IN PHE CENIRAL ADMINIS MATIVE TRIBUNAL
JAIPUR  BENCH : JAIPUR o

Date of order : 11.7.1995
CF No. 4/19%95, -
J
in
OA No, 99/1993 B
7 ]‘
. . o A
o Smt. Usha Jain . : ‘ <M
e Fetitioner, ,
versasmns {
1
S}.lri V'S. SiSO\ji‘ & OrS.
,1 !
oo Respondents, :
Mir, I2hendrd Shah, Counsel for ths 2nplicant,
Mr, U.D. Sharmd, Counsel for the resgondents,
COoRAM:
Hon'ble Kr, Gopsl Frishu2, Viecr Ch2irm@n,
e Hon'ble Mr, N.F. Verma, *dn; Member,

* > o e s

OR D

((FPER HON' BLE IR. CGOPaL ¥R ISHIT, VICE CUMNIRMAN))

allegqing khersin that the rﬁsnonﬂents h2ve
committed corntempt of Court by not dmplementing
the order of this Tritaml d2ked 18,2,1993 and
by engdging fresh hé@nds in service ignoring the

petitioner'z right to preferentill tredtwent for .

t .

:..l -

the puarpose cof employment. The rmsoonlents,

CkhM&M is 3lleged by the petiticoner, "2uvs igncred the




Chinglire

I
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provisions cont3ined in Section I5-H of the N
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The order of

which wilful discbedience is claimed was plscsed

in OA No, 99,93 on 12.0.1993 and it reads as '

follows :2-

"Admit, Issue notices to respondents :
returnible on 4,32,1993, In the mzdn- ,
vwhile i{f iy frech engldgement of casual | '
labour is to be made by the resrondents
the claime ¢f the 3pplicantSiunder “ 10
Section 25~ H of the I.D. Act shall bhe
kept in view." '

2

2. ] We h3ave heard lzarned counsel for the

rArties and have gone through the‘recofds of the

case carefully.

3. It is noteworthy that a céﬁtempt petition i
wag Admittedly filed by the petitioner ani regi-
stered as CP My, 65,93 in reép;ct of the order
A3ted 18,2,17223 passed by ‘this E’@nr*h 1n t’:ahf.’eore'sa3.«1
OA Mo, 29/93 and it was dismissed by the Trikun3al .
on merits on 12,9,1%23 ag it did&notldiéclose.anf
contempt, Subsequently, the petitioner alongwith'
others had filed another contempt petition which
wadg registered as CP N5, 79,/93 arising out of the
OA aforesaid and the s2id contempt petition was

not entertain=d hy the Tribunmal.on thg ground that
it was not signed by 2l1l1 the persons 3llzging
contempt vide Annexure A,/3 dated 29.é;1994. The
petitioner h3s pleaded that despite directions of
the Tribun2l issued on 1£,2.1993 and despite ser-
vice of that crder, the respondents made arroint-

ments of fresh h3nds with effect from“21.5.1993.
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Section 20 of the. Contempt of Courts Act, 1971
provides that no Court shall initiate any plo-
ceedlngs of contempt, either on its own motion
or otherwise, after the expiry of a period of one

yedar from the date on which the’contempt~ié

alleged to hdve heen commi&féd. It tra3nspires

from the record that the alleged contempt was
committed sometime during the year 1993 itself
when fresh h3nds were given appointments ignoring
the claim of the petitioneré.\-This coﬁtempt*
petition has heen presented on 6,12,1994, The
limitation for initiating contempt prbcéedings

ie one yedr from the date of the allpg@d commi ion
of contempt, The first contempt petition in res=-
pect of the same ofder was dismissed by this
Tribundl on 18.2.1993 on merits 3s it failed to

disclose any contempt at all., The second contempt

petition in reg3rd to the s3me order was dismissed

as being defective since it did not bear the sign-

atures of the petitioner and others, The petitioner

has failed to disclose the details of fresh hands
which are alleged to have Penn engdged b" the

respondents ignoring the petitioner's claim. The

avermernts midde in the body of-the contempt petition

are vagus and incomprehensible, We find that the

edrlier contempt petitions having been dismissed

-

by this Tribundl, the present contempt petition

on the s3me subject in respect of the sa&me crder

is not m@3intaindble 8nd it is also hit by the bar
ChaMe |
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4. In view of the 2bove discussion, this

contempt petition f2ils And le hercby dismissed.

5. No order as to costs,

MJ&; LL—f | Cgm&w

( NeK. VERMA ) (GOPAL ¥R ISHNA)
MEMBER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN

cvr,



