
to 

applications extension of time for filing appeals, unless the case 
of a complex nature like Sayers v Clarke Walker, the Court is not required to 

apply provisions 26.8 of the CPR. 



applicant filed an application seeking leave of 

strike out order. The application for leave was 

on 3, without a hearing 

applicant filed an application, with affidavit in support, 

the Appeal file a notice of appeal after the 

period of time prescribed by the rules. In the application and 

aoo~ncam claimed that it received notice of the leave order on 
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order expiration of 

Eastern Caribbean Supreme Court Civil Procedure 

Rules 2000 

an order, as defined by rule of 

determinative of which arose 



of appeal was filed by 8th April, the applicant wishes proceed 

it obtain an extension of time within which to file the notice of 

6] of provides that the Court of Appeal may grant an extension 

an application made under Part 1 of the CPR. Such an application 

was on April 3, and the respondent was served with the notice of 

application on Although rule 62.5(3) provides that the application may be 

notice dated 3 the parties were 



which deals 

with 

Edwards JA in the case 

Court Civil Appeal SKBHCV AP2005/0007 (delivered 3rd April 

Commonwealth of Dominica High Court Civil Appeal DOMHCVAP2005/0015 (delivered 3rd April 2006, 
unreported). 
3 Commonwealth of Dominica High Court Civil Appeal DOMHCVAP2005/0020 (delivered 8th September 

Grenadines SVGHCVAP2008/0012 (delivered 14th October 



Williams 

of to appeal set 

exercise of 

in the 

Cecil Rose v Anne Marie Uralis Rose.9 

Appeal SKBHCVAP2011/0009 (delivered 14th October 201 , 

SLUHCVAP2003/0019 on 22nd September 



Sayers v Clarke 

of 

never been served the application 

was granted by Wilkinson without 

to appeal may been on 

a consideration relevant to the application before me. If 

learned judge's order is somehow vitiated by the non­

application on the respondent, then it would be for the respondent to 

as long as the order subsists - this 



in 6 

the reason delay alleged by the maker 

the applicant was that the applicant only received 

making of leave order by Wilkinson J on April 2013, which 

was filing the notice of appeal had already elapsed. It does 

appear be a perfectly valid reason for not filing a notice of appeal by the 



was no submission made to the Court as to any 

occasioned to respondent it application an 

is none is discernible other than the 

contest a case that would otherwise have been 

in favour. 

it would appear that the delay of 16 days between the date 

of appeal ought to have been and the date by which 



of the 

on application to 

Mario Michel 
Justice of,''-'''"'"'' 


