IN I'HE CENIRAL ADMINIS IRATIVE TR IBUNAL
JAIPUR  BENZCH : JAIPIR

\
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Date of order : 11,7.1995

CP No, 5,1995
in

Smt, Prakish Kum@ri T

.o Fetitioner,

§hri V.S SiSOdia & Others

cen e Respondents,

My, Mhendra Shah, Chunsel for the applicant, o

Mr, U.Ds Sharmd, Counsel for the resvondents.

CORAME

Hon'tble Mr, Gor2l Krizhn2, Vice Che&irmé@n.

Hon'ble Mr, N.K., Verma, <3dm, Member. '

OR D ER
((PER HON'BLE I'R. GOPAL FRISHIY, VICE CUAIRMAN))

4

Fetitioner has filed this contsmpt petition
alleging therein thadt the resvondents hdve
committed contempt of Court by not implementing
the order of this Iribun2l dated 18,2,1993 and
by eng3ging fresh hidnds in service ignoring the-
petitioner's right to preferenktiadl tredtment for

the purrose of employment, The respondents, it

C}hﬁ%ﬂ is 2lleged by the petitione2r, hivs ignored the
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provisions cont3ined in Section 25-H of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The order of
which wilful discbedience is claimed was paésed
in OA No, 99/93 on 18.2,1993 and it redds as

{

follows 3=

"Admit, Issue notices to respondents
returnible on 4,3.1993. In the mean-
while 1f &y fresh engdgement of casual
la3bour is to be m3de by the respondents
the cl2ims £ the applicantsunder
Section 25-H of the I.D. Act sh2ll be
kept in view." '

2. ~ We have hearqd learned counsel for the

parties 2nd have gone'through the records of the

case carefully.

3. It is no#eWOrthy that a contempt petition
wasg admittedly filed by the p&titionef and regi-
stered as CP No, 65/93 in respect of the order
dated 18,2,1293 p3ssed Ly this bench iqégg;resaid
OA Mo, 99/93 and it was dismissed by the Tribundl
on merits on 18,92.1993 as it did no£ disclose a&y
contempﬁ. Subsequentlz, the.petitiphei Alongwith
others had filed 3nother contempt petition which
was registered as CP Np, 79,93 arising out of the

OA afnresaid and the s2id contempt petition was

not entertéined by the Tribun2@l on the ground that

it was not signed by all the persons alleging
contempt vide Annexure A/3 Jated 22,6,1994, The

petitioner has pledded that despite directions of

the Tribun@l issued on 18.2.1993 and despite Ser-
vice of thdt order, the respondents mide 3ppoint-

Cilgut¥ ments of fresh hands with effect from 21.5.1993.
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Section 20 of the Contempt of Céurt$ Act, 1971
provides that no Court shail initiate any pro-
ceedingsvof contempt, either on its own motion
or othervwise, ifter the expiry of 2 period of one
yedar from the date on which the contempt 1s |

! | @lleged to h3ve kesn commitked, It trarnspires | N
from the record thit the alleged contenpt was
committed somstlmz during the yéar 1993 itself
when fresh hands wers given appointments ignérihg
the claim of the petitiorers. This contempt
petition has bzen presented on £,12.1934, The
linitation for initidting contempt procezdings
ie one y=3r from the dite of the 2lleged commizsion

of contempt, The first contempt petition in res-

rect of the saAme corder was dismissed by this

Tribundl on 18 .,° 223 on merits as it f2iled to
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N A disciose Any contempt 3t afi;' The second gontempt
¢ zz petition in regdrd to the sidme order was dizmlssed
As being defeckive since it 3id not bzar the sign-
atures of the petiticner and others. The petitioner
has failed tn disclose thé details of fresh hands
which are allegzd to have Lzen 2nglged by the
resuondents ignoring the petitioner's claim, The
Avernents mdde in the body of the contémpt petition
are vague 2nd incomprehensible. We f£ind th2t the
edrlier conk=met petlitions havihg been dismissed
by this Tribun3l, the present contenpt petition
on the sams subject in respact of thé_sawe order
is not minktaindble and it is 3lso hit by the M2r

C)Vhﬁflofllimitation.
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4. In view of the 2bove discussion, this

contempt petition fails and is hereby dismissed.

5. No order @s to costs,
JLL\_/ Chongre
( N.K, VERMA ) (GOPAL.- ¥R ISHIA)
MEMBER (A) , - VICE CHAIRMAN
CvVXr.



