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IN THE HIGH COURT OF PUNJAB & HARYANA, CHANDIGARH

CR No. 40 of 2016
Date of decision : January 28, 2016

Mukesh Kumar

....... Petitioner
Versus
Parveen Jain
........ Respondents
CORAM: HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE AMIT RAWAL
Present:- Mr. Tribhuvan Dahiya, Advocate

for the petitioner.
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1. Whether reporters of local papers may be
allowed to see the judgment ?

To be referred to the reporters or not?
Whether the judgment should be reported in
the digest?

W N

Amit Rawal, J (oral).

The petitioner is aggrieved of the finding rendered
by both the courts below declining the application filed under Order
39 Rule 1 and 2 CPC in a suit for permanent injunction and
mandatory injunction.

Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that in
essence, the grievance is with regard to the transfer of the petitioner
and in case the injunction sought is not granted the petitioner would
suffer irreparable loss and in this regard he has drawn attention of
this Court to resolution dated 26.6.2015 (Annexure P-6) of the
respondent-bank. He further submits that the suit is at the stage of
plaintiff's evidence.

| have heard learned counsel for the petitioner and
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appraised the paper book.

The injunction sought, in my view, tantamounts to
decreeing the suit. The finding rendered by both the courts in
declining the application is based upon documentary evidence
placed on record and no prima facie, case was found. However, the
petitioner shall be at liberty to seek redressal of his grievance by
moving an appropriate representation to the Chairman of Sarva
Haryana Gramin Bank, Rohtak in pursuance to the resolution
mentioned above and in case, any representation is filed, the
Chairman shall consider the same and pass appropriate orders un-
influenced by the findings rendered by both the courts below.

With the aforementioned observations, | do not find
any illegality and perversity in the impugned order and the same
cannot be said to have been passed without jurisdiction.

The revision petition stands disposed of.

(AMIT RAWAL)
JUDGE
January 28 , 2016
archana



