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I THE CENTRAL ADMINIS TEATIVE TR IRMTAL
JAIFUR BEMNCH 2 JAIDR

Date of order 3 11.7.1295

CP No, 1,/1995
in

OA No, 29/93.

Enmt, Shikunt2la J2in

.o Petitioner,

versaus

Ehri V.S, £izodia & Ors,

coes Respondents,

Mr, Mehendra S£hah, Counssl for the 2pplicant,

Mr, U.D. Sharm2, Counszl for the respondents,
- CORAMS .

Hon'ble Mr, Gop2l Krishmd, Vice Ch3irman.
Hon'ble Mr, MW.LF. Vern&, “dm. Member,
OR D ER
((PER. HON' BLE MR, GOPFAL FRISHIR, VICE CHAIRMALY)

Pztitioner h2s filed this contempt Ape.tition
alleg}ing‘ therain vthat the respondents hiave
committed contempt of Court Ly not implementing
the ordar of this Triban2l d3ted 12,2,1993 and
by 2ngiging fresh hands in service ignoring the
petitioner's right to preferenti2l treatment for
the purpoze of employment. The resls»onients,m it

C(Ww is 3lleqged by the petitioner, M@vas ignored the

P

¥ QsA B



|

el

-—2—

rrovisions cont@ined in Section 25-H of the
Industri3l Dizputes Ack, 1947. The order of
which wilful disobediences is cliimed wis pissed

in OA Np, 23/93 on 18,2,1753 and it reads as

~ follows 3-

“Admit, Issur notices to respondents
return®ble on 4,3,1933, In the medn-
while if &y fresh engigement of cdzudl
labour is to be n3de by the respondents
the cl2ime £ the 3pplicantsunder
Saction 25-H of the I.D. Act shall be
kept in view,"

2. _ We h3ve hzard lea3rned counsel for the
rarties and have gone threugh the records of the

case carefully.

3. It is noteworthy that & contempt petition
wags Admittedly filel by the}petitioner and regi-
stered @z CP Mo, €5/93 in resgect of the order
d3ted 18,2.1993 paszzd by this Bench_iqi??iresaid
OA Nn, 929/93 and it was Jizmissed by the Tribun3l
on merits on 12,9,1293 ag it 4i3 not disclose any

contempt, Snbsecquently, the petitioner 3longwith

others had filed 2nother contempt petition which

‘was ragistered as‘§§3Pk5}79/?3 arising out of the

OA afaresaid and the s2id contempt petition was
not entertainezd by the Tribun®l on the ground thit
it was not signed by all the persons allsging
contempt vide Annexure A/3 Jited g?;é;ggﬁ;} The
petitioner h3s pledded that despite Airections of

the Tribun2l izsozd on 18.,2.1973 an
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Jespite Ser-.

vice of that ordsr, th2 responlsnts mide @ppoint-

(yh@&N mzrts of frech hinds with effect from 21.5.1993,
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Chlinbure

Section 20 of th: Contempt of Courts Act, 1971

‘ﬂ

provides that no Court shall initidte any pro-
ceedings of conterpt, either con its own motion
or othsrwicse, after the evpiry of @ period of one

ye3r from the Jate 5n which the contempt is

dllegzd to have wan committsd, it transpiress N

from the record thit the Illeqged contenpt wis
comnitted sometims during the year 1992 itself
vwhen fresh hinds wers gilven 3ppointments igneoring
the cl2im of the petitionsrs, This contempt
petition has wen presentsd on f,12,1994, The
linit.ation for initiiting contempt procesdings

ie ons ye3r from the d3te of the 3lleged commdiscsion
of contempt, The first contempt retition in res-
pect of the 83me order was dismissed by this
Tribun2l on 12.2.1793 on merits 33 it £2ilszd to
disciO$e Zny contempt &t 211, The szcond contempt
petition in reg3rd to the s3wme oriler was Jismizsed

&3 being dsfective gines it 4id not b2ar the sign-
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ures of the petitionsr 3nd others, The petitioner

25 f2iled to disclose the detdails of fresh hands
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which dre alleged to h3ve heen engiged by the

respondente ignoring the petitioner's ¢l2im, The

C

avernzrntsd n@d: in the body of the contempt petition

ar
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vagie and incomprehensible, We find th2t the
earlier concempt petition: having been Aismisced
by this Tvibun2l, the present contenpt petition

on the s3qme salject in resp=act of the Sime oraef
is not méint3inible 3nd it ig also hit by the har

of limitation,
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In vizw of the Alewve

Moy order 22 o costs,
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N K, VERMA )

MEMBER

cvr,

(a4)

dizcuszion, this

is hereby dismis

C s
{GOFAL FF ISHMWA)
VICE CHATRMAN

sed,



