on 3.6.94, directing status quo to be maintained.

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL,
PATNA BENCH 2 PATNA. |

CCPA - 44 of 1996

(Arising out of OA 239/94)

Date of order : 06.08.1996

Shri Ram Suhag Ram ssecescsscse Petitioner
Versus'-

Union of India & Ors seesseessse Respondents.

Couhsel for the applicant : Shri Laxmi Narain,

Counsel for the respondents: Shri J.N. Pandey.

CORAM _: Hon'ble Mr. Justice A.V. Haridasan;%ﬂi&%«r*

Hon'ble Mr. N.K. Verma, Member (Administrative)

ORDER

Hon'ble Mr. Justice A.V. Haridasan, Vice~-chairman :-

This contempt petitien ariseé out of orininal

application, namely, 0A 23§/94. The petitioner who is
applicaat in ths eriginal application haq,chéllenged
the order by which he was repatriated to his parsnt

department. Thers was interim order of stay qrantad

TREs>interim order was extended periodically till

ths next datedof hearingi: Howsver, the lagt extension

was by'an order dated 2.2.1995 whersin it was specific~

-ally stated that the stay order passed on 3.6.94

shall continue to uperatq till the next date and the
next date of hearing was fixed on 28.2.,1995, On 26.2.95V

when the case came up for hsaring, ths respondents!
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counsel was given four weeks fime to file reply and the
case was ordersd to be listed on 18.495, stating that
no further time will be allowsd for filing reply and
the case shall be hsard finally on ths next date. Houwever,
the stay which was in operation till 28.2.1995 was not'
extanded any further. Thafeaftér fhe case came'up for
hearing.on several dates and was adjourned but thers w3s
no ordsr extehding the iﬁterim orger. The petitioner
appears toc be under the impression that the interim
ordér to'maintain status quo granted on-3.6.i@)uas still
in operation sven beyond 28.2.1995. Assmwing on that -~
basis this civil contempt pstition has been filed by the
petitioner alleging that tﬁe respondents hayé shoun
defiance to the Tribunal's order by no£ obeying the order
of stay by rapatriafiﬁg the épplicant. When the hatter
came up for hearing on the last date, namely, 5.7.96, on -
assumption that the interim order in the matter was still

' ' : Efh ofpry aky ~
in operation, it was opined that it would be i

ts., The learned

coungel for the respondents also stated at the bar that |
he would instruct the respondsnts to act accordingly. ‘
However, when the cass came up before us againi//fter
hearing the learned counsel -for the pstitioner and the |
|
learned Sr. Standing Counsel appearing for the
respondents and on perusal of the order shest of the OA l
o o~ Gl e
we are convinced that there was no necessity af vacation
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o to initiate any action against the respondsnts under
tse contempt of Courts Act as they have not defied any
of the orders of the Tribunal.

2. Shri Laxﬁngarain, the learned'uaansel for the
petitionef stated that the order of stay was gréﬁted by
a judicial order and until that is vacated by}anothsr
judicial order, it should be deemed to be continuing.

We ares not able to accept this argumenﬁ. Once aa ordsr

~ is passaed to be valid only f:;ja particular dats, ﬁnlegs

it is extended by judicial order, it 3% ce3ses to bs

operative béyond that date. Y
3. Since the order for maintenance of status quo

uasiihﬁ@%?ktended beyond 28.2.%85 afd nothing stands in

the way in reppondents rspatriating the petitioner.
Thersfore, their action does not amount to contempt.
. In the light of discussion made hereinabove, the contempt

petition is dismissed and notices discharged.

(N.K. Verma)

Member (A) Vice~chairman



