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IN THE 1:E.Nl'P.AL ADI,!HlL'3TI=IAriVB--1J?.IBUN!\.L 

JAIPUH BE£\t::H : ,JAIPUR 

Ddte of or1er : 11.7.1995 

CP No. 16/1995 

in 

OA No, 99/1993 

R,:,.odmal Y.3dav 

. . . . Petitioner • 

versus 

Ei.hr i V .s. S i3oJ.ia & Ors • 

• • 0 • Respondents • 

-------
Hr. r1::.henc1ra .Sh3.h, Counsel for the <:t::-:·plic~nt. 

1'-Ir. u.D. Sharm=t, Com1S·21 for thE: respon:1ents. 

CORAMi -- •I 

/i 

Hon' ble Hr. N.K. Veim3., 1\dm. 1-k:rnber. I 
I 

....... 
0 R D E R 

Petitioner h:Js fil2d this c.:•nternpt petition 

petitioner's right to pref~rential tr~atrnent for 

thE. puq::..:,se of emr:·l0~7 ntent. The .respordents, it 
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provisions contained in Section 25-H of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. '!he order of 

vlhich wilful disobedience is claimed wa.s p3.~;sed 

in OA No. 99/93 on 18 .2.1993 and it re·3.ds as 

follows :-

"Admit. Issue notices to re~.pondents 
returnable on 4.3.1993. In the mean­
vlhile,if c;ny fresh engagement of casua 1 
labour is to be rrf-lde by the respondents 
the claims of: the applicant: under 
Section 25-H of the I.D. Act shall be 
kept in view. n · 

2. \~·e have heard learned counsel for the 

I ,, 

j: 
r· 

parties and h3.ve gone through the records oLJ.t.J..hc;e;<..--__ l 

!. case carefully. 

3. It is note\-Jorthy· that a conte.mpt petition 

was admit.tedly filed b~l the J:·eti·tioner and regi~ 

stered as CP H'). 65/93 in resr:e::ct of the order 
the ,. 

dated 18.~ .1993 paEee.:l by this Bench i~:3foresai.::1 

OA No. 99/93 and it HaE/;dfsmissed by the Tribunal 

on merits on 18.9.1993 as it did not disclose any 

contempt. Subsequently, th1=: peti'tioner ::tlong\'Iith 

other's had filed anoth•::r contempt r.etition \·lhich 

''-'as retJiste·red as CP r-ro .. 79/93 3rising out of the 

oA aforesaid and the said contem:pt petition was 

not entertained by the Tr ibun-3.1 on the ground that 

it was not s ignE:d by a11 the persons ·:tlleging 

contempt vi . .ie Annexure A/3 dated 29.6.1994. 'lhe 

petitioner has pleaded that de~pite directions of 

the Tribunal is£·J.ed on 18.2.1993 and despite <Ser-

vice of that order, the respon:lEnts m3-de appoint­

Cf'-M~-.. ~ ~'Tents of fre~h hands t·l i·th effect from 21.5.1993. 
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Section ~0 of ·r:he Contempt of Cr:>urts Act, 1971 

prm.rides that no Court shall initiate any pro-

ce:,~dings of cont:.ernpt, either on its own motion 

or othenJ ise, .:tfter the expiry of a r period of one 

year from the datl=.: 6n tvhich the conternpt is 

alleged to h:i\o~ b:?·~n committed. It transpires 

from the r~cord that the alleged contempt was 

committed sometim~ during the year 1993 i'tself 

when fr~sh hands were given appointrne:nt:s ignoring 

the claim of the petitioners. This contempt 

P titi n h "'S ,____ n r . ~ t- j r '1"" lq'::r 4 e ~ o '-'~ L-:::e .L:.~rr::oen t:!• on r:•. -. __ ...,.. 

limitation for initiating contempt pr.:.ceedings 

iE one :r·=·3r frorn th~ d::t·te .~f the alleg~d commission 
-----

of C·:'lnternpt. The first contempt }:·etitlon in res-

pect of the sa me ord·~ r was dismissed by this 

a e. b~ inr;;r d·~f·::ctiv·e since it did not I:tar the sign­

atur·== of the p•2t!tioner 3.-~d othere. The petitioner 

has fa !led to di:=cl.:)SE: the detaiL=: of fn::sh h=tnds 

resr•ondents ignorin'.J thE- petition•:::r's cl.::tirn. Th~ 

are vagu-= and incornpreht?ns ible. We find. tha·t ·the 

earlier c.:int~mpt r:oetition.s ba1Jing been dismissed 

b~{ this Trib:.tn'll, th? present cont.emr-:•t petition 

on the same subject in resp•.:!Ct of the ~arre _order 

is not rrPintainable and it is also hit by the bar 

0\i?tN' of 1 irnitation. 
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4. 

conteropt petiti-::m fails and is here:by dismissed. 

5. No order as to costs. 

cvr. 

Cttc.i~~"\{' 
(GOPAL I<RLSHH.~) 
VICE CHAIRrvli\ N 


