IN THE CENI®AL ADMINISTRATIVE TR IBUMNAL

JAIPUF. BENCH : JAIPUR ™

Date of order : 11.7.1995

CP No, 19/1995
in
oA No, 299,/1993

Achol Fuimldr Mahavar
Petitioner,

versaus

Shri V.E. Sisodia & Others

Respondents,

®0C &

Mr, Mehendr2 Shah, Touns=l for the &pplicant, -
Mr, J.D. Sh2rma, Cmnunsel for the respondents,
CORAMs ] —

Hon'ble Mr, Gop2l Frichn®, Vice Chairman.

Hon'ble Mr, N.F. Verm3a, Adm. Member,
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"ORDER |
((PER HON' BLE MR, GOFAL FRISHMA, VICE CHAIRMAR))

~ i . ) .
Pétitioner_has filed this contemgt petition

alleging therein th2t the responients hive

committed conktempt of Court by not implementing
2.2.1993 and

D e e

Tribvun2l Azted 1

engi3ging fresh h3nds in service ignoring the

the order of this
ke
petitionar's right to preferential Ereatment for

the purroze of employment, The respondents, it

is 2lleged Ly the petitiorer, have ignored the

Chlgine



provisions cont3ined in Section 25«H of the
Industrial Dispﬁtes Act, 1947. The order of
which wilful disobedience is cl3aimed was plssed
in OA No, 99/93 on 12.2.1993 and it re3dds as
follows :- |
"Admit, Izsue notices to respondents
return2ble on 4,3,1993, In the mean-
vwhile ifayrfrth engdgement of casuil
labour is to be made by the resrondents
the claims 'gf the applicantsunder
Section 25-H of the I.D. Act shall be
kept in view." ~ S
2. ~ We have heard learnsd cbunSel for the

parties and have gone through the records of the

case carefully.

3, It is noteworthy that 2 contempt petition ]

was admittedly filed by the petitioner and regi=-

stered @as CP Mo, €5,/93 in resgect of the order
‘ the :
A3ted 18,2,1973 pAsszd by this Bnnch inAaforesaid

OA M>, 29/93 and it was Adismisced by the Tribun%l'
on merits on 12,9,1%23 as jt 4id notzdisclosevagy_
contempt, Subsecquently, the petitibnér alongwiéh
others had filed 3no+hé; (ontempt ﬁétition which

was registered as C?_Nj, 79/93Aarising out of the

OR aforesaid and the s2id contempt petition was

not entert3ined by the Tribunmdl on the ground that

it was not signed by @ll the persons 3llsging
contempt vide Annexure A/3 Jated 29,5.1994, The
petitioner h3s pleaded thatldespite directions of
the Tribun2l issu=4d on 18,2,1293 and decspite ser-
vice of that order, the2 responlents mide aproint-
CDKMﬂM neﬁté of frech h3nis with effect from 21.5.1%23,
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Section 20 of the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971
provides that no Court shall initiate'any pro=-
ceedings of contempt, either on its awn motion
or otherwise, after the expiry of 2 period of one
yeir from thz 33ts 3n which the contempt is
alleged to hava kééh committed, It transpires .
from the record that the alleged contempt was
cormitted sometim: during the year 1993 itzelf
when frzsh hands were given appointmenfs ignoring
the cl3im of the petitiorners, This‘cpntempt'
petition has heen presented on 6,12,1%%4, The
linitation for initi3ting contempt proces=dlngs
is ore y23r from the d2te of the alléged'commission
of contempt, The first contempt petiticn in res=-
pect of the 23me order was dismisssd by Lthis
Tribunil on 18,2,1993 on merits 23z it f2il=3 to
disciOSe any contempt at 211, Thz sscond contempt:
cetition in regard to the s3me order was dismissed
25 being defective since it d4id nob kedr the zign-
aturzs of the petitioner and others, ‘Tﬁe petitioner
' has failed to diSCICSé Lhe Jdetails ofbfresh hands
which are allegsd to have heen e2ngiged by the
respondents ignoring the petitioner's claim. The !

Averments m@de in the body of the contempt_petition

+

dare vague and 1ncomprehens}bl&. We find th2t the
edarlier contempt petitions having'been Aismissed
by this Tribanﬁl, the present contempt petition

on the sa@me subject in respect of the S3ne order

i
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not nAint2indkhle and it is 2lso hik by the MAr

Chmble 5 1imitation.



4. In view of the 3ktove discussion, this
ontempt petltioson falls and is hersby dismizsed,

No order as to costs,

N e

( N.E., VERPMA
MEMREER (A)

5.

Ciknsboe -
(GOPAL IRISHWA}
VIZE CHAIRMAN
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