IN THE STATE CONSUMER DISPUTES REDRESSAL COMMI
CHENNAI

BEFORE:  Hon'ble Mr. Justice R. SUBBIAH PREsn:B\%}i;{ i)

R.P.NO.46/2025 &
(Against the order in CC.N0.228/2025 cn the file of the DCDRC, Chennai (South)

DATED THIS THE 28" DAY OF NOVEMBER 2025

Dr. A. Keerthy Aberna

T1-Sai Castle, Sterling Avenue - _M/s. A.S. Arvind

Sakthi Nagar, Porur "~ Counsel for

Chennai- 600 116 Petitioner / Complainant
Vs.

LEGSGO CORPORATE (Legsgo Holidays;
Rep. by its Proprietor Lenin Ganesan
2nd Floor 201, New Door No.25 and 27
O!d No.43 and 44, Akshaya Shanthi
Anna Salai, Chennai- 600 002

Served and called absent
Respondent / Opposite party

on is filed by the petitioner / Complainant praying to set
025 in CC.N0.228/2025 by receiving the written version
ission, Chennai (South).

This Revision Petiti
aside the order dt.03.09.2
of the opposite party, before the District Comm

for hearing on today, upon hearing the

This petition coming before me:
d upon perusing the documents, this

arguments of the counsel for petitioner, an
commission made the following order.

ORDER

JUSTICE R.SUBBIAH, PRESIDENT

This Revision Petition is filed by the Petitioner / Complainant praying to set

aside the order dt.03.09.2025 in CC.N0.228/2025, before the District Commission,

Chennai (South).

2. The Petitioner as complainant filed a complaint against the opposite party,
Chenniai (South) by alleging deficiency in service

before the District Commission,

elief:

against the opposite party praying for the following r
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“ a. To refund Rs.25000/- unlawfully charged fre - complainant

b. To refund Rs.4200/- towards additional expenises incurred by the
complainant

C. To pay Rs.5,00,000/- as compensation

In the above said complaint, the District Co:imission, had received the
version of the opposite party. Against the said order dt.03.09.2025, the
complainant filed the present Revision Petition, on the ground that the opposite
party had filed their version beyond the statutory periorl of 45 days, therefore order
of the District Commission, Chennai (South) by receiving the written version of
opposite party is against law. Thus prayed for setting aside the order
dt.03.09.2025, and had pleaded to set the opposite party as exparte in the

complaint in CC.N0.228/2025 before the District Comrmission.

3. The learned counsel for the petitioner/ complainant had submitted before
this commission that actually the notice was served upon the opposite party and
the opposite party had entered appearance on 17.7.2025. As per the order of the
Hon’ble Supreme Court reported in New India Assurance Co. Ltd., Vs. Hilli
Multipurpose Cold Storage reported in (2020) 5 SCC 757 the opposite party ought
to have filed their written version on or before 31.8.2025. But in the present case,
the opposite party had filed their version only on 03.09.2025, which is ex facie

barred by limitation. Thus prayed for setting aside the order.

4, Keeping the submissions in mind I have carefully gone through the

documents placed on record.
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. In this connection It is pertinent to extract the relevant p ()Z(,é?ﬁ,il‘;’/ff@// /
P Lo o N
Sec.38(3)(a) of the Consumer Protectiori Act 2019, which reads as fol (jSfv; : )
Ay . WAYIS),
“refer @ copy of the admitted complaint, within twenty-one da },\5//,0,,, 4 ;{:f’/
I 42

the date of its admission to th ‘
| _ 3 _ : _ e opposite party mentioned in ties———
;?ng}/ﬁvg g}llrsec:ng h/lym iz g/ge his version of the case within a ;}{://072 -
+ such extended period not exceed ec 5 5
O e oo by e eeding fifteen days as

As specified in Section 38(3)(a) of the CP Act, 2019, the District Commission

shall grant 30 days' time to the Opposite party for filing their version and the said

Section permits the Commission to extend the time by 15 more days and, in total

the Opposite party is entitled to a total respite of 45 days to file the written version

of the case. Therefore, the version of the opposite party shall be filed within 2

period of 45 days, from the date of receipt of notice alongwith the complaint copy-

in view of the above, it is crystal clear that the law has not permitted the

ply beyond the period of 45 days. When there is no

e time in filing the written

opposite party to file their re

power vested with the District CQmmission to extend th

version beyond the statutory period of 30 + 15 days, then allowing the opposite

tten version beyord 45 daYs is not legally

In the case on hand, on verification of records, it is seen that the
n the first date of hearing

Respondent/ opposite party entered their appearance 0
on 17.7.2025 itself. The 45 days for filing written versi
Hence the complaint ought to have filed written version on

But the Respondent/ opposite party, had filed their versi

ook into the fact that the opposite party had

party to file their wri sustainable.

on expired on 31.8.2025.
or before 31.8.2025.
on on 3.9.2025 only.

The District Commission, failed to |
nce on 17.7.2025 itself, thereby
nd 31.8.2025 falls on Saturday

the limitation for filing version

entered into appeara
and Sunday,

ends on 30.8.2025. Since 30.8.2025 4
the version ought to have been filed on or before 1.9.2025. But the version of the
3.09.2025, after the expiry of statutory

opposite party had been filed only on 0

CE Scanned with OKEN Scanner



4

period. When the Act itself contains an in-built provision regarding the time-fimit

for filing the response or written version, allowing the other side to file an additional

written version after expiry of the statutory period will defeat the Very purpose of

the provision. No such extra statutory Permission can be granted even if there js

no-objection by the other side/complainant.

accordingly.

8. In the result, the Revision Petition s allowed, by setting aside the
order of the District Commission, Chenna; (South) in CC.No.228/2025
dt.03.09.2025. The District Commission, Chennai (South) is directed to
set the opposite party as exparte in the Proceedings of CC.No.22g/ 2025,
and decide the case on merit based on the documents and submissions
made on the side of the petitioner/ complainant. There is no order as to

cost,

Sd/- }
R.SUBBIAH
PRESIDENT
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