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IN THE ‘-EN AL ADMINIS TRATDIVE - TR lF(UN-’\L
JAIPUR RENCH : JAIPUR

Date of order : 11.7.1995 -

CP No, 16/1%35
in ' ,

OA No, 99,1223
Roodmal Yadav

e : - . Petitioner,

Shri V.<. Sisodiea & Ors,

seo0 e RES por.l'(.le ntS .

i

Mr, Mehendra Shah, Counsel for the acpliciant, |

Mr, U.D., Sharm2, Counsecl for ths reswvonlents, ' '
CORAMS

Hon'ble Mr, Gorp2l Frishng, Vice Thairman,

HOI’!' ble I'Ir . I]o I‘io Velin’na, defﬂ. b% rﬂber. . !

ORDER

((PEP HOM' BLE L., SOPARL KR ISHNS, VICE CIALLMANY)

Fetitioner has filad this conteﬁpt p=tition
Alleging thereln that ﬁhe respond2nts have
committed conktemph of Coort by nat‘implem'iting
the order of this Tribu@l dsted 12,2,1993 and -

by eng2ging fresh h@2nds in service ignoring the

petitioner's right to preferentidl trodtment for "
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the purpose of employment, The re

is Alleged by the petitioner, hive ignocred the

<,



provisions cont3ined in Section 25-H of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The order of
which wilful Adiscbedience is claimed w3s p3ssed
in OA No, 99/93 on 18.2,1793 and it redds as
follows i-

"Admit, Issue notices to respondents
returnible on 4.,3.1923, In the mean- i
vwhile 1f iy fresh engigement of casudl |
labour is to be n2de by the respondants |
the cl2ime gf the dgpplicants under |

Section 25-H of the I.D. Act shall be
kept in view," ‘ _

-

2, ~ We h2ve heard learnsd councel for the
parties and have gone through the records of the |

case carefully.

3. It is noteworthy that a cohﬁempt petition
was admittedly filed by the petitionér and regi=-
_stered ag CP Na, 65/923 in reSpeét Qf‘the order } o
A3ted 12,2,1993 passed by ﬁhis Bencﬁiiﬁ£§¥2réséia:’
OA M, 99/93 and it was/diesmissed byvﬁhe_Tribunal

on merits on 1£,2,1%%3 3s it 443 not disclose any

contempt., Subsequently, the petitiohér dlongwith

others had filed another contempt potition which

was registered as CP No, 79,23 3rising out of the

OA afmresaid and the said contempt petition was N
not entert2ined by the Tribun2l on the ground that ﬁ
it was not signed by all the persons iIlleging |
contempt vide Annexure A/3 Jated 29,6.1994. The
petitioner h2s pledded that deSpite.directions of -
the Tribun2l issued on 18.2.1993 and despite Ser-

vice of that order, the responilents mide @ppoint-

~

Cfouf¥ ments of fresh hands with effect from 21.5,1293,
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Section 20 of the Contempt of Courts Act, 1271
provides that no Court zhall initiate any pro-
ceedings nf contempt, either con its 6wn motion

or otherwise, after thé expiry of a!peribd of one
vedr from the 4d3te on which the contempt is
alleged to h3ve hezn committed., It transpires N
from the record that the alleged contempt was
committed somstime during the year 1%93 itzelf
when frecsh h3nds werz given 3ppointments ignoring .
the c¢l1l3im of +ths petitioners. This coh&empt
petition'has been presented on €,12,19594, The
limitation for initidting contempt‘proceedings

ie one va3r from the 32

(s

e of the alleged commission
of contempt, The first contempt petition ih res -
pect of the same order was dismissed by this
Tribun2l on 1%,2,1993 on m=ritse as it failesd to
disclose any contempt at 211, The éecond contempt
petition in reg3rd to the sims order was disﬁiSSEd |

as being d=fective since it d4id not bear‘the sign-

e

aturze of the petitioner 273 others, The petitioher
hazs failed ko disclose the Jetdails of fresﬁ hands
which are 2llegsd to hdve hzen 2nglged by ths
respondents ignoring thé petitioner's claim, The
Avermznts nAde in thebbody of the'contempt p=tition
aAre vague aAnd incomprehénsible. We £ind that the
edarlier conﬁempt petitions h3ving been dismissed
by this Tribnnil, thevpresent conkenpt petition'
on the s2me subject in respect of the f3me order
| is not mainktainable and it ie Also hit by the bar -
Chmb® ¢ 1imitation,



\

4, In view of the 3Above discussion, this

conteipt petition fails And is hereby dismissed,

= No order as to costs, ' =

Nl{’t\:{ o ‘ Ofml&w.

( N.K, VERMA ) , (S0PAL KFISHIA)

MEMBER (&) | VICE CHAIRMAN

cvr,




