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By advc:ca te: hri G.L. N‘arsmh"an

VS

: uGUﬂC:.l of 3cientific & Industrx.al Resea* ci'z
 through Director-General

Council of 3cientific & In:‘iustr;"al r&esearch
~Anus ardhan Shavan Rafl Marg,
ixiew uelm.. -

The l};rectﬁr, '
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Hon b}.e anm LP. Sn.arraa ‘Member( J)

All the “&u‘ee petltwners have 301ntly fz.le:i' hzs
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prayéx to the Hegis try that the said M';\ seekmfj
amendment of the or-iginal application be placed 3}%"32‘@‘
the Bench on 24,2.95.

3. de have considered the grounds ‘taken in the Review
a;ﬁp},igatién. Tne avermEnt made in the Revdew appli %:fiﬁﬁ
is that when the a;i}plicatiOn was heard on _L;. 2.95 on a{?éz
the learned counsel wanted to raise certaiﬂmcz:e% mﬁm:
and ezrauted to Sdtm}.t his cOntﬂntlsn by oral submission

without any ;‘gvier.mem in the original applicsticn. fhiS

oral request was not acceded to and the learned counsel
stated that he may file a written submissiom .0 that zre}w 1.

However , the case was reserved for orders on ,24e~2£‘§é§e dhils

the arguments had already been concluded in the case on
admission on 17.2.95, the points ralsed at the timeof
arguments as well as averred in the apphca‘twﬁ ha* %,;%%sm
full*-f Giscussed in the judg@ment.“umer review, The ’“}31"5}‘:.*’7&
taken for Teview is that the M.A.639/95 for amerding the.
Qriginal'a%l;.cutwan could not be ;lngced before the ench

pefore delivery of the jud}e"f}e!’lt for this the hwamﬁ

agﬁpiﬁcants themselves are at fault. hen the sud 7\:;“& vt

was ekéady reserved on 24.2.95, they only reguested the

Registry to place the matter on 24.2.95 when the judgement
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counsel

NaS AL announced in the open court, the 1@;;{‘ ned

for the Review applicants mentioned this fac th;:s; Re has

i,'*J

moved an,ay;}.icaticn. However, since the : udgement @;;35
ready af‘xi‘was‘ in the process of being pronounced f'aﬁ%%zm;
could be done. Moreover, the impugnedorder only extended
i i . § :
the period of probation for 3 or 6 months and thst period
has expired in March,1995. Thus we do not fi?dit%‘z;s‘i;fmef

oroposed smerdment could serve any purpose.
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4. ‘The Review application lies only when there is an.
error apparent on the face of the order. f*efceiy oecause
the applicant cOuld not mention the fact of havmg mwed

an application for gmendment could not be a 31:@313'163 to remé&% :

~the 3udwe*neat ard change the G A, Ass&lf. Fzrbt tha zi\i

fc:r‘, amerdment haS to be c0n51der&d ard only i:ners the i},&‘
can be allovved to be amended which is not wa sible 3fter o
the; udgenent has been announced afte'r he nz&mg t’h@ 3.é‘arﬁeﬁﬁ":‘;’i[;,
ccmnSel on 17.,(..95 and the date of Judfje‘rs?m was de }_zrefi .
as 24.2.95. The Review appl3 cation has, therefor e;ﬁe b;;;‘si.&'

and the sgme is onsmlssed by circulation.
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