CENIRAL ADMINIS MATIVE IR IBUNAL
JATIPUR BENCH : JAIPUR

In

3
=
s |

Pt

Date of order & 11,7.1995 °
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CP No. 11/1995
in

0A_No, 99/19923

Smt, Veerd Sharmd T

eea Fetitioner.
versus P f
‘E i %
Thri V.5, S8iz531i3 & Othars ‘ t
o
ceos Respondents, L s

Mr, I®hendra &hah, Counsel for the agpplicant, o @

Mr, U.D. Shi&rmd, Counszl for ths resvondents,

CORAME

Ty

Hon'ble Mr, Gor3l Urishn®, Vice Chairn@n,

. Hon'ble Me, N.K. Verma, #4u, Member,

OR D ER

((PER {ION' BLE IR, GOWPaL FRISHIN, VICE CUAILMNAN))

Fetitioner his f£iled this countzmpt petition
Alleging ther=in thit the anDondents_havé
comaitted contompt of Court by not dlnplementing
the corder of this Tribuml AZtcd 12,2,1993 and
by eng2ging frash h2nds in Sseyvice ignooing the

titionsy' 2 right to prefcsrentidl tre2tment ror

1]

P
the parpvose of emrloyvment. e resocridents, it

CJbQ&N is alleged by the petitionsr, MRys lgunored the
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provisions ntained in Sectioh 26-H of the

.'

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The order of
which wilful discbedience is claimed was pleced
in OA MNp, 99,23 on 12.2.1793 and it redde as

follows 2=

"Admit, Issus notices to respondents
return2ble on 4,3,19932, In the mean-
while {f awy frech englgemant of c2zudl
13bour is to be ndde by the rospondents
the claime gf the 3prlicantsunder
Section 25-H of the I.D. Act gh2ll he
kept in view," '

2. We h3ve hedard ledarned ceunnsel for the

FArties and have gone through the ‘records of the—

ca@se carefully.,

3. It is notevworthy that a contampt petition
wisg ddmittedly filed by the petitioner and regi-

stered 3s CF M, €5,/92 in requct of thn order

the -

d3ted 18,2,193%3 piszed by this Banch in Aforesail

OA Ny, 929,93 apd it WaC’di nissed by the Trilkun3al

j=

on merite on 18.9,1993 3s it 413 n:t disclose Any
contempt., SubSeqaently, the petitinn@r Alongwith
others had filed another contempt petition which
wasg registereﬁ as P Np, 79,793 arisih§ out of the
oA aforesaid-and the s3id contempt petition was
not entert®ined by the Tfibunal on the ground that

it was not signzd by 2ll the persons aileging
contempt vids Annexure A/3 Jated 29.6,1994, The
petitioner h3s ple2ded that dezspite directions of
the Tribun2l issuzd on 18,2,1923 2and despite sSer-
vice of‘that order, the respwnﬂents,made appoint-

mwents of fresh hands with effect from 21,.5.1993,
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Sectinn 20 of the Contempt.af Courts Act,v1971
provides that no Court shall initiate any pro;
ceedings of contempt, either on its‘own motion
or othexwise, after_the.expiryvof 3 period of one

vear from the date dn which the contempt is

dlleged to have heen committed, It tra@nspires N

from the record that the‘alleged conténmt was
committed sometime during the year 1993'1tse1f
when fresh hands were given 3ppointment$ ignoring
the cl3im of the petitioners, This contempt
petition has tkeen presented on 6.12.1934. The
limitation for initiating contempt procesdlings

is one y=ar from the dite of the alleggd ¢ommission
of contempt, Ths first contempt petitioh in res-
pect of the s3ame order Was'dismiséed by this
Tribundl on 18,2,1993 on nmerits as it failed to
disclose Any contenmpt at 211, The seéond contempt
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petition in reqgard ko the &3ms order waz dismissed

In]

as being defectlive since it 4id not bedr the sign-
atures of the petitionser 32nd others, Tﬁé petitioner
has fajiled to disclose the Jet2ils of fresh hénds‘.
which are allegsed to havs bzen engiged by the
respondents‘ignoring the petitioner's claim, The
Avermenkd mdAde in the body of the contempt petition

are vague and incomprehenzible. We find that’the

"earlier caontempt petliticong h@ving been dismissed

by this Tribun2l, thz present contempt petition -
on the £3me subject in respect of the s3ne order
is not mAintainable and it is 3lso hit by the b3r

‘limitation,




4, In vizw of the 2bkove Jdiscussion, this
contenpt petltion falls And iz hersby Jdismisced.
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2r 25 .to costs,

M {(‘ L‘T | CHonbe i

: re
( N.K. VERMA' ) : (G0PAL KR ISHNA)
MEMRER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN
i
CVr.



