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OURT OF ADDITIONAL DISTRICT JUDGE - IV, PURNEA el 21 P

.. Present: - Kumar Amit = anu.
Additional District judge-IV,

Purmea
Title Appeal - 31 of 2015
[CIS 37 of 2015]
/ 1) Most Siromani Devi
/ ..................... Appellant
Vs.
1) Prakash Yadav
.................. Respondent.

[Order on Petition dated 19.08.2016 filed u'nder Order 41 Rule 22 of cpc
for condonation of delay in filing appeal]

For the Appellant - Sri M.Kumar,Ld Advocate,Purnea
« For the Respondent - Sri B.P.Mishra,Ld Advocate,Purnea
ORDER

Uate-04"™ of October,2021

11102021 | This case has been placed before me for order(Virtual court) on petition
dated 19.08.2016 filed by the respondent wherein a prayer has been
made to condone the delay of more than five months in filing the cross
objection.

The Learned counsel has taken the ground of invoking such limitation that
the respondent was on bonafide believe that since the suit was
dismissed ,all issues must have been decided in favour of defendant.
However on close scrutiny it was found that issue no. V and issue No. VI
has been decided against them. On the other hand, reply to such petition
has been filed by Appellant. The reply is voluminous and lengthy but crux
of the reply is that the limitation period is only one month from the date of
service and in the instant appeal they have received notice on
13.03.2016.Thus the objection petition must have been filed by
12.04.2016 however the same has been filed on 19.08.2016 much after
one month .The appellant has also referred to other set of litigation going
on between parties where this respondent has admitted in written
statement that issue no. V and VI have been decided against them. Such
admission has been made on 08.12.2015.lt is also submitted that the
respondent has not disclosed when he has applied for certified copy of

l;dgnr\\\ent of court .below and when he has received it. On these grounds
Ppellants have objected to this cross objection.

Heard both sid
further it o '®es and perused the record of the case. Before discussion

nec
of CPC readg asei?\%rg'r.m produce the relevant provision. Order 41 Rule 22
______ of the decree, . (1) Any respondent, though he may not have appealed from
T -May_not only support the decree [but may also _state that the
\\\D\» A\ ; DI T = y Title Appeal No.— 31/2015.
o # Most Siromani Devi. Vs. Prakash Yadav
@ In The coart of AD.J. - IV, Purnen
Date of Order: - 04-10-2021,
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