IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTEATIVE TP IRUNAL
JAIPUP. BEBCH/': i JAIPLR

Date of order 11.7.1995

CP No. 17/1995 | | A
in S Co

A No, 99,1993

Ral‘ll 3‘/&7a Ynls I:' M’.‘:’e rl‘a

cee Petitioner, T
versus

Shri V.&. Zizodia & Othszrs SR -

cso e ~ Respondents,

Mr, !2hendra $hah, Couns=l for the 3applicant,

Mr, U.D, Sh2rma, Counsel for the responients,
CORAMS

Hon'kle Mr, Gopal Krishn2, Vice Ch2irmin. - _ N

Hor'ble Mr, N.F. Verna, Adm., Member, R

ORDER _
((PER HON'BLE MR. GOFAL FRISHIA, VICE CHAIPMAN))

Pztitioner has filed this contempt petition
alleéing ther2in th2t the respondents have ‘
committed contempt of Court by'hbt.implemggzzgg_“ﬁﬁ;
the order of this Tribural datsd 12,2,1993 and
by engiging fresh h2nds in sefvicé ignoring the

-

petitioner's right to preferentill. tredtment for

the pufpose of employment. The respordents, jt
is 3lleged Ly the petitiorier, hve ignored the.
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provicions contaired in Section 25~H of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, The order of
which wilful discbedience is claiméd.was pissed
in OA No, %9,/93 on 182.2.1993 and it reads 3as
follows :-

- - "Ajmit, Issue notices to respondents
returnable on 4,3,1993, In the mean-
vhile, ifavrfrech engigement of casuldl
13bour is to be made by the respondents
the cl2ime £ the 3pplicantsunder
Section ZS-H of the I.D. Act shall be
kept in view." -

2. ~ We h3ve heard le3rned counsel for the
p2rties and have goné through the records of the

case carefully.

B

3. It is noteworthy that 2 contempt petition

was admittedly filed by the petitioner and regi-

stered as CP No, 65/93 in respect of the order
the

A3ted 18,2,1993 passed by this Benéh.iqéaforesaid,
OA My, 29/93 and it was dismisseq by the Tribunal
on merits on 18,9.1993 as it 413 not disclose any
contempt. Snubsequently, the petitioner 3longwith
others had filed‘andther contempt ietition which

‘was registered as CP Np, 79,93 aricing out of the

e

OA aforesaid and the gaid contempt petition was

not entertained by the Tribun3l on the ground that

it was not =igned by 31l the persons alleging

contempt vide Annexure A/3 Jdated 292,5,1994, The

petitioner h3s pleided that Jespite directions of
the Tribunal issued on 18.2.1993 and aespite §ef§.'
vice of thit order, thp responients mi3de 2ppolint-

ments'of frech hands with effect from 21.5.1233,




Section 20 of the Contempt” “2f Courts Act, 197i
provides that no Court zhall initiate any pro-
ceedings of contempt, either on its own motion
or otherwise, 3fter the expiry of 2 period of oné
yedr from the 33ate on whiéh the contempt 1is
alleged to have keen committed, It transpires .
from the record that tﬁe alleged conteupt was
committed scmetime during the year 19?3‘itself - .
when fresh h2nds werz given 2ppointments ignoring
the claim of the petitiorers, This contémpt
pretition has heen presented on_6.12{1994. The

_ limitation for initiating contempt proc eedings.
is one y23r from the dite of the 2lleged commission -
of contempt, The first contempt petition in res-

pzct of thes A me order was dismissed by this

Tribundl on 18.2,1993 on merits as it failed to
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disclose Any contenmpt a3t 211, The sscond. contempt
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petition in reg2rd to the sam= order waszs Jdi

1]

mizse
as being defective since it Aid not beﬂrwtﬁe sign-
atures of the petitioner and others, The petitioner
has failed to disclase the details of fresh hands
which are Alleqzd to h23ve keen engldged by the
respondents ignoring the petitionarc's cldiﬂ. The
Avermente rdde in the body of the contempt petition
are vague And incomprehensible., We find that the
edrlier contempt petitions having been dismissed

by this Tribunél, the present contenpt petition

on the same suhject in respect of the s3ane order
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nok m@int2indble and it iz 3lso hit by the bar

Qv of 1imitation. - o o



4, In view of the above discussion, this

contempt petition fails and is hereby dismissed., .

5. No order as to costs,
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