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IN THE CENIRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR IBUNAL
‘ JAIPIJR BENCH : JAIPUR [
l

Date of order : 11.7.1995

CP Mo, 2071995
in

OA No, 99,1993

Bhikkindl Gupta

cee Petitioner,

versus | B

cec e | Respondents,

Mr, Mahendra Shah, Counsel for the applicant,

Mr, U.De. Sharma, Counsel for the respondents
CORAMS$

Hon'ble Mr, Gop2l Krishma, Vice Ch2irm2n,

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

ORD ER
((PER. HON' BLE MR, CGOPiL FRISHIA, VICE CHAIRMAN))

Pztitioner has filed this contempt petition
alleging therein that the respondents have
committed contempt of Tourt Ly not implementing

the order of this Tribhun3l Aztsd 18,2,1993 and S

by englging fresh hands in serVice-ignoring—the-~%i-"

petitioner's right to preferentiaf,treatment for
the purpose »f employment, The respondents, it j
- . ) | .

is 3alleged by the petitioner, have ignorsd the
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Cipsb¥ments of fresh hands with effect from 21.5.1993JH,:

I

provisions contained in Sectioh <5«H of the

Industrial Disputes Acﬁf f947. The‘o:der of

which wilful Aisobedience is'claimed was plResed

in OA No, 99,93 on 15.,2.1993 and it re2ds 2as

follows 3=
"AJmit, Issue notices to respordents
returnmble on 4,3.19932, In the mean-
vhile if any fres h engigement of c3sull
lahour is to be made by the recpondents
the claime &£ ths applicantsunder
Section 25-H of the I.D. Act shall be
kept in view.,"

2. ~ We h3ve headrd learns=d counsel for the

parties and have gone through the records of the

case carefully./

3. It is noteW6fthy that a cdntempt petition
wadg a@3mittedly filed by the petitioher and regi-
stered as CP No. 65/92 in respect of the order
Aated 18,2,19%3 p2sced by this Bench intggzres&id
OA Mo, 29/93 and it was dismissed by the Tribundl
on merits on 12,2,1%93 ag it 4131 not discloeze any
contempt. Subsesquently, the petitioner alongwith
others had filed another contémpt’petition which
was registered 2s cPp Ny, 792,23 arising out of the

OA afofesaid anl the said contempt petition was

not entert3inzd by the Tribun3l on the ground that

it was not signed by all the persbns 3lleging
contempt vide Annexure A/3 Jated 29,6,1994, The
petitioher h3s pledded that despite Adirections of
the Tribun?l iszued on 18,2,1293 and despite ser-

vice of th3at order, the responilents m3de appoint-
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C(M&M of limitation,

-3 -

Seotion 20 of the Contempt of Courkts Act, 1971
provides that no Court 2hall inilti3te any pro-
ceedings of contempt, either on its own motion
or otherwise, after the expiry of 2 period of one ;

yedr from the date on which the contempt is

@lleged to h3ave leen commigﬁed. It transpires N

from the record thit the 2lleged contempt was
committed somstim=s dAuring the year 19292 itzelf
whén fr=sh hands werz given Appointments ignoring
the claim of the petitioners. This contempt
petiticn has teen presented on £,12,1924, The
linitation for initiating contenpt procesdings

ie core y=z3r from the dAte of the alleged commissilon

of contempt, The first contempt petition invreé-

- 1A}

rect of the 33pe order was dismisssd by this
Tribun2l on 18.,2,1923 on merits as it f2il=3d to

disclose Any contzmpt ar all, The second contempt
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in regard to the sime order was dlzmizsed
as being defective sincé it 4id not keldr the sign-
Atures of the petitioher and others, The petitioner
has failed o disclose the det3ile of fresh hands
which 3re allegzd to have heen =ngiged by the
respondents ignoring the petitioner's claim, The
Aaverments cd@de in the body of the contempt patition
are vague and incomprehznsible, We f£ind that the
edrlier contempt pztitions hdving heen Aismissed

by this Tribuﬁﬁl, the present contenpt petition

on the sam
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subject in respact of the €3me crder

is not md3intaindble and it is also hit by the h3ar
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4, In view of the 2bave discuseisn, this
. L 4

contenpt petltion fails and is hersby dismissed

5. No corder @s to costs, ,
kil( hL—f ' Chindire .
( N.K. VERMA ) : (GOPAL KR ISHHA)
MEMBER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN
cvr,



