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IN THE CENIRAL ADMINIS IRATIVE TR IBUNAL
JAIPUR  BENCH 3 JAIPUR

Date of order ¢ 11.7.1995

CP No. 14/1995
in

)
0
n
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1Xe)

W)
(S8}

OA o,
Fogoran Singh
“eese . Petitioner,

versus

Thri V.2. Sizodiz & Gthers
«eos  Respondents,

Mr, Mahendra Shah, Counsel for the applizant,

Mr, UsD. Sharm@, Counsel for ths respondents,

.

CORAMS

Hon'ble Mr, Gop2l Irishr2, Vice Th2irm@n,

Hon'ble Mr, NI, Vérma; Adm, Member,

ORDER =«

((PER HON'BLE MR. GOPAL KR ISHNA, VICE CHAILLALY)

- e e

Petitioner hds filed this contsupt petition

dlleging therein that the respondents hadve

commlitted contempt of Conrt by nob implementing

the order of this Tribural 43ted 12,2,1993 and

by engdging fresh hands in Service ignoring the

petitioner's right to preferential tredtment for
Pz -
the purpose of employment. The resrperdents, it

(QMN&“ ie ?lleged by the petitioner, h2vs ignored the




provisions contd3ined in Section 25~H of the

Industrial Disputes Act, 19247. The order of
which wilful Aisobedience is cl3imed was passed : |
in OA No, 22,93 on 12,2,1733 and it reads as

follows -

"Admit, Issuz notices to respondents
returmble on 4,3,19232,” In the msan-
vwhile ifavvfreqh engigement of casull
l1ahaur is to be made by the respondents
the cl2ims gf the 3pplicantsunder
Section 25-H ¢f the I.D. Act sh2ll be
kept in view."

2, ] We ha3ve heiard learned counsel for the

rArties and have gone‘through the records of the

case carefully.

3. ' It is noteworthy that a contémpt petition
wag admittedly'filei by the petitioner and regi- fﬁ 
steredq ag CP Nb. £5/93 1in re°pact of the order | ﬁ
dated 12,2,1923 pasged by this Bench 1q:f¥2re8d1d “ ﬁ
OA Na, 29/93 and it was dismicsed by the Tribun3al
on merits on 12,.9,1%993 as it 413 not disclese any
contempt, Subsequently, the petitioner 3longwith——-
others had filed 3another contempt;petition which |
was registered as CP No, 79/23 ariéing nut of the .”:
OA aforesaid and the said contempt'pétition was

not entert3insd by the Tribunal on the ground tﬁat

it was not signel by 2ll the persons Alleging

contempt vide Annexure_A/3 dated 29,.5,1994, The
Sl |

petitioner has pleaded”%hat deSpite directions of |

the Tribunal iszu2d on 1R,.2,1%93 and Jdecrpite ser-

sponlents mide ¥ppoint-.

(‘D

vice of that arder, the

Cdﬂﬁ&w mznts of frecsh ha@nds with effect from 21.5.1993.



Section 27 of kthe Contempt of.Courts Aét, 1971
provides that no Court shall initi3te any pro-
ceedings of contempt, either cn its 6Wn motion
or otherwise, ifter the ekpiry of @ period of one

yedr from the date on which the contempt is

alleged to h3ve hkean committed. It transpires N

from the record th3t the alleged contempt was
committed cometime during the year 1293 itself
when fresh hands wers given dppointments ignoring
the claim of the petitiorers, This contempt
petition has reen presented on 6.12~199;}v The
limitation for initiating contempt proceedings

is ons yedar from the A3te of the alleged.commission
of contempt, The first contempt petition in res-
pect of the #3ams order was dismiszsed by.this
Tribundl on 18.,2,1993 on merits s it failsd to
disclose Any contempt at all, The sescond contempt
petition in reg3rd to the sdAme order was dismissed

45 being defective gince it 2id not hedr the sign-

atures of the petitionsr 2nd others, The petitioner

has failed to disclose the detdails of fresh hands

which are alleged to have ks=en englged by the

respondents ignoring the petitioner's claim, The

Averm=nts mdde in the body of the contempt petition‘
are vague 2nd incomprehenzible., We find thét the |
edrlier contempt petlitions hAving been diSmisseq
hy tﬁis Tribunﬁl, the preéght'contempt'petition

on the s8me subhj=sct in respaect of the f3me corder

is not mAintaindble and it is also hit by the bar

Civt™  of limitation,
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4, In view of the Atove QiscuSSion, this

Vs .

/// ' :
conterpt petition fails ang ig hereby dismiscsed,

5. No order as o Costs,
N&Lf Chiupre
( N.K., vErma') ‘ (GOPAL KR ISHIA)
MEMBER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN
cvr,
<.



