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            S U P R E M E   C O U R T   O F   I N D I A
                         RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS
          IA 3/2013  in WRIT PETITION (CIVIL) NO(s). 82 OF 2013

ABDUL GANI BHAT                                   Petitioner(s)

                 VERSUS

STATE OF J&K AND ANR                              Respondent(s)

(With appln(s) for APPEAL AGAINST REGISTRAR’S OREDR and office report)

Date: 16/12/2013  This Petition was called on for hearing today.

CORAM :
        HON’BLE MRS. JUSTICE RANJANA PRAKASH DESAI
        HON’BLE MR. JUSTICE MADAN B. LOKUR

For Petitioner(s)
                     Petitioner-In-Person,Adv.

For Respondent(s)

           UPON hearing counsel the Court made the following
                               O R D E R

                  The  applicant-in-person  has  filed  this   interlocutory
        application praying that the Registrar’s Order  dated  15-3-2013  be
        set aside. The applicant has sent a letter stating that he is an old
        person of 70 years and he is suffering from several ailments. He has
        further stated that in view of his physical condition, he would  not
        be able to appear before  this  Court  and  his  appearance  may  be
        exempted. He has clarified that if he were to appear, he would  have
        only read the contents of the appeal, which the Court can do better.
        He has further stated that he has nothing more to add.
                 In view of the above, we exempt the applicant’s appearance.
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                 We have perused the impugned order passed by the  Registrar
        and also the IA filed by the applicant.
                 We notice that in paragraph 1 of the IA, the applicant  has
        made scandalous, uncalled for and unwarranted allegations against  a
        former judge of this Court. We express our displeasure  about  this.
        We deprecate such practice. We find no  infirmity  in  the  impugned
        order. Besides, the scandalous averments made in paragraph 1 of  the
        IA perfectly justify lodging of the IA under Rule 5 of  Order  XVIII
        of the Supreme Court Rules, 1966.
                 The IA is dismissed.

        |(Vishal Anand)                        | |(Indu Pokhriyal)                    |
|Court Master                          | |Court Master                        |


