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Shri v .. s. Sisodi:=t. & Others 

.. ~ . 

~. 
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·. 

·Respondents. 

Hr. l1:1hendra Shah, C •. :.unsel for ;the applic::tnt. 

Nr. u.o. Sharm3., Cc..unsel for _th.;; respondents. 

CeRAMi 

Hon1 ble Hr. N.K. Verma, .'\dm •. Hember • 

. . . . . 
0 R DE R 

((PEP HON' BLE MR. GC•P.;;.L l:R ISHU.'I.., VICE CII/'-..IF:NAN)) 

Petitioner has filed this contempt petition 
.. I 

alleging ther~in that ·the respondents have 

committed cont.empt t:,)f Court by not implementing 
/ I 

./1 the ord·~r of this ·rrJ.b'ln3.l dat.:d 18 .~ .1993 and 

by engaging fresh hands in service ignoriru;J the 

the purpose Qf employment. The -resp.:)rdents, it 

GtJt,,t..~· is ·3.lleged b~' tt1e pet:ftioner, have ig~1ored ·the· 
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provisions contained in Section 25-H of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. '!he order of 

which wilful (}isobedience is claimed wa.s p3.ssed 

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
while, if a-ty fresh eng·3.gement of casua 1 
labour is to be m3.de by the re::::pondents 
the claims of-' the applican-t:P under 
Section 25-H of the I.D. Act shall be 
kept in view." 

We have heard learned counsel for the 

case carefully. 

3. It is note~1orth~l that a contempt petition 

·' 

\! 

I 
i 

I, 

was admit.tedly filed by th2! petitioner and regi- !, 
Ji 
ji 

ste re(} as C P t-b. 65/9 3 in res p:::ct of the order 1' 

the -----·~ 
dated 18.2.1993 passed by this Bench il1i::tfoiesaid 

OA J:.b. 99/93 and it \-Jas dismissed by the Tribunal 

on meri·ts on 18.9.1993 as i·t did not disclose any 

contempt. Subsequently, thE: petitioner alongv1ith 

others had filed anoth~?r contempt r,etition \·thic9 

'"'as re9istered as C~ l·b~ 79/93 arisJ.ng out of the 

OA aforesaid an1 the sa).d 1contempt petition '..Jas 
/I 

not entertained by the Tribunal on the ground that 

it vla~ not s i9ned by a 11 the persons ·3lleging 

contem.r.:··t vide Annexure A/3 dated ~9.6.1994. '!he 

petitioner has pleaded that despite directions of 

the Tribunal iss·J.-=:d on 18.2.1993 .:tnd despite <Ser-

vice of that order, the respon::lents made ap.POint­

y\:l\;,,(,.JJ: rrents of fresh hands \·1 ith effect from 21.5.1993. 
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S~cti•.)n ~0 of th·.:: Contempt of Court::' Act, 1971 

provides t.ha·t nc:~ Cc•'lrt shall initiate an~t pre•-

CE:1::dings of c.:~nternpt, eith'='r ·=·n its own motion 

or oth::rw ise, :J.fter the exJ;··iry of a pet-iod ·":.If one 

ye":ir from the datt=.: 6n which the contempt is 

alleged to h3.v·~ b?en committed. It transpires 

committed sometim~ during the year 1993 itself 

"·'hen fresh h3.nds were given appt)intmt:::nts ignoring 

r:·etitic•n has been presented on 6.12 .1994. The 

limit~ation for initiating corrtempt. pr • .Jceedlngs 

~ct of th-= samt~ order \..J.::ts dismissed by this 

Tribtm".ll c')O 18.,2.1993 on rrerits 3.8 it failEd to 

disclose any cont8mpt at ::!.ll. Th.•:= Eecond co:.nternpt 

as ooing def•?Ctt·.re since it did. n•::>t b:::ar the sign-

atures of th::: P·~titioner and oth•::;rs. l'h.s petitioner 

respond·~nts ignorin<J th~ petitioner's clairn. The -----

by this Tr ih.m3.l, th•? prE-sent contemr.t pet it ion 

on the same subject in resr:tect of the sarre order 

is not nP.intainable and it is also hit by the b3.r 
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4. In vi·~\11 of the above discuss ion, this 

C•jnternpt petlti._:,n fails an.j is h:=:re:by dismissed. 

5. No order as to costs. 

RM~r 
( N.K. VEP~{) 
HEMB~. (A) 

cvr. 

C.~i:e\M ~. 
(GOPAL J~ IS I-INA) 
VICE CHAIR H-i\ N 


