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I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A

Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

I.A Nos.3-4 in SLP(C) Nos.1995-1996 of 2006

Abdul Gani Bhat ... Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
Chai rman, |slam a Coll ege
Governi ng Board and others ... Respondent (s)
ORDER

These applications have been filed by the petitioner with
the foll owi ng prayer:

"It is therefore prayed that the SLP 2995-96 of 2006
may be decided properly in light of the avernents
made herein and in light of the facts and avernents
made in the contenpt petition 86-87 of 2009 and
necessary clarifications and directions may
graciously be passed."”

In Special Leave Petition (Civil) Nos.1995-1996 of 2006
the petitioner had chall enged order dated 21.11.2005 passed by
the Division Bench of the Jammu and Kashmir Hi gh Court in LPA

No. 200/ 2005. The same was di sposed of by this Court on

24. 3. 2006 by recording the follow ng order

"Heard the petitioner, who is appearing in-person
2

It has been subnmitted that the petitioner wants to
argue his case in person in LPA No.200 of 2005, which
is pending in the High Court of Jammu and Kashmir at
Srinagar. |If such a prayer is nade before the High
Court, we have no doubt the sane shall be considered
and the petitioner shall be allowed to appear in-

per son.

The special |eave petition is accordingly disposed

of ."
In t hese l.As., t he appl i cant has cl ai med t hat t he
aforesai d or der was def ective i nasnmuch as t he LPA was not

pendi ng before the H gh Court. He has then averred that when



the order passed by this Court was placed before the Hi gh Court

through A (C) LPWA No. 326/ 2006, the sane was dism ssed by the

Di vi si on Bench of t he Hi gh Court by maki ng der ogat ory
observations against himand a cost of Rs.5,000/- was inmposed.

Thereafter, he filed Cont enpt Petition Nos. 86- 87/ 2009 before
this Court, which were dism ssed on 22.1.2010 on the ground
that even though various allegations had been | evelled agai nst

the contemmor, no prayer was nmade agai nst him

We have heard Shri Abdul Gani Bhat, who appeared in person
and carefully perused the record. In our opinion, order dated
24.3.2006 cannot be terned as defective because the same was
passed in the presence of the petitioner. If no matter was
pendi ng before the Hi gh Court, the petitioner, who was present
i n person should have brought it3to the notice of the bench
whi ch passed the order. In any case, after a tine gap of al nost
4 years, we do not find any valid ground nmuch less justification
to recall that order and decide the special |eave petitions

af resh.

The applications are accordingly dism ssed.

(ASOK KUMAR GANGULY)
NEW DELHI ,
JANUARY 25, 2011.

I N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON
I.A Nos. 3-4 in

Contenpt Petition (C) Nos.86-87 of 2009
in



SLP(C) Nos. 1995-1996 of 2006

Abdul Gani Bhat ... Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
Chai rman, |slam a College
Governi ng Board and ot hers ... Respondent ( s)
ORDER
These appl i cations have been filed by t he petitioner

seeking initiation of contenpt proceedi ngs agai nst the alleged
cont emmors

The petitioner had chal | enged or der dat ed 21.11. 2005
passed by the Division Bench of the Jamu and Kashmir Hi gh Court
in LPA No. 200/2005 by filing Special Leave Petition Nos.1995-
1996 of 2006, which was di sposed of by this Court on 24.3.2006
by recording the follow ng order:

"Heard the petitioner, who is appearing in-person

It has been submitted that the petitioner wants to

argue his case in person in LPA No.200 of 2005, which

is pending in the H gh Court of Jammu and Kashnmir at

Srinagar. |f such a prayer is nade before the High

Court, we have no doubt the sanme shall be considered

and the petitioner shall be allowed to appear in-
person.

5

The special |eave petition is accordingly disposed of."

In t hese l.As., t he appl i cant has cl ai med t hat t he
af oresai d order was defective inasnuch as LPA was not pending
before the Hi gh Court. He has then averred that when the order
passed by this Court was placed before the Hi gh Court through IA
(O LPWA No. 326/2006, the sanme was di smi ssed by the Division
Bench of t he Hi gh Court by maki ng der ogat ory observations
agai nst himand a cost of Rs.5,000/- was inposed. Thereafter

he filed Contenpt Petition Nos. 86-87/2009 which were disnissed

on 22.1.2010 on the ground that even though various allegations
had been | evell ed agai nst the contemor, no prayer was nade

agai nst him

We have heard Shri Abdul Gani Bhat, who appeared in person



and carefully perused the record. In our view, there is no valid
ground much | ess justification for initiating
agai nst the respondents because a simlar prayer made by himin
Contenpt Petition (G vil) Nos.86-87 of 2009 has al ready been

rej ected.

The applications are accordingly dism ssed.

(G'S. SINGHVI)

(ASOK KUMAR GANGULY)
NEW DELHI ,
JANUARY 25, 2011.

I'N THE SUPREME COURT OF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

CRLMP No. 21733-21734 of 2010
in
SLP(C) Nos. 1995-1996 of 2006

Abdul Gani Bhat ...Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
Chai rman, |slam a Coll ege
Governi ng Board and others ... Respondent (s)
ORDER

These petitions have been filed by Shri Abdul Gani Bhat for
directing the Registrar of this Court to file conplaint before
the appropriate forum agai nst the respondents for having nade

fal se statenents before this Court.

The petitioner has referred to order dated 24.3.2006 passed
in SLP(C) Nos. 1995-1996/2006, which were directed agai nst order
dated 21.11. 2005 passed by the Jammu and Kashmir H gh Court in
LPA No. 200/ 2005. He has then averred that in the reply filed by
respondent No.2, a nunber of false statenments were nade on the

i ssue of paynent of subsistence all owance, his designation in

pr oceedi ngs



the Coll ege as Physical Instructor instead of Physical Director

Physi cal Educat i on, t he al | eged filing of dozens of cases
8
agai nst t he col | ege authorities and i ndul gi ng in | uxury
litigation. He has al so pleaded that the avernents contained in
par as 8 and 9 of t he reply wer e al so patently fal se and

m sl eadi ng and has prayed that action may be initiated agai nst
t he respondent s under Section 340 of t he Code of Crimna

Pr ocedur e.

We have heard Shri Abdul Gani Bhat, who appeared in person
and carefully perused the record. In our view, there is no valid
ground much less justification for issue of a direction to the
Regi strar to initiate pr oceedi ngs agai nst t he respondent s by
filing conplaint nmerely because sone of the statenments nade in

the witten statement were, as per the petitioner’s version

fal se.
The applications are accordingly dism ssed.

........................ J.
(G S SINGHVI)
........................ J.
(ASOK KUVAR GANGULY)

NEW DELHI

JANUARY 25, 2011.
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| TEM NO. 1A COURT NO. 11 SECTI ON XVI A
[ FOR ORDERS]
SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A

RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS

I.A. NO 3-4 & CRL.MP. No.21733-21734 in

Petition(s) for Special Leave to Appeal (G vil) No(s).1995-1996/ 2006
(From the judgenent and order dated 21/11/2005 in CP No. 26/2003 &
CP No. 59/2005 & LPA No. 200/2005 & SWP No. 1921/1999 of The H CH
COURT CF J & K AT JAMW)

ABDUL GANI BHAT Petitioner(s)



VERSUS
CHAI RVAN, | SLAM A COLLECE. G BRD. & ANR Respondent (s)

W TH
I.A No.3-4 in Connt.Pet.(C)No.86-87/2009
in SLP(C) No. 1995- 1996/ 2006

Date: 25/01/2011 These Petitions were called on for orders today.
For Petitioner(s) None present
For Respondent (s)

Hon’ ble M. Justice G S. Singhvi pronounced
non-reportabl e orders of t he Bench conpri sing H s
Lordship and Hon'ble M. Justice Asok Kumar Ganguly.

In terms of signed orders, all applications
are di sni ssed.

The Registry is directed to send copi es of
the orders to the petitioner by registered post.

(A.D. Sharnmm) (Phool an Wati Arora)
Court Master Court Master
(Signed non-reportable Orders are placed on the file)



