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CONTEMPTPETI TI1 ON(C NO 87 OF 2006 IN Civil Appeal 2501 /2002

RAJAMOHAMMEDAMI RMOHAMMEDKHAN Petitioner(s)
VERSUS
SN MENONS ECRETARYCOMMERCEMI N &AN R Respondent (s)

Date: 24/02 / 2009 This Petition was called on for hearing today.

COR A M:
HON BLEMR JUSTICEATAMASKABI R
HON BLEMR JUSTICECYRI ACJCSEPH

For Petitioner(s) M. Shyam Di van, Sr. Adv.
Ms. Anjali K. Varma, Adv.
M. Nraj Qupta, Adv.
Ms. Meera Mat hur, Adv.

For Respondent (s)

UPON bei ng nmentioned the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

This matter has been nentioned for the purpose of correcting an
i nadvertent error which had crept in the order of 12 th February, 2009.
This matter had been nentioned earlier but since | earned counsel for the
appl i cant was not present, we had directed the petitioner in the contenpt
petition to give notice to the | earned counsel for the applicant. Such notice
has been given on 23 rd February, 2009 and has been duly received but

there is no one present on behal f of the applicant despite such notice.
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The correction was to be made in the penultinmate paragraph of
the order passed on 12 th February, 2009, wherein we had indicated that
"we are only considering the maintainability of the application" which was
di sposed of with the observations nade in the order. In fact, the sane
shoul d have read as "we are not considering the maintainability of the
said application. In that view of the matter, let the word "only’ in line 5 of

the penul ti nate paragraph be substituted with the word 'not’. The said

sentence should now read as foll ows: -



"W also make it clear that while disposing of this
application we are not considering the maintainability of the
application whi ch is di sposed of with t he af oresai d

observations."

The Registry is directed to carry out the correction in the order

dated 12 th February, 2009.

(Sushma Batra) (Jugi nder Kaur)
Sr. P.A Court Master



