-

Cirubse

IN THE CENTRAL ADMINIS TRATIVE TR IRUNAL
JAIPUR BENCH : JAIPUR

Date of order : 11.7.1995 .

CP No. 15/1905
in

OA No. 99/1993 - |

Raghu Marain Gujar

e . Petitioner,

versauus

Shri V.S. Sisodi@ & Others
T
///

oo - Respondents,

Mr, Mahendra Shah, Counsel for the applicant, Al

Mr, U.D. Sharm2, Counsel for the respondents.
CORAM3

Hon'ble Mr, Gopal Krishn2, Vice Chairman.

Hon'ble Mr, N.K. Vernd, Adm. Member,

ORDER R -
((PER HON'BLE MR, GOPAL KRISHNA, VICE CHAIRMAN))

Petitioner has‘filed this contempt petition
alleéing therein that the respbﬁdents have
committed contempt of Court b§‘not implementing
the order of this Tribunél d3ted 18.2.1933 and

by engaging fresh ha@nds in servi¢e ignoring the

petitioner's right to‘preferenti§1 tre3tment for .,

the purpose of employment. The respondents, it N

is 3lleged by the petitioner, hdve ignored the 2
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provisions contained in Section 25-H of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The order of
which wilful disobedience is claimed was p3ssed
in OA No, 99/93 on 18,.,2.1993 and it redds as
follows 3=
"Admit, Issue notices to respondents
return@ble on 4,2,1993, In the mean-

while if any fresh engagement of casual
labour is to b2 m@de by the respondents

the claime s£ the 3applicantsunder l,w¢,-'
Section 25-H of the I.D. Act shall be | "'

kept in view."

7 4
2, ~ We hdve heard ledarned counsel for the

parties ahd have gone through the records of the

c@se cdarefully.

3. It is noteworthy that A contempt petition .

wag admittedly filed by the petitioner and regi=-
stered as CP No, 65/93 in respect of the order
dated 18,2,1993 pasezd by this Bench iq:j¥;xesaid
OA No, 99/93 and it was diSmiSéed'by the Tribunal
on merits on 1£,9,1993 as it did not disclose any
contempt; Subsequently, the petitioner alongwith
others haqd fiiea another contempt petition'ﬁhich
was registered as TP o, 79/93 arising out of the
OA aforesaid apd the.said contempﬁ-pétitiQn was
not entertained by the Tribunm3l on the ground that
it was not signed by all the pe;sons alléging
contempt vide Annexure A/3 dated 29,6.1%%4, The
petitioner h3s pledded that despite directions of
the Tribunal issusd on 10.2.1993 3nd Jespite Ser-

vice of that order, the responients mide appoint-

Cﬂﬁbﬁwnents of fresh h3nds with effect from 21.,5.1993,
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from the record that the allegedvcontempt was

limitation for initiating contempt proceedings

Section 20 of the Ccontempt of Courts Act, 1971
provides that no Court shall.initiate éhy pro-
ceedings of contempt, either on its own motion
or cothervwise, after the expiry of a period of one

dlleged to have been commitkted, It transpires

committed sometime during the year 1993 itself
when fresh hands wers given appointments ignoring

the cl3im of +the petitiorners, This contempt

o

iy
Y
\{s

petition has een presented on £,12,1234, The

ie one y=ar from the A3te oF the Allegzd-cormiss ion
of contempt, The first contempt petition in res-
rect of the sdame ordsr was dismiséed b} this
Tribunal on 12,2,1993 on merits as it f2iled to
disclose any contempt at 211, The cecond contempt
petition in regadrd o the sAms order was disﬁissed
as being Asfective since it didvnot bear the sign-
atures of the petitloner 3and others, The petitioner
has failed to disclese the detailz of fresh hands
whichvare Alleq:zd to h3ve heen eng2ged by the
respondents ignoring the petitionzr's élaim. The
Avermsents mdde in the body of the COntempﬁ p=tition

are vague 3and incomprehenszible, We find that the

edrlier contempt petitions having been dismissed

by this Tribun3l, th:® present contemgbt petiltlon
on the same subject in respect of the sSame order

is not mAintainable 3nd it is Also hit by the bAr

Cﬁ&ﬂh{ of limitation.,
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4.

In view of the a2bove

discussion, this

contempt petition faills and is hereby dismissed.

5.

No order as to costs,

MEMEER (A)

cvr,
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(GOFAL JRISHNA}
VICE CHAIRMAN




