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(TH ROUGH VrDEO CONFERENCTNG)

Heard learned counsel for Applicant and Non-

appiicants.

2. Learned counsel for Applicant submits that being

the land owner in the project Applicant was not a party in the

complaint proceedings and had no knowledge of the impugned

order passed on 03.10.2019. Applicant came to know about the

impugned order while surfing the internet around 05.11.2019.

Thereafter by obtaining certified copy, Appeal was filed on

11.12.2.019 i.e. with a delay of 9 days. He also submits that the

delay is not deliberate or intentional and there are genuine

circumstances for not filing the Appeal in time.



3.

M.A. No. 612/L9 (Delay)

ln

Appeal No. 4T006000000042008

Learned counsel for Non-applicant No. 1 and

Non-applicant No.2 present in person submit that they have no

objection if the delay is condoned.

4. Considering the submissions of Applicant, it is

seen that the delay is circumstantial as Applicant was not a

party to the complaint proceedings and therefore, Applicant had

no knowledge of the order passed. It is also seen that after

coming to know about the order, Appeal has been filed

expeditiously. We find that the delay of 9 days is neither

deliberate nor intentional. Therefore, we are inclined to allow

Application and condone the delay. Hence, we pass the

following order.

ORDER

(i) Application for condonation of delay is allowed.

(ii) Delay is condoned.

(iii) No costs.

dutt*
(suMANr KoLHE)


