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IN THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE TR IBUNAL
JAIPUR BENCH 3 JAIPUK _

Date of order ¢ 11.7.1995

CP No. 5 ,/1995
in

OA No, 99,1993

y
Surendra Ku@r Sharma

cee Petitioner,

Shri V.S. Sisodia & Others
eece . Respondents,

Mr, Mihendr® Sh2h, Counszl for the Zpplicant,

Mr, U.D. Sharma, Ccunsel for thes respondents;
CORAMS$

Hon'ble Mr, Gop2l Frishn2, Vice Chiirman,

Hon'ble Mr, N.K. Verma, Adm, Menber,

e
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ORDER
((PZF. HON' BLE M, COPAL FRISHI®, VICE CHAIFMAN))

Pstitioner has filed this contempt retition
@lleging therein tha2t the respondénts have

(
!
committed contempt of Court ky not implementing

o -
the ordszr of this Tribun2l da2tsd 12.2.1993 and

ky engl3ging fresh h3nds in service ignoring the

petitionzr's right to preferential tredtment for

the purpose of employment, The respondents, it

(}ﬁMQW1s Alleged by'the petitioner,havebigﬁored the
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provisions contained in Section 25-H of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The order of
which wilful Aisobedience is claimed was plssed
in OA Np, 29/93 on 18.2,1993 and it reads as
follows 2=
“Admit, Issue notices to respondents
return@ble on 4.3.19932., In the medn-
while, ifaurfre°h eng2gemant of casuil
labour is to be made by the respondents
the claimes g£ the applicantsunder
Section 25-H of the I.D. Act shall be
kept in view."
2. - We h3ve heard ledrned counsel for the

parties and have gone through thé records of the

cé@se carefully.

3. It is noteWOrthy that 3 contempt petition
was admittedly filed by the petitioner and regi-
stered as CP No, 65/93 1n respect of the ordef
Aated 12,2,1993 p3ssed by this Bench iq£§¥;fes&id
OA Mo, 99/93 and it was diSmiSSed by the Tribunal
on merits on 12,9,19%23 as Lt 411 not disclose any
contempt, Subsequently, the petitioner 3longwith
others had filed 3another contempt petitioniwhicﬁ
was registered as CP No, 79,93 afising out of'tﬁe}
OA aforesaid and the sg}d contempt petition was
not entert2ined by the Tribuml on the ground that
it was not»signed by all the persons\;lléging
contempt vide Annexure A/3 dated‘29.6.1994. The
petitioner ha3s pledded that despite Jdirections of
the Tribun3l 1zsu=43 an 18;2.1993 and Jdespite ser-
vice of that order, the responﬂents m3de appoint-

CilbM ments of fresh hands with effect from 21.5.1993,

»




Cant™  of 1imitation. 2

Section 20 of the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971
provides that no Court shall initiate any pro-
ceedings of contempt, =ither on its own motion )

or cothsrwise, 3ifter the expiry of 2 period of one

yedr from the date on which the contempt is

alleged to hive keen cbmmitted. It tnspires N

from the record that the alieged contempt was
conmmitted sometim: during the year 1993 itself
when frzesh hands wers given 3Appointments ignoring
the claim of the petitiorers. This coﬁtempt
retiticon has been presented on 6,12,1994, The
limitation for initiating contempt proce=dlngs

if one y=23r from the Adte of the 3lleged commission
of contempt, The first contempt pexitibn.in res -
pzct of the s3me order was Jdismissed by this
Tribunil on 18,2,1993 on nefits as it failed to
disciose any contempt at 211, Th: gecond contempt
order wés’dismissed

retition in réegard o th Ap

iy
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as being defective since it 4id not kedr the sign-
Atures of ths petitioner 2and others, The petitioner
has failed to disclose the Jetdils of fresh hanpds
which 3re a2lleged te have bzen englged byAthe

respondenks ignoring the petitioner's claim, The

Averments madg in the body of the conbempt petition
arez vague 2nd incomprehznzible. We find that the
earlier contempt petitions having hesen dismissed
by this Tribun3l, the'present contenmpt petition

on the sa8me suhject in resp=ct of ths Sane order

/ .

is not maintain3ble and it is 3lsgo hit by ths Mr

ot



4, In view of the 2tove discussion, this

contampt petltion £21ils And iz hereby dismissed.
5. No order s ko costs,
' . NL* L : C{toi:&m .
e _ ( NK., VERMA) (GOPAL FRISHiA)
: MEMRER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN

Ccvr. '



