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HIGH COURT OF CHHATTISGARH, BILASPUR 

CONT No. 680 of 2017

Tukeshwar Prasad Verma S/o Shri Rekhram Verma, Aged About 37 
Years R/o Village Raikheda, Tahsil Tilda, District Raipur, 
Chhattisgarh 

---- Petitioner 

Versus 

1. A. Karketta Aged About 58 Years Under Secretary, Labour 
Department, Govt. Of Chhattisgarh, Mahandi Bhavan, Mantrlay, 
Naya Raipur, District Raipur, Chhattisgarh 

2. V.Bhasin, Aged About 55 Years Director, Employees State Insurance
Services, Directorate, Indrawati Bhavan, Block-C, Second Flour, 
New Raipur, District Raipur, Chhattisgarh 

3. Sukhsagar Tiwari Aged About 50 Years Employee State Insurance 
Services, Baikunth-Tilda Centre, District Raipur, 
Chhattisgarh ..............(Contemnors) 

---- Respondents 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

For petitioner : Mr. Bharat Rajput, Advocate

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Hon'ble Shri Justice Manindra Mohan Shrivastava

Order on Board

24/11/2017

Heard.

1. The petitioner has filed this petition alleging wilful disobedience of

order  dated  06-09-2017,  by  which  the  petitioner  was  not  relieved  and

allowed to continue at the present place of posting.

2. Learned counsel for the petitioner submits that the petitioner is not

being compelled to join at the new place of posting, at the same time, at

the present place of posting he has not being entrusted with any duty, Nor

presence  is  being  recorded  and  salary  is  also  not  being  paid.  The



petitioner has already made the representation but the same situation is

continuing.

3. This Court ordered that the petitioner shall be allowed to continue at

the present place of posting. That should mean that he has to be allowed

to work at the present place of posting and his presence is to be recorded,

salary to be paid. Let a copy of this order be produced by the petitioner

before the respondent authorities. If despite this order the same situation

continues, the petitioner would be at liberty to revive this contempt petition.

4. Accordingly, this contempt petition is disposed off.

       Sd/-

     (Manindra Mohan Shrivastava) 

                                                                                Judge

Rohit


