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Dated this the 6th day of January, 2015

J U D G M E N T

The relief sought for by the petitioner in the writ petition is for a

direction  to  the  Debt  Recovery  Tribunal  to  condone  the  delay

occasioned by the petitioner in filing an application before the said

Tribunal.  The contention in the writ petition is that, under the Statute

in question, the Tribunal does not have a power to condone the delay,

and,  hence,  only  this  Court  can  condone  the  delay  in  the  present

proceedings under Article 226 of the Constitution of India.

2.   I  have  heard  Sri.Rakesh  Roshan,  the  learned  counsel

appearing on behalf of the petitioner as also Smt.Latha Krishnan, the

learned Standing counsel appearing on behalf of the respondents. 

On a consideration of the facts and circumstances of the case as

also the submissions made across the Bar, I am of the view that the

petitioner cannot get the relief sought for in proceedings under Article

226 of the Constitution inasmuch as the statutory period of limitation
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prescribed  in  the  Act  cannot  be  ignored  by  this  Court,   in

proceedings  under  Article  226  of  the  Constitution  of  India.

Resultantly, the writ petition fails, and is accordingly dismissed.

A.K.JAYASANKARAN NAMBIAR
      JUDGE
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