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| TEM NO. 18 COURT NO. 11 SECTI ON XVI
SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (G vil) No(s).21505/2010

(From the judgenent and order dated 23/03/2010 in RP No. 646/2010
of The NATI ONAL CONSUMER DI SPUTES REDRESSAL COWM SSI QON, NEW DELHI)

C. H. SUBHODAR REDDY & ORS. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
SPL. OFFI CER( SEEDS) GKVK BANGALORE Respondent ( s)

(Wth appln(s) for exenption fromfiling OT.)
Date: 13/08/2010 This Petition was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :
HON BLE MR JUSTICE G S. S| NGHV
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE ASOK KUVAR GANGULY
For Petitioner(s) None

For Respondent (s)

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

Since no one has appeared for the petitioners despite second
call, t he speci al | eave petition is liable to be disnissed
defaul t.

However, instead of adopting that course, we have thought it

proper to exam ne the petitioners’ challenge to the orders passed by

t he Kar nat aka State Consurner Di sput es Redr essal Conmi ssi on
short ‘the State Conmission’) and the National Consuner Disputes
Redressal Conmission (for short, ‘the National Conmi ssion’).
The petitioners pur chased 1002 Kgs. mai ze seeds from
respondent for Rs.27,684/-. They filed conplaint under Section 12
of the Consuner Protection Act, 1986 by algeging that the seeds sold
by the respondent were defective resulting in |oss of crop. By an

order dated 29.8.2008, District Consunmer Disputes Redressal Forum
Bellary all owed the conplaint and declared that the conplainants are
entitled to recover Rs.28,268/- including cost of litigation from
the respondent University with interest at the rate of 9% per annum
The appeal preferred by the respondent was partly allowed by the

State Commi ssion and the amount of conpensation was reduced by 50%

in

(for

t he



The reasons assi gned by t he State Conmi ssi on for doi ng SO
extracted bel ow

"As per the report of the Assistant Director of
Agriculture the growth of the crop was good. But
there is a shortfall of the yield. Fromthis, it is
seen that the conplainants got sone yield. According
to the report of the Assistant Director of
Agriculture, the conpl ai nant woul d have got 40%to
50% of the yield that of the normal yield. The DF
has held that the conplainants have suffered the | oss
of 75% of the normal yield but there is no reason to
arrive on the said finding in the absence of any
accept abl e evidence. The Assistant Director of
Agriculture as, stated earlier, is of the viewthat
the | oss suffered was 50% Taking into consideration
there was some exaggeration on the part of the
complainants in clainmng total |oss, we are of the

vi ew t hat awardi ng 50% of the conpensation as awar ded
by the DF in favour of the conplainants woul d neet
the ends of justice."

The National Conmm ssion expressed its agreenent with the State
Conmi ssion and disnmissed the revision filed by the petitioners.

In our view, the State Commi ssion did not commt any error by
reduci ng anount of conpensation to 50% because the report of the
Assistant Director of Agriculture revealed that there was shortfall
of 50%only in the crop grown by the petitioners by using the so-
cal |l ed defective seeds and the National Conmission rightly declined

to exerci se its revi si onal jurisdiction to interfere with
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finding recorded by the State Commi ssion.

The special |eave petition is accordingly dism ssed.

(Satish K Yadav) (Phool an Wati Arora)
Court Master Court Master
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