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Balodabazar Naka Bhatapara
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/Z/Rag:z.v Sinhag aged 58 years son of
| Tgrni Prasad Smha
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X .apphcant has ciarmed a sum of Rs 10 29 137’-58 m the sald cml smt._ B q
“No.51 812002 Accordmg te ‘e appticant certam admtssrens were
N _.made in the’ wntten statement afd in view of the above the tnat Court:.,"f—"" o _f )
- was required to pass a judgme ton admrss:ons However he further -

CRN0195!2003 S : SR
“Shii H BAgrawal Semor hdvocate Wlth Shn J KGupta counse!'___f .

. __fortthe apphcant B SR

- Heard on admissmn AT S \ R o

- This rews;on is directed a amstorderdated1532003,passedm -

';"';,CM; Sutt Ne 51-B12002 by th‘ lst Addtt;onat Dlstrlct Judge Raapur
[ The petrhoner is aggneved becat se his appltcatlon ﬁted under Order12,
o '_Rule 6 of the Civil Procedure |

_ ,__e has been d:sm:ssed by the tnai'__ e
Court and the tnal Court dtd not ass a judgment on admtsstons

The submlssmn ef Ieam counsel for the apphcant 1s that the';{:':- g

: | : submits { that even if the judgme twould have been pronounced by the__'.
‘.--_'trlai Court on admisswns !t wo ld not have Jed to the ﬁnal disposa! of . ‘
L theswtbeforethetﬂaICourt e e
_ _' Inthe opm:on of this- Cou't m wew ef the amendment brought ;nf S
' i_' -Section 115 of the Code of CIVT Precedure this rews:en weu!d not be_: W
| mamtatnable A B T T T :
A pta:n readmg of Sectlon 115 as rt stands makes it ctear that the . . -
. 'stress ls on the question whetthef the order in favour ef the party'
RS 'appiymg for rews:on woutd 1ave gwen f nahty to smt or other;-_i-fl‘_
o '_.i-preceedmg tf the answer IS "ye then_the fevision is malntﬂaiblle Byt
- g N
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| . .judgment would have been passed
~ not have led to fi nal drsposal of the

- mamtamable
. approprlate remedy avar!a Ie‘under
i .|mpugned order be retumed to

' i_. demanded w;thrn a perlod of 15 days frorn today

Here the counsel for the apphcant hrmself asserts that even if the_

'par't._ '
' In \riew ef the above th

The rewsuon stands ﬁnally d;

on admrss;ons on recerd lt woutd'
ase bemg admrss:on ef the cialm m’-
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However the appl cant wou!d be at Irberty to avail"' -
the Iaw The certlﬁed copy of the s
;I:he counsel for the apphcant if

|s drsmrssed as net_‘ o

“on the contrary, rf the answer rs “no” fhéh'-tthe':f__freyis_io_n"_ i not.
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