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Presant: Ms. Midhi Bisana, .iﬁamed proxy cceunsel for Shii VK. Rag, for
Appiicant in wi.&.-lngizmﬁ '
Respondents have now filed MA-12086/2008 seeking clarification of order
dated D6.12.2005.
| Perusal of the order sheet shows that after notice was lssued in R.A,
S (ﬂsp(}i"dﬂf ts took four adjpurnments to file reply but finally on 6.12.2005. Shei
VK. Rao who represénied all the respondents stated he has i;sﬂ ohjection if RA
is allowed. 1t was, therefore, specifically noted in Paragraph-2 as follows:

“Counsel for respondents appeared and stated that he has no

phjection if the prayers made by the applicants in the RA are

allowed®.
Thus, a consent order was passad on 56.12.2005.

Apart from i, rule 17{(4) of CAT Procedure Rules makes i claar thal when
‘3?& application for review of any judgments or arders has been made and
disposed of, no further application for review shall be entertained in the same
matter.

In view of ahove, # is not open to the respondents now to file an
application seeking clarfication/modification of the above said order.  MA is net
maintainable. The same is accordingly dismissed.
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