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ITEM NO.14 COURT NO.11 SECTION IVA
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS
Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (Civil)....../2010
(CC 18083-18084/2010)
(From the judgement and order dated 19/08/2008 in CRP No. 390/2009
& final order dated 23.07.2009 in RP No. 120/2009  of The HIGH
COURT OF KARNATAKA AT BANGALORE)
BSNL Petitioner(s)
VERSUS

VENUGOPAL RAO Respondent(s)
With 1.A.1-2 (C/delay in filing SLP and c/delay in refiling SLP)
Date: 06/12/2010 These Petitions were called on for hearing today.
CORAM :

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE G.S. SINGHVI

HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ASOK KUMAR GANGULY

For Petitioner(s)  Mr.T.Hariprasad, Adv.
Mr.Sudhirpal Singh,

For Respondent(s)
UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
ORDER

Feeling aggrieved by refusal of the High Court to interfere
with the judgment of the Court of the Small Causes Judge, Bangalore
(for short, ‘the trial Court’) dismissing the suit filed by it for
recovery of Rs.15,802/- as arrears of telephone bill for the years
1996 to 1998, the petitioner has filed these petitions along with
an application for condonation of 547 days delay qua order dated
19.8.2008 passed in Civil Revision Petition N0.390 of 2006 and 209
days delay qua order dated 23.7.2009 passed in Review Petition

No.120 of 2009.

We have heard learned counsel for the petitioner and perused
the record. In  our opinion, the explanation given by the
petitioner for not filing the special leave petitions within the
prescribed period of limitation is not only vague but is wholly
unsatisfactory and there is no valid ground for exercise of power

by this Court under Section 5 of the Limitation Act, 1963.



Even on merits, we are convinced that the petitioner has
failed to make out a case for interference with the impugned
judgment. The trial Court had rightly held that the suit filed by
the petitioner was barred by time. The High Court too did not
commit any error by holding that the suit was not filed by a
competent person and the same was barred by time. That apart, we
do not find any justification to exercise jurisdiction of this
Court under Article 136 of the Constitution because the amount
sought to be recovered by the petitioner from the respondent is too
small.

The special leave petitions are accordingly dismissed as

barred by time and also on merits.
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