[VassiLiapts, AG P, JOSEPHIDFS, STAvRINIDES, JJ (;3;661

Loizou, HADJIANASTASSIOU, AG 1J] —
ANDREAS Tsouris
ANDREAS TSOURIS (No 2), (Ng;!dZ)
Appellant, The Counci oF
REGISTRATION
OF ARCHITECTS
AND CIvIL

THE COUNCIL OF REGISTRATION OF ARCHITECTS ENGINEERS
AND CIVIL ENGINEERS,

and

Respondent

(Revisional Jurisdhetion Appeal No  15)

Archutects and Coul Engineers—Constitutionality of section 9(2}
of the Architects and Civil Engineers Law, 1962 (Law No 41
of 1962), prescribing a time-iimit for the submussion of an
apphcation to the Board for Registration of Archiects and
Civil Engineers for the issue of a licence as an architect b)
profession under section 9 (1) (A} of the said Law—The matter
1s fully corered by the decision of the Supreme Court in the
case Board for Registration of Architects and Civil Engineers
v Kyriakides. reported i this part ar p 640, ante—Section 9(2)
1s therefore constitutional

Constnutional  Law—Constuitutionaliny of legisiarne enactments—
Section 9(2) of the sad Law No, 41 of 1962 (supra)

Cases referred to .

The Board for Regustianon of Archirects and Cod Engineers
v Kyvriakides reported in this Part at p 640. ante, followed

The decision 1n Ky riakides’ case (supra) was followed and
apphed in the following two cases

Joseph HpLoueas v The Board for Registiation of Archi-
tects and Cnd Engmeers and Demetrios Papademetrion
v The Board for Regisiration of Arciutects etc elc . reported

in this Part at pp 666 and 671. ante. respectively

This 15 an appeal against the decision of the Court, siting
in its onginal junsdiction, (reported in this Part at p 426
ante) whereby it was decided that the provisions in section 9(2)
of the Architects and Civi! Engineers Law, 1962 (Law No 41
of 1962) prescribing a tume-iimit for the submussion of an
applicauon to the Board for Registration of Architects and
Civil Engineers for the issue of a licence as an archiect
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by profession under section 9 (1) (A) of the Law, are
constitutional. The Supreme Court affirming the decision
appealed from dismissed the appeal.

Appeal.

Appeal against the judgment* of a Judge of the Supreme
Court of Cyprus (Triantafyllides, J.) given on the 30th April,
1966, (Revisional Jurisdiction Case No. 13/65) whereby a
recourse against the decision of the Respondent refusing to
register Applicant as an architect by profession under section
9(1)(A) of the Architects and Civil Engineers Law, 1962
(Law 41/62) was dismissed.

A. Pantelides, for the Appellant.
- Lellos Demetriades, for the Respondent.

The Judgment of the Court was delivered by:-

VassSILIADES, AG. P.: The only point raised in this appeal
as prescribed by learned counsel for the Appellant at the
early part of his address, is, in the unanimous opinion of
the Court, fully and clearly covered by the decision in the
case of The Board for Registration of Architects and Civil
Engineers v. Christodoulos Kyriakides, Revisional Appeal
No. 9, decided on the 30th June this year (and now reporied
in this Part at p, 640 ante) about a month after the lodging
of the present appeal.

The decision in Kyriakides” case was followed and applied
n two other cases of the same nature, Joseph Hji Loucas
v. The Board for Registration of Architects and Civil Engineers,
and Demetrios Papademetriou against the same Board, (re-
ported in this Part at pp. 666 and 671, anre, respectively)
all turning on practically the same legal issues and consti-
tutional provisions as those raised in the present recourse.

tearned counsel for the Applicant herein has not been
able to distinguish in any way, this case from those just
referred to; or to show that they were wrongly decided.
We, therefore, found it unnecessary to cali on the other
side; and we dismiss the appeal.

* Reported 1n this Part at p. 426 ante.
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As regards costs, we are inclined to the view that as there
appears to have been room for doubt regarding the matter
in issue in this recourse, at least until the decision in Revisional
Appeal No. 9 (supra) and, therefore, room for doubt when
the present appeal was taken, we propose to make no order
as to costs. Appeal dismissed. WNo order for costs.

Order in terms.
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