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This article discusses a significant case pertaining to the law of limitations, specifically

focusing on Section 5 of the Limitation Act of 1963. 

The Supreme Court addressed the question of "sufficient cause" in this historic case and

stressed that while deciding cases under this clause, courts should use a broad and justice-

centric viewpoint. 

 

Case Title: Collector, Land Acquisition, Anantnag v. Katiji

Court: Supreme Court of India

Citation: AIR 1987 SC 1353

Judges: Justice M.P. Thakkar and Justice B.C. Ray

Date of Judgment: February 19, 1987

 

A ruling of the Jammu & Kashmir High Court (henceforth referred to as "J&K HC") was

appealed by the State of Jammu & Kashmir. 

According to the J&K High Court's ruling, the State was required to pay roughly 14 lakhs of

rupees in compensation for the purchase of Anantnag land for public use. 

Questions concerning valuation standards were further highlighted by this ruling, which

required an 800 percent upward revision from Rs. 1000 to Rs. 8000 per kanal. 

Due to the appeal's four-day delay and inability to get a delay excuse, it was denied. 

The State has therefore filed an appeal by special leave at the highest court to resolve this

issue. 

 

Problems 

 

Should the State's delay in filing an appeal be excused? 

Should the doctrine of adequate cause be applied to all parties in the given situation,

regardless of their personalities, using the same standard? 

Applied Laws 

In some circumstances, the period may be extended under Section 5 of the Limitation Act of

1963. 

Evaluation 
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The court noted that Section 5 of the Limitation Act, 1963 (henceforth referred to as "the Act")

uses the term "sufficient cause" in a way that is "adequately elastic," allowing courts to apply

the law in a meaningful way and accomplish the goals of justice through liberal interpretation.

When interpreting the theory of sufficient cause, the court adopted a liberal stance and noted

the following: 

 

Generally speaking, the plaintiff does not benefit from submitting an appeal after the

deadline. 

The cause of justice may be undermined if a meritorious case is dismissed at the threshold

due to a refusal to accept a delay. 

By taking into account the nuances of the case, the idea that "Every day's delay must be

explained" should be applied intelligently rather than pedantically. 

When technical considerations and substantial justice collide, substantial justice must

prevail. 

 

There is no assumption that a plaintiff gains nothing by introducing delays or that the delay is

deliberate, careless, or malevolent. 

It is important to remember that the judiciary is valued for its ability to correct injustice rather

than for its capacity to justify wrong on technical reasons. 

By using a justice-oriented approach, it was found that there was adequate cause in the

current case, regardless of whether a state or a private entity was requesting a delay

forgiveness. A state should not be viewed as an outsider since it represents the

community's united cause. 

In order to ensure that fair and equitable justice is carried out based on the merits of each

case, courts must interpret the doctrine of sufficient cause in accordance with the

fundamental spirit and philosophy of Section 5 of the Act. This approach must also extend

to the practical application of the provision in individual cases. In support of this, the court has

asked others to take into account both the particular circumstances and the larger context of

the issue at hand. In the process, the court has acknowledged the necessity for a just

outcome that is consistent with the core values of justice. 

The court determined that there was a clear justification for the delay in this particular case.

As a result, the J&K HC's order was overturned and the delay was excused. The case

was returned to the High Court so that it might be heard on its merits.
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