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SANTOSH HEGDE, J.

Wi'l e considering the above review petitions in Chanbers
and while giving liberty of oral hearing to the parties we issued
notice on 27.8.2003 to the respondents on these review petitions.

Heard the | earned counsel for the parties. Review petitions
are admtted.

After hearing the | earned counsel we think it appropriate to
di spose of these review petitions finally. The |earned counsel for the
petitioners submts while renmandi ng the above appeals back to the
Hi gh Court, we had indicated that we will not be expressing any fina
opi nion on any of the issues involved in the said appeals. But while
perusing the copy of the judgnment parties noticed that in regard to the
guestion of the authority of a single Menber of the Conpany Law
Board to decide issues such as one that was involved in the case
bef ore the Conpany Law Board, we had expressed our agreenent
with the finding of the learned single Judge of the Hi gh Court which
according to the | earned counsel was not intended since we had
decided to remand the matter back to the Hi gh Court for consideration
of issues not considered by the H gh Court in the inpugned order

The | earned seni or counsel for the respondents however
contended that this question was argued before this Court and the
finding given by us on the said question was not uni ntended but was a
finding given after hearing the parties concerned. Therefore, 'there is
no need to review the said order

As coul d be seen fromour order under review, the issue that
arose for consideration before the Hi gh Court was not only the
qguestion of jurisdiction of a single nenber of the Conpany Law
Board to take up the matters sitting singly, but also other issues
i nvol vi ng various other questions. But the H gh Court decided only
the question of jurisdiction of the single Menber of the Conpany
Law Board to entertain a petition without going into the other issues.
Therefore, while requiring the High Court to give a finding on al
ot her issues al so which arose before it in the appeal, we think it was
not correct on our part to have expressed our views in regard to the
sol e issue decided by the |l earned single Judge. Wile this Court on
remand need not go into the issue already decided by it, namely, the
jurisdiction of the single nenber to entertain a petition, we expect
the Hi gh Court to decide the other issues so that the aggrieved party
could take recourse to such renedy as is available to them inlaw. In
that process, we think the expression of a view by us as to the
correctness of the finding of the |Iearned single Judge was
unnecessary.
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Though this expression of our view nmay not be an error
apparent on the face of the record, in the interest of justice, we
think that this issue though it stands concluded so far as the High
Court is concerned, sane should be kept open to be agitated in a
future proceeding after the High Court decides the other issues
i nvol ved in the appeal as directed in the above order of ours.

Therefore, we in the process of reviewing the order delete the
observation as to our agreenment with the finding of the |earned single
Judge on the question of the authority of a single nmenber of the
Conpany Law Board to decide issues such as one that was invol ved
in the cases before him and as held in the original order of ours, the
matter wll stand remtted to the H gh Court for deciding the other
i ssues except the one already decided by the High Court.

Wth the above nodification, the review petitions stand
al | oned.




