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Zafar Ahmed, J. 

 In the instant writ petition, the petitioner company has 

challenged the award dated 09.12.2021 (Annexure-A) passed by the 

respondent No. 1 (Bangladesh Energy Regulatory Commission) in 

Dispute Settlement Application No. 5/2019 filed by the petitioner as 

claimant against the respondent No. 4 (BPDB) directing the petitioner 
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to pay US$ 94,28,090.36 to the BPDB and the order bearing Memo 

No. 28.01.0000.016.31.005.19/3562 dated 14.08.2022 (Annexure-A1) 

passed by the respondent No. 1 rejecting the petitioner’s review 

petition. The petitioner has further prayed for a direction upon the 

respondent No. 1 to reopen the Dispute Settlement Application No. 5 

of 2019 and refer the same to an Arbitral Tribunal duly constituted 

under the Bangladesh Energy Regulatory Commission Act, 2003 and 

Bangladesh Energy Regulatory Commission Dispute Settlement 

Regulations, 2021 for adjudication.  

This Court, on 06.11.2022, issued a Rule Nisi and passed an 

interim order staying operation of all proceedings of Money 

Execution Case No. 03 of 2022 now pending before the Court of the 

District Judge, Dhaka. 

The respondent No. 4 Bangladesh Power Development Board 

(BPDB) contested the Rule by filing affidavit-in-opposition.  

The petitioner, namely Energis Power Corporation Ltd. is a 

private company limited by shares. It entered into a contract being No. 

09711 dated 28.12.2008 (“contract”) with the BPDB for supply of 

power on a rental basis. The tenure of the contract was extended for a 

further period of 5(five) years by the amended contract No. 09932 

dated 09.02.2014 (“extended contract”). Following completion of the 
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first year of the term of the contract after commencement of 

commercial operation, the petitioner received a letter dated 

22.05.2011 from the BPDB demanding liquidated damages (LD) of 

US$ 34,65,636.546 for excess outage. In response, the petitioner by 

letter dated 15.06.2011 stated that it did not agree with the basis of 

calculation of the liquidated damages; rather, based on the demand 

data from the National Load Dispatch Centre (NLDC), the liquidated 

damages stood at US$ 1,76,523.00 which the petitioner paid and the 

BPDB accepted the same without raising any objection.  After 

completion of the second year of the contract, the BPDB issued a 

further notice dated 08.10.2012 to the petitioner demanding liquidated 

damages of US$ 48,52,932.22 on account of outage. After completion 

of the third year of the contract, the BPDB issued another notice dated 

29.05.2023 to the petitioner demanding US$ 50,23,168.79 on account 

of outage. On the same date, the BPDB also issued a notice 

demanding an amount of US$ 28,49,713.40 from the petitioner for 

excess consumption of fuel.  

 The petitioner had been pressing the BPDB to know the basis 

for computation of liquidated damages. Numerous correspondences 

were exchanged between the parties on the issue.  
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The petitioner’s specific case is that no amount remained 

outstanding payable to the BPDB, rather the latter had held an excess 

amount of US$ 1,56,200.00. Since no settlement was reached between 

the parties the petitioner was constrained to initiate an arbitral 

proceeding in the form of Dispute Settlement Application No. 5 of 

2019 before the respondent No. 1 Bangladesh Energy Regulatory 

Commission against the BPDB under Section 40 of the Bangladesh 

Energy Regulatory Commission Act, 2003 (in short, the ‘BERC Act, 

2003’). The arbitral case was contested by the BPDB. Upon hearing 

the parties, the impugned award dated 09.12.2021 (Annexure-A) was 

passed directing the petitioner to pay an amount of US$ 94,28,090.36 

on account of unpaid liquidated damages and excess fuel 

consumption.  

The petitioner submitted a review application dated 06.01.2022 

against the said award before the respondent No. 1 under regulation 

18 of the Bangladesh Energy Regulatory Commission Dispute 

Settlement Regulations, 2021 (in short, the ‘BERC Regulations’). 

Upon hearing, the review application was rejected by the respondent 

No. 1 on 14.08.2022 (Annexure-A-1). Thereafter, the BPDB filed 

Execution Case bearing No. 03 of 2022 before the Court of District 

Judge, Dhaka for execution of the award which is now pending.  
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Challenging the award dated 09.12.2021 and order dated 

14.08.2022 rejecting the review petition, the petitioner filed the instant 

writ petition, obtained the Rule and order of stay. 

The petitioner company filed the arbitration case under Section 

40 of the BERC Act, 2003 praying for declaration inter alia that: 

(a) the calculation adopted by the BPDB for calculating the 

liquidated damages (LD) under clause 8.3 of the contract is 

not in compliance with the said contract dated 28.12.2008 

(contract No. 09711) and the same is illegal, unlawful and 

inoperative as a whole; 

(b) the BPDB’s claim of liquidated damages for USD 

1,23,72,198, vide letter bearing Memo No. 1354-

PDB(Sectt)/Dev-175/2009 dated 27/05/2015 for the period 

from 06.05.2010 to 05.05.2013 is unlawful;  

(c) the claimant is not responsible for failure of the fuel supplier 

to supply fuel as per specification set out in the contract and 

that the BPDB is not entitled to deduct any money from the 

invoices of the claimant; 

(d) to pass an award directing the BPDB to refund an amount of 

USD 4,094,270/- being illegally deducted from the invoices 
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of the claimant submitted as per the terms and conditions of 

the contract. 

The BPDB filed statement of defence in the arbitration 

proceedings praying for rejection of the claim.  

The Arbitral Tribunal framed the following issues: 

(1) fÐ¢afr ¢hEh¡ LaÑªL ®k fÜ¢aa LD for Excess Outage ¢el©fe Ll¡ 

quR a¡ 28/12/2008 ¢MË: a¡¢lM ü¡r¢la Q¤¢š² Ae¤k¡u£ kb¡kb quR ¢Le¡?  

(2) c¡¢hL¡l£ Energis Power Company Ltd La«ÑL HFO Hl ®Øf¢p¢gLne 

(28/12/2008 ¢MËx a¡¢lM ü¡r¢la Q¥¢š²l Article 26.3 Hl SoC Hl fªÖW¡ 

126, 169 J 182 âÖVhÉ) Hl ¢hou ®k Bf¢š E›¡¢fa quR a¡ p¢WL ¢Le¡? 

(3) fË¢afr 28/12/2008 ¢MËx a¡¢lM pÇf¢ca Q¥¢š²l 1j hRll SeÉ ®k f¢lj¡Z 

LD c¡¢h LlR a¡ Q¥¢š² Ae¤k¡u£ p¢WL ¢Le¡?  

(4) h¡¢hEh¡ LD Hl ®k f¢lj¡Zl Efl p¤c LaÑe LlR a¡ Disputed amount 

¢Le¡ Hhw p¤c LaÑe Ll¡ Q¥¢š² Ae¤k¡u£ kb¡kb quR ¢Le¡? 

(5) HaàÉa£a ®L¡e fr AeÉ ®L¡e fË¢aL¡l ®fa f¡l ¢Le¡? 

In respect of the issue No. 1, the Tribunal considered and 

discussed various clauses contained in the power purchase agreement 

regarding calculation of liquidated damages for excess outage, the 

opinion and calculation methods proposed by both the petitioner 

company and the BPDB and finally, accepted the calculation method 

proposed by the BPDB. In so doing, the Tribunal assigned detailed 

reasons. 
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The issue No. 2 was decided in favour of the BPDB. The 

Tribunal observed: 

“Eiu frl c¡¢MmL«a c¡¢mm¡¢c Hhw öe¡¢ea EfÙÛ¡¢fa hš²hÉ ¢hnÔoe Ll 

L¢jne je Ll ®k, c¡¢hL¡l£  a¡l c¡¢h fÐ¢aù¡l hÉ¡f¡l kbø abÉ-Ef¡š plhl¡q Lla 

f¡l e¡Cz öd¤j¡œ HL¢V fÐ¢aù¡el HL¢Vj¡œ ®VØV ¢lf¡VÑl ¢i¢ša ¢ae hRl hÉ¡f£ 

¢h¢iæ pju plhl¡qL«a SÅ¡m¢el j¡el ¢hou ®L¡e Qs̈¡¿¹ ¢pÜ¡¿¹ NËqZ Ll¡ k¡ue¡z 

h¡¢Z¢SÉL ¢i¢ša fÐ¡ç  g¡eÑp Auml LÉ¡m¢l¢gL iÉ¡m¤ Lower Heating Value 

®L¡eœ²jC 17700 ¢h¢VCE/f¡Eä Hl Efl qJu¡l Lb¡ euz p¤al¡w ¢hEh¡ BlHg¢fa 

g¡eÑp Auml LÉ¡m¢l¢gL iÉ¡m¤ k¡ EõM LlR a¡ Higher Heating Value z  

1j pwn¡de£ Q¤¢š²l (1j ¢ae hRll fl flha£Ñ f¡yQ hRl ®ju¡c h¢dÑaLlZ) 

Ae¤µRc 13 J 25 Ae¤p¡l SÅ¡m¡¢el ¢q¢Vw iÉ¡m¤L Higher Heating Value dl Net 

Guaranteed Flat Heat Rate (HHV) ¢edÑ¡lZ Ll¡ quRz Hja¡hÙÛ¡u SÅ¡m¡¢el j¡e 

eu hlw hlw fÔÉ¡¾Vl C¢”e J ®j¢ne¡l£l j¡e Hhw lrZ¡hrZS¢ea pjpÉ¡l L¡lZ 

A¢a¢lš² SÅ¡m¡¢e MlQ quR jjÑ fÐ¢afrl hš²hÉL L¢jnel ¢eLV NËqek¡NÉz” 

The issue No. 3 was also decided in favour of the BPDB. The 

Tribunal observed: 

“c¡¢hL¡l£l ü£L«aja 1j Q¤¢š²hRll 1j 8j¡p NLDC LaÑªL ®j±¢ML Q¡¢qc¡l 

f¢lfÐ¢ra ¢hc¤Év plhl¡q Ll¡ qa Hhw HC pjul SeÉ ®L¡e available capacity 

declaration cJu¡ qu¢ez a¡C HC pjul SeÉ ¢hEh¡’l fÐ¢Ù¹¡¢ha gj¤Ñm¡ Ae¤k¡u£ 

outage LÉ¡mL¥mne Ll¡ k±¢š²L hm L¢jne je Llz fÐ¢afrl SoD Hl p¡b 

c¡¢MmL«a ¢hEh¡’l Hm¢X L¢j¢V J c¡¢hL¡l£l fÐ¢aù¡el hÉhÙÛ¡fe¡ f¢lQ¡mLl ü¡r¢la 
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pi¡l L¡kÑ ¢hhle£ qa fÐa£uj¡e qu ®k 1j Q¤¢š²hRll LD (outage) f¢lj¡e 

30,84,385.75 (¢œn mr Q¤l¡¢n q¡S¡l ¢aena fyQ¡¢n cn¢jL p¡a f¡yQ) j¡¢LÑe Xm¡l 

c¡¢hL¡l£ ®je ¢euRz p¡¢hÑL ¢hhQe¡u L¢jne je Ll k, 1j Q¤¢š²hRll 

(05/05/2010 - 04/05/2013) SeÉ f¢ln¡¢da LD for Excess outage ®L full 

and final ¢qph NeÉ Ll¡l p¤k¡N eCz  

In respect of the issue No. 4, the Tribunal considered clause 

8.5(a)(ii) of the contract and held:  

“Eiu frl jdÉ pÇf¡¢ca J pÇja Q¤¢š²fœl Eš² Ae¤µRc ja ¢hl¡d 

¢eÖf¢šl SeÉ c¡¢hL¡l£ LaÑªL L¢jne Bhce c¡¢Mml ¢ce qa ®l¡uc¡c S¡l£l ¢ce 

fkÑ¿¹ ¢hl¡d£u amount Hl Efl ®L¡e p¤c h¡ p¡lQ¡SÑ Bl¡fk¡NÉ qhe¡z”   

The orders passed by the Tribunal are as follows: 

“Bcn-(1) 

fÐ¢afr h¡¢hEh¡ LaÑªL 2u hRll LD for Excess Outage h¡hc c¡h£L«a 

84,52,932.22 j¡¢LÑe Xm¡l J LD for Excess Fuel Consumption h¡hc 

30,61,320.89 j¡¢LÑe Xm¡l Hhw 3u hRll LD for Excess Outage h¡hc c¡h£L«a 

50,23,168.79 j¡¢LÑe Xm¡l Hhw LD for Excess Fuel Consumption h¡hc 

28,51,298.74 j¡¢LÑe Xm¡l AbÑ¡v phÑj¡VÑ 1,57,88,720.64 j¡¢LÑe Xm¡l Hl ¢hfl£a 

f¢ln¡¢da 63,60,630.28 j¡¢LÑL Xm¡l h¡c Af¢ln¡¢da Awn ®j¡V 94,28,090.36 

j¡¢LÑe Xm¡l ®l¡uc¡c S¡l£l 1(HL) j¡pl jdÉ c¡h£L¡l£ LaÑªL f¢ln¡d Lla qhz  

Bcn-2 
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Q¤¢š² pÇf¡cel 1j hRll ¢hl¡d£u LD Hl f¢lj¡el ¢hou pjT¡a¡l ¢i¢ša 

¢eÖf¢š qJu¡u pjT¡a¡ fœ¢V L¢jne LaÑªL Nª¢qa qmz  

Bcn-3 

¢hl¡d ¢eÖf¢šl SeÉ c¡¢hL¡l£ LaÑªL L¢jne c¡¢Mml ¢ce qa ®l¡uc¡c S¡l£l 

¢ce fkÑ¿¹ ¢hl¡d£u amount Hl Efl ®L¡e p¤c h¡ p¡lQ¡SÑ Bl¡fk¡NÉ qhe¡z  

Bcn-4 

L¡e fr H ¢hl¡d ¢eÖf¢š Bhcel ¢i¢ša AeÉ ®L¡e fÐL¡l fÐ¢aL¡l ®fa 

f¡l e¡z” 

Mr. A.M. Masum, the learned Advocate appearing for the 

respondent BPDB, at the outset, raised a preliminary objection as to 

the maintainability of the writ petition. He submits that as per Section 

40(5) of the BERC Act, 2003, any award or order passed by the 

Commission is final and under regulation 18 of BERC Regulations, 

2021, there is a provision for review of the award and the decision of 

the Commission is full and final. He further submits that unlike the 

Arbitration Act, 2001 (Sections 42 and 43), which contains provisions 

for setting aside any arbitral award, the BERC Act and Regulations do 

not contain any such provision for appeal or setting aside an award. 

Hence, it is the intention of the legislature to make any award and 

order passed on review application, if any, passed by the Commission 

absolute and judicial review is not maintainable.  
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Mr. Masum further submits that the English Courts have 

traditionally been adherent to the view that the finality clause or the 

ouster clause contained in a statute does not oust the jurisdiction of the 

Court to consider a judicial review claim. Even the underlying logic of 

the majority of the House of Lords in Anisminic Ltd. vs. Foreign 

Compen. Trib., [1969] 2 AC 147 was that an ouster clause does not 

protect an unlawful decision from judicial oversight. However, very 

recently, the Supreme Court of the UK expressly acknowledged the 

right of Parliament to oust or exclude judicial review with the use of 

clear language. Also it has been seen that judicial oversight of the 

investigatory powers of the Tribunal has been successfully ousted by 

Section 67(8) of the Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act, 2000 in 

the unanimous decision of the Court of Appeal in R (Privacy 

International) v Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, [2017] 

EWCA Civ 1868. 

 Mr. Masum further submits that the question as to the 

implication of ouster of judicial review under Section 11A of the 

Tribunal, Courts and Enforcement Act, 2007 again arose in R 

(Oceana) v Upper Tribunal, [2023] EWHC 791. In that case Saini J’s 

wider remarks on ouster clauses and constitutional principle are of 

significance. Saini J. observed:  
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“Putting aside obiter observations in certain cases and academic 

commentaries, in my judgment, the legal position under the law of 

England and Wales is clear and well-established. The starting point is 

that the courts must always be the authoritative interpreters of all 

legislation including ouster clauses. That is a fundamental 

requirement of the rule of law and the courts jealously guard this role. 

However, the rule of law applies as much to the Courts as it does to 

anyone else. That means that under, our constitutional system, effect 

must be given to Parliament’s will expressed in legislation. In the 

absence of a written constitution capable of serving as some form of 

“higher” law, the status of legislation as the ultimate source of law is 

the foundation of democracy in the United Kingdom. The most 

fundamental rule of our constitutional law is that the Crown in 

Parliament is sovereign and that legislation enacted by the Crown with 

the consent of both Houses of Parliament is supreme. The common 

law supervisory jurisdiction of the High Court enjoys no immunity 

from these principles when clear legislative language is used, and 

parliament has expressly confronted the issue of exclusion of judicial 

review, as was the case with Section 11A. In short, there is no 

superior form of law than primary legislation, save only where 
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Parliament has itself made provision to allow that to happen”. 

(emphasis supplied)       

The learned Advocate finally submits that adopting the views 

taken in both Privacy International and Oceana, Section 40(5) of the 

BERC Act, 2003 not only confirms that no appeal lies against the 

award given by the Commission, but also does effectively oust the 

jurisdiction of the Court to consider a judicial review of the award 

dated 09.12.2021 passed by the BERC. 

The argument advanced on behalf of the respondent BPDB as 

to maintainability of the writ petition to review the award is 

misconceived. We have a written constitution in Bangladesh which is 

the supreme law of the land. Article 102(2)(a)(ii) of the Constitution 

empowers the High Court Division to issue an order declaring any act 

done or proceeding taken by a person performing functions in 

connection with the affairs of the Republic or of a local authority to be 

without lawful authority and is of no legal effect. Under Article 

102(5), “person” includes any Court or tribunal. In Ayesha 

Salahuddin vs. Chairman, Second Labour Court, (1980) 32 DLR 

(AD) 68, 71 the Appellate Division observed that the High Court 

Division can issue a writ in the nature of certiorari where there is an 

error apparent on the face of the record. In Pabna Mental Hospital vs. 
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Tossadek Hossain, (2005) 13 BLT (AD) 91, the Apex Court held that 

the High Court Division can entertain a certiorari proceedings in case 

of lack of jurisdiction, excess of jurisdiction or violation of the 

principles of natural justice.     

The case laws decided in our jurisdiction unequivocally 

establish the principle that the ouster clause contained in a statute does 

not take away the jurisdiction of the High Court Division to exercise 

its power to review any act done or proceeding taken by a person 

performing functions in connection with the Republic or of a local 

authority. The Oceana case (supra) was decided by the English Court 

against the backdrop of English constitutional system recognising that 

there is no written constitution in England and the Crown in 

Parliament is sovereign and the legislation enacted by the Crown with 

the consent of both Houses of Parliament is supreme. Since we have a 

written constitution which is the supreme law of the land and the 

power of judicial review has been exclusively conferred upon the 

High Court Division by the supreme law, the English principle laid 

down in the Oceana case has no manner of application to our 

constitutional framework and legal system. The principle laid down in 

Anisminic applies to our jurisdiction in full force. Therefore, the writ 

petition is maintainable. 
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In the instant case, the award was passed under Section 40(2) of 

the BERC Act, 2003. Section 40(2) states, “L¢jne p¡¢mpL¡l£ ¢qp¡h ü£u 

EcÉ¡N fcrf NËqZ L¢lu¡ ®l¡uc¡c fËc¡e L¢la f¡¢lh h¡ ¢hl¡dl ¢eØf¢š L¢lh¡l 

SeÉ p¡¢mpL¡l£ ¢eu¡N ¢ca f¡¢lh”.  

The Court in certiorari proceeding will not interfere with 

findings of fact unless it is a case of no evidence or a case on non-

consideration of material evidence, misreading of the evidence, or 

misconstruction of the documents. Appreciation or weight of evidence 

is an issue of fact and a finding of fact is generally not reviewable, nor 

shall the reviewing court interfere when disputed questions of fact are 

involved. In exercising the power of judicial review the Court does 

not assume the function of an appellate authority. Therefore, we 

refrain from dwelling upon the question of facts, which is essentially 

based on evidence and disputed in nature, to review  the award as a 

whole despite repeated arguments advanced by Mr. Tanjib-Ul Alam, 

the learned Advocate appearing for the petitioner. 

When the Tribunal passes an order under Section 40(2), it acts 

as a quasi-judicial authority. Mahmudul Islam in ‘Constitutional Law 

of Bangladesh’ (3rd ed., p. 694 para 5.64J) referred to a number of 

cases and observed,  
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“The requirement of recording reasons by every quasi-judicial 

or even an administrative authority entrusted with the task of 

passing an order adversely against an individual and 

communication thereof to the affected persons is one of the 

recognised facets of the rules of natural justice and violation 

thereof has the effect of vitiating the order passed by the 

authority concerned. ...The requirement of reasoned decision 

not only ensures application of mind of the authority, eschews 

arbitrariness and improves the quality of administrative 

adjudication, but also ensures fairness and transparency and 

enables the review court to properly examine the impugned 

decision.” 

 
In R.V. Higher Education Funding Council ex p. Institute of 

Dental Surgery [1994] 1 AC 531, it was held that the giving of 

reasons may among other things concentrate the decision-maker’s 

mind on the right questions; demonstrate to the recipient that this is 

so; show the issues have been conscientiously addressed and how the 

result has been reached; or alternatively alert the recipient to a 

justiciable flaw in the process.  

In the instant arbitration case, the petitioner company prayed for 

a declaration that the BPDB’s claim of liquidated damages (LD) to the 

tune of USD 1,23,72,198 for the period from 06.05.2010 to 

05.05.2013 is unlawful. The Tribunal in its order No. 1, which is 

already quoted above, directed the petitioner to pay the outstanding 
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amount to the tune of total USD 94,28,090.36 to the BPDB as LD for 

excess outage and LD for excess fuel consumption for 2nd and 3rd year 

of the contract whereas, it appears that no issue was framed on this 

point. Issue No. 3 relates to whether the LD claimed by the BPDB for 

the 1st year of the contract dated 28.12.2008 is proper in accordance 

with the terms of the contract. In our view, the order No. 1  lacks 

clarification as to the basis and materials for arriving at the decision 

by the Tribunal in respect of the amount payable by the petitioner. 

Regulation 16 of the BERC Regulations, 2021 provides 

provisions for correction and interpretation of award. Regulation 16 

states: 

“16z l¡uc¡c pwn¡de J hÉ¡MÉ¡z- (1) ®l¡uc¡c fË¡¢çl 14(®Q±Ÿ) ¢cel jdÉ 

®L¡e¡ fr Afl frL ®e¡¢Vn fËc¡e f§hÑL L¢jneL ¢ejÀl©f Ae¤l¡d L¢la f¡¢lh, 

kb¡x- 

(L) ®l¡uc¡c ®L¡e¡ NZe¡l ¢qp¡h, LlZ£L H²¤¢V h¡ j¤âZS¢ea i¥m h¡ AeÉ ®L¡e 

i¥m f¢lm¢ra qCm Eq¡ pwn¡de; Hhw 

(M) ®l¡uc¡cl ®L¡e¡ ¢hou hÉ¡MÉ¡ fËc¡ez  

(2) Ef-fË¢hd¡e (1) Hl Ad£e fË¡ç Ae¤l¡d L¢jnel ¢eLV kb¡kb fËa£uj¡e 

qCm L¢jne Eš²l©f Ae¤l¡d fÊ¡¢çl 30 (¢œn) ¢cel jdÉ Eq¡ pwn¡de h¡ 

hÉ¡MÉ¡ fËc¡e L¢lh Hhw Eš²l©f pwn¡de h¡ hÉ¡MÉ¡ ®l¡uc¡cl Awn ¢qp¡h NZÉ 

qChz” 

The petitioner company did not submit any application under 

regulation 16 for interpretation of the order No. 1, rather it filed a 

review application under regulation 18 which was rejected. We have 
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already taken the view that the order No. 1 lacks clarification. 

However, in view of the principles discussed above regarding ambit 

of the High Court Division in exercising the power of judicial review 

in certiorari proceedings, we find no ground to interfere with the 

order Nos. 2-4 passed by the Tribunal. 

Accordingly, the respondent No. 1 BERC is directed to 

interpret the order No. 1 of the award dated 09.12.2021 as to the basis 

and materials for arriving at the decision in respect of the amount 

payable by the petitioner and to reach a decision accordingly within a 

period of 3(three) months from the date of receipt of this judgment. In 

so doing, the BERC shall follow the calculation method approved by 

the Tribunal as discussed and decided under issue No. 1 in the award 

dated 09.12.2021.  

Till the decision of the Tribunal, the further proceedings of 

Money Execution Case No. 3 of 2022 shall remain stayed. 

With the above observations and directions, the Rule is 

disposed of.  

 
Md. Bashir Ullah, J. 

         I agree. 

 

Mazhar/BO 


