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1. The appellant has challenged the order of the Adjudicating 

Officer (‘AO’ for short) of Securities and Exchange Board of 

India (‘SEBI’) dated July 30, 2010 whereby a penalty of              
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Rs. 5 lakh was imposed for violating the provisions of 

Regulations 3 and 4 of the SEBI (Prohibition of Fraudulent and 

Unfair Trade Practices relating to Securities Market) 

Regulations, 2003 (‘PFUTP Regulations’ for short). 

 

2. There is a delay of 3745 days in filing of the appeal. 

Accordingly, an application for condonation of delay has been 

filed. The ground urged is basically on compassionate grounds, 

namely, that the appellant was a peon and was duped by his 

employer who without his knowledge opened a demat account 

and traded from his account. It is contended that when he 

became aware of the proceedings he approached the employer 

who told him that they would take care of the matter. Since 

nothing happened it is alleged that he filed a complaint before 

the appropriate authorities. It was also contended that 

prosecution proceedings was also initiated by SEBI for non-

compliance of the order in which he was convicted. He has now 

been advised to file an appeal under the SEBI Act, 1992.  

 

3. Having heard the learned counsel for the appellant and 

having perused the grounds taken in the application for 

condonation of delay we find that no sufficient ground has been 

made out for condoning this inordinate delay of more than 10 

years. We find that from day one the appellant was aware of the 
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proceedings initiated by the AO. He was aware of the show 

cause notice and was aware of the impugned order and was also 

aware when prosecution proceeding was initiated against him 

but the appellant took no steps to file an appeal. Consequently, 

at this stage we do not find any sufficient reason to condone this 

inordinate delay of more than 10 years. The application for 

condonation of delay is rejected, as a result of which, the appeal 

is also dismissed with no order as to costs.  

 

4. The present matter was heard through video conference 

due to Covid-19 pandemic. At this stage it is not possible to sign 

a copy of this order nor a certified copy of this order could be 

issued by the registry. In these circumstances, this order will be 

digitally signed by the Private Secretary on behalf of the bench 

and all concerned parties are directed to act on the digitally 

signed copy of this order. Parties will act on production of a 

digitally signed copy sent by fax and/or email. 
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