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GyguG 3cor HNqIG GGRT HHGT TRI 88, 188, 183 UjTi co1RGIATNI 

YE 3fait fb t 

3NO3TROSÌO 1989 

"Rajasthan Land Revenue Act, Section 75- Order which is void 
an initio be challenged at any time- Appeal foled after more then 18 years but immediatery 
after kmowledge, is not be barred" gi yOYU H· vË Rois igy à H UH 



fb�i f" ifd yfsh ifß 1908-HrY 41, H.34-uftHI 3AtatH, 
1963-INI 5 

Ì yAR 3ATRO3ITRO�To 2023 (1) GH 63 UTH yagt caferai aH i 

AIROYAOGeY 1951 ui 303 RGTHG qTH ER0E À fAYfcT foUT f "Limitation 
Act. S. 5-- Delay in filing appeal--Each day's delay after due date must be satisfactoril explained. It is the duty of an applicant, praying for indulgence unders 5 to explain each 
day's delay satisfactorily and if he fail to do so he cannot get the benefit of s. 5" sf yhR 
3HTRO3ATRo ZÌO 1970 u 542 3A14 HH fiUT HreT, 3R dH 3fàU HRJ 

yfayt}T foyl f "Each day's delay from expiry of limitation held, not explained in 
compliance of provision of Sec. 5 - Collector acted illegally and with material irregularity in condoning delay on unwarranted and unjustilied grounds--Diseretion to condone delav to be exercised judicially -- Suflicient reason explaining cach day's delay must exist before Cxercise of such a discretion" 31R03/ROTO 2007 (2) 939 Sto ig fços dHH 

0Z à q 34sRd fhyT |" Ì yoR 2012(12) Weekly Law Notes 16 page 194 À yfyif fh fo (A) Civil Procedure Code, 1908 -Order 5 Rule 15- Service of 



Summons-Adult member of the family-Defendant absent when summons sought to be 

served- Service can be effected on the father of the defendant. (B) Civil Procedure Code. 

1908- Order 9 Rule 13-Summons not duly served-Defendant absent when service of 

summons was sought to be effected- Father of defendant refused to accept the summon 

the same was affixed on the premises-Appellant not examining his father to prove that 

summon had not been refused by him-Application to set aside ex-parte decree rightly 

rejected by trial Court. 0 yofR 2016(3)CJ(Civ.X Raj.) page 1406 À ycyTtèd fhal 

Tc6 Limitation Act, 1963-Sec. 14-Earlier suit was related in regard to properties of firm 

which was claimed on the ground of award passed by arbitrators-Subsequent suit has been 

filed for partition of properties of firm-Both the proceedings are same and one. 

Limitation Act, 1963-Sec. 14-Scope-Party who invokes the Section. 

should not be guilty of negligence, lapse or inaction-Further, there should be no pretended 

mistake intentionally made with a view to delaying the proceedings or harassing the 

opposite party. SHT YIR RRT 2017(1) Jitendra singh (Dr.) vs. Nirvan Charitable Trust page 

711 9teyrtd foT f Litigant should be vigilant enough & should keep himself informed 

about the pending proceedings. iT 4o|R RRD 1994 Page 697 4yte fhT fo (A) 

Limitation Act, Section 5-Appellant's plea of lack of knowledge of impugned order, not 

substantiated by record-Condonation of delay refused and appeal dismised as time bared. (Paras 

3-4) (B) Affidavit-Appellant found to have filed false affidavit for obtaining stay order-Board 

directed prosecution of appellant for submiting false affidavit deliberately knowing full well that 

it was false. (Para 5) .SÌ YIR RRD 1994 page 25 ytyta thT to (A) Limitation 

Act, Section 5 - Application for condonation of delay did not contain any material explaining 

delay-Collector also not considering whether there ws satisfactory explanation-Condonation of 

delay was not proper Mere fact of submission of application did not justify condonation. (B) 

Rajasthan Land Revenue (Allotment of Land for Receptacles) Rules, Rule 4-Land recorded as 
Banjar-Mention of word "talai" in column not explained allotment of talai is not prohibited by 
the rules. ST OIR 2013(3) Weekly Law Notes 68 6(SC) H ytyt foT f (A) 

Limitation Act, 1963-Sec. 5-Sufficient Cause-Construction-term should be considered with 
pragmatism in Justice oriented approach rather than technically insisting to explain delay of 
every day-Delay in Official Business requires its pedantic approach from Public Justice 

(B) Limitation Act, 163, -Dec, 5- Sufficient Cause-Appellant obtaining decree for permanent 

injunction against Respondent State in 1969 Execution applied in 2009-0bjection of the 
Respondent under Sec. 47 CPC rejected-on 17-08-2010-Respondent filed another objection on 

15-09-2011 for recall of attachment-Objection dismissed on 15-09-2011-Revision filed before 
District Judge against order dated 17-08-2010-District Judge condoned the Delay and High Court 
agreed with the same-Held, No sufficient cause made out merely becaude respondent is the 

State the delay cannot be condoned- Delay in filing execution case cannot be a Ground to 

condone the delay in filing Revision. gi 9GR 2014(4) RLW Page 3173 yftyf fh f 
Limitation Act, 1963, Sec. 5_ Condonation of delay- Appeal against rejection of suit for specific 
performance filed after delay of 1916 days i.e. about 5-1/4 Years- the ground is lack of 
communication with the lawyer- Held- The assertions appear to be incorrect_they do not evoke 
confidence- it clearly reflects negligence lack of action deligently and inactivity on the part of 
appellants in not contaction their lawyer for such a long period - No case of condontion of delay 
is made out in absence of affidavit of lawyer their support. ycR RRD 1988 page 695 H 

perspective. 

ytdutGH h f Limitation Act, Section 5 Mere assertion of remissness on part of Advocate 



without support of affidavit form Advocate cannot be relied upon for extending limitation. $1 

YIR RRD 14.03.09 page 150 yfGyf fh f Rajasthan Tenancy Act, Sections 88, 89 
Limitation Act, Section 5 Appeal against order of R.A.A.- Held, appeal filed on behalf of Govt. 
beyond the period of limitation of 90 days- Tehsildar his affidavit has attested serial No. 1 and 

2 only and has said nothing about the reasons mentioned in serial Nos. 3 & 4 in the application -
No reasons have been given about the delay of three years under the circumstances appeal is 

hopelessly time barred and delay of three years cannot be condoned and considered on merits 
Order of R.A.A. confirmed. t yoR RRD May, 2007 page 311 ufYfT fh| fo 

Limitation Act, Section 5-C.P.C., Section 100-Delay in filing secong appeal-Judgment passed by 
first appellate court on 16.08.2003-Appeal filed by appellant on 19.12.2003 claiming knowledge 
of judgment on 07.12.2033 No explanation given for not filing appeal immediately-Held, 
appellant was taking the matter leisurely and at his own convenienceDelay, not condoned. DNJ 

(Raj.) 1999 page 134 } 9tyit¢T fhl fo Limitation Act, 1963-Sec-5 Condonation of delay 
Delay of 83 days in filing appeal- Objection that appellant was not duly represented in trial Court 

in unfounded- Sufficient cause for condonation of delay not shown- File requires to be routed 
from so many channels is no sufficient cause-Held Appeal is time barred & dismissed. DNJ(Raj.) 

1999 page 319 & ytyte thT f Limitation Act 1963 Sec. 5- Motor Vehicle Act, 1988-Sec. 
173- Delay of 47 Days in filing appeal-Delay not properly explained- officer of Regional Office did 
not care to take prompt action in the matter of filting appeal-Complex procedure for routing of 
the file through many officers is not a sufficient cause to defeat the purpose-Held, Delay is fatal 
& alppeal dismissed as time barred. d ycTR RLW-pf56 21.12.2013 ytoytd fhYT f 

Limitation Act,1963, Sec. 5- Application for condonation of delay in filing intra court appeal 
Appeal filed after 9 years, 11 months and 14 days of the expiry of period of limitation- Alleged 
mistake of the Advocate Held- Delay has not been properly explained- No sufficient cause for 
condonation of delay- Application dismisses. Ì yoR RRT 127 page 117 À yfaufT fo 
f Limitation Act, 1963 Sec. 5 Code of civil Procedure, 1908-Sec.100-Condonation of delay 
Delay of 2344 days in filing appeal-in action or indolence on the part of the litigant- Liberal 
approach cannot be adopted otherwise it may render the law of limitation nugatory & otiose- No 
sufficient cause to explain the delay-Held, Application &appeal are liable to be dismissed. 3fi 
yoR RJt 2015(2) page 1273 yItsiteT fYT fo Limitation Act, 1963-sec. 5-Code of Civil 

Procedure. 1908- Order 47, Rule 1- Condonation of delay-Delay of 2327 days in filing review 

petition-Writ petiton decided on 24.04.2007 in presence of the counsel-When the petitiorer 
enguired about the status of the writ non explained condonation of delay is not 

entertainble&dismissed. g0Ì yeoR RJT 2015(1) page 342 fTyfta fhyT f> Limitation Act. 
1963-Sec. 5-0 code of Civil Procedure, 1908-Sec. 96- Delay of more than three years in filing 

appeal-Notice of execution of decree served upon the petitioner on 06.01.2012& submitted the 
reply on 17.04.2012 False averment made in the application that the fact of passing of decree 

come into knowledge on 17.09.2013-Held, Court below has not committed any illegality or 

material irregularity in rejection the application. GyRldT fMgT gTII ybRu yñ quici: 



2013 (4) Yuj 43 ylTR q 3 TH VoNgq HuGd q 31-4 H4y RIUeTT J 

Land Revenue Act, 1956- Sec. 133- Mutation Entries- Nature of-Mutation entries are only 

fiscal in Nature-Such entries are always subject to final decision of competent court about 

the Right of the Parties" gHo 3tfafRi ft Rà y ifa yfh GH RIfd 

NE u 3G ai |3-7- 202 3 

(aR0s HT) 
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