The Joint Registrar of Co'operatiue

Societie*e, the High Court of Keraia held that Returning Officer may

conduct a summary enquiry onl1' where objections are specific and

definite against individual members a:rd capabie of verification witi

reliable materiai, but is nct expected to undertake a roving enquiry.

The said relevart portion of the decision is extracted hereunder:

16. ... The pouter to con-slder tle obJecttons hczs been conferred on the
Retllrr,ing Officer olone. There is nothing in the A-ct or Rules to shou)

thct he cclil delegate or abdicole his funcfans in iauour of ang
authoitg of the, Soctetg. The Returnifiq Officer is reouired to a-ue hts

own ruhnq on the obiectian. He cannol rule out anu obiection or sustain
it arbttrqilu. In order to arriue at a Drooer decisron it is onen t-o him to
conduct a summant en(luifll to be satisfied about the sustuinabilitu or
otherutise a theobiection.B,fe can do so onlu if tte ob iechons are
soectfic and detin-ite @o,ainst each indi I m-ernber uhich can be

subpcted to uerifi.catton with reliab Ie mateials thnt mau be made
auailabLe to him bu tle obiectors qnd the authoities of the Societu. He

(ErlPhasis suqPlied)

39. Similarly. in Rabi U,rrramrlhesuto;rd Rao u. The Sto'te oJ

A'adhra Pradesh:o, this Court heici that the Election Officer is not

required to coaduct an eiahcrate enquiry. ln the prese4t case, the 2rd

respondent-Registrar, while considering the ob,jections, held that the

vaiidity of the respondents,/writ petitioners' membership,

disqualihcalion and removal could not be adjudicated in proceedings

t"lqgo(r)rutzs:
'" 2ois 16) ALT 81

is not expected tc nlake q rouino enquiru.
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under Rule 22(6)(d\. Such al approach cannot be treated as failure to

discharge his statutory duty. Whether the disqualif-rcation and

removal w'ere va1id, whether the procedure under Section 21 of the

1964 Act was followed, and whether the Society,s decision is

sustainable are matters requiring adjudication on the relevant record

and, where disputed, evidence. The statutory scheme provides an

appropriate remedy before the Cooperative Tribunal under Section 76

of the 196a .A,cr.

40. The limited function of the Registrar under Rule 22(6)(d) must

be distinguished from the adjudicatory jurisdiction of the competent

forum over disputed questions of membership, disqualification or

removal. The learned Single Judge's hnding that Rule 22(6)(dl requires

'substantive adjudication of objections,, and that the Registrar failed

in his duty by declining to adjudicate the validity of the

respondents / writ petitioners' disqualification and removal, cannot be

sustained.

Disqualification and Removal of Members under Section 21 of the

Act

41. The respondents/ writ petitioners contention that their

disqualificatron ancl removal from the appellar-rt-Society are illegat on

the ground rhat the procedure prescribed under Section 2i of the

7964 Act $as not followed, that no notices were sen/ed upon them
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and that they were not afforded an opportunity of ma-king a

representation before the General Body, does not ment acceptance.

42. Section 21 of the 1964 Act deals with disqualification for

membership of a Society. Sub-section (3), as substituted by the

A-P.Co-operative Societies (Second Amendment) Act, 20O1 (Act No.22

of 2OOl), states hereunder:

27. Disqualtficqtion lor membershiP ol societg,-
(1) A person shatt be disqualified for being admitted as, and for being a
nter.be-, if he --

(a) is aa applicant to be cdjudtcqted an irrsoluent or is an o!
societA insoiuent, or

[(aa) is not et-igibLe for membership under Sectton 19N

(b) has been sentenced for ang glfence inuolving nLoraL turpitude,
stich sentence not hriuing been reuersed and q penod of .three

Aeqrs tl<1s not elopsed fronL the dcte of th-e elpir@tion of the
sentence; or

lc) is a pad enlPlogee of the societA ar of s rtnancing bank or of
qnA societA for uhich it is the fnanctng bank; or

id) has been expelled from mem.bership under this Act an-d. a
period of one Aear has rnt elopsed from the dqte of such
e-rpLitsion; [or]
[(e) is carrytng on business of such kind as the ReEstrar mag, by
general or speaal order, declore to be a business whtch is in
conJltct uith tle obiects or interests of the societg:l lor
(fl as such membet .faiLs to tra.nsqct such minimum bu'siness or
utltise minimum services or fortlities in a gear as mag be

specified ift the bAe lanas; or in respect of Hou'sing societies iJ the
member sol,i out the plot alloted to himl her; or

@) faits to ttttend tluo consecutiue annual general bodg mo'etin'gs

urithout leaue cf absence; o,
(h) fa .s to gtue Lnfcmo-tion releuant to him ta the societA as
speciled in the bVe-ldlxs:l

!(ij ts/uas a dtrector or rl'Lem.ber of the Mqrlagtng Commitlee oJ'

tle socieqj u.thich fails to handouer all the records of tlle societA
to the successor Managing CommitTee.i

(2) The prouisions of clause (b) of sub-section (1) shaLl not qPplA to a
person seeking admts-sion to, or to a member of, a societg exclusivelg

formed for the r"ctamation of such ctass oi persons [as mag, from hme

tc time, be notified bg the Gouemment Ln th,e Tblangana Gozette.l The
prouisions of clause (c) of sub-section (1) shaL| not aoplg to a person
seekin-g admtssion tc, or to a member of-

(i) .t sccietA uhich has as its pnncipal object the proasion
of en-plogment ta its members; or
(iii such. other soctetq o.s mcg be prescnbed

/'
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l(3) uhere anu Derso n, uho is not elioibte for beinq admitted as member
@ been qdmitted (E member or uhere the member who is
disqualified to con ttnue as Suclt under sub-section lll is continued. cts
member, he sholl be remoued bu the General bodu on is own motion or
on a re,D resentation made to itb1l anu member ofa socle tl1 or its federal
societu or tts firutncinq bank:

Provtded that no mem shaLl be re under this tion
!nl919-fLe lad ctn Dortunitu of maki a reoresenta non inst the
Proposed achon. A coDU of the resolution remo uino the merLber shall be
communicqted to such De rson and on such untcation, he shalt be
deemed to haue cea"sed to be a member the societu.lo

(Emphasis supptied)

43. The materral on record shows that show-cause notices dated

75.02.2024 were sent by registered post to the respondents, known

addresses available in the Society's records, calling upon them to

submit their explanation ald appea{ before the General Body. After

the General Body's decision, communication dated 29 .Og.2024

enclosing the resolution '*'as also sent to the same addresses. While

acknowledgments were received in 
-respect 

of some notices, some

postal articles r,r,ere returned for various reasons. The subsequent

communication enclosing the resolution was like\ /ise addressed to the

best known address of the members.

44. ln N" Paraestodran tJ/a:nl u, G. Kd.r./.(Irpr, the Hon,ble Supreme

Court, recognised the statutory presumption under Section 27 of the

General Clauses Act where a notice is correctly addressed and sent by

registered post. The principle, though rendered in the context of the

statutory provision then under consideration, lends support to the

general proposition that dispatch of a notice try registered post to the

correctly recorded address cannot, in the absence of circumstances

'' 1zo tz; s scc '737
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rebutting the statutory presumption, be equateci with non-

communication merely because the addressee disputes actual receipt'

45. The amendment to Section 21{3) by Act No.22 of 2O01 vested

the power to remove members in the General Body. ln Sltaramo

Marlne Iiishennen Co'operatiue Societg/s case (Supra 9) the Honble

Supreme Court has heid Rule 20 bccame redundant foliowing the

amendment, as subo::dinate iegislation cannot opei'ate contrary to the

parent statute.

46. The statutory requirement r-i11cle r Section 2 1(3) is that ihe

concerned member be affordc:d ar, oppcrtunity oi representation artd

the resolution be communicated. On i"he material available, the

appellant-Sociew complied with thes€ requirements'

47. At the same time, \^,-hether the individual respondents / writ

petitioners were rightll' disqualified under Section 21(1), whether the

factuai basis for sucti disquz ification existed, and whettrer the

Sociery tbliou,eo r-he prescribed procedure are matters requiring

examination of records and, involve disputed questions of fact Such

issues cannot appropriatelv be adjudicated in a summary proceeding

under Articie 226, particolarll' when a specific appellate remedy is

available under Section 75 of the i964 Act.
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Admission of 27O Members and Alleged Violation of Court Orders

48. The respondents/writ petitioners challenge the inclusion of 270

members as being in violation of the interim order dated 24.1O.2024

in W.P.No.2981.O of 2024 and the subsequent order dated 1g.O3.2026

in C.C.No.650 ol 2026. However, the material on record indicates that

the Managing Committee, on 14 .\O.2O24, resolved to adrnit 27 I

members whose applications and requisite amounts had been

recerved prior to the said meeting, some through cheques and olhers

through Demand Drafts. Pursuant to the resolution, 27O

memberships were issued before 24.10.2024. The ex parte rnlerirn

order dated 24.7O.2024 restrained further admissions, against which

the Society filed a petition seeking vacation of the c,rder, which

remains pending. No membership was granted after 24.\a.2024.

49. Further, the distinclion between the date on which applications

and payment instruments were tendered/ received and the date on

u'hich the amounts were actually realised and credited must be

maintained. The appellant contends that the payments r,r.ere r.eceived

before 24.70.2024, tlnou,gh some were credited subsequently. The

official respondents also state that the admission fee'aas collected on

or before 14.7o.2024, while some instruments may have been reaiised

thereafter. 'lhe respondents rely on the financial records to contend

that the amounts remained in a 'S,spens e Account' a''d lrere realised
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only after 24.lC.2024. Therefore, lhe ptecise date ol

receipt/ realisation gives rise tc a disputed questicn of fact.

50. Such a disputed questron assumes significance in the context of

the order dated i8.03.2O26 passecl in C-C.No.650 ol 2026, whereby

the election notification was direc l.ed not to be issued with a vcters'

iist containing members admitted after 24 -1O.2O24 or rnembers whose

rnembership fee was received after lhe said date. The scope and efiect

of the said direction have necessarily to be examined with reference to

the actual dates of admission and receipt of the relevart amounts.

51, Nevertheless, insofar as th€ date of admission is concerneci, the

mater-ial presentll,' piaced before Cris Court ;ndicates that lhe 270

memberships were issued pursuarft to the Managing Committee

resolution dated 14.10.2Q24 and prior to the interim order dated

24.1A.2024. The mere fact that some of the instrurrents were credited

or realised by the Socie$'s bank subsequentl-v r,r'culd not, by itself,

esrablish tha.t the memberships themselves ll'ere granted after the

interim orcier.

52. Section 25(t--A)(c) of the 1964 Act provides for the right of a

member to vote upon completion cf one year of continuous

menrbership. The appellant Society ccntends that, since Llne 27O

members hari been admit'ied prior to 24 -iO.2024 and had completed

more than one -!'ear of mernberstrip by rhe date of the ensuing

elections, their wei'c eligibie to exercise their statutory right to vote'
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53. It is also relevant that the order dated 1g.03.2026 in

C.C.No.650 of 2026 restrained inclusion in the election notification,

members admitted after 24.10.2024 or whose membership fee was

received thereaJter. The appellant-Society disputes that any such

members were included in the voters, list. Whether subsequent

realisation or credit of the instruments constituted .recezpf, of the

mernbership fee, and consequently whether inclusion of the 2ZO

members violated the orders of this Court, invoives disputed

questions of fact. These issues cannot appropriately be conclusively

determined in the present proceedings, particularly when the election

was at an advanced stage and the affected members were not

impleaded. In the absence of complete adjudication ol these disputed

facts and without affording the affected members an opportunity of

hearing, the learned Single Judge was not justihed in conc.lusively

holding that inclusion of the 270 members vioiated the orders dated

24.7O.2024 and 18.O3.2026.

Noa-Implea.l"'ent of Affected parties and Violation of principles

of Natural Justice

54. The respondents/writ peritioners challenged the inclusion of

270 members vvithout impleading them as parties. It is a fundamental

principle of natural justice that a person whose rights are likely to be

adversely affected must be afforded an opportunity of hearing, as held

rn Fertilizers & Chemicals bannncore Ltd.. a, Region-al Director,
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ES,I(F2. Any hnding in respect oi the 27O membe rs that their

arlmission was contrary to ihe order Caled 24.70.2024 passed in

W.P.No.29810 of 2024 or that their inclusion was impermissible

would directly affect their subsisting mernbership nghts ald statutory

right to vote thereby affecting their rights, without affording them an

opportunity of hearing irr compiiance with the prii'rciples of Natural

iustice.

55. ln Jttbilee llilts Co'opetattte House Bullding Socletgis case

(supra 1), this Court held that disputes involving contentious

questions of fa-ct concerning adrirission of members and their

inclusion in the voters' list cannot appropriately be ad,judicated in the

absence of the affected parties. The said principie was afhrmed by the

Division Bench in M"A. Sami Khanb case (supra 2).

56. The 27O members were neither r-rnidentified nor indetermina'-e;

therr names, rnembership numbers and dates of admission were

reflecteci in the ','oters' list relied upon by the resrondents/ writ

petitioners. They could, therefore, have been impleaded individually

or, at ieast, in a representative capacity. Nevertheless, the learned

Single Judge recorded findings adverse to them, holding that their

admission violated the order dated 24.10.2024 in W.P.No.2981O of

'2024 arrd. their inclusion in the voters' list contravened the order

dateci 1E.03.2026 in C C.No.650 of 2026. Such hndings directly affect

r' {2oo9t 9 scc 485
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their membership and right to participate in the elections, without

affording them an opportunity of hearing.

57. The non-impleadment of the affected members coupled with the

recording of hndings directly prejudicial to their membership and

voting rights, therefore assumes signihcance not as a mere technical

defect but as a matter implicating the fundamental requirement of fair

hearing.

Nature ofthe Right to Vote in Cooperative Society Elections

58, The learned Single Judge appears to have proceeded on the

premise that the right to vote and the right to contest elections to the

Managing Committee of a Cooperative Society are F.undamental

Rights. Such premise is legally un-sustainable. Neithei right is a

Fundamental Right; both are statutory rights operating in distinct

helds. While the right to vote enables an eligible member to exercise

his llanchise under the statutory scheme, the right to contesr is a

distinct right subject to the qualihcations, eligibility conditions and

disqualifications prescribed by the statute, rules and bve-laws.

59. In Shrt N.U. RaJguru (supra 1O), the Hon,lcle Supreme Court

held that the right to vote, contest or challenge an election is a

statutory right and, where the statute provides a specific forum for

election disputes, the aggrieved person must pursue that remedy. In

the present case, the respondents,/ u.rit petitioners, claimed

entitlement to participate in the election arises onlv under the 1964
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Act and the Rules, an<i is subjr:ci: tc the prescribed conditions of

membership, eligibililr, and disquahfication. Mere exclusion from the

voters' list, therefore, does not transfcrm the dispute into one

involving enforcement of a Fundamental Right. Therefore, the learned

Single Judge erred in treating the statutory rights to vote and contest

the election to the Managing Comnrittee as Fundamental Rights and,

on that basis, invoking Articie 226 despt.le the specific statutory

mechanism available for resoluticn of election dispuLes.

Ellicacious Alternative Remedy under Seetions 6113f and 6114l of

the 1964 Act

60" Sectior-r 61(3) of l,he 1964 Act prcvides that every dispute

relating to, oi in connection with, ariy electlon tc the Committee of a

SocieLy shall be referred fcr decision to ttre Cooperative Tribunal,

whose decisiorr sha-ll be hnal. Section 61(4) further stipulates that no

such election dispute shali be referred until after the date of

Ceclaration of the electicn results.

61. The scheme of Secticns 5l (3) and 67{4l,. rcad wit'h Section 31

B(d) of the 19b4 Act, is intendeci to ensure that disputes arising in

conneclion with an eiection do not operate to arrest or deraii the

electoral process a.nd that the election is compieted in accordance

with the statuiory ttmetable. Thereforc, rJre legislative scheme,

contemplates adjuciication of eiec:tion disputes after declaration of the
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results, rather than interruption of the electoral process at an

intermediary stage.

62. The grievances of the respondents/writ petidoners concern

exclusion lrom the voters'list, inclusion of certain members, validity

of membership and disqualification, and the consequential

entitlemenl to participate in the election. These issues are directly

connected with the election and fal1 within the scope of an election

dispute under Section 61(3) of the 1964 Acr. Accordingly, the

respondents/ writ petitioners have an efficacious statutory remedy

under Section 61(4) to raise such grounds before ihe Cooperative

Tribunal alter declaration of the election results.

63, In the present case, no exce-ptional circumstance has been

demonstraled warranting interference to halt the ongoing election

process. The grievances of the respondents/ writ petitroners can be

effectively adjudicated through an election dispute before the

Cooperative Tribunal under Sections 6i(3) and 61(a) of the 1964 Act.

The availatrility of this efficacious statutory remedy militates against

interference under Article 226 at the intermediary srage. Therefore,

the learned Single Judge ought to have declined to stay the election

process, and the impugned interim order cannot be sustained.

The Mandate of Section 31-B(dl ofthe 1964 Act

64. Section 3 l-B(d) of the 1964 Act mandates that elections to the

Board/ Managing Committee of a Society shall be conducted before
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the expiry of the term of the exis .ng Mana.ging Committee, so as to

ensure that the neu''ly elected nembers assume off,ice immediately

upon expiry of the t-erm of the outgoillg Conlmittee.

65. The aforesaid statutorv mandate is intended to ensure

continuity in the riemocratic and representatil/e administration of a

Cooperative Society and to prevent the continuation of an outgoing

Managing Committee beyond its prescribed tenure. Though Article

2432K of the Constitution embociies a- similar constitutir.rnal principle

irr the context of coc-rpelative socteties, the present rr'latter is governed

by tJ.e specihc statutory rnandate cohtalred in Section 3 i-ts(d) cf the

1964 Act,."vhrch rematns binding upcn lhe authorities concerned.

66. In the present case, the Mana$irig Committee of the appellant

Society was elected on 2i.O3.2O21 and its term expired on

20.03.2026. The eiection process haci alread,v-- been set in motion and

the election notificalicn u'as issueri on 18.O3.2A26, fu'<ing C5.04.2026

as the date of polling. By the time the impugned interirn order came to

be passeC, tiie stages of irling and scrutiny of nominations and

ailccadon of symbcls haC alreaci'; been completed, and only polling,

followed by counting and declaration of results, remained. The

election process r,,'as. thus stalled at its penultimate stage.

67 . The ii:rpugned orCer has resulted in the outgoing Managing

Committee continuing beyor,d its term rvhile the duly initiated election

process remains staiied, coriti-ary to the mandate of Secdoa 3 1-B(d),
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office by the newly elected Committee. Continuation of the stay would

therefore not merely postpone polling but extend the tenure of the

outgoing Committee. Thus, the election ought not to have been

interdicted except for compelling and legalty sustainable !-easons.

68. Learned counsel for the appellant-Society relied on Keecheri

Seraice Co-Operatlue Bo;nk Ltd.. (supra 5), wherein the Kerala High

Court permitted disputed votes to be polled separately and kept in

separate ballot boxes, while leaving the aggrieved persons to challenge

their exclusion by an election petitioir if such votes materially affected

the result. The principle is relevant here, as it permits the election to

proceed rvithout prejudicing the parties' rights or frustrating the

statutory remedy.

69. In the present case, the learned Single Judge has rendered a

Iinding adverse to the inclusion of the said 27O members -n the voters,

list, including a finding that their admission was in violation of the

order dated 24.10.2024 passed by this Court, withour the said

members being rmpleaded or afforded an opportunity of hearing. Their

statutory right to participate in the election is, therefore, directly

affected by the impugned order.

70. In order to balance the competing interests, preserve the

election process, and at the same time safeguard the rights of the

parties pending adjudicarion of the underlying disputes, v;e are of the
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considered view that a course analogous tc that adopted by the Kerala

High Court in Keecheri Seruice Co-Operatirn Bqnk Ltd's case

(supra 5) would meet the ends of justice. Accordingly, the votes of the

aforesaid 27O members may be polled separately and kepi in separate

ballot boxes, subject to such safeguards as may be prescribed by the

State Cooperative Election Authority.

7L. However, the result of the election shall be declared in

accordance with the applicable statutory procedure, without prejudice

tc the righ'rs ci the panies to question. the inclusion or exclusion of

any membe: from the voters' iist by way oi an election dispute under

Sections 61 (3) and 6 r {a) of tLre 19r:t4 Act. The votes separateiy polled

shali be preserved intact and shall be dealt with in accordalce with

the orders that may ullimately be passed in such p.oceedings, if their

inclusion is for.:nd to have a matenai bearing upon the election result.

72, Such an arrallgement u'ould ensui'e that the election Dr:ccess is

rrot brought to a standstiii on account of an .r.r.""o,r"O dispute

concerning the voters list, while at the same time preseruing the

rights of the concerned members and the statutoq/ remedy available

to the aggrieved parties-

73" Learned Senior Counsel appearing for the respondents / rvrit

petitioners placed reliance upon set eral decisions in support of their

case. We have considered the same; however, none of the decisions
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relied upon advances their case, as the factual and statutory context

of those decisions is materially distinguishable, as noted hereunder:

i) In Ashok Kumals case (supra 15), the Hon'ble. Supreme Court

recognised judicial review of Election Authority actions in cases

of patent arbitrariness, mala fides or breach of law, but

emphasised restraint so as not to interrupt, obstruct or protract

an ongoing election. In the present case, the dispute involves

membership, disqualification artd removat, including disputed

questrons regarding service of notices and compliance with

Section 21 of the 1964 Act, which cannot appropriately be

adjudicated summarily under Article 226 at- an intermediary

stage of the election.

ii) Jamtnu and Kashmlr Natlonq.l Conference's case (supra 151,

involved peculiar circumstances where the Election Authorities

had repeatedly failed to comply with judicial directions,

materially affecting the level piaying he1d. No such circurnsrance

exists here. Pursuant to the order dated 23.O2.2026 rn

W.P.Nos.S171 and 5194 of 2026, the 2nd respondent afforded

an opportunity of hearing and passed orders dated i8.03.2026.

iii) Bachhittar Stngh's case (supra 77), Bipromasz Bipron

Tradlng SA's case (supra 19) concerning the effect of non

communication of an order, do not assist the respondents / writ

petirioners. Show-cause notices dated 15.02.2A24 and Lhe
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subsequent cornrnunicarion dated 29.O8-2O24 r'l'ere dispatched

by registered post to the inembers' reco;:ded addresses, which

cor::espond with the aciclresscs furnished in the Writ Petitions.

Whether such dispatch constittteC va1i,3 service, in view-oi the

postal endarsernents and retumed covers, is a disputed factual

rnatter inappropriate fo-r' summary adjudication under Article

226.

L. Rd.fiakrtshnappa'r case (supra I3) ald Tadem Scti-th's

c.rse is..lira 1a) deatng i,."]tir Ariicies 329 and 243-0. do not

det.act 1r'<i:n ihe prlt-rtioie of -ludicial restraint in electi''-rn

rnatters. In ll're presei:t casr.. Secrions 51(3) and 61(4) of fhe

1.9tr4 Act provide a specific ,'negher.nism for: adjudicating electiori

dispu:es after Cecla-ration of results, miiitatiug against

interfe-rence ar an intermediary srage.

\rt.M, .Rubber & Co.'s {s'.r.pra 20) concei-nitig commencernent of

limitation fcr;" exercrse oi siatutory pow-er, has no application to

rhe present controver's'/. N. Muntgesdn's case (supra 2 i)'

reiteratrng rhe principle agalnst approbaticn and reproba-tion,

also does r^,or assist the respontlenls; the Society's earlier

proceedings clnr:erninq revision Ji the voters' list do not

preclude it from challenging the preselrt disqualification and

removai of t-ne.-::bers, which arist-' il a distinct factual and

staiutoiv con iext.
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74. In view of the said reasons, the decisions relied upon by lhe

responden ts / writ petitioners either individually or coLlectively, do not

warrant interference wrth the ongoing election process in the facts of

the presenl case. The present dispute essentially concerns

membersh:p, disqualihcation, removal and preparation o[ the voters'

IisL, for which the I964 Act provides appropriate statutc,ry rcmedies.

The exceptional circumstances r,r'arranting interference at the

intermediary stage of the election process are not made otrt.

Conclusion

75. [,-or the loregoing reasons, r,,'r: are of [he consrderr:d vieu, that

the rmpugned common interim order dated 02.O4 .2026 cannot be

sustained. The learned Single Judge erred in treating the right to vote

and contest as F undamental Righrs, interfering with the election at its

penultimatc' stage; treating Rule 22(6)(d) as conferring substantive

adjudicatorv jurisdiction on the Registrar; adjudicatrng disputed

questions of membership, disqualification, removal and volers' list

under Article 226 despite the statutory remedies under Seotions 61(3),

61(4) ar-rd 7r:.> ol the 1964 Act; rccordrng adverse findings against 270

members without impleading or hearing them; failing to appreciate

their admission prior lo 24 .lO .2024; overlooking Section 13 1-B(d) and

the statutorw scheme governing the voters' list; and fail:ng to consider

the prejudrce caused to the pcndrng Writ Petitions and the

inconsistency with thc final order dared 12.03.2026 in W.P.No.7417 of

2026. 'lhe iindings recorded by the Iearned Single Judge, as noted
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hereinabove, have necessitatod thc observations ol this Court. The

impugned order is accordingiy liabh: to be set asidc.

76. Accordingly, the iVrit Appeats are allo'*'ed. The common interim

order dated 02.04.2026 passed by the learncd Single Judge in LA,

No.1 of 2026 tn W.P. No.8514 of 2026, I.A. No.L ot 2026 in W.p.

No.8727 of 2026,1.A. No. I ol 20)-6 in W.P. No.8728 of 2026, t.A. No.2

of 2026 in W.P. No.8745 ol' 2026 arrd t.A i!o.l of 2026 in W.p.

No.8748 of 2026 is set aside witli thc lollowing directions:

i) The State Co operative lilcctior-r

Officer shall proceed vyith and

Authority and tlle Election

conduci the elections to the

Managing Committee of the appellant Society pursuant to

Election Notifrcation bearing _R.C.No.369 / IIYD I SCEA 12026,

datcd I8.03.2026, from the stage at which the election process

was stalled, namely, the stage ol polling, and complete the same

as expeditiouslv as possible, preferably within a period of

eight(8) weeks from the date of receipt of a copy of this

j udgment;

ii) The votes of Lhe 27O members rrvhose narne,s ale included in the

voters'list shali be polled st:parately and kept Ln separate ballot

boxes, and the votes of the remaining members included in lhe

final voters'list shail likewisr: be kept separately;

iri) 'fhe election result shall be deciared in accordance with law,

wittr the ballot papers ol the two sets being preserved separately



6i

To

after declaration of the result, it shali be open to the aggrieved

parties to challenge the result by way of an election petition

under Sections 61(3) and 61(a) of the 1964 Acr after declaration

of the results, including where the separately polled votes

materially affect the election result;

rv) The respondents/ writ petitioners are at liberry to avail the

remedy under Section 76 of the 1964 Act in respect of rheir

alleged disqualification or removal from the Society and, if so

advised, to question rhe admission of the aforesaid 270

members before the competent 
.forum; and

v) In the event any such election petition or staruror5, proceeding

is instituted, the competent forum shall adjudicare the same

independently on its own merits and in accordanr:e with law,

uninfluenced by any observations made in thr: impugned

interim order or in this judgment.

Consequently, miscelianeous petitions pending if any, shail

stand closed. No costs.
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' ,l?:".:f* f"::ffi::,'::" Er".tii" a,ito;i;"i:,. the srate or reransana



6. The Jubilee Hills cooperative House Building society Ltd, having its office at
- 

R;;J-N;. 17-A, Jubilee Hills, Hvderabad - 500171', Rep bv chaiman'
p"oon in-Cnutg" Committee, Mr''B Ravindran^ath' ,S/o , 

Bollineni Rajgopal

NriJu, ,g"A ab'out 49 y",,,, 
'R/o H No 8-2-293l82tA' Flal No 1343' Road

No.67, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad - 500033'

Z if," S!"tio" Officer, Wnt Non-Service Section, High Court for the State of

Telangana, at HYderabad.

A rne Slction OffLcer, Posting Section, High Court for the State of Telangana'

at Hyderabad
I S;i il N. Sastry, S/o Sri Nageswara Rao' Age 58 years' occupation'- grtin".., Resident of 508, Srinilaya Estates' Hyde.rabad'

fO Sri-n-SuUUa Rao, S/o A Venkiteswara Rao' Age 64 years' Occupation
'" 

Eu.in"r., i"tideni of Plot No 309, Road No 10-C' Jubilee Hills' Hyderabad'

r r srii. nur"rh chowdary, s/o. Dhana Koteswara Rao, occupation. Business,

nlo. pfot No. 154, RoiO trto. 71, Jubilee Hills' Hyderabad' Telangana -

500033.
rz iii-i. H"nr_anth Rao, s/o. T.Veeraiah, occupation. Business, Ryo. PIot No.
- 

7z,ggx, ioad No 66' Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad' Telangana - 500033'

f a frls lyotni prasad Kosaraju, S/o Sreeramulu Kosaraju' aged about 60 years'
- o;"r;;il" Business, Rl'o'es+-o' Road No' 44' Near Peddamma Temple'

Jubilee Hills, Shaikpet, Hyderabad - 500033

f+ 6iiVf- Hurrn"th Babu, Sio M. Lakshmi Narayana, Age 59 years, Occupation.

er.inu.i RJo 503, Sri Surabhi Avas, B-9' Madhura Nag-ar' Hyderabad-O37'

rs iri-n-suuoa Rao, S/o A. Venkateswara Rao, Age 64 years, occupation.
- er"in"; Fyo PIot No. 309, Road No 10-C' Jubilee^Hills' Hyderabad'

f o Sri-C. Srirar, S/o G. Venugopal, Age 62 years' occupation' Business' R'/o
'- 

Fio lo. o+, Road No. 4, Ma[endra H]lls' East Marredpally' Secunderabad'

17 S; N.G. Ramesh, S/o Name-Ramesh' Age 48 years' Occupation' Business'

FYo 6-3-1 1 1 2, BegumPet, Hyderabad

18 i;i P.V. Anjanelulu, S/o P Sadasiva Rao' Age 59 years' occupation'
- 

e;rin"ss, ny'o H.No B'22, 23 and 24' FlaI No 402' lndraprasta Apartment'

Veng al Rao Nagar, H yderabad

19. M/s. P. K. Radhika, Wo K. Prakash, Age 78 years, Occupation. Household,
FVo 8-2-681/A, Road No. lz,Banjara Hills, Hyderabad-034.

20.Sri B. Amarender Reddy, S/o B. Bucha Reddy, Age 50 years, Occupation.
Business, R/o Plot No. 164, Road No.76, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad-033.

21. Sri P. Chandramouli, S/o Sita Ramaiah, Age 64 years, Occupation. Business,
R/o 102, JVR Residency, Balkampet, Hyderabad, Telangana.

22.lril/s. Srikakulapu Rukmini, W/o S.K, Rao, Age 69 years, Occupation.
Household," Rt/o C/o trilurali Krishna, 18/A, Club Road, Gudivada, Krishna
District.

23.Sri S. Kumar Raja, S/o S. Gopala Krishna Rao, Age 65 years, Occupation.
Business, RVo 103, Ganesh Mansion, Dharam Karan Road, Behind Divils
Tower, Ameerpet, Hyderabad.

24. Vl/s. C.A. Satyavathi, W/o C.U.M. Rao, Age 64 years, Occupation. Household,
R/o Plot No. 61, Aswrni Heights, Jubilee Hills, Hyderabad.

25.Sri M.N. Sastry, Sio. Sri Nageswara Rao, Age 58 years, Occupation.
Business, R/o. 508, Srinilaya Estates, Hyderabad.

26. fM/s. K.Vijaya Lakshmi, W/o. O.K. Lakshmi Narayana, Age 59 years,
Occupation. House Hold, Ryo. Quarter No. 28, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad.

27.Sri V. Basava Kutumba Rao, S/o. Late Venkata Subba Rao, Age 71 years,
Occupation. Business, Fl/o. 3-206, DivyashaktiApartment, 7-'t -58, Ameerpet,
Hyderabad.

28. M/s. Satya Shayamal Devi, W/o. J. Durga Prasad, Age 65 years,Occupation.
Household, No.7-1-21414, Dharam Karan Road, Ameerpet, Hyderabad.

29.Sri Akash Sethia, S/o. D. C. Sethia, Age 51 years, Occupation. Business, Ryo.

J.D. Electronics, Abids,Hyderabad.
30.Sri Paturi Srinivasa Rao, S/o. P. Siva Rama Prasad, Age 55 years,

Occupation. Business, RJo. Flat No. 5N, 5th Floor, Road No. '14, Banlara Hills,
H vd eraha.l



3'1 .Sri K. Venkateswara Rao. S/o. Madhusudhan Rao. Age 60 years, Occupation.Business, RJo. prot No. 1285, nouo r.roGqlJub[J"'uili.]i_rvo"rru"a
32 Sri K. Lakshmi Kishore S,: I R".";";;;;,";n""ir' ,"r,., occuparion.B us,ness, Ryo. 6-3-860/.1 2. 

191in1 nOartmeni i.inrS? 6orony, Hyderabad.33 Sri Sunil Reddy E, . S/o E Eta. L";JV, on"o1o"ryiir""ro occ Business,

},f,"#f*n,o 
tVS No. 5i92, nio n r.ro 'nr_Zi, V,lrr"""S"r-r;","ny. Hyderabad _

34. Sri Murali lr,4adupu, S/o Late l\.4 S. Chalapathi Rao, Aged about 73 years, OccB.,siness Membershio [/s No 4864, R )" di z:iiiio,zi 1, B.N. Reddy

"" 9:,?"l,,Road No l4,Banjara Hilts. Hyderabad_lOOii+ '

Jf, 5'Anrr Kumar Duggineni, s/o D. satyanarryrn" Rrt. Aaeo about 6g years,ucc Business, Membershio, MS No. Z+2. nV" Xu.ir.rS"i] felangana.36 sri c.s viswanatha neooy, sio s Jo" R;;; 'isJoril"r, 
68 years, occBusiness, Membershro vs rrto +aiz, nr. i;;,N" ;6; f!]a Brocr My Home

". )gr1!*"90r,_titech brty lVlain Road. nyoeraoaj 
-"' ' '"

J/.Jrl Unander Rao Venanatti,^S/o V. Gopala Rao Aged about g1 years, Occ
f,:iJ:::: ,x;[iT[l,,H N" #6 " d;" #a;' coronv, xooaoa

38. [,4/s. Swarupa Redov tiv 
. 
Wo K.V.R. Reddy. aged about 70 years, occ

f,ffi:ff:"ffI'l,i#B.I' No 718 ru" diiz+e'/Bl fil,o *" i e,"r,,',
39. Srj Venkatram Reddy K., S/o K. Konrta Ra.j.i,, -^^,.J ^L

nnln:,l;:ii:il; ^il' 
["^T3;,:"$? ;',"i 'I.i ,,,!,,ij,3j; 

1

oo 
31;il.:*il:#:13ny f,f Kf'".r1-T,o.l,rn:o apeut z2 vears occ
Chanakyapuri, New Deitri "-t ' rvo lj-ll' 263 Vinay Marg.

41.S.; Krishna Reddy V., S/o V. Sjvakota ReddvBusiness. lr.4embership. N4s No. szs1 o,^ .i, _?g:d about 65 years, occ
Aparr.nents, v",.,rs,L Mii'il;,,iilr;#i"ll:f rT?. 

50 r Kavya Deruxe
42 I\,4/s 

_Archa,ra Agarwal, Wo Vinod,X 
,n""rw"i

Bustness. Memb"ership vs r..to 
"ioiq,'irlw;' ased about 66 vears. occ

.^ Panjagutta, Hyoeraoao - s00082 \o PJ'33, offrcers colony.
4J.Sr, Naveen p.. S/o p. Anand Rao. aqed aborturembership tvs- r.ro. st os, R/o.sri Bataii a.;l 'i 

years occ Business,

.. Boduppal. Hyoeiaoao - 500039. ]posi:e ca'rs (P) Ltd., 215,
oo 

[rtr.I ot":"Snna 
Jyothi wo n"on, Knshna Kasaraneni, aged about 63

. _ pory".p 
" 

t, v" n ;ili;;" I i I fl:i'J,S" $." J:. l:; : l,Zj, y ;d, ",?';, ;:
.15 Sri Sreedhar Chowdary, Sl" L"i" C.i-Cn-J*an-ilBusiness, Membe

H i r r s, H yd e raba d !:#8, F'^ill i; i r'"#Jil;3, 6 : "*1: :" l,:' 
0.,'rT 

f,;,?""i
46 Srr Chalapathi Reddy lr,a, S/o Reddy l\it. aqed abcI\.4embership. rrrs r.r"l jiio"i j:::1l"ij"s,:",?0o(( e0 vears occ Business,

_ 500057. to. 1710, R/o H.No. Ztit3. Viiatyanagar Cotory Hyderabad
47. l\4/s. Gowthami Chowdary T, W/o T. Rajeswaraocc eusiness. t\i'emoership, MS No. 4972. *o ::::.rn"o abour 72 years,

Ramachandra Rao Road. Suryaooou, V,i,vr*r"orr:.ri:T#r" X-Ray ctinic
48.Sri Sambasiva Rao N., Sl, irL n-Jrr l;;l;,;";Business, A/embeiship, rus rvl. +tsi, '*1"" 

6lj.r"n"o 
about 6s vears. occ

Hyderabad. rru +orr' rvo bo3/l!4ls Quaders. Punjagutta,

" Yfi;?:X#1ilj;,r':rl Naidu, ased about^81 vears, occ Business,

-- Hyderabad - uooorJo 
4372 No PIot No sl, srooardna ;,1i"; i jtlli,

50. One CC to SRt SAN

r i1,1Iit"5i'#33tlExl"?5-l ffi "s: Lx,8: i^:r s ra te o f re a n s a n a,

MZ?3i233[sfl My3,,i,", jii?ixffi 
i;^1:I",."'*3?3S,1,.," 

na"UO 
,*o CD Copies

TKS
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HIGH COURT

DATED: 1810812026

COMMON JUDGMENT

WA.Nos.392,400,401,402 AND 403 OF 2026
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ALLOWING THE WRIT APPEALS
WITHOUT COSTS
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