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Judgement

Tarun Agarwala, Presiding Officer

1. We have heard the learned counsel for the parties. The appellant has
challenged the order dated October 10, 2017 passed by the Whole Time Member
(‘WTM’ for short) of the Securities and Exchange Board of India (‘SEBI’ for
short). There is a delay of more than 2000 days in the filing of the appeal. The
ground urged is, that the appellant was never served with the impugned order
and only came to know about the order in December, 2022 and consequently, the
appeal was filed thereafter.

2. In this regard we had directed the respondent to file a limited affidavit. We
find that pursuant to the recovery proceedings, an e-mail dated August 12, 2021
was issued to the authorized representative of the appellant wherein the order of
the WTM dated October 10, 2017 was duly intimated and the authorized
representative was also informed that they have an option to file an appeal
against the said order before the Securities Appellate Tribunal. In spite of this
knowledge the appellant took no steps to file an appeal within the stipulated
period.
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3. Consequently, we are of the opinion that the appellant had knowledge and
deliberately chose not to file an appeal within the stipulated period. The cause
shown before this Tribunal is insufficient and in fact it is incorrect. Consequently,
no relief can be granted to the appellant as we find that there is an inordinate
delay in the filing of the appeal.

4. For the reasons stated aforesaid, the application for condonation of delay is
rejected, as a result of which, the appeal is dismissed with no order as to costs.
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