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Attempt Five questions, including
Question No. 1 which is compulsory and select at
least one question each from Part 1 and Part Il

All questions carry equal marks.
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1. Attempt briefly any four of the following :
(a) Limitation Bars the remedy, doesn’t destroy the

Right PTO.
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{b) Objective and Scope of Law of Limitation
(c) Define International Commercial Arbitration
(d) Explain the meaning of Arbitration Agreement

(e) Effect of Acknowledgement on limitation law
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2. - (a) The expression “sufficient cause” mean differently
when the delay caused is required to be condoned
for state, whereas it conveys a different meaning
when the delay caused is‘ required to be condoned

in case of private individuals/parties. Comment.

(b) Explain the effect of fraud or mistake on Law of
Limitation.
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3. (a) Discuss the types of legal disabilities covered

under law of limitation along with illustrations.

- (b) What is the true meaning of expression, “Time
requisite” for obtaining a copy of the decree or

. . order appealed from found in Sub section I of Sec. 12
of Limitation Act, 1963 ? '
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4. (a) Distinguish between Section 18 & 19 of the
Limitation Act, 1963.

P.T.O.
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(b) Discuss the limitation period in the foliowing
circumstances :

(1) Limitation for specific performance of
contract.

(i) Any suit for which no limitation period is
prescribed elsewhere.

(iif) Limitation where no period is prescribed.

(iv) For execution of any decree (other than
decree granting a mandatory injunction) or
order of any civil court.
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5. When the subject matter of-Arbitration is taken to the
court by filing a suit what ought to be the judicial
approach as per the Law of the Arbitration. Can the
court suo-moto send the suit to the arbitral tribunal.
Discuss with relevant case law on the subject. Can
the_ Question relating to winding-up of company be

refered to an Arbitrator ?

| T Moran H RAugar @ 9w wEe S aEed 3§ o
W S ? 9 wemew Wt A @ geR o ale
g B IfET 7 R A @R ¥ AR A
Fiwm @ o g @ 7 I Rww W gene Fog [
wfew R iR | =1 TR & wRenE wa=l v =@
W = Pfle o o awar 2 7 '

6. Critically evaluate the appointment of Arbitrators by
the court under the light of SBP & Co. V. Patel
Engineering & other recent judgements of the Apex

court.
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7.

What is the scope of court’s jurisdiction in case where
award passed by the Arbitral tribunal is challenged
under Section 34 of Arbitration & Conciliation Act,
1996. ‘
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What is conciliation ? Discuss a!l the important
provision of conciliation briefly as given in the
Arbitration & Conciliation Act, 1996 under the light
of the decided case; Haresh Daya Ram Thakur V.
State of Maharashtra. (AIR 2000 SC 2281)
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