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1AAA,
18 Iovilov, 1990
[XPYZOZTOMHZ, Afomis]

ANA®DOPIKA ME THN AITHZH TQN (1) XPIZTINAZ KYPIA-
KIAH KAI (2) KYPIAKOY KYPIAKIAH, ANHAIKOY, AIATHZ
MHTEPAZ KAI NAHZIEZTEPHZ ZYTTENCYZ KAI $IAHZ
AYTOY BAZIAIKHZ KYPIAKIAH I'lA EKAQZH AIATATMATOQZ
KAI/H ENTAAMATOQZ THZ @YZHZ CERTIORARI,

KAI

ANADOFPIKA ME TO AIATAI'MA YIOOEZIAZ TOY EIIAP-
XIAKOY AIKAZTHPIOY AEYKQZIAZ [T0OY EKAOOHKE ZTIZ
8.2.1982 ZTHN AITHIZH YII' APIOMO 5/81 TOY MANIKOY KY-

PIAKIAH, AYNAMEITOY OIIOIOY YIOBETHOHKAN OI AITH-

TEZ AIIO TON TTIO ITANQ2 TANIKO KYPIAKIAH (AQ.2).

(Ainam Ap. 37/90).

Hoovopuaxd Awtdypara — Certiorari — Hdéte pmopei va exdofel —
Yrépbaom 1 éxAerym Suxauodoviag, vouxii mhdavn éxdnin ota mopa-
XTxd, mpoxatdAmynyovupépov autwy, mov Aapfdvovy my andea-
am xaw At amo@dotws we S0A0 1f Yevdopxia.

Hpovouand Avatdyuara — Certiorari — Xonowomoieital éote xat
av vadpye dAAn €5 ioov amoteAeopatix Oepareia.

Ywbeoia — O Hepi Yiobeoias Nouog, Kep.274, dploa 4(1)(a), xau
28 — Ipotimobéoeis exdéoews — Metaky dAlwv, n nhuwxia viode-
Totvtog mpéner va vrepfaiver nAuxiav viofetovuévov xard 18 Tov-
Adyiotov étn — Ev anovaia eidixdv TEQLITAOEWY (QQEV eV po-
O£l udvog va moBettjoet Grdv.

Yiofeoia — Avdrayua — dvon — Eivai in rem, yuari emngedbes v
vouuxtiv xardoraon (staius) mpoownov — MOvov Ta GuEoa EnTPEQ-
{ousva rpbowma umogovv va mpooPdlovy Sudtayua wvoleoias,
eite pe Certiorari eite ue ‘Epeon,.

YioOeoia — Certiorari — Nowuxni alavn &dnin ota mpaxtixd —
Atapopd nAuiag voletotviog and noleTndévies WxpoTERN TV
18 erav (O Ilegi YwOeoiag Nopog, Kep.274, dpbpo 4(1Xa)) —

+ Katd ndégo 10 Avidtato Awwactigio Siatngel diaxpitieiy gvxé-
peiav va apvifel v éxdoon Siardyuarog Certiorari — Katagats-
KN N AnAvenon 0To EQWINRA.

Metd tov 8dvato tov Quowko? matépa Twv ALY, 1 pntépa
TOUg EVUUPEDON ex véou xaL 0 vEog oUtuyds g VioBitnoe Toug Al-
mtés. To oxenxd Sutaypa Yoleolog exdobme otg 8.2.82. O w-
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Xguooatomis, A. Kuguuxidn xay @lov (Ap.2) (1990)

ofemioag eyevvidn onig 27.4.56,evd o YioBemBévieg ong 2.3.70
way 12.6.73. ‘Et0L aé 1a e ta meax i@ Tov Awaotnglov frav
Ednho 6t 0 YwoBetfioag dev eixey nlwxiav peyohvurépav xatd 18
¢t g naxiag twv Aumav. Metd vy dud Swatvyiov xaid to
£10g 1989 Miom Tov YOpoU TG uNTEQas Twv ALTTwY ke Tov Ywbe-
Thoavia Toug Alntés xataxwehifme n agotoa Altnon yia éxdo-
on Tpovopaxot Awatdypatog Certiorari npog axipwon tov dua-
1@yuatog Ywobeoiag,

To AviTaTO AaOTHQW, EPADROLOVIAS Tig VOULKES OOXES,
ROV QaivovIaL 0TA A0 Tavw TEGLANTTIKG onpewmpata, anedéyin
mv Altmon xau eEEdwoe 1o avtnlEv dLdtaypg, axvpwvovias Ty
avwtépw vobeoiav.

Exdoon Avardyuatos Certiorar. Ovdepia
Awatayr vua é5oda

Avagpepdueves vnobioeis:

R. v. Northumberland Compensation Appeal Tribupal, ex Parte
Shaw [1952] 1 K.B. 338

Tevixdg Ewoayyedéag v. Hlavapnotn Xpiotov, 1962 A.AA. 129
Xopwotogris xoe dAdot v. laxwBidov (1986) 1 A.A.A. 236, 246

Tevixdg Ewgayvedéas xae dAdos v. Zaffidn (1979) 1 A.A.A. 323
o€k, 325+

Nuxoratdng v. l'egoAeurf (1984) 1 A.AA. 742+
Re Skinner (an infant), Skinner v. Carter {1948) 1 All ER. 917
Re F (infants) 197712 Al ER. 777

R. v. Preston Supplementary Bencfits Appeal Tribunal ex p. Moore
[1975] 2 All E.R. 807.

XPYZOZTOMHZ, A. aviyvwoe tnv axéilovbn anoga-
on. Metd and adeta mov d60nre atd To AaotrigLo, xata-
xwenfme n magovoa aitnon, ue v onoia oL avtntés Ln-
ToUv v £xdoon Igovopolaxol Alatdyuatog ZepTiopdgL
IOV va SLOTACEL TNV 7TRocaywyn and 10 Emopylaxd Awka-
oTNELo Asurwolag 0T0 AveTato AXaoTnpLe, ToV Qaxéloy
g Aitnong Ywbeoiag ap. 5/81 tou IMavixou Kvgiaxidn
astd TV [TAoraviotdoa 1ot TNV axUpwon XL/ TaQaUEQL-
opo Tov Alatéynatog Yiobeotag mov exddonxke atig 8.2.82.
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1AAA. Kuguaxidn =av didov (Ag.2) X puoooropiis, A.

O aurmrég Xouotiva Kuguoxidn xaw Kvpuaxog Kuguanti-
onG, oV eival avifALXOG KOl XATDENOE TNV Iagovoa al-
™mon dd Tng unrépag %aL TANCLEOTEQNS OUYYEVOUG HaL
@iAng Tov Baowawig Kuguaxidn, eivar ou vioBetnbévres,

O vobeteioag matégag dev epgavioTme otny Tagovoa
duadweaoia, mapdro mov n aitnon emldoOme oe autdv
AEOOWTMLXA. YO 115 REQLOTAOELS %KoL AOYW TNG QUIEWS
g aitnong, n xa. I. $pdyrov, dirny6pog tng ANUorpa-
Tlag, TAQOVCLATTINE oTNY nagovoa Suadinacia we amicus
curiae.

To évrahpa tng @Uoens TeQTLoQAQL, IOV £)EL TTQOEAED-
on v Ayyhio xou 1o onolo vioBerfioape poti pe Ta dAha
TEOVOPLOKG eviaAuata, exdidetar GITOXALLOTIRG aTO 10
Avatato Awaotiguo (BA. 'ApBpo 155.4 tov Zuviaypatog
®aL ‘Apfpa 3 xat 9 tov Ilepi Anovoutg Tng Atkawoovvng
Mowihar AvatdEerg) Népov tov 1969) rav amevfiveral,
UETOED GAlwY, 010 XOTWIEQH Awactiola, 6mwg eival Ta
Enagyroxd Awaotipta (Bh. 'ApBpo 152.1 tov Zuvidypa-
10G XKoL NOpo 14/60), yua 10 0KOTO EMONTLKOV EAEYXOV KL
OV Qvayraie JTEQLTTWON TV axlipwaon TwV QITOPACEDY
TOVG.

2y Ayyila oQy@ ENLOTEVETO WS 10 £viaipa ZeQ-
TL0EAQL EQLOQILETO OE EQUITTWOELS VITEQPRaONG 1) EAAEWYNG
duxarodooiag xar napdfaong xavévwv Quotkns dLraLoov-
vie, ahhG 10 1952 1o Ayyhwrd Egetelo, otny vindOeon R. v.
Northumberiand Compensation Appeal Tribunal, ex parte
Shaw [1952] 1 K.B. 338, amopdowoe 6TL 10 éviahpa autd
enOLOETAL KAL 0TI MEQUITMOELG OMOV SLAUTLOTWOVETAL antd
TO TTQUXTLXA TOU XATWDTEQOV ALRQOTNOLOV VOULRT TTAGVT
(error on the face of the record).

H vnéBeon R. v. Northumberland (avetéow) vioBetnfn-
®KE A0 TO AVWTATo Aaotiglo atny vrobeon I'evixds Ei-
oayyeAéas v. Havaywwtn Xolotov, 1962 A.A.A. 129 %aL 0
évraipa Zegtlopap exdidetal ornv Kimpo and 1o Avara-
T0 AxaotigLo, yua Toug idLoug Adyous o exdideton amd
T0 AvOTato Awaotiglo tng Ayyilag. Eniong, oty mo
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Xvoooropis, A. Kuguaxidy xa diov (Ag.2) (1990)

Tavw vreteon avapéQovial XalL ov axéiovdoL Adyol yia
ToUg omoiovg exdideval to éviahpa ZepriopdoL oTnv
Kunpo, ol onolol eguhopBavouy, extog antéd v viépPa-
on 1 éAkewymn duarodoaiag, 1| vopuuky mAdvn, mov eivor £x-
dmin ota mpaxung Tov Awaotnolov xal apoxardimm 1
aupPEQo a6 Ta NEGCWIA OV Aaudvouv TV andeaot
%o AMpm 1ng andeaong pe d6Ao 1) Yevdopria. (BA. emlong,
Xoiovogric xaw dArot v. Iaxwfidov (1986) 1 A.A.A. 236,
246).

AeV UTTAQXEL HAVOVAS OXETHG UE TO ZEQTLOQAQL, OTTWG
undpyeL ue to Mandamus, nwg 6ev urogel va xonotpo-
nownBel mapd udvo oty nepiitwon ov Sev VITAEXEL AAAN
tE (oov amoteAeopativng Oepaueia. Av VaQYOUV OL ava-
yraieg potimoféoelg yux v €xdoan tov, 10 ZepTioedot
HIopel va xonouiormowndei, E0Tw XaL av o alTnTiig £XEL XaL
10 duaiopa Egeons. (BA. I'evixds Ewoayyeréas xar dALog
v, ZafiBidne (1979) 1 A.A.A. 323, oeh. 325).

Ou guowrol yovelg twv altntav eival o Tewpylog Io-
TACOAOUWVTOS Haw 1) Baothuxn Kagamitta. Ta dvo naldd
TOVG T aTEXTNOAV ®atd tn Subprera tov yduov tovs. H
artirowa 1, Xowotiva, yevwnBme otig 2.3.1970 xaL o aurn-
tg 2, Kvguaxog, atig 12.6.73.

O guowog matépog Tov artntwv anébove otg 21.7.74
®au n puntépa toug mavigettnre tov Iavixo Kupuanidn
oo v [Mhataviotaoa otig 15.4.80.

2115 9.5.81 %L 0av QNOTEAEORA TNG TLO TAVO AVAEE-
eduevng altnong vioBeaiag, o Mavikkog Kvpaxidng, nov
fitav 161 25 xpovwv agol yevviidnxe atig 27.4.56, viobé-
TNOE TOUG QLTNTES AL TO OXETIXd Atdtaypua YioBeoiag ex-
d60Me and 1o Emagyuond Awaotigo Asvnwaoiag otig
8.2.82. O [Tavirog Kvugaxidng frav o udvog vioberrioag
HAL OYL RO M UNTEQX TV avNAiXwV 1oV fitav 16T GULUYoS
TOV.

O yapog Tov viodeToaviog natépa UE TN QUOLKY pnué-
o Twv VBETNOEvTwY dradvBnure e Sakvylo mov Exdooe
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1AAA. Kuguaxidn xar allov (Ap.2) Xgvoooropiis, A.

£15 fAagog Tov 10 ExxAnolactind Atxaotiglo Acurwolag
v 1.12.89. '

Zoppova e Tov nepl YwoBeoiag Téxvwv Nopo, Keg.
274, ¢oBpo 4(1)(a):

"4(1) An adoption order shall not be made in respect
of an infant unless the applicant or, in the case of a joint
application, one of the applicants:-

(a) has attained the age of twenty-five and is at least
eighteen years older than the infant;"

Eniong odppuva pe to Gpboo 4(2) tov mo névw
Nopou:

"4(2) An adoption order shall not be made in respect
of an infant who is a female in favour of a sole applicant
who is a male, unless the Court is satisfied that there are
special circumstances which justify as an exceptional
measure the making of an adoption order."

Téhog 1o GpBpo 28 tov Wiov Népov avapégel ta axo-
AovBa:

"28. No adoption shall be valid and have any effect
unless made in accordance with the provisions of this
Law."”

Katd tov ovouddn xpovo o vobetioos motépag, mov
fitav 0 povadikdg auIntig, NTav HEYaAUTEQOS xatd 14 X06-
via a6 v attitola 1 % xatd 17 xpdvia awo Tov auint
2 nau Oy xatd 18 yodvia peyaritegog nat and Tovg dvo
oantée, Orwg TEovoEL 0 NOpog.

Eival ewritynon 1ov guntaideutov SixnyoQou Twv altn-
TV WS Ol Lo Tavw avapepdeioeg mpovoleg Tov Nopov,
Keg. 274, eival emraxtikég xau dedopévou 6tu 1 drogopd
nAxiag 1oV vwoBerhoaviog matfpa AL TV OVHAIKWY
glvau puxpdtepn twv 18 ypbvov, to Aldtaypa YioBeoiag
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Xpvoogrouis, A. Kuvguaxidn xas dllov (Ag.2) (19%0)

elvar mapdvopo, 1o Awaoctiglo evigynoe xaf' viégPaon
eEovalog ko Avey SkaLodo0iag KoL GUVETWG 10 SidTaypa
6a mpéner va axvpwBei. Eniong emuxoadeitar o devtego
AOYO aXUQWONG, YL TOUg dovg Adyous, ENEdT| TO Awa-
otiplo €E£000¢E 10 Aldtayud Yio0eolog OYETIXG PHE THY OL-
Titowe 1 wov eivaw BMA, Ywols va eEetdoel, dedopévov 6t
o wobetioas natégag elvar GREEVAG, AV VINQXXV EWOLKES
TEQLOTACELG TTOU VO SLXQLOAOYOUV OQV EEOLQETIXG PETEO
v EX600M TOU SLaTAYMATOS oUUpwva HE To Gpbpo 4(2)
Tov Nopov.

Avantiogoviag TV emyelpnpatoioyia Tov ndve ota
1600 EvoLagtgovia Bépata Tov eyelpovin oty Tagovod
untdBean, 0 EVNAiIdEUTOg dnyOQOg TWV QUINTWY AVOPEQ-
Omue g aQ1BUG avBeviuwy, Sy pag rav Eévwv, mou ago-
QoUV, HETAEY dAlwv, TO dikalwua Twv ATHTWV va EYEi-
QOVV TNV TTaovoa dadxacia %ol Tov TROT0 axvEWoNg
OV Altaypatog Yofeoiag.

H dumydpog tng ANuoxpatiag CURPWYNGE RwS TO VI
xolon dudraypo amworehel meplmtwon vopurtig TAGVIG TOV
8o duralohoyotoe tnv ExO00M SLaTdypaTog ZeQTLORAQL.

To Audtaypa Yiofeoiag ennoedlel T vouuxn xatdota-
oM evOg TQOCWITOV KAl TTQOCOUOLATEL P amogpaon in Rem.
ZUVETHG SECUEVEL OY(L LOVO T APECT EVOLAPEQOUEVQ KEQN,
OAAG ®aL OAO TOV XOoUO. TO AOTEAEOUQ TOU ALQTRYIATOS
Y08¢eo0iag eival oofogd xar DepeAitwdeg Hal anootegel
TOUG PUOLXOVUE YOVEIG WTO 10 SLXALDOUATA TOVg dvw OTo
madi Toug ®aL dSNPLOVEYEL Y TO TaLdl voprd SLHaumdpa-
TA £VOVTL TV VLOBETOUVIWY YOVEWY WS EAV auTol VO Elval
oL QUOLXoi tou yoveig. Eniong ennpedfel ta ®xAnQovouLra
tou dukawopata xai étav n vobeoia guumAnowdel, to
moudi Bewpeitar 6T gival madi Twv wobetoiviwv yovéwy
AL TO XKANQOVOULXE TOU duXaLmpata gival ta dla omnwg
EXELVA TV QUOLK®V ALV TwV VLoBETOUVIWY.

'O00V 0POoQa TNV EL0TYNAN TOU AXNYOQOV TWV ALTNTWV
g oL aLtnTég oav dueca enQeafopeva TEOCWRA WITo-
poUv va eyeigovy 1y ntapovoa dladiracta, oxetLnn eival 1y
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1AAA. Kuvguaxiby wau didou (AQ.2) Xougoazops, A.

vnoleon Nixodaldng v. I'egoAeutf (1984) 1 AAA. 742,
610V oTig oeh. 749 xal 750 avagégovral Ta axdrovba:
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"..... An adoption order is a species of a judgment in
rem and as such binding not only on the parties
immediately connected therewith, but the world at large.
The significance of this appreciation of the effect of an
adoption order is that no one is thereafter allowed to
question the effect of the order. An estoppel arises in
relation to strangers to the proceedings as well. The
matter is deemed judicially settled and to employ the
pertinent legal terminology the matter is regarded as res
judicata not only between parties to the adoption order
but as among strangers as well. Judicial orders settling
status may be set up at any time without pleading them.
As Phipson explains, the importance attached in law to
judgments defining the status of a person, is but a
reflection of the policy of the law in matters of personal
status necessary in the interest of social tranquility.

Lord Greene, M.R. hinted in Re Skinner (supra) that
the review of an adoption order could be undertaken only
within the context of the adoption proceedings them-
selves or possibly by certiorari. The clear message is that
the validity of an adoption order cannot be reviewed
incidentally in any other proceedings. This approach is
wholly consistent with the rule of res judicata operating
in cases of judgments in rem. The decision is binding on
each and everyone, the matter cannot be reopened and
be made the subject of fresh litigation.

Further we agree with the trial Court that even in the
context of the adoption proceedings an adoption order
could only be reviewed at the instance of a party with a
direct interest thereto such as the adopted child, the
natural parents and adoptive parents. No other party can
rank as an aggrieved party and be heard to question the
adoption order. In this respect we are wholly in
agreement with dicta to that effect in Re F (infants)
(supra).”

561



Xguoogtopns, A, Kuguaxidn xan adiov (A.2) (1990)

Eniong oty vadBeon R. v. Northumberland (avwtégw),
o Awaotiig Denning avagepe 1o axdhovba otig oeh. 127
rot 128:

"..... No one has ever doubted that the Court of King'
Bench can intervene to prevent a statutory tribunal from
exceeding the jurisdiction which Parliament has conferred
on it, but it is quite another thing to say that the King's
Bench can intervene when a tribunal makes a mistake of
law. A tribunal may often decide a point of law wrongly
while keeping well within its jurisdiction. If it does so,
can the King's Bench intervene? There is a formidable
argument against any intervention on the part of the
King's Bench at all. The statutory tribunals, like the one
in question here, are often made the judges both of fact
and law, with no appeal to the High Court. If, then, the
King' s Bench should interfere when a tribunal makes a
mistake of law, the King's Bench may well be said to be
exceeding its own jurisdiction. It would be usurping to
itself an appellate jurisdiction which has not been given
to it. The answer to this argument, however, is that the
Court of King' s Bench has an inherent jurisdiction to

control all inferior tribunals, not in an appellate capacity, .

but in a supervisory capacity. This control extends not
only to seeing that the inferior tribunals keep within their
jurisdiction, but also to seeing that they observe the law.
The control is exercised by means of a power to quash
any determination by the tribunal which, on the face of it,
offends against the law. The King' s Bench does not sub-
stitute its own views for those of the tribunal, as a court
of appeal would do. It leaves it to the tribunal to hear the
case again, and in a proper case may command it to do
so. When the King' s Bench exercises its control over
tribunals in this way, it i not usurping a jurisdiction
which does nott belong to it. It is only exercising a
jurisdiction which it has always had.

.................................................

Of recent years the scope of certiorari seems to have
562
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LAAA. Kuguaxidn xat dddov (Ap.2) Xgvoootopils, A

been somewhat forgotten. It has been supposed to be
confined to the correction of excess of jurisdiction, and
not to extend to the correction of errors of law, and
several learned judges have said as much. But the Lord
Chief Justice has, in the present case, restored certiorari
to its rightful position and shown that it can be used to
correct errors of law which appear on the face of the
record, even though they do not go to jurisdiction.”

Me fdon tnv o mtdve voporoyia, divetal To pivupa
WG Ta POVA TEOCWRA TTOV PROQOUV v TPOooBoiouy TNV
gyruéTnia tov Awatdypatos YoBeolag elval ta Gueca
enngeatopeva TEOCoWRA kan kavévag dhhog. Tovto progel
va enLtevyBel oty XatdAAnAn nmepintwon, eite pe dudray-
po ZeQTLOQAQL, EitE pe E@ean, agol nponyouutvwg dobel
adew yLa TV xataywEnon g exnpdbeopa. To Algroypa
Yo0eoiag elvan £yxugo xal 6£ousvnxc5 UEXOL TNV axvpw-
o1 TOV.

Zrnv nagovoa vddeon o arthtég mov eivat oL uLobe-
wnBévies, elval dueaq emnealopeva TEOCMITA AL QUVE-
DG VOULLOTIOLOUVIAL VA KATAXWONOOUV TNV 1aQovod Qi-
tnon. Emopévig mogauéver va anogadaloBel ®xatd moco
SUXALOAOYELTGL 1) EXS00T) TOV ALTOVUEVOY OLOTAYRATOS,

Mo 6pwg moxwEniow ¢' autd to BEpa Ba aooAndw
LE TNV ELOTTYNON TOV EVITALOEVTOU SLXNYOQOV TWV ALINTWY,
WG £V OYEL TWV ATAYOQEVTIXWYV SLaTdEewv Tov Gpfpov 4,
ot gUVOVAOoUd pe TIg Tpdvoleg Tou Gobpou 28 tov Keg.
274, 10 Awdtoypa YioBeoiag eival €5 vnagynig arugo Rot
1O AXOooTiowo dev €xeL 6LG¥QL‘ELKT'I euxéoelt, QARG elvar
UTLOYQEWUEVO VA TO GXUQMDTEL 1 axOPA 100G W) omugu)cm -
Bavo va unv ewou. avayxma

ALOQVD KE TV ELOTHYNOT QUTH TOU SLXTYOQ0V TV QL
TNTWOV.

Znv vndBeon Nixodaldng v. I'egoAeui (avwtégw) ava-
@fpOmav Ta axdiovba oxeTnd pe TV gouNvEia Twv TQ0-
VoL@V tou dpBpou 28 atig aeh. 748 xan 749:
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Xguoootopis, A. Kuguaxidn »oa dikov (Ag.2) (1990)

"The appellant largely rested his case on section 28 of
Cap 274, the provisions of which we quote below:

'"No adoption shall be valid and have any effect unless
made in accordance with the provisions of the law.'

He construed the above provisions of the law as
empowering any Court at any future date to inquire into
the validity of the order and that it was open to a Court
other than that issuing the order to inquire into the
existence of the prerequisites for the making of the
adoption order. With respect we disagree with the inter-
pretation of section 28 favoured by counsel for the
appellant. To our comprehension what section 28
purported to accomplish was to lay down that only
adoption orders made by a competent Court under Cap.
274 could be heeded in law. The legislator did not aim, by
the enactment of section 28, to throw an adoption order
made by a competent Court, as in this case, in the
melting pot of future litigation."

Eniong otig vobéoelg Re Skinner (an infant), Skinner
v. Carter [1948] 1 All E.R. 917 ®aL Re F (infants) [1977] 2
All ER. 777, ex@olotnxay amoyelwg Twg 10 ALXaoTnoLo
OEV ELVOL VITOYQEWUEVO VA AHVRWMOEL Eva Aldtayna Yiofe-
olag, alha amevavtiag, €xer duoxQuTixt] euyfQea va aQvh-
Bel tnv axvpwon av 10 cuppégov Tng MKALOGUVIG TO VIa-
YOQEVEL. AUTT} TNV TOOCEYYLOT TNV VLoBETW.

ITapd to yeyovos mwg atnv undbeon Re F (infants)
(avetépw) EXPOAOTIHE N Groyn flwg N TaedBaon Twv
npolmobéoewv ya v £xdoon tou Alatdypatog Yuobe-
olag amotehel AavOaauévo evponua yeyovotwy, EVIOUTOLS
eVpionw OtL elvar 0BG va oaeyyiow TNV TAQROVGA VIO~
Beom ue Paon Tig aQyfs ov TEOMKAY otV AOQao TNV
R. v. Northumberland (avotéQw), énwg ava@igdnrav mo
TTAVW.

Eniong wg TOOG TO TL (WTOTEAEL TTQAKTIXO TOV ALXaOTN-
pilov' xau Tt elval vourn TAGve, ayeTuxn eivar n vitdbeon
R. v. Preston Supplementary Benefits Appeal Tribunal ex p.
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1AAA. Kugroxidy xa @ldov (Ap.2) Xpvooaroprg, A.

Moore [1975] 2 All E.R. 807, 6stov a1 ogh. 810 0 A6pdog
Denning M.R. avagépel:

"The two cases before us arise out of applications for
an order of certiorari. They are brought, under the
established power of the High Court to supervise inferior
tribunals. The High Court can quash any decision of an
inferior tribunal for error of law which appears on the
face of the record. The 'record' is generously interpreted
$0 as to cover all the documents in the case. An ‘error of
law' is also interpreted generously so as to include a
wrong interpretation of an Act or a wrong application of
it to the facts of the case.”

EEetdCovrag 10 oxetind Aldroypua YioBeoiag xai 10
VARG TOU OYETIOY paxtAhov Tng aitnong viobeoiog, Jov
QITOTEAEL TO 'TMTROAXTIXG TOU AwXQoTngiov', gival xatddnio
g 10 Axaotnplo nov eEédooe to Avdtayua YioBeoiag
dev axohoulinoe Tig mpodvoleg tov dpBoov 4 tov Iepl Yio-
Beolog Téxvwv Nopou Kegp. 274, dnwg axoiwg toxvpito-
VIOL O QUTNTES. AUTH 1 Tapdhewymn ovviatd AavBoopévn
epappoy Tov Nopov o€ axéon pe T YEYOVOTQ KoL QITOTE-
Ael ExdnAn vopuxn TAGVN OV SLATLOTWOVETAL QIO TQ NQA-
RTWA NG Vobeons. Ev del avtiig tng xatdAngng - xal
AauBdvoviag vméym ta yeyovédta tng wdbeong dmweg ava-
@fpovrar mo mhvw, dev PAtnw Aoyo yati va un dtatdEw
TV ax0pwon Tou Alatdypatog viofeaiag doov agogd xat
ToVUg dU0 avtntes. Enunpdobeta, nGtw and Tig £10Wég ouv-
Oveg 1ng mapovoag vndbeong xal tdlaitepa Aoyw Tov dla-
Euyiov tng guowig unTéQag Twv QLINT®V PE Tov viodeti-
OOVIQ JTATEQQ, £XW TN YVOUN, WS 1 axVowan elval og
TO OURPEQOV OXL HOVO TwV eMNQECTOMEVWV UEQWY, GAAL
KAL TG SLHALOGUVRNG, UL TO QIO TWV XOLVWVLXMV AVTL-
ATPEWYV TTEQL OLXOYEVELAG TTOV ETULXQATOUV OTOV TOMO YA,

Kata ovvemewx ®at yia tovg o ndve Adyoug, dwatdo-
oW TNV aXVEWoN ToV Alatdypnatog Yiobeoiag nuep. 8.2.82.

Enidixo dudtayua axvowveTal.
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