Cop QHO .117/99

IN
0a Mo.989/92
New Delhis this tha ')zqv day OF\L}Z'“"“,ZOGU.
MO TSLE F1R,54R.ANT SE,YICE LHAIRGAN(AY,

HOOI'SLE DRLA.Vedavalli, MEMBZR(J)

Smt.R2J Rani dutta,
R/o 3-81/A, alkagl,

NF"U Dolhl ooooooAnDliCant.
(By Acvochte: Shri Jagjit Singh )
Versus
1. The Labour Commissicner,
Delhi Adninistraction,
15, Rajpura Road,

Delhi"‘sl" oo.ooaRQSOOndgntSo

(3y Adwocatst shri Rejinder P~ndita)

LR0ER
MNre S.ReAdice,VC(A):

Menrd ooth sides on . P Noe117/99 211 2ging
cocntumacious nonmcompliznce of the Tribunal 's order

42 ted 6,5, 97 in OA !o.989/92,

2. 9y th2t arder rescondents h-d 3en rirected
to consider 2pnlicint's c-ze for Spooinitment 2s 2
Full +ime Lady 'fandicraft Teacher ~goinst any
vizangy *that may be 2vy2ilanle or aricse in uture
in_2ceordance with the Recruitment 2ules (emnh@cis

stonlied)e

3e Respondents in thelr rerly hove statad that
2nlicant's o2 was considerad but 2s 2anemlicantts

dntn of hirth is 8.1.43 and sh2 had crocced 54 yaors

of 2ge even 2t the time of tha pa2gssing of the afores-=id
ordar, and the maximum 29e for rocruiment 2o Lady

Honolcrafis Temcher as per Racruitment <.io. i 35 Yoo
= A woore

.y

’
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it 472 not nossiole to 2ppoint applicd o thn moste

4. In the light of the 2bovz, resondenis ceonnot
be 32id to hove comnitted contempt of Courte Annlicnsts
crunsel h®s contended that in cert2in other c-:es

resnondents have relaxXxed the age limit ~nd nree

following 2 pick 2nd choose policy.

S. ‘Ihatgver may be the truth of th=at 2llas~tion,
the sama rc2nnot be adjudica<ed in contampt crdcradings,
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3 libarty tw 2enlicant to ~=20k such other

e
e
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e giv

remadias as are ayailnsble to her in 2ccora2nag ith
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A, thase contempt nroce2dings “ro dropnede 0 ticos

=)

41 scharged.
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72,
( DRLALUEDAYALLT ) (S.R.ADIGE )
men 3ER (3) JICE CnI3man(aY,
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