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Case called on.
Counsel Sri Kushagra Dixit on behalf of applicant/revisionist, and counsel Sri Rajesh
Chadha assisted by Sri Jatin Chadha on behalf of opposite party appeared.
Sri Kushagra Dixit, counsel for the revisionist submitted that review petition is based on
correct and detailed facts on the basis of which the impugned order dated 30.05.2022 is
required to be reviewed, if it is not reviewed the miscarriage of justice will cause to the
revisionist.
Sri Rajesh Chadha, counsel for the opposite party submitted that review petition is not
maintainable because it has been moved without delay condonation application. He further
submitted that so far as the impugned order dated 30.05.2022 is concerned, the Hon’ble
Tribunal has passed according to its own wisdom, it is not necessary that order passed in
similar case in other circumstances in other case based on same facts.
Just now counsel for the revisionist further submitted that though he has not moved the
delay condonation application separately but in paragraphs Nos. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 & 11 he has
clearly mentioned the contents on the ground of which the delay may be condoned. He
further submitted that before moving the review petition he has also brought to the notice of
this Tribunal that he wants to move review petition but because of non availability of the
details of the cases on portal of RERA website he could not move the review petition at the
time.
Just thereafter counsel for the opposite party submitted that oral statement has no meaning
in the eye of law and there must be something in black and white.
We have gone through the relevant contents mentioned in the review petition regarding
delay condonation which 1s under paragraph Nos. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 & 11, the substance of the
contents is that :-
“10. That the counsel for the Respondent only came to know about the
impugned order when the case was listed for hearing on 04.08.2022 as the



case was converted from Misc. Case to Appeal thus there was no update

regarding the order/status of the case.

11. That the instant application is being preferred by the applicant/respondent

on the ground that the similar set of facts and circumstances the instant order

dated 30.05.2022 is liable to be review/recalled.”
Counsel for the revisionist further submitted that in the facts and circumstances the review
petition is liable to be allowed and the delay in filing the review petition be condoned.
Against which counsel for the opposite party has mentioned in his objection dated
11.11.2022 that the contents of para-10 of the review petition is denied as wrong. It is
denied that counsel for respondent came to know about Order dated 30.05.2022 on
04.08.2022 when case was listed. It is also denied that there was no update regarding the
Order/status of the case. Whereas fact remains that Registry has intimated the impugned
order dated 30.05.2022 through mails to parties, as well as same was uploaded as well on
31.05.2022 which is crystal clear from e-Portal of the Hon’ble Tribunal. Thus, review
application is barred by time as it has been filed after three months from the stipulated
period. Therefore, the review petition be dismissed being time bound.
Heard judgment reserved on review petition.
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