8(I TEM NQO 51 COURT NO. 1 SECTI ON XVI |

SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

ClVIL APPEAL NO(s). 2667 OF 2005

DEVELOPMENT CREDI T BANK LTD. Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS
CCl CHAMBERS CO- OP. HOUSI NG STY. LTD. Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln(s) for perm ssion to place additional docunents on record and
ex-parte stay and permi ssion to place addl. docunents on record and

of fice report)

Date: 09/05/2005 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
HON BLE THE CH EF JUSTI CE
HON BLE MR JUSTICE D.M DHARMADHI KARI

HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE G P. MATHUR

For Appellant(s) Arun Jaitely, Sr. Adv.
Mukul Rohtagi, Sr. Adv.

Ashok Gupta, Adv.

N

Jatin Zaveri, Adv.
For Respondent (s) Hari sh N. Salve, Sr. Adv.
Chetan Sharma, Sr. Adv.
Raj i v Nanda, Adv.

Rammi Tanej a, Adv.

5 & 5 5 %

M nakshi G over, Adv.



M. Mikesh Tyagi, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court nmade the foll ow ng

ORDER
The r espondent has made appear ance in
Court.
Wth the consent of the |earned counsel for the
parties, the appeal is heard finally.

The appeal st ands di sposed of in terns
si gned order and t he order of t he Conmi ssi on
superseded by the order of this Court.

(D. P. WALI A) (RADHA R BHATI A)
COURT MASTER COURT MASTER

(Signed Order is placed on the file)

I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

Cl VI L APPEAL NO. 2667 OF 2005

Devel opment Credit Bank Ltd.
Appel | ant

Ver sus

CCl Chanbers Co-op. Housing Society Ltd.

t he

of

st ands

t he

Responden



ORDER

The respondent has nade appearance in the Court.

Wth the consent of the |earned counsel for the parties, the appeal is

heard finally.

Thi s appeal is filed by t he opposite party bef ore t he Na
tional

Consuner Di sputes Redressal Conmission (for short "the Conmm ssion") feeling

aggri eved by t he order dat ed 1st March, 2005 wher eby t he Conmi ssi on

has
directed the conplaint to be tried by itself formng the opinion that it was not
necessary to drive the conplainant to the need of filing a civil suit.
The principal grievance of the appellant before us is that it would be
deprived of its right to Cross-exam ne t he deponent s of t he af fidavit
s
i ncorporating exam nation-in-chief tendered in evidence by the conplainant in
view of t he deci sion dat ed 3.12. 2004 in Ori gi nal Petition No. 233/ 1996
i ncorporating a practice direction of the Commi ssion. The direction requires the
opposite parties to file interrogatories whereafter the Conmission nmay permt
further cross-exam nation or not, in its discretion
The | ear ned seni or counsel for t he r espondent bef ore us, i
. e. t he
conpl ai nant in t he Conmi ssi on, has submitted t hat t he conpl ai nant has
no

obj ecti on to t he opposi te party conducti ng a full-fledged cross-examnatio
n of

t he deponent s of the af fidavits filed on behal f of t he conpl ai nant.
W direct

accordi ngly.



I nasmuch as t he deponent s will be subj ect ed to full -fl edged cro
SS-

exam nation bef ore t he Conmi ssi on, t he Conmi ssi on woul d be at liberty to
forman opinion afresh, now or at any subsequent stage, whether it would |ike

to conduct the trial before itself or refer the parties to civil court.

The appeal stands disposed of in the terns abovesaid and the order

of the Conmi ssion stands superseded by this order.

(R C. Lahoti)

(D. M Dhar madhi kari)

(G P. Mathur)

New Del hi

May 9, 2005.



