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IN THE CENIHAL ADHINISTHA'r.IVE 'LRIBUN.'-\.L 

.J"AIPiJR BEKCH : .JAIPUR 

CP No, 20/1995 

in 

A 99,11993 0 No. 

Bh ikkinr31 Gupta 

Date of order : 11,7.1995 

• • • Petitioner • 

versus 

• • 0 • Res .Ponde nts • 

Mr. I13.hendra,Shah, C •. :.unsel for the applicant, 

Mr. U,D, Sharma, Counsel for the respondents, 

CeRAMi 

Hon' ble t-1r, Goral Krishn-3., Vice Ch3.irrn::tn. 

Hon' ble l1r. N,K, V'ernr3., 1\dm. Hember • 

. . . . . 
0 R DE R 

( (PEP. HOU' BLE l•R, G0P.<-).L l:P . .ISHl·l.~, VICE CIIAIRHAN)) 

P'=titi.:,ner has filed this conternr:·t petition 

alleging therein that the respondents have 

cor.1mitted contempt of Court by not implementing 

the order of this ·rribun:tl d·:'Lted· 18 .~ .19?3 and 
' '· ,, 
I 
j 
' ". by enc;r::tging fr~sh h3. nds in se.rv ic•;o ignor ir:tg_.t.l::}ee---:.. 

petitioner' s ri9ht to preferentiai' treatment for 

the purpose •")f employment. The res pon:le nts, it 

is alleged b~.t the r:o~:::!titioner, have ignored the 
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provisions contained in Section ;;s-H of the 
--/ ! 

Industrial Disputes Act'~ 1947. '!he order of 

which wilful disobedience is claimed \1-Ja.s p'.lssed 

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

follows :-

2. 

"Admit. Issue notices to r~spor.dents 
returnable on 4.3.1993. In the mean­
\'lhile, if ~~l fresh eng·3.gement of casua 1 
labour is to be rrr3.d-::~ by the reEpondents 
the claims of: the applic::inb-"' under 
Section 2 5-I-1 of the I.D. Act shall be 
kept in view." 

We have heard learned counsel for the 

parties and h-3'\re g.:me through the records of the 

case carefully./ 

3. It is note-viorthj• that a contempt petition 

was a•:lmittedly filed by the petitioner and regi-

stered as CP NO. 65/93 in reSf€Ct of the order 
the 

dated 18.2.1993 r:·as:=t:d by this Bench !~':lforeE·:t.id 

OA 1-1:-. 99/93 and it \'laE dismissed by the Tribunal 

on merits on 18.9 .19?3 as it did not disclose any 

contempt. S11bsequently, th~ petitioner along\'l!th 

others h3.d filed another contempt 1-~tition \·lhich 

was regi3tt:red ·3.s C.P N:~ .. 79./93 arising out of the 

oA aforesaid an1 the said contempt petition was 

not entertained by the Tr ibrJn'3.l on the grot1nd that 
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it \·la:= not s i9n~d by a11 the persons ·3.llegix:2..~----tl 

contempt vide Annexure .2\/3 dated ~9.6.1994. The 1 
'I 

petitioner has pleaded th3. t d.: E. pit.: direc·tions of 

the Tribtlnal iss:..ted on 18.:'!.1993 aro despite ser-

vice of that order, the respon:!ents made appoint­

C.r~~,t.J"'ments of freeh hands \·lith effect from 21.5.1993.1 
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Sr?:Ct i•;)n ~ 0 of ·th-:: Cc·ntempt ::of Cr:>urts Act, 1971 

pro\rides t.h:::tt no Court sh"lll initiate any pro-

ce:edings .:·f cont.ernpt, eith~;r ·:·n its o"~~.rn motion 

or oth.c.::rw ise, after the expiry of a period of one 

year from the dat.=:: 6n t·Ihich the contempt is 

alleged to h:ivt? b':o.:::n co!iimitt.:::d.. It transpires 
;II 

from the rt:cord th3.t tht:: 3.lleged c•:>ntempt '1i13.s 

committed S•:>rnetime during th·~ p;=tr 1993 it.=.;:lf 

when fr~sh hands wer.2 given appointme:nts ignoring 

the claim of the p~t it ioners. This conternr:·t 

petitir:·n has tee:n presentP?d on 6.12 .1994. The 

limit ... ation for initiating contempt proceedings 

of c.~ntempt. The first c • .:ontempt t>etition in res-

_rect of th~ sarrt.:: order \'>'as dismissed b;,~ this 

disclose any conl::.~mpt at a11. 'I'h·=: second contempt 

petiti:.n in re:9ard to i:he sarrr::: order \-ldS dismi:=.sed 

as b~ing defect.t;re sine•? it did. n·:>t b~3.r the sign-

at1..1res of thl::: r:••::titioner and others. 'I'h.:;; petiti•='ner 

'I:Jhich are alle•;;J·=:.d to ha\r•'2 b=•::n engag•::d by the 

respc•ndents ignoring ·thE: p,:;titioner's claim .. The 

a~,E:rrnents m=tde in t 1.-le body c,f the c.:mternpt p.:::tition 

are vag1..1e and ino:ompre:hensible. We find that the 

earlier contempt p.:::titions having bEen dismissed 

by this Trib:.tn:ll, th~ prEsent contempt petiti.:>n 

on the same subject in respect of the sarre order 

is not m=tinta inable and it is also hit by th-:= b3r 
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4. In vi.:?t\1 c·f t.hr:z a b:we discuss i::>n, this 

5. No order as to costs. 

t\f,k. Lr 
( N.K. VEP.HA ) 

HEl·1BER (A) 

cvr. 

l 

~&f..( 
(GOP.'\L KR LSHr-JA) 
VIC:E CHAIRHi\N 


