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From :- A 5 o D 7« 26

Ms. Shikha Agarwal, Mab. No. 7070992022
Deputy Secretary,

SCMS Secretariat-cum-A.R. (J),

High Court of Jharkhand,

anei Memo No. 4/22' ¢
Dated:- ‘2"2 _§7:?§‘-

To,
All the learned Principal District & Sessions Judges,
of the State of Jharkhand,
including learned Principal Judicial Commissioner, Ranchi.

~ Sub:- Regarding communication of Hon'ble Court's order dated 16.07.2025 passed in
First Appeal No. 79 of 2025 (Jaya Bharti @ Komal Vs. Rakesh Kumar).

Sir’/Madam,

With reference to the subject noted above, I am directed to forward herewith a true
copies of Hon'ble Court's order dated 16.07.2025 passed in First Appeal No. 79 of 2025
(Jaya Bharti @ Komal Vs. Rakesh Kumar) arising out of Original Suit No. 70 of 2023 of
the Court of Principal Judge, Family Court, Bokaro , for your kind information and
necessary action to all concerned.

Further. you are directed to communited the officers concerned accordingly

This may be treated as “MOST URGENT".

Enxl:- As above (12 Sheets)

Yours Sincerely.

o
gﬁl ‘(/(‘}' \q?\‘/3
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JHARKI‘IAP?D AT RANCHI

First Appeal No.79 of 2025
Jaya Bharti @ Komal l Appellant
Versus ;
Rakesh Kumar we s Respondent
CORAM: HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE SUJITNARAYAN P
HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE RAJESH KUMAR
e 1
For the Appellant  : Mr. Rishi Pallav, Advocate
For the Respondent : None

Order No.05/Dated: 16" July. 2025

I.A No0.3650 of 2025 |

. The present interlocutory application has beenjﬁled under section
5 of the Limitation Act, 1963 tor condonation ot delay of 485 days
in preferring First Appeal No.79 of 2025. i

. Today when the matter is called out, no one dppears to represent
the respondent, however, the name of the learned counse¢l
appearing for the respondent is reflected in tlhe daily cause list
who has put her appearance in the present procm}zcding as would be
evident from the order dated 09.07.2025. |

The learned counsel appearing for the appel{ant has submitte

that delay of 485 days has been caused in filing the appeal due t
|

0 L

having no knowledge about passing of ex-parte judgment an
i

decree by the learned Principal Judge, Family Court Bokaro ( 1

—

short, learned Farijly Judge) for dlssolutmn of marriage in
Original bmt No0.70 of 2023 which was granted in favour of the
petitioner-husband (respondent herein). l
. 1t is stated in the instant interlo(mtbr-y applicalilon that the decreg
of divorce, vide judgmeﬁt dated 19.08.2023 1and decree dated

|
26.08.2023, which is impugned in the present proceeding has been

passed ex-parte. Hence, the appellant-wife had been no knowledge
about the judgment and decree passed in Origi'nal Suit No.70 of
2023 for dissolution of their marriage and could Enot be able to file
an appeal witjhin the period of limitation. !

. The ground has been taken as would appear from paragraph nos.5,

6 and 7 that notice said to be issued on 28.02.2023. It has been

SAD
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|

stated that on the next date i.e. on 31.03.2023, no step was takdr

—

|
by the petitioner (the respondent herein) and all of sudden on

[¢1]

19.04.2023 the case has been fixed for cx—parteihearing against tl
respondent. | '
6. The appellant came to know about the judgmezit dated 19.08.2023

and decree dated 26.08.2023 only on 20.02.2025 and thereafte

-

she has applied for certified copy of the plaint, order sheet and
judgment along with decree on 21.02.2025 whiéh were supplied to

her on 24.02.2025. |

7. The ground, therefore, has been taken that :due to having np

=

knowledge about the passing of the decreciand judgment i

Original Suit No.70 of 2023, the delay of 4185 days has bec
!

j= )

caused in filing the appeal.

8. It has been contended that the reason which has|been shown in th

o

instant interlocutory application to condone the delay of 485 days
18, therefore, sufficient for the purpose of cond(;ning the aforesaid
delay. ;
9. We have heard the learned counse] for the a‘ppellam and gong
through the pleadings made in the instiant interlocutory
application.
10. This Court while hearing the learned counsel for the appellant or
18.06.2025 has called for the trial court recordé so that the issue¢
involved in the present appeal is to be decided on merit,
11. It needs to refer herein that the day when the trial court records
was called for there was no appearance on behalf of the
respondent-husband. However, this Court, based upon the officg
report, since the notice has been received by hlis father, namely
Ramji Prasad as also there, i.s a ‘r'c;porl of joinlnFss of the family
“accepted the service 10th wvalidly served. However, thg
appearance has begnima'de 'bhjliéei_l'zl*.lf of the respo’ndent—husband by
filing “vakalama;_ﬁ&' : by Ms. Shristi 'Sinha, the learned counsel as
would appcai' from the order dated 09.07.2025. |
12. The trial court record is available on record. |
13. We have gone through the trial court record a;nd found that the|

Original Suit No.70 of 2023 was registered on 06.02.2023. The

2




Sheristedar was directed to report and the matilter was posted o1
13.02.2023 for hearing on the point of admission. On that day, ng
step was taken by the petitioner-husband (resgondcnt herein) i
the said original suit. Thereafier, the mattel:' was posted on
24.02.2023 for hearing on admission point, ,
14. The matter was again posted on 24.02.2023. 'On that day, the
petitioner has filed attendance through his Iean{ed counsel and 3
prayer was made on behalf of the petitioner for admission of the
case. The learned trial Court has heard the learned counsel and
perused the case record and after finding the pet:ition in order, thel
case was admitted vide order dated 24.02.2023.%& appears that in
the right side of the order sheet dated 24.02.2023, there is a
handwritten script indicating “notice issued by both ways” and the
same is of dated 28.02.2023. ‘
15. It needs to refer herein that when on 24.02.2023 the case was
posted for appearance on 31.03.2023 and it is ievidcnt from the
order that no step has been taken by the petitioner in compliance
of the order dated 24.02.2023 and, accordingly, the case was fixed
for 19.04.2023 then a question arises herein how the notice was
issued on 28.02.2023 even without any specific order for issuance
of notice upon the respondent-wife (appellant hc}ein) which is not
understandable.
16. It is, thus, evident that the handwritten script, s’o far it relates to
issuance of notice by both ways are concernca, appears to be
issued not on the date when the case was posted for hearing before
the learned Family Judge, rather the same was in between
24.02.2023 and 31.03.2023 without having any specific order said
to be passed on 24.02.2023. it also appears that there is no
s1gnature of the ledrned kamlly J udge just bclow the handwritten
script dated 28.02.2023. i‘he matter was posted d.b was fixed vide
~order 24.02. 2023 on 31 (}‘% ”023\, but no step was taken by the
petitioner. The matter, thus was posted oni 19.04.2023 for
appearance of the rcspondent wﬂe

17.This Court is again not in a poqmon to accept the fact that when

the lcarned Family Judge has drawn the ordcr sheet dated




31.03.2023 indicating that no step was takcn‘by the petitionet,
then where was the occasion available to himto post the matter
for 19.04.2023 for appearance of the respondent-wife, rather th
learned trial Court ought to have passed an order with a direction
upon the learned counsel appearing for the pet}tioncr—husbamd 1o
take steps for service of notice if the notice issued vide order dated
28.02.2023 had been passed by the learned F amiily Judge himself.
18. The lcarned Family Judge ought to have also conducted a3
inquiry for the purpose of verifying as to whether the notice dated
28.02.2023 said to be issued on that date 1s actu?ally is by him ang
if he has not passed the order since there is no situation to pass ar
order when the case was posted on 31.03.2023 Efor appearance of
the respondent-wife. The learned Family Judée ought to have
made an inquiry as to why in the midway betwf:eu 24.02.2023 to
31.3.2023 how the notice was issued on 28.02.2023 and by whom.
19. The matter was posted on 19.04.2023. A 1'efcren:cc has been made
therein that the petitioner-husband filed attendance through hig
learned counsel. It further appears from the sé,id order that the
respondent-wife has not appeared till that da?_y and registered

d” that let

the learned Family Judge to post the matter for ex-parte hearing
against the respondent. |
20. The learned Family Judge since has accepted tﬂc order by which
the notice was issued on 28.02.2023 which was By both ways but
as would appear from the order dated 19.04.2023 that there is no
reference with respect to the out come of the notice sent to the
respondent-wife through ordmary process and merely on the basis
of the endorsement of * refuse to accept the notice sent through
the registered post, the case has-been set as lex-parte hearing
|

21. This Court, therefore, is of:the view that what has been stated in

against the respondent-wife.

the said interlocutory applicatién appears to be in consonance with
the order dated 24.02.2023 to 31.03.2023 as available in the order
‘sheet of Original Suit No.70 of 2023.
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22. Since we are dealing with the issue of limitation of 485 days |
filing the First Appeal No.79 of 2025 and there is no dispute i
position of law that irrespective of period of dellay, the delay is +
be condoned in exercise of power conferred under section 5 of the

Limitation Act depending upon the sufficient cause if shown bj

the party seeking condonation of delay.
23. It also requires to refer herein that what is the meaning of
‘sufficient cause’. The consideration of mcan!ing of ‘sufficient
cause’ has been made in Basawaraj & Anr, Vis. Spl Lan
Acquisition Officer, [(2013) 14 SCC 81}, whi‘erein, it has becI
held by the Hon’ble Apex Court at paragraphs 9 to 15 hereunder:-

i ;
"9, Sufficient cause is the cause for which rhc—i* defendant could no
be blamed for his absence. The meaning of {hé word “sufficient” ,'}

“adequate” or “enough’”, inasmuch as may be necessary td

answer the purpose intended. Thercfore, the word “sufficient”
embraces no more than that which prow’a’e& a platitude, s-w’zic}j
when the uct done suffices to accomplish thelpurpase intended in
the fucts and circumstances existing in a case, duly examined from
the viewpoint of a reasonable standard of a c:‘amiuus man. In this
context, “sufficient cause’” means that the p&u'{y should not have
acted in a negligent manner or there was a want of bona fide on its
part in view of the facts and circumstances of a case or it cannot
be alleged that the party has “not acted dt’fig?iwﬂ_;"' or “remained|
inactive”’. However, the facis and cif'cumsmnc.;cs of each case must
afford sufficient ground to enable the court c(;mcerned to exercise
discretion for the reason that whenever :é‘ke court exercises
discretion, it has to be exercised judiciously.\The applicant must
satisfy the court that he was prevented by any “sufficient cause”
from prosecuting his case, and unless a .S'ari.s_'}’i;'fc!o:y explanation is
Sfurnished, the cowrt should not allow U.;’re application  jfor
condonation of delay. The court has to e.xiamfne whether the
mistake is bona fide or was merely a device to cover an ulterior
purpose. (See Manindra Land and Building Corpn. Ltd. v
Bhutnath- Banerjee [AIR 1964 SC 1336] | Mata Din v. A
Narayunan [(196%) 2 SCC 770 : AIR 1970 SC 1953] , Parimal v.
Veenda [(7011) 3 SCC 545 (2011) 2 5CC (Cw) 1 : AIR 2011 SC
1150] and Mrmzben Dew‘aj Shah v. Mumc:pal Corpn. of Brihan
Mumbai [( 0!2} 5 scc 1.)7 “(2012) 3 SCC (Cw) 24 : AIR 2012
SC 1629 . : r.‘ - oW




10. In Arjun Singh v. Mohindra Kumar [AIR 1964 SC 993] this
Court explained the difference between a {‘'good cause” and b
“sufficient cause’ and observed that every “sufficient cause” is
good cause and vice versa. However, if any difference exists it cah
only be that the requirement of good cause is complied with on A
lesser degree of proof than that of “sufficient cause”.
{1, The expression “sufficient cause” should be given a libera
interpretation 1o ensure that substuntial justice is done, but only sq
long as negligence, inaction or lack of bc:ma fides cannot be
imputed to the parly concerned, whether or nd! sufficient cause has
been furnished, can be decided on the facts of a particular casé
and no straifjacket formula is possible. !(’the Madanial v
Shyamlial [(2002) | SCC 535 : AIR 2002 SC; 100] and Ram Nath
Sao v. Gobardhan Sao [(2002) 3 SCC 195 : A}R 2002 8C 1201] .
12, It is a settled legal propesition that law of limitation may
harshly affect a particular party but it has to b:e applied with all its
rigour when the statute so prescribes. The colur.f has no power to
extend the period of limitation on equi!ablei grounds. “A resuly
Sflowing firom a statutory provision is never an'evil. 4 court has no
power to ignore that provision to relieve };vhal it considers a
distress resulting from its operation.” The stat:urwy provision may
cause hardship or inconvenience lo a particular party but the court
has no choice but (o enforce it giving full c_fﬁ’ct to the same. The
legal maxim dura lex sed lex which means “the law is hard but it is
the law”, stands autracted in such a situation. 1t has consistently
been held that, “inconvenience is not” a de‘fci:s'ive Jactor to be
considered while interpreting a statute.
13. The statute of limitation is founded on public policy, its aim
being to secure peace in the community, to suppress frand and
perjury, lo quicken diligence and to prevent oppression. It seeks to
bury all acts of the past which have .Im)t been agitated
unexplainably and have from lapse of M':me become  stale.
According to Halsbury's Laws of England, Vol. i28, p. 2006:
"603. Policy of the Limitation Acts.—The courés have expressed at
least three differing reasons supporting the existence of statutes of
limitations namely, (1) that long dormant cltiu'ms have more of
cruelty than justice in them, (2) that a df_ff{-;‘lld(%uif might have lost
the evidence to disprove a stale claim, and (3} that persons with
good' causes of actions should pursue them with reasonable

diligence,” ' |




An unlimited limitation would lead o a sense of insecurity and
uncertainty, and therefore, limitation prevents disturbance Qr

deprivation of what may have been acquired in equity and justice
by long enjoyment or what may have been ;!osr by a party's own
inaction, negligence or luches. {See Popat and Kotecha Property y.
SBI Staff” Assn. [(2005) 7 SCC 510] , Rajender Singh v. ‘Snmfa
Singh [(1973) 2 SCC 705 : AIR 1973 §C 2535,7] and Pundlik Jalam
Fatil v. Jalgaon Medium Project [(2008) 1 7| SCC 448 : (2009) 5
SCC (Civ) 907] ) |
14. In P. Ramachandra Rao v. Stale ofKanﬁ;taka [(2002) 4 SC¢
578 : 2002 SCC (Cri) 830 : AIR 2002 SC 1856) this Court hellf
that judicially engrafting principles of limitation amounts
legislating and would fly in the face of iajw laid down by th
Constitution Bench in Abdul Rehman Antulay v. K.S. Navak
[(1992) 1 SCC 225 - 1992 SCC (Cri) 93 : AIR 1992 SC 1701] .
{5. The law on the issue can be summuarised fo the effect tha
where a case has been presented in the court beyond limitation, the
applicant has to explain the court as to what was the “sufficien
cause” which means an adequate and enough reason whict
prevented him to approach the court within limitation. In case «
party is found to be negligent, or for want oj':bona fide on his par

in the facts and circumstances of the case, or found to have no
|

acted diligently or remained inactive, there cannot be a Justifie

ground to condone the delay. No court could be justified rj
condoning such an inordinate delay by impf)s;'ng any condition
whatsoever. The application is to be decided only within th

parameters laid down by this Court in regard to the condonation
of delay. In case there was no sufficient cause|to prevent a litigant
1o approach the court on time condoning the delay without any
Justification, putting any condition wﬁut.s‘oever,! amounts (o passing
an order in violation of the statutory provisions and it tantamounts

to showing utter disregard (o the legislature.”
24. Thus, it is evident. that the sufficient cause mcé:ms that the party
~ should not have acted in a negligent manner or there was a want of
bona fide on its part in vm\g« of the facts and ci;rcumstanccs of a
case or it cgnnqtf..‘bé a]lggeﬁ that the party has “not acted
delhiberately.”iigr QZfééﬁ?iq;f(i;.inactive”. However, the facts and
circumstances of e?.cﬁ casé‘must afford sufficient ground to enable
the Court concer_nedﬂo‘l exercise discretion forE the reason that

whenever the Court exercises discretion, it has to be excrcised

' |
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25. 1t has further been held in the aforesaid ju&gments that the

judiciously. The applicant must satisfy the Court that he was
prevented by any “sufficient cause” from prosccuting his case, and
unless a satisfactory explanation is furnished, the Court should not
allow the application for condonation of delay. The Court has to
examine whether the mistake is bona fide or was merely a device
to cover the ulterior purpose as has been held m Manindra Land,
and Building Corporation Ltd. Vrs. Bhootnath !Banerjee & Ors.,
AIR 196‘4 SC 1336, Lala Matadin Vrs. A. Naanyanan, (1969) 2
SCC 770, Parimal Vrs. Veena @ Bharti, (20”?) 3 8§CC 545 and|
Maniben Devraj Shah Vis. Municipal Corpaié‘ation of Brihan
Mumbai, (2012) 5 SCC 157.

expression ‘sufficient cause’ should be given a liberal
interpretation to ensure that substantial justice is done, but only so
long as negligence, inaction or lack of bona fides cannot be
imputed to the party concerned, whether or not sufficient cause
has been furnished, can be decided on the facts of a particular case
and no straitjacket formula is possible, reference in this regard
may be made to the judgment rendered by the Hon’ble Apex
Court in Ram Nath Sao @ Ram Nath Sahu & Ors. Vis.
Gobardhan Sao & Ors., (2002) 3 SC 195, wheréin, at paragraph-
12, it has been held as hereunder:- '
“12. Thus it becomes plain that the expression “sufficient cause”
within thé meaning of Section 5 of the Act or Order 22 Rule 9 of
the Code or (m_n:? other similar provision shou:k! receive a liberal
construction so as lo advance subsramin!; Jjustice when no
negligence or inaction or want of bona fides is imputable to a
party. In a particular case whether explanation furnished would
constitute “sufficient cause” or not will be dependent upon facts of
each case. There cannot be a straitjacket formula for acecepting or
refecting explanation furnished for the cl‘e!aj' caused in laking
steps. But one thing is clear that the courts should not proceed
with the tendency of finding fauit with the cause shown and reject
the petition by a slipshod order in over-jubilation of dispasal drive.
Acceptance of explanation furnished should be the rule and
refusal, an exception, more so when no ﬂeg!igience or inaction or

want of bona fides can be imputed to the defaulting pariy. On the
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other hand, while considering the matter the Taurts should not losg

-0

sight of the fact that by not taking steps within the time prescribed

a valuable right has accrued to the other party which should not b

lightly defeated by condoning delay in a ‘Erourineﬁfike manne

However, by taking a pedantic and hypertechnical view of the

matter the explanation furnished. should Iléif be rejected when

stakes are high and/or arguable points of facts and law are

involved in the case, causing enormous loss and irreparable injury

10 the party against whom the lis terminates, either by default or

inaction and defeating valuable right of suchf a party to have the

decision on merit. While considering the matter, courts have (g

strike a balance between resultant effect of the order it is going (a

pass upon the parties either way.” ‘

26. Further, the Hon’ble Apex Court in Ramilal, Motilal and
Chhotelal Vrs. Rewa Coalfields Ltd., (1962) 2 l:S'CR 762, has held
that merely because sufficient cause has been made out in the facts
of the given case, there is no right to the appellant to have delay
condoned. At paragraph-12, it has been held as h;ereunder:
“12. It is, however, necessary to emphas!ise that even gfier

sufficient cause has been shown a party is not entitled to the
condonation of delay in question as a matter qf right. The proof of)

a sufficient cause is ¢ condition precedent fo.!" the exercise of the
discretionary jurisdiction vested in the court by Section S. 1
sufficient cause is not proved nothing further has to be done; the
application for condoning delay has 1o be; dismissed on that

ground alone. If suflicient cause is shown n’rien the court has to
enqinlre_.whe!{wr in its discretion it should con:done the delay. This

aspect of the ;ﬁia'tterf naturally introduces the iconsfderation of all

relevant facts and i is at this Stage that difigenlc'e of the party or its

bona fides may ﬂzH Jfor (.'rmsidef:'y!ion; but the scope of the enguiry

- while exercising the fil:sc-rj;’!iorz:ff;y power afler sufficient cause is

shown would 'nat:érq?fxibeEla‘mt':ed only to such facis as the court

may ré'gé:.rd as fé[e;'gri}. It cannot justify an enquiry as to why the

party was sirrir‘:g idle during all the time available to it. In this
connection we ‘I;rdy point out that considerations of bona fides or

-due diligence are always marterial and re!evw"rl when the court is

dealing with applications made under Section 14 of the Limitation

Aet. In dealing with such applications the court is called upon to

consider the effect of the combined provisions of Sections 5 and 14,

Therefore, in our opinion, considerations |which have been




expressly macde material and relevant by the i{)r'ovisr'ons of Sectioh
- 14 cannot to the same extent and in the same manner be invoked in
dealing with applications which fall to be decided only under

. . |
Section 5 withow! reference to Section 14. In !llze present case therg

is no difficulty in holding that the discretion should be exercised in

favour of the appellant because apart from the general criticisr
made against the appellant's lack of diligence during the period of
Limitation no other fact had been adduced against it. [ndeed, as we
have already pointed oul, the learned Ji.ri"iicz‘a! Comumissionet
rejected the appellant's application for candté)nalion of delay only
on the ground that it was appellant's duty to ﬁ:[e the appeal as soor
as possible within the period prescribed, and!a that, in our opinion

is not a valid ground.”™

27. Thus, it is evident that while considering the aeiay condonatior
application, the Court of Law is required to consider the sufficien
cause for condonation of delay as also the appm!ach of the litigan
as to whether it is bona fide or not as because after expiry of thg
period of limitation, a right is accrued in favou% of the other sidc
and as such, it is necessary to look into the bona fide motive of theg
litigant and at the same time, due to inaction and|laches on its part.
28. This Court adverting to the ground taken in the instant
interlocutory application as also to come to the c;onsideration as ta
whether the ground shown for condoning the delay of 485 days
can be said to be sufficient cause or not. ]
29. Expression ‘sufficient cause’ has been dealt with which means
that the party should not have acted in a negligent manner or there
was a want of bona fide on its part in view of the facts and
circumstances of a case or it cannot be alleged that the party has
“not acted delibcrately’; or “remained inactive”. l
30. It has been stated iﬁ pa;ag_rfi;;h nos.5,6,7,8 ancli 9 of the instant
interlocutory gbplicati{):ﬁ”-"thai the appellant was having no
knowledge about the divorce suit and when she came to know the
judgment and decree passed in divorce suit being Original suit
No.70 of 2023, she applied for certified copy of the plaint, order
sheet and judgment along with decree on 21.02.{2025 which were
supplied to her on 24.02.2025. Thereafter, sﬁe consulted her
lawyer for filing an appeal and thus, delay of 485 days oceurred.

10 |
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For ready reference, paragraph nos.5,6,7,8 and 513 are being quoted
hereinunder as:
“5, That order for issuance of notice to the appellant was

:rhe appellant

passed on 24.02.2023 and accordingly notice to
was issued on 28.02.2023. The notice returned undelivered
with noting "addressee was not in the house and family
member denied to accept”.

6. That on the next date i.e on 31.03.2023 no sflf.'p was laken
by the respondent and case was put up on 19, UJA|2{)23. On the
submission of the counsel of the respondent that the notice
was returned with endorsement "refused”, order of ex-parte
against the appeliant was passed on 19.04.2023. .

7. That the suit proceeded, ex-parte wftimu!? any further
attempt for appearance of the appellant either by way fresh
notice or by substituted service. ;

8. That the appellant has not received any notiée of the suit
nor she has refused (o accept the same nor any further attempt
Jor appearance of the appellant was made during trail, which
are apparent from the order-sheet and records of :the case.

9. That recently, on 20.02.2025, the appellant came fo know
about the judgment dated 19.08.2023 and z{m‘r'ec dated
26.08.2023 and immediately applied for certified copy of the
plaint, order-sheet and judgment along with decree on
21.02.2025, which was supplied | to the
appellant on 24.02.2025."

31. We are considering the issue of matrimonial dlispute and as per
the law laid-dowp for condoning the delay that the issue of]
limitation is to b'eﬂtéi((:en liberally and not to be taken in hyper
technically manner. The reasor what has been stated in paragraph
1nos.5, 6 and 7, therefore, cannot be said to be not having sufficient
reason being filing the appeal after delay of 485 diays.

32. This Court, on -the bas_ilé‘fof_” the reference, as has been made
hereinabove by making ‘referencé: of the order sheets setting the
Original Suit No.70 of 2023 ex-parte hearing against the
respondent-wife, is of the view that the cause|which has been
shown by the appellant-wife in the instant  interlocutory
application is sufficient one to condone the delay.%

|
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33. This Court, considering the reason assigned in iparagraph nos.
6, 7, 8 and 9 of the instant interlocutory application, is of the vidw
that the same is sufficient cause for the purpose of condoning the
delay of 485 days in filing the appeal.

34. Accordingly, LA. No. 3650 of 2025 is allowed.

35. Consequently, the delay of 485 days in filing Lhe;prcsent appeal lis
hereby condoned. |

First Appeal No.79 of 2025

36. Heard the learned counsel for the appellant.
37. Admit. |

38. Since the pames hdve already appeamd mn. the prcsmt case and, as

such, thClLfIS no need to lssue fresh HOUCG to 1]1e 1cspondent

huqband

il

39 L:st thxs case on 06.08. 2025

(’3 ;

consxdemd the conduct of the oihce oI the lear ned fdmxly Judo

i—

I

to be not proper. ; .3;5'? Vs :f L -
-!41 lhl-S Court is further of the:view that if such practices are going oh.

in thL 1er>pec.twc Courts of the, ]udg,esnp of the Stdte of Thalkham

>

the %ame 18 to be tdken caxe of sulous]v duz. to the 1eason thal th

(4]

office- clurk crmnot act -as an Pxesldmgj Olt:ccr/]udg. and if any

order hab been passed wﬂhoul any 51511ature ot the Pramdmg

=

Y

Officer/Judge, then !:he Sdld mdu 1§’ scud to be chilld in the eye

of law.

i av!

42. Let this order be commummted to all the Ieamt,d Principal

District & Sessions Judge/Principal Judicial Commissioner for it

onward communication to the learned Principal Judges/Additiona

Principal Judges of difterent judgeship of the State of Jharkhand.
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