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1. UFEe Teer 2g U gl gd fifS R ameed & g sifeEd @
faqafRToT & A5 STfEGHRIU BT AT AT g 2
2. ey ffder sor (A1) (Th.ra.), dfeldqr gRT uikare |

801/2020, goi= 8 I1ea g/ RS PAATET 1S, AT Picdret dfelays, foref
dAfelaqR & aTRa sfeer feAldd 28.08.2024 & favg ode® GRT RMT TRga
B 4 gU [Acie & 70T &g WeFT O (33%) 7Y A9 U (4 F) SR ORT 5 RIS
JfSfFm Tegd R P B 1 g 5 faRer =mre gRT uiRda Jieyr
ISR B9 TR D IMEIHI GRT Y I IR [, G R IF TR
TSI GRT IR JAT<eT Dl FAIf0IT Ui &g o 31fSehd ifeah & Ares™ |
THAAel B GIARAT dRIaR A6 16.09.2025 & Adhdl &g de faar| fame
IR GRT YR 3M&fd neer df ufd Adhat 9w & S9 f&Hi® 07.11.2025
uTH g%, S IR W Iqb GRT FRFT 9gd &1 Rl 81 R o o/ |
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I TGS DS fdeid BIRd el fobar 81 Ut AT § R ol vt H 8T
facia Y AT T ST AR TR e Y argafal i ST e &t =t 21

3. fquelt T 1 I U, TS B R [ A R ¥ fAgE e aradh
AT (PINERY) gRT facie 507 o1 957 (3 &) o1 Jifyes farre fosam mam 2
4, fquelt TR 2 RS &t IR § fAfFd smuf (12@) = MUY o=

(13 W) TRga PR el T € f e o (3%) H i W HUF O 5 R
e &t uRfe 7 T8 ama €1 f&Hi® 28.08.2024 & Y RIS GRT famor
AR B PRAE He-dHe AW R R FT-dmm ufhar d wft, @
STHESTARDIS Seig Fal foha T 81 faAle 28.08.2024 & 94 ¥ faaRor =mimerg §
T T Pls AT TG DI R 3R AT & PRl gars 8g R ey 5
SUlEIT RAT| fRRYT <RI & U Sh dIg Dl WIRS v & 1Al dig o
e SATfereR 8l o faeRur <RITerd §RT fAfe GRT Ued SIfAdRI Bl TN axd
gV 3yl faATfhd 28.08.2024 UIRd fbar T €1 aiey fATfPa 28.08.2024 &1
ST fhdt A1 & FRRTIDbT! @1 UTH §3, SHPT Dl Seid 78l & AR AT &l
EFT U9 & T | D3 UY UF IS fham T 5l IRt GRT 9ger ud
TR BT ¥ YA e T T 81 FRRFwal GRT dledfe Ud Wl SMERi &R
e SMRIfeS ae Jgfed @ AN S9[ SloH &g (e o =Immear 9 5
TV € iR I o7 Ud oRiRes wu & Tarfed B S <87 & de I R ¥ T8
1T U TR T3t 71T 81 STRIh SR W W11 0 (3 %) &l e fond Sie &t
greFT 6 T 7|

6. 1T SeIdH =IR-ITAT A Collector, Land Acquisition Vs. Mst. Kati Ji
and others, 1987 (13) AR 306 ¥ Jg fafey =yawer & & 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 @ non—deliberate delay.
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.
M S¥aH =I™ITer = N. Balakrishanan Vs. M. Krishnamurthy 1998(7)

SCC 123. & Tt ¥ I fafer wyaxenm < & & 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 JEaH =IR—ITe  Smt. Prabha Vs. Ram Prakash Kalra 1987
(Suppl.) ScC 338 ¥ ¥g fafer wawen &t & f& the Court should not adopt an
injustice oriented approach in rejecting the application for condonation of delay,
M ST ~IRITT 7 Vedabai @ Vaijayanatabai Baburao patil Vs. Shantaram
Baburao Patil and others 2001 (44) AIR 577 (Sc) ¥ Jg fafey eraeen <t 8 & "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....”

AT SedH "I 3 New India Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs. Smt
Shanti Misra, AIR 1976 SC 237 ¥ Jg fafer =yawen &t & 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.

AT S9dH IR §RT Shakuntala Devi Jain Vs. Kuntal Kumari,
AIR 1969 SC 575 ¥ I8 fafy eyaween <t Wit & fF" 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.

AT S =IR—Ted J 0.P. Kathpalia Vs. Lakhmir Singh AIR 1984
SC 1744 5 Jg fafey <yawer & & f& " if the refusal to condone the delay results in
grave miscarriage of justice, it would be a ground to condone the delay."

A1 e =IR™ITeR™T 9 Haribhai Lakhmanbhal Seedhav Vs. State
of Gujrat and others 2009 (27) LCD 1645 H fafer @gwer <&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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amafd ofmew fid  28.08.2024 & uikd fhar mm g e foog
3MIe / IR Jois GRT I8 Hlened AR & 01 ¥ 03 A8 13 9 &
et § fo1 11.12.2025 BT U] dI Tt 81 FRIHIGA! dF IR ¥ HA fawar mar
& 1 I eI aTcer df STHERT T&1 oft | STaIUd J<eT Pl STHHRT JIRY Aferah
g9 R P GRT AP 16.09.2025 B Fdel &g Sfded fhar 1 iR f&Aiw
07.11.2025 1 I Tbel DI U UTH g5, O IR IHD GRT MR IR b ST <&
g1 P GRT AT PR IR ax # faets 721 fosar mr &1 snafia ameer
&1 THETO it & gRefle™ & &ra 8iar § fb FRRMiedt GRT STeud Jieer ot
yETfora T &g A6 16.09.2025 dY 3Mde YA T T 81 el (IR 8laN
fHie 07.11.2025 @1 ACH I W T §8 © dA U YOG ufd HAi®
18.11.2025 & AR &1 WY 81 3Hed GRT [&AId 11.12.2025 FRMT wga &
Tt 81 FRIIRa! o TR ¥ FRRFT TRga A H foldn 17 YR, 91el & a2l @
aRfefdat & T g GavoH® 81 WIeHT o (3%) 99 U § THfefd B ord:
TR @7 Ry R FRATRA - 8 =1 f&d § W1 u7 (3 %) SR 5 I
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