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Ao wrefAT 97 (30) srria gRT 5 e sifgfae-
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fagefiToT & g SrfdadhT @ g1 511 gal &
2. <Terd fafde St (S1L1S.), dfeldqR gRT Herare J&l 450/ 2022
T g M fRfeciert onfe & aiRa sy RHifed 09.12.2025 & f9%g
3T g1 fafde At erdier Tegd 1 H g¢ e & wfur &g wrefAr ux (39)
9T 99 UF (43H) i ORT 5 TS STfefem uegd ) He 3t T § b arar
& AT O RT 792 3 Sfed 39 R 1 Ug Ry 151 SEl fRAifha
09.12.2025 P! TR I &1 71 8| IR0 AT GRT WAt fee &g Rt
R it T off qr I oI W PIS IR IR &1 53T T T ST &
fOgM SIfITHAT & TR-IR B W MY & JTHGRT TaueH 3= feAl®
08.01.2026 &I §s| I8 3TN & I 37T I Tfl UTH R o folg eped fawmT
4 g ded fhar iR I I 17.01.2026 @1 QY Td HHA AR DI
THIOIT ki o g31 Al 12.01.2026 & Al 20.01.2026 T ATl
dHR B9 & PRUT IRTed IURRIT T8l 8 9 AR AP 20.01.2026 BT Ih
e TR ol Tt g1 IaiM I TR dR H SR DIy [deid PING el
fohaT &1 aTieT TR 1 H Y faeiar T &M T fahaT ST 3Tdlel TR et el JTgft
PEEECAR I

3. fquefkror Y ok § fagm Qe i arfdawdr (Sar) gRr faee
HYur y1efHT U (3T) @7 Hifee foRie feam wm g
4, I SEH IR A Collector, Land Acquisition Vs. Mst. Kati Ji

and others, 1987 (13) AIR 306 H I fafer waerm <t & f& The legislature has
Conferred the power to condone delay by enacting section 5 of the Limitation Act
of 1963 in order to enable the Courts to do substantial justice to parties by
disposing of matters on merit. The expression "sufficient Cause” employed by the
Legislature is adequately elastic to enable the Courts to apply the law in a
meaningful manner which subserves the ends of justice that being the life
purpose of the existence of the institution of Courts. It is common knowlege that
this Court has been making a justifiably liberal approach does not appear to
have percolated down to all the other Court in the hierarchy.” And such a liberal

approach is adopted on principle as it is realized that—
1-0Ordinarily, litigant does not stand to benefit by lodging an appeal late.
2— Refusing to condone delay can result in @ meritorious matter being thrown out at
the very threshold and cause of justice being defeated. As against this;, when delay is
condoned, the highest that can happen is that a cause would be decided on merit after
hearing the parties.
3- "Every” day's delay must be explained” does not mean that a pedantic approach
should be made. Why not every hour's delay, every second’s delay? The doctrine must
be applied in rational, common sense and pragmatic manner.
4— When substantial justice and technical considerations are pitted against each other,
the cause of substantial justice deserves to be preferred, for the other side can not
claim to have vested right in injustice being done because of a non—deliberate delay.
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5— There is no presumption that delay is occasioned deliberately, or on account of
culpable negligence, or on account of malafides. A litigant does not stand to benefit by
restoring to delay. In fact he runs a serious risk.

Y1 SedH ~IR>ITe T A N. Balakrishanan Vs, M. Krishnamurthy 1998(7)
SCC 123. & A ¥ I8 fafer syaxenm < € f& The primary function of court is to
adjudicate the dispute between the parties and to advance substantial justice.
Time limit fixed for approaching the court in different situations in not because
on the expiry of such time a bad cause would transform into a good cause. Rules
of limitation are not meant to destroy the right of parties. They are meant to see
that parties do not resort to dilatory tactics, but seek their remedy promptly. The
object of providing a legal remedy is to repair the damage caused by reason of
legal injury. Law of limitation fixes a life—span for such legal remedy for the
redress of the legal injury so suffered. Time is precious and the wasted time
would never revisit During efflux of time newer causes would sprout up
necessitating newer persons to seek legal remedy by approaching the courts. So
a life span must be fixed for each remedy. Unending period for launching the
remedy may lead to unending uncertainty and consequential anarchy, Low of
limitation is thus Founded of public policy.”
AT SEaH =IRTAT 7 Smt. Prabha Vs. Ram Prakash Kalra 1987
(Suppl.) SCC 338 # u® fafdr =ygwer &t € f& the Court should not adopt an
injustice oriented approach in rejecting the application for condonation of delay,
T SEH =IRITeT o Vedabai @ Vaijayanatabai Baburao patil Vs. Shantaram
Baburao Patil and others 2001 (44) AIR 577 (Sc) ® Jg fafer syawen <t 8 f& "In
exercising discretion under section 5 of the limitation Act, the Courts should

adopt a pragmatic approach. A distinction must be made between a case where
the delay is inordinate and a case where the delay is of a few days. Whereas in
the former case the consideration of prejudice to the otherwise will be a relevant
foctor so the case calls for a more countious approach....”

M-I SEqH =IR-ITe™ 9 New India Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs. Smt
Shanti Misra, AIR 1976 SC 237 H Jg fafey eexenm <t 8 f " discretion given by
section 5 (of Limitaion Act) should not be defined or crystallized so as to convert

a discretionary matter into a rigid rule of law. The express “sufficient cause”
Should receive a liberal construction.

AMHR S9aH IR §RT Shakuntala Devi Jain Vs. Kuntal Kumari,
AIR 1969 SC 575 ¥ Ig fafer syawem & Wi & f&" unless want of bona fides of
such inaction or negligence as would deprive a party of the protection of section

5 (of Limitaion Act) is proved, the application must not be thrown out or any
delay can not be refused to be condoned.

M- SIAH ~IRITeT = 0.P. Kathpalia Vs. Lakhmir Singh AIR 1984
SC 1744 5 T8 fafey yaveen < 8 f&6 " if the refusal to condone the delay results in
grave miscarriage of justice, it would be a ground to condone the delay.”

HH=1T S=qH I 7 Haribhai Lakhmanbhal Seedhav Vs, State
of Gujrat and others 2009 (27) LCD 1645 # fafer =yawer &t & f& the Court
should not reject appeal/revision on the ground of delay and the same should

be decided on merit.
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