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. Shri Dinesh Goyal, Counsel for Fetitioner .

ORDER (cgal)

Hon'ble Mr. Justice V. S ﬁalihéth,_Chairman fe

The complaint in thi§ case is that the conduct of
the respondents in not permitting the petitioner to join
duty after the expiry of the medical leave cn 28,2,1992

- amounts to coatempt of court on the grourd that thét is
a conduct in violation of the intérim order made by the
‘Tribunal on 27.2.1992 and continued thereafter. The -

- petitioner had made a request inAthe O.4. for an interim
order restraining the respordents from terminatihg his
services pending disposal of the C.A. No interim order
in terms prayed for by the petitioner was granted. On the.
contrary what was granted is an order directing tﬁe
maintenance of status quo. Ultimately the 0.aA. came'to
be dismissed for default on 8,1.1992. The pefitioner then
filed HP-55;/§2 for restoration and adothef MP-598/92 for

restraining the respondents from terminating his'Services

till the digposal of the application fo:rrestoration.-
It is on MP-598/92 that an interim order came to be made
on.27,2.1992 directing issue of notice 'and in the meanwhile

n-to maintain status quo till then. It is his case that the.




N

‘ .said order was served on the respondents on 28,2.1992,
The said direction fdr maintaining status quo was further
continued by order dated 10.3.1992. It is his case that
he was on medical leave and on expiry of the lesve, the

" petitioner was not allowed to join duty when he made an |
attempt in this 'beﬁalf on 3.3.1992. According to him,

: amounts _
that conduct of the respondents/to viclating the interim
order dated 27.2.1992, |

2. The application for restoration is still pending.
The interim order made by the Tribunal after the O.A. was
dismissed ‘-fm?d/efault on the M of the petiticner pending
disposal of the WP for restorastion, does not direct the
respondents to permit the petiticner to join duty. It
only direct maintenance of status guo. As there is no
positive direction in favour of the petitioner for permit~' -
ting him to join duty, the order maintainingy status quo
cannot- be construed as having such an effect. Herce, we
- are inclined to take the view that the petitioner has failed
to make out a case for ta'king action under the Contempt of
Courts Act. We would liké to\ add that this shall not
‘?: | | prejudice the petitioner in seekirg his relief for
restoration and for seeki-ng such directions as may be just
and preper in the original proceedings. This G.C.P. is |

accordingly disposed of.
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