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Hon ble Smt. Lakshmi Swaminathan, M{J)

Heard the learned counsel Ffor the parties in
this C.P. filed by the applicants alleging ron

implementation of the Tribunal s order in 0A.770/97.



2 The applicants in this C.P.178/98 have alleged i7

that the respondents have deliberately and wilfully
not implemented the  Tribunal’'s Judgment and order
dated 24.9.97 in QA.770/97. The relevant portion of
paragraph-7 of the judgment and order éated 24,9.97
against which contempt is alleged is reproduced belaw:

"I¥ on the contrary, the respondents have
utilised the services of contract labourears ot
labourers from the parent department or from the
market for Jjobs which the applicants have beer doing,
all such casual labourers must yield their places to
the applicants and the applicants shall stand engaged
within a period of four weeks from the date of recelipt
of a copy of this order. For the . periods the
arnplicants did not work after the termination they
shall not get wages on the principle of no work no
pay.

3, Shrid ELX. Joseph, learned sr. counsel for
the applicants has submitted that as mar the

ditections of the Tribunal, the respondents have

granted temporary status to the applicants, but the

griavance 1s  that contrary to the directions guoted

above, the respondents did not re-engage T he
applicants  as  casual  laboudrers in  place of the
contract labourers. His contention is  that ths

contract labourers engaged in terms of the admitted
contiract which the respondents or the pairant
department had entéred into prior to September 1997
should have vielded theilr place to the aspplicants
which has not  been done. On the contrary, the

respondents in thelr reply have stated thatvon recaipt

©

Df»th@ copy  of  the  Judgment of the Tribunal deted

24.9.97, they did not Further continue with +he
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contract after September 1997, They have also
submitted that more Airconditioners have byeen
installed and the job of filling Coolers has now heen
dispensed with and the work has reduced, although they
have engaged one of the applicants. In the reply thev
have also stated that subject to availability of w&vk;
the other applicants will be re-engaged as the need
arises. In the circumstances, learned counsel for
respondents has submitted that thére iz no wilful

disobedience of the Tribunal s order on thelr part.

&, We have carefully read and re-read the
directions of the Tribunal in judgment and order dated

24.,9.97.In the light of what has been stated by the

respondents after they received a copy of the dudgmeant

that they did not pursue with the contract and they
managed the work with one of the casual labourers, it
does not  in any way show that they have disobeyved the
orders of the Tribunal. The contention of the learned
sr,  counsel Shri E.X. Joseph that because the
contract was still in force in September 1297 when the
judgment was passed and therefore, the work which
might haye heen done bylthe contiact laboursers ewen

frer September 1897 should have vielded thelr place

¥l

to the applicants, appears to U

1

to  ve rather
mizleading and untenable. This argument cannot be
seccepted in the Contempt Petition because 1t cannot be
zald that the respondents have continued with other

persons after recelpt of the judgment.
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Another argument advanoed' by the learned 6
counsel for the applicants was that after the impugned
termination of the applicants by the wverbal order
dated 31.3.97, the respondents have sent fequirem@nt&

te Lthe Emplovyment Exchange Lo engage  juniors  and
{

freshers and thils admittedly was corrected after the
Tribunal passed the interim order on 4.4.97, This

again will not help the applicants to establish their

AN

llaegation that the respondents have disobeved the

L1

Tribunal s order.

~

5. From the reasons given above, we Tind no merit
in this C.P. and the same is accordingly dismissed.

respondents are discharged.
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