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         The challenge in the above petition is two fold. One is that

the Communidade land cannot be used for entertainment activity

which according to the petitioners is not provided under the Code

of Communidade. The next contention is that though the charges

for such activities are fixed by the Managing Committee, there

are no norms suggested or provided in the Code of

Communidade to fix such fees and as such according to the

petitioners the action of the Managing Committee would be

arbitrary.  

2.       As far as the first contention is concerned, in terms of

Article 30 of the Code of Communidade, it clearly provides that

the Communidade can decide different matters including all the
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extraordinary acts which not foreseen therein but after the

sanction of the Government. In such circumstances, the

contention of the learned counsel appearing for the petitioners

that the property cannot be given for the subject activity cannot

be accepted. No doubt, the permission would have to be obtained

in accordance with law by complying with all the statutory

provisions for such programme. 

3.       As far as the contention of the learned counsel appearing

for the petitioners that there are no norms provided to fix such

fees,  we find that some guidelines have to be framed by the

Communidade to enable the Managing Committee to fix such

fees. In such circumstances, we find that the General Body

Meeting of the Communidade would have to draw out some

parameters for fixing of such fees in terms of the Code of

Communidade after following due process of law.  The

Managing Committee would have to thereafter follow such

guidelines while proceeding to take a decision on such fixation

of fees. 

4.       With the aforesaid observations, we dispose off the above

petition.
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