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IN ·rr-IE CENIF.AL J\.Or.-liNJS IF~ATIVE ·'$.IBUNAL 

.J?.IPUP. BE.t-CH : .JAIPUR. 

Date of order : 11.7.1995 

CP No. 19/1995 

in 

OA No, 99/1993 

• • • 

versus 

Shri ·v.s. Sisodia & Othe:rs 

• • c • 

Petitioner • 
•·. 

Respondents • 

Hr. 113-hendr.::t Sh:th, Counsel for the applicant. 

Mr, u,D, Sh2rrrf-l, Cotlns,:;l for th.:: respondents. 

CORAMi 

Hon' ble Hr. N. r:. Verrn=t, 1\.jm. Nember. 

..... 
0 R DE R 

((PEE HON' BLE I'P., GO.Et~L ll\.ISHa~, VICE CIIAIF\i-lkt~) j 

./ ! 

Pet it i.:·,ner has Efled this contemf·t petition 

a11eo;r ing there in that the respondents h=tve 

cot-:-~mitted cont.=:mpt of Court b~{ no·t implementing 

the ord·~r of -this Tribun'=tl d::tted 18.2,1993 and 

petitioner's ri.;,ht to pr.~ferenti·:ll tre:ltment for 

the purpo2e of employm: .. mt. Th·.: rcspern:lents, it 
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provisions contained in Section -25-H of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The order of 

which wilful r:lisobedience is claimed \-Ja.s passed 

in OA No. 99/93 on 18.2.1993 and it reads as 

follows :-

2. 

"Admit. Issue notices to respondents 
returnable on 4.3.1993. In the mean­
\"lhile, if a-ty fresh engagement of casua 1 
labour is to be I'I'Pde by the respondents, 
the claims 'of: the applican:t13 under 
Section 25-H of the r.o. Act shall be 
kept in view. n 

V"~·e have heard lE:arned counsel for the 

p3.rties aoo h-3.\re gone through the records of the 

case carefully. 

3. It is notev7orthy that a contempt petition 

,,,as admitted!~{ filed by the petitionEr and regi-

sterer:l as CP ~b. 65/93 in re:q:::.::ct of the order 
the 

dated 19.2 .19?3 .r:·aseed by this B=nch il1.:.:'3.foresaid 

OA fob. 99/93 and it: \vae dismj_ssed by the Trib,..lnal 
I 

on meri·ts on 18.9.1993 as it did not ,disclose a~y 

contempt. SubseqLtently, the petitioner a long\'1 ith 
;; f 

others had filed another cont.:mpt r:~tition \\'hich 

\>las re9istered ·3.s C~ r-l:,,. 79/93 arising out of the 

oA aforesaid 3. n1 the said contempt petition was 

not entertained by the Tribunal on the ground that 

it \·~as not s i9ned by a11 the pers'?ns alleging 

contempt vide Annexure A/3 dated 29.6.1994. T.he 

petitioner h3.s pleaded that despite directions of 

the Tribunal iss·.1ed on 18.2.1993 anj de~pite ser-

vice of that orde.r 1 the respon:!e nts made appoint­

(1tA.ti+f m:nts of fre8h hands \·J ith effect from ::! 1.5 .1993. 
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S~ct i·~n 2 0 of the Contemr·t :jf Courts Act, 1971 

pro\ri.:les that n1:, Court shall initiate any pro-

ce,:dings ·:•f C·::'lnternpt, eil:hE:r ·:·n its ot-Jn motion 

or otherwise, .:lfter the expiry of a period of one 

ye?ir from the datF- 6n t·lhich the contempt is 
/ 

from the record that the alleged ccmtempt t-las 

committed sometim·= during the year 1993 it~elf 

the claim of the petitioners. This con·tempt 

petition has teen presented on. 6.12 .19~4. The 

limit.atton for initiating contempt pJ:-tjO::eedings 

of C•:"~ntempt. The first contempt petition in res-

pect of the s3me ord·::.r waE' dismis:=ed by this 

Tribi.J.n::ll on 18 .,2 .1993 on rn?rit= :J.s it f·~iled to 

disclose any coni:'=:mpt at a11. 'I'h·:? S•::cond contempt 

as oo ing def.::-ctbre since it did IK1t bear th·~ sign-

are vagu"=: and incomprehens);bl~. We find th3t the 

earlier contempt petiti.:.ns having been dismissed 

by this TrilxuYll, th:? pr~sent contempt r·etition 

on the same subject in respect of the sarre r:·rder 

is not m2linta ini.1bl·~ and it is also hit by th.e b2lr 

L(Kl1~ of limitation. 
I. 
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4. 

s. No order as to cost.s. 

cvr. 

0h~l~· 
(GOPA-L I'RlSHNA) 
VIC:!E CHAIF.i1Z\. N 
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