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ADMINIS IMATIVE TEIBUNAL

IN THE CENIPAL
JAIPUR BENCH : JAIPR
Date of:order 4114741995
CP No, 15,1935

in
0A No, 99/1993

Charndresh Jain

Petitionsr,

Respondents,
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My, M2hendr2 Shah, Counsel for the applicant,
Mr, Je¢De Sharmd, Counsel for ths resgondents,

CORAM3S

Han' ble Mr._Gopﬂllﬁrishn&, Vice CThairman.

Hon'ble Mr, N.K. Verma, Sdm, Member,
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((PER. HON' BLE IF.. SOPAL PRISHMA, VICE CUAIDMANY)

Pztitioner has filed this contewmpt petikion

2lleging therein th2t the respondernts have

cormitted cantempt of Court by'ngt’implementing-

the order this Tribural dated 18.2,1993 and
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by eng2ging fresh hands in'Seryice
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ignoring the

petitioner's right to prefexenﬁiai
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the purpose of employvment, rezpormdents, it

QKQW ie 2lleged by the petiticoner, h3vs tgucred the
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provisions contiaimed in Section 25-H of the_g,_,__ﬂ_;;
Industrial Disputes Ac-l:, 1947, The order of
which wilful discbedience is claimed was p3ssed

in OA No, 99,93 on 12.2,1993 and it reilds as

follovs 2= : | ; j

“Admit, Issue notices to respondents
returnible on 4,3,19932, In the m=3an-
vwhile ifav7frésh englgement of c3sull
lahour is to Be nade by the respondents
the claims gf the dgplicantsunder
Section 25~H of the I.D. Act shall be
kept in view." '

2. ~ We have heard ledarns=d counsel for the
rarties and have gone through the records of the

cdse carefully.

3. It is noteworthy that a contesmpt petition
wag admittedly filed by the petitionér and regi-
stered as CP Mo, €5,/92 in respect of the ordsr -
A3ted 19,2,1993 rAszed by this E’ench ih t’ahf?ore caid
OA My, 99/93 and it was dismissed by the Tribunal

on merits on 1£,2,1%93 as it 443 not Adiscless any
contempt, Subsequently, the petitioner Alongwith
others had filed anothear contemﬁt péﬁitibn which
was registered as CP No, 79/93 arising out cf the

OA aforezaid and the s2id contempt petition was’

not entertainéd by the Tribunal én;the ground that |
it was not signed by 311 the persons Alleging
contempt viie Annexure A/3 dated 29,6,19%4, The ;.w 
petitioner has ple3ded that despite directions of W
the Tribun2l iczuzd on 18.2.1923 ani{deSpite ser-
vice of that order, the respondents nade a'ppo'int--

mente of frech hands with effect from 21.%5.1993,
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Section 20 of the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971
provides that no Cburt.shall inltlate any pro-
ceedings of contempk, either on its own m§tion
or otherwise, after the expiry of 2 perind of one
vear from the d3ts on which the contempt is

alleged to hiave been committed, It transpirves N
from the record that the alleged contempt wWas
committed sometim:= during 9pe‘year 1993'itself
when freeh h2ands were given appointments ignoring
the claim of the petitiorers, This contempt
petition has teen presented on £,12,19%4, The
limit.ation for initiating contenpt proceédings

ie ore yed3r from the dA2te of the Alleged conmmission
of‘contempt. The first contempt rpetition in_res-

rect of the 53me order was dismissed by this

3

Tribun2l on 12,2,.1293 on merits as it failed to

disclnse any contempt at 811, The second contempt
retition in reg3rd to the 33ns order was dlsmlzeed

as beingvdefective/since it 4id not b23r the sign-
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aturss of the petitioner 3nd others, The petitioner

has failed to disclbse the Jetails of fresh hands
which are A3llegsd to have bzen 2nglged by the'
respondents ignoring the petitioner's cldim., The
averments mdde in the body of the contempt petitién
are vague a3nd incomprehensible, We fihd that the
edrlier contzmpt petitions having béen dismissed

by this Tribumal, ths present contempt petition

on the same subject in respect of the S3ne order

is not mMintairdble and it is 3lso hit by ths IEr

of limitation,



4. In view of the 2bove discussion, this

contempt petltion f2ails @nd is hereby dismissed.

3. No order @s to costs,
\j L\,(’ Cringbr |
( N.K. VERMA (GOPAL FR.ISHMA) __———
MEMBER (&) VICE CHAIRIMAN
cvr,



