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Tho applicant. Transport Equipment Ltd., Taein^ represented 

by Mr, Ilbuyaj learned Counsel, has oorne back t j  us with a prayer 

that we review our previous decision in C iv il Reference i:#. ']

» f  1992 b«tw»en tho same, two parties as in  th is  app lication .

A prelim inary oVjcc'iion was raised by the -respondent,

DeTram P, Valambhia, through his learned advocates, Messrs Kaira

and Marando» They arguttd that th i^  Court does not have p*wero

o f revi*w  under the Appellate Jurisd iction  Act, 1979 as ask*>d f f r

ley th* applicant. Mr. I'fbuye. conceded that "but added that th is

Court coulA dw so under i t s  inherent ju r isd ic tion , he c ited  our 
\ .

decision in F>»lix B^ogi t/a Sxlnre .jJpontotiys & Services v . 

P.o^i.strar o f jflj.ildi2v-,-« r'iv i^  Application 2$ 1 ?8 ? ag
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authority fo r  iiis  submission that th is  Ou.vt has inherent«■
ju r isd ic t io n . Mr, '.laira was tfuick to  repp^nd tii£± there is  an*±her 

decision  by th is  very Court ssyir.c that we i f . not hasre !nherent 

ju r isd ic t io n . That was i n AL^is hula ar.d ^/»ther v .  R. Criminal 

Appeal 17*. 121 *-f 1991

Upon examining these two authorities i t  is'abundantly 

•fcvious to  us that there aro tv.’* d ieses  .^ a lly  apposite decisions 

•n whether or not th is  C^urt has irfoerant ju r isd ic t ion .

Tho Eastern A frican Court Appeal in P~»le v . R.

E*A« 62 said:

"a  fu l l  Court * f  Appeal has r.« greater 

prwers than a d ivis ion  the Court;

"but i f  i t  is  t* .b e  contended that 

there are grcuni-s, upcr. *..’hial* tho 

Court r-ould act, f « r  deporting from 

3, previous decision ■ the 'curt, i t  

is  obviously desirable tha1* tr,e natter 

should, i f  pre/vtioable, 00 considered 

by a bench » f  judges”

Here i t  is  even more M»T»vi«>usIy desirailB ” to have a fu l l  

bench * f  the Court tc  re**!*-* the tvn conC jc tin g  opinions.

!jo wo send the matter to the honourable -Chief Juotiwe 

with a recommendations that a fu l l  bench H- constituted to  

dr 1 with tho prelim inary objection ,
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