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"Issues notice fixing 11.3.82 for objection and
disposal meanwhile status quo to be maintained on
plot in suit compliance w/o 39 R 3 CPC."
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foram ok I e ol @1 PRI o PR AT 3R T uBH B
BT TR R T 3iR 3 T off T BT BRI T T g ARG
& Ul Sl T IoT8 F e TRIeT 7 dRhaIHT & g &9 TSR 39
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TAWRET ST T 1983 Bl Je8 AT & RGN W Jhidt HHeR
st Aot TS F gepeAT TR 201 FAhRepT T 1983 H faaried
zereT T FARYET axap Y RUTE srarera o | <TRaet fohaT| JaveT
TFR-201 P! ST T 1983 SR S5 ST § SARE
18/03/1985 ! 3FETeid &N - cRBAM! BT JSTeld &I & AT
Pl S PR R &g Il & U U & i1 -39 BRI 2T
STTecT STt & ded T8 ey gika fpar 6 Raa =iy &1 6
ATg & foIy g Y et & e fuet a1 v A18 a1 waER HREN
T oI & ST €1 ST Havg 18/03/1985 & feg aRBAMT A
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19 gamxar At adfie T 1985 SRIMETS sHM HRM & 91 |
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qfeTd 9978 3R -1 1990 I WRIE W&l T RGBT 7 ST 59
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S T 1982 IS 2T & A1 SRS b € 3iR gt are Ho-55
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g ARG o 13/02/1993 Y I Tl JUSTEIT H 53T &
IR 3T T & ARG & 8T €1 RIS = S Tl & A1 I A
ff REAFT & Reg T 3SR 39 HrIaT 2 T ST Siat i
R aiRa i & faeg RGBT & dR% | FerT ~IRITer H el
T e S R N R
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foreft off TBR BT AP SIH RBATT DI TET {Har o1l XA A8 S

T 1990 TRBAFT = T T WISk T el el arT 7 IRk
RS | =7 UISY bR a1 afce I8 T} =il ARiel arel & &l
N\ N\ N\ A \ N\ \
aTRIeT R H Usel | Tell 37 I8l & IR Al dIa! Hed qIR e
T TR DTS THYF RIS JRIBIRGT & JaT fam &) ar Sah!
PIg TS RBAH! TR Tl €1 TRBAFT SRF JheAT famfd Rl
T IS T $C VTP T &l BT 7 DS TS SIdTe] IR 7 DS
A9 BRI fhaT 7 IS 7T oic ©F B foar afows I8 aft
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TR IR Y TRt € 98 BT Hrenigel el €1 31 sha off | wrelr 8
foh SRIRT RIS SR MR 39 PRI 2T STled ST FREd
fehaT STTepR R T e 3 ferot fobarm Sird anfes =am &l
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11/01/1982 &7 3IRMH S & gad JARURT BrH [ET @
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BRIR T ISTerd & MR 3 RIS FISTS 1 T2t e qrret @
TR & IURATT 7 5T 3R Aics TR TREBAF DY §FH ITSTerd IS
PR R G AT &1 b 9 Srere Foms 6 aenferfey s e
foRT ~ITrTerT GRT a1e Rl ST b &1 R T aRepaT = e
el foram iR e o T PR R T 5D 91 BTN eIy =
Hidh BT FATRAT ey AT RAIE 3reTerd g & IRT o e RRidh
R Pl TR IR GRT el gTRgeT fopar | faueht ufcrarch
Pl T8 DT o IWIh oI 1S Terd qea b a1 STRIeT fhar T o
S 5ft ATt FAUISt Teaiae HfeR = ot Rare fam o1, fderger
Ted 9 3Icd €1 are 3or fauelt uferare) g s e 3iik
REIN Higerd TRl <RIl R &q AT 39 N ) fmeh
TRAHT T EFH ATl i aRgell TFHRT & Tt 3R I 78 ot
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PIATEl 6 A FHBHHT TR 201 JAwRET I 83 kM I
SRIEIY PR Bk foAieh 18/03/1985 1 fauelt dReb=aT bl
3ISTerd BT H SISt UTT 7| G TR -201 JaowaT 1985 H
foelt TREBRIFT SRV P TP AIE & FIER BRI HY o7l g
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AR T, ORI RaeTeh arepaa fagel Stavepter = gawwar andiet
SRR fhaT ST g@eHT TR 19 JawveT il ¥ 1985 SINDIST
99 #IRM & TH J BRE BN A 2 Rifdd S geley
RifFRR fSfas SR & ~mirerr 7 fqie 08/12/1995 @ el
gar ot et Rt Y ardier wriRer el Tt ik ~arrerd
T NS AT BT X7 TRAT| STaole NS FReife avepr =
SR goeT i RiaraR &9 1985 3RSt FoTg 7 Reerd /M 018
Pl I BN AT B o & T AT 23/09/1983 T HiN[g o
T qreax T =47 ST Ygd! 3 fohe Svar o1 fofam qom 99 R 91
qh drell 7o [TRe}] ST foraT € T HISUSeA SHaTR SFRewiic
ot foram| fauell IR T T8 el fb JoT d1e +aR 55 &9
1982 H IURAT S S FNTsT 6 THGR 8 R aRbaF! o
fJarfed TR W s aRad= =&Y fhar 3ik T ar dis Rasdr T
feret o 7 g TE R e o, Reget Terd €1 I8 [t ot
fogeh R F FveTsT o B 7 SHH TFAR B 9T
qedrd FEfor fpan Fir <arrera & e SeEd & B F fush
TR = FTavfe VLTS §s R a1 IR o1 R I e &l
73 SR & ST AT BrEUSIH 1 foran el v o1 a8
PHET & TeT a1 TRIST I A Ul Ig ot <fiot Hivg oft, I5 deM
TToTd g 3T 8| S 3TeTld] SR S| I8+ FNeTeT siearfared
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1. BET BN AI-74T & HIEgH J ddbel ARy fHifhd

09/02/1982 75 T, 3rferawhl HHeR R gaf arg vear 55 A 82
[T =T 757/5 | 757/09 db] , Fbdt Sarsce! 3 Sravee
ol d1G AT 55 I 82 [BRIS AT 75/11 F 75 /15 T ]

06. Ul 7 3199 PUF & FHLF H AR ARG J1ey Fr=Rad uus

TRt -

1. eRed or AEa-48T & HIegd | MG 9w

eI ScledIe Teflhe o 36507/1995 Repre weHT oot

SIAYD1 T Rfdet Sror IR fSdie [T Heedr-49 7], Tdha

U AT Iod T Selledie o 36507/1985 SV

S Rifdet StoT RIfFER fSdiS [ A&ar-50 7]

2. OheRRd B T 787/1 | 78772 @ HrewH | f=forRad

BTN TR bl |
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SJof$o TMER WeIEl, Jo0-55/1982 #IRM M TAUDH 3

[PFIST HXeaT-79 7]

(1) e T Fd el aIeu =R R Rifder Siof Jofgo

MR ¥QIE o0 -55/1982 #RM M SHWE 3N [HRTS
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(1) el e Pt TebeT FeMe T U5 ~IRTerd 3R Rafdet
Sol gfofg$o FMYR wWeIE Hodo -55/1982 SRM M

STIYDIT 3T [HITST -1 7]

(IV) B} T Bt Fahel 99 ToSsego -2 TR AR Rifdet

ST SfofSo SMYR JaIEl Jod0-55/1982 $IRM T SRINGIL 3MfS

[PFIST HeaT-82 1]
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(V) ®Ia) ¥ Frdt Taat i —aramers 3R Rierm =ammefier sTFgR

TSIl Jom0-57/2008 RM F9M TIUS MM [HFST HET-

83 ]

(V1) 5ot e feifehd 15/10/2016 =ImimerT 3R Rifdet Siof
HloTlo 9IE! STMYR Jo-0-317/2014 SR T SRIUBIS 3T

[hITST HeT 84 7]

(VII) ®Ie) ¥ i fRAifea 20/12/2019 =amamermr aR Rifder

ST HloBlo WRIE THYR UHIT rdfie Wwam 67 A9, 2016 RM

I SIS 3T [P He1-85 ]

(VIIl) BIa) ¥ JeT Adbal Mgl fifdha 15/12/1995 AFHI
JTd IR geA8IEIE JoH0-36507 T 1995 SRIUBIA M
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(1X) WICT e Bt et 3MeT fAifha 28/10/2014 TG Soa

Tl geleTeTG Jodo- 14520 F 2009 #RM s9H SRIUBI

3T [T A=AT-87 7]

(X) It T Bt Fabvel MeT AT 28/10/2014 FHH Soa

Tl 3TgIeTE Jodo- 55717 & 2008 #IRM s9H SRIUBI

3T [T A=AT-87 7]

HiRge TeT & ®U H el gRT gk Hoseego -1 ATEY Uy U

54 % SR o7 <RI fohar 11 R 776 16/10/2017 &1 RRe

& =AY T P HiRIS ATeT A1 FRT AR & TG IR el

fopam | wferaTet GRT WIS HeT B B H Sogsego -1 TANBI

T AT ATATH-68 B SIRIeT fobart T I i 24/08/2022,

26/08/2022 @ 15/09/2022 &1 fSRE &I Y| ufcrarat gRT ot 37y

PIS ATEY T & TG WRI T famam i |

PpHteF RAIE 217 &Y TRd 3MURT & anelies § yd F wnerefi gfy

eI ST et B

ST O 477 T 37T o 3TTellds H 1T 0 o1 fReRor fohdd ST &g

YR e T T b R fauelt gy Aemr =y & genRefy &

31T feifhe 09.08.1982 &l ST A9 1990 T 3FR T 1990 ¥

IeFE R farfed eafRy b Refy o gReds fopar mar &7

SYIYE & g SIRIERT B AT T U WAt T i aRefier
[CRIRIEI
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11.

12.

frrea

3e91-39 forrm-2 v Rafdel ufshar dfkdr & sichid Fvers & ameer

P IHT IR RIS {5 T & a4 § I8 IS AT ATD 8
o =T g1 NSt e ol fbar T &) qer S wfth gRT
STHSETHR STFBRI & STavls SAD! deerT 6 =it &l

oreff GRT %ieT | I e fpar wa ' b weff F =ariery § getare

¥RET 55/1982 919 &9 U 3fears faueiTor & foeg 391 amemy |
SRR fhar o7 fb REAFT T TrsHIgT ST 81T AT 3Mgea fopsdt

fhR bl IS AMRTT, TR, TRIRG 3fey S TS = aw 3iR
S oS IRt &0t U St ot S $ U Sff T S S et e
SieT SIS AT Y JRefY B @ 3R qagad S Freis

gl 7 | S a5 H RAid 09/02/1982 ®Y IR GRT I8

3f1eer a1 fear T fb- “"Issues notice fixing 11.3.82 for
objection and disposal meanwhile status quo to be
maintained on plot in suit." I% G BT IEEH BRI §Y

gfaTel 5 9918 3T §= 1983 1 Uh Ra<ehl S Fiorg J Mem
I R 8a & SRl Sare 5 Svarsl & QR a¥ o foram iR

e R o o iR et aa o=t &t T 9 ax
3R 7 YepT BT B SR R T 3R g9 Fo Y TS bl B T
YET | TREAF! & Sth g DY Io8 W Jgs AR F RBAH! B

oG B9 3TTex 39 HRIET 2 T STedT ST & ded HrRIde! {6 S
&g W1 U9 06/09/1983 d 07/09/1983 @ fT ST JaheHT R
201 TP ST T 1983 &1 GheHT FeR 201 JIHRT ST
T 1983 &R 19 SIUHIe | gdRg 18/03/1985 @I ITeld
&N = RGBT & faeg 39 @RS 2 U Siedl SlaF) & d&d I8
3T uIRd fmar & famid w=aRy 6 A8 & forg g it Wt & den
fageft @l U 918 BT UIER BRI Y Tl & ST &1 g I
99 ST I 1990 | R 7 Rarfied veorer 7§ Mem wR dHels &
ufdgH o gl Wihx Hegl o Aol Wigax Idqq Todiodfto gy
oA g F T foram 3R S 95 [T et U S8 Ay AR
R o1 Je$ el | MeRIG BRIATE &g < T o1l geS

TR & foar Y afead sHE g 99 1990 A WRE Wl a9
RO F ITaNE e g aTlthad gad T gRaTE st e
TS H Refd Me & 31 Wil S J ST feTey toleer o for
3R M T AT I&dT € SHd AT S i Satet SR dvwp
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13.

ST foram e Me™ & SR RSP T, ey oIS § U I 9IS
STITER SH il o=1dT fora|
e gRT SO JTART BET HEAT -22 7 F HEIH J T”

2 fohaT T B 6 ot a1 55/1982 H ahiel HAIR efletal! framy

SR Al &1 Terd RS sega Y 7 off 3fik fwel i At 5 a1

UTEeT Y PRIATE) & ) TS ot A1 & ford) 3Teer Y AT IR

7 o1 3R A7 & IS e < oft R o I Rueft F 3R fpam 2

fageft = AT ITTeTT & 3TCeT AT P e el fhar oMl faarfa

3RSt F goft <ol aret & 21T SRaet PR b el A Tl 31T W €l
fraid Rt 7§ s W AT wRt , T ud arelt Ao, ST

PSS SRR SiE T &d, ST, Alefl d UIsT ardl & <rdT STRad

R P U | Tl AT X &

AR Joadd IETe g1 A ave  Be BiUReM I

AT, (2009)5 Towtodto 665 = I8 faftis A Have fava

T 8 fop-

“The power exercised by a court under order 39, Rule
2A of the Code is punitive in nature, akin to the power to
punish for civil contempt under the Contempt of Courts
Act, 1971. The person who complains of
disobedience or breach has to clearly make out
beyond any doubt that there was an injunction or
order directing the person against whom the
application is made, to do or desist from doing
some specific thing or act and that there was
disobedience or breach of such order. While
considering an application under Order 39 Rule 2A, the
court cannot construe the order in regard to which
disobedience/breach is alleged, as creating an obligation
to do something which is not mentioned in the 'order' on
surmises suspicions and infernces. The power under
Rule 2A should be exercised with great caution and
responsibility."

31 gTST BT I AT FRAT B 1 Uit GRT SRM JadhadT e
& IS D THEIHR ST IRl Y ST W, 1990 # fanfed werer A

Mer™ R AHee b fded aRop 19T Giga Feal ddb el Tiehr IqY
drodtotflo Uy eR el & @b form 3R PR @9 1990 H
frarfed weret 7 Rerd MeM & 3T @left S H £ BTN wiRey
AT forar 3R Mem s aRBATT Y&d] & S AMH 5 DI e
SRI0T G T foram qT Mem & SR aR% 19, Uf¥aq o TE J U
A S SHATRR I ciciH aar form
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15.

14. weff/arc) ofRM gRT 9k dt. Sscf, 1 310 A1&Y MUY TF BRTS
T 54% F I HU fobar T € 5 97 I 1990 H dRBE A
foared Tore 9 MeM R dH9e & ufiaq IR Tl WiSdR Teel b
el WigaR IFH Todtodo UIEY R ISt & o forar 3k IaH
95 T el U 98T A1e] IR RT| SR A 1990 H ARG A
fefed worer 7 Rerd MeMm & 31 Wiell THH H ST BTN WWIReR
T forar 3R Mem RiaH R I8dT & Idd AFH $¢ 6 Saie
SfRI0T IR ST fordT e Merd & SR aR% YRe , Ufdad ofwls | U
& 9IS TR ST oic i< SHaT forT | TTaell R SUeteds 37 g Bl
DHHIIF ITREIT BRI Fedl 21 7 feAifba 24/07/1991 R ISt R
3T fesifehd 24/08/1991 SIRIST &Y TS € 3R Ich HHIIM SR
217 yd 7 \reanef| gE & gl g1 IRded I8 g & art oK R
AR dlogsego-1 3=t RE RAIfPd 16/10/2017 & I8 B fama
g 5 "7 92 g TE) € o Raa Rl & <e fra v A e 7
4 o™ T 7 99 A TE &1 wia o fRara oHie F de o1 8
I8 &9 W 1990 H 5 & § S AET G A 81 O A W
o1 T 9 R T O R TR § FRT, w1 ST g g
faa R F B w1 fmfr o9 57 8 g9 a. A& ' ¢ g
oreff/anc} GRT ot g uRlen e RE 7 fhy T de | faRiemT
g1 weff/ardt g1 ORE 9 ¥ue vu | T8 B fbar = € 6 i wn
ferfor e 5o SR a1e TE| orct: weff/ardt @t e 5 R gRT e
IR & 3T BT Seer ax faarfed July H Reufy 7 718 57 &=
1990 T 3FR A9 1990 H yRacH fhar T & , 59 \re-e § TR
A1 BT TG 8| 1T Iod ~ITel Sellelee gRT ey e qrgq
Rig T I Rig 7 3 Hex iR anfédar 227 Fo. - 8804 of
2019 fviT fRFifkT 18 =R, 2019 ¥ I8 RAftes 7 e
T € fop-
" The proceedings under Rule 2A of order XXXIX are of
a serious nature and in terms thereof the Court is
empowered to take away the liberty of an individual
and order detention of the person who violated the
order. The power being of a penal nature the burden

lies heavily on the person who alleges disobedience to
prove the offence beyond reasonable doubt."”

yreff/aret SRT SdR dogseyo -1 3o Rg f&Aifdd 16/10/2017
T 78 TfeR o & 5 Rafa Rt 7§ A1 7 Sy o weot

TR 81" Tfep weff/ardt gRT ¥ g TR o m € b
11
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16.

faerfea gfyy Ry ey d Al 09/02/1982 &1 aRefy
3T =R FRT ARG fapam m o arct ud faueft & amfed deol
7 off 31k fquel gRT Ik Ry H BRI ST by T & ey F
yreff/aret grT fondt off wad aref T wiferd T8 SRar T E , o
gfeReerferrt = wreff/ arch fausht grT ancer fRAifPd 09/02/1982 &
ST S T 1990 T 3R |9 1990 H 3fasit =T (wilful
disobedience) 1T & & 3= & B

el 915 IveaT 55/1982 &t FHHieM RUIC BRIt IReaT 75 71/6 SRR
757/8 feifha 16/02/1982 At R o &1 HHieM R
BRI TRT 75 /6 TR 75 /8 T TUE ®U W I8 forar 1T & fb
"3TTET T TeToled Pl e & RFRed TR dRID Ixeb USa AT d
IR | §9 SIS Ud AT YUY ofF BT daT ifdhe I AT daig
TR fhd 1" fauel gRT o SMuRy SR AT -22 7 & AreaT |
Ig B fohar T & 6 9T 91g - 55/1982 T Tl HAeR oAeront
feramet g7 s Y et RAIE v ot 7 oft 3k fawef & At
o IS UL H HRIAE! & de) 75 off 71 € fobelt aneer oY AR
T T o7 R AT & g ey & oft B o A faweft 7 seR
foparr Y1 SeaiT I8 € 6 a1 <Raet avd I St e
T o7 g8 Hieb Bl Reifey o1 Feemaes dga & e & dife 99

HHII JTREIT TR Y& <hl JTUTT bl (ARl ~I-ITerd GRT fohan
ST 81T & 31R SRy & aneliep 7 & dHle Ruic ge arerr 3ge &l
STt €1 IR TehRUT F It §RT I8 e ST T § 3 Gl are v
55/1982 F PHIeM WYE o 3rerar T&t e I8 sy fiapretm o
T & YT THIAHT § Hidb &Y Reerfey aram eff|

18. UHTgel TR X dIE &l BHHleM RUS el Sy 21 T SiRger g1 urefl/

a1t gRT BT fHfor 5 SR are I ST 1990 T 3FRA 1990 |
feueft = Mem & A S Bl SaR S0 TRB T TeM B IR Rb
qd uf¥aq ofe1s § A9 9 o1 forar 8, SHiee e § wefdid A
fopar & 3R 39 Fay F a7} gRT Uiy o &Y 7S 21 Ik e Ruie
217 qd ¥ Areaef| 8 gt §1 g 7 Rl & ancer o SeEd

R & pRu el g7 fueht & g Uhl are T -201 9
1983 AQIfTa fopar ram o fgH 3ifer. 39 PRIeT 2 T SfeT St &
TEd I8 IS UIRS o i o farfed wuftr 6 A1 & forg g
STt & o faueft @l e A1 Pl FagR HRIERT Y ol &) St B

It GRT U1 IS U 18 IR &) e 1 & Rt T
12
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19.

e & A fob g: A1E S T 1990 T 718 3FR I 1990 H S
PR Fmfor St e Ruié wrreT wwar-21 7 9 g 72 §, fueh
FRT SR 918 THSEIHR IR & TG 6 st He &g T T
gl

SWRIh T Ra aei gRRufcrl, drem, fafte uaem v fdes
AT BT SR T §U TR 39 sy R ugael! § f meff/
1S} 3T a1 Rig R | Y07 U A 3T I8 &1 31 grar greff/am
R fopg ST v 5

AN
ST

meff/arded BT arg FFT 3y 39 I 2T SITET St @i
fepaT STTTT B | UaTaet) fREmTRIR STRaeT GUeR 2l

f&1%:11/09/2023 (RIS area)

IR Rafdet 5197 (Jofso) fadi
IIB1-STFIYR |

ORI 31T el ~IRITeTT | edTaRd @ Reifhd avdh R gRT SEINd

T |

f&19:11/09/2023 (RIS Trea)
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