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ITEM NO.2 Court 6 (video Conferencing) SECTION IX

SUPREME COURT OF INDTIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (C) No(s). 7151/2020
(Arising out of impugned final judgment and order dated 05-12-2019
in WPST No. 28184/2019 passed by the High Court Of Judicature At
Bombay)

CITY AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

OF MAHARASHTRA LIMITED (CIDCO) & ORS. Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
NITIN BABGONDA PATIL & ANR. Respondent(s)

(FOR ADMISSION and I.R. and IA No.50707/2020-EXEMPTION FROM FILING
C/C OF THE IMPUGNED JUDGMENT)

Date : 17-09-2020 This matter was called on for hearing today.
CORAM

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SANJAY KISHAN KAUL

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ANIRUDDHA BOSE

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE KRISHNA MURARI

For Petitioner(s) Mr. Ajit S.Bhasme,Sr.Adv.
Mr. Pankaj Kumar Mishra, AOR

For Respondent(s) Mr. Vinay Navare,Sr.Adv.
Dr. Uday Prakash Warunjikar,h Adv.

Mr. Abhay Anil Anturkar, Adv.
For M/S. Dr. R.R. Deshpande And Associates, AOR

UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the following
ORDER
We have heard learned senior counsel for the petitioners.
In the facts of the present case undoubtedly there was delay
in payment of installments but the delayed payments are made about
zﬁ?;j?ttle over a year later. On payment of the entire consideration,
%ﬁ%&iﬁrespondents in their wisdom, issued a demand notice concerning

delayed payment charges dated 14" November, 2017. Thereafter, on

account of non-payment of these charges, the cancellation of
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allotment letter was issued on 8" February, 2018. The respondents
before us had expressed their willingness to pay delayed payment
charges to rest the matter.

The only question thus, before the High Court was whether the
full amount having been paid, and there being some delay in payment
of the delayed payment charges, the allotment should be cancelled.
The High Court exercising its jurisdiction under Article 226 of the
Constitution of India deemed it appropriate to allow the matter on
a humanitarian consideration.

Learned senior counsel for the petitioners seeks to contend
that this would create a problem in terms of unnecessary
precedents. We do not agree with the learned senior counsel for the
petitioners. The reason is that in the facts of the present case
the only issue of the delayed payment charges which the petitioners
have volunteered to pay.

In view of the aforesaid reasons, we do not find this a fit
case for interference to exercise our jurisdiction under Article
136 of the Constitution of India. The special leave petition is
accordingly dismissed.

Pending application shall also stand disposed of.

(ASHA SUNDRIYAL) (ANITA RANI AHUJA)
AR-CUM-PS ASSISTANT REGISTRAR
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