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H~ I'HE CE N1'!U\.L ADJ·JIIH:] rPA I' lVE IT<. lElt_TN'\.L 

JAIPUR BEJ:J::.~H : Jl\IPUR 

Ddte of order : 11.7.1995 

CP No. 11/1995 

in 

. . . 
versus 

Shri V.S. Si2oJi~ ~ Oth~rs 

• • 0 • 

/ 

,··'I 

Petit:i.onel:- • 

RespondE: nts • 

f'Ir. i~hendri3- ;=-; hi3h,· Counsel fc,r the a -;;}:Jl ica nt. 

.1'-lr. u.D. Sh2rn'P, Co<JnS·21 for th·~: respondents. 

0 R D E R 

1-etitioner h:Js fllE'.:1 tlli.::; cout.2P1pl: petil:ioh 

the p·.1rpose of ernrloym~~nt. 

• • 2 •• 

···-

i 

l ·' 

'' 

:: f; <~~t~;~1i;t;¥ 
I 

'·, 
,!• 

.\ 
' 

-I 



• 

- 2 -

provisions contained in Sect ion ~ 5-H of the 

Indu.strial Disputes Act, 1947. The order of 

which 'il ilful disobedience is claimed \-J~.s p3e.sed 

follows :-

, -· 

"A:lmit. Issue notic~s to r.:;spondEnts 
returnable on 4.3.1993. In the rne3.n­
\·lhile, tf 2l'1:'z.,. freeh engagern.:nt of ca2 ua 1. 
la}x,,_lr is to be mode by the respond~nts 
the cl::tirns of: the al::.plic3nts under 
Section 2 5-H vf the I.D. Act sh3.ll be 
kept in view. n 

case carefully. 

3. It is note\·1orthy that a contempt petition 

was admittedly filed by th2 r:·etitioner and reg!-

stered as C F tb. 65/93 in res.r.:;ct of the order 
the ' 

d::ited 18.2.1993 pas:=ed by this P~nch i~:tforesi:iid 

OA "1 - nq 'Q3 - .:1 ''- - / 0 di! ' .::11 b tl T !1: "'1 L'JU. ~ .... I;: .~ fl<.J. ]..,_ WoE'·' s lTil. ~; Se<.l y 1E: r ~.uno 

cc•nternpt. Subseq.Jently, the:~ pet it ioner :ilong'\"lith 

others had filed another c•:ontemr_,t r:·etition \·thich 

oA 3.foresaid an:l the said contempt petition '•l:iS 

not entertained by the Tribun3.l on the ground th3.t 

it \·las not s i·;Jn.::d by a11 the persor1s a1I.:=9ing 

contempt vide Annexure .l\/3 dated :39.6.199~. 'Ihe 

petitioner has pleaded th3.t de~pite direcl:.i.:>ns of 

the Tr ibun3l iss :.t•2:d on 18 • 2 • 19 9 3~- a n:l despite ser-

vice of that oide.r, the respon.::'l.ent~ m3-d.e ap:t=>Oint-

1rents of fresh hands H ith effect from ~ 1·'=· .1993. 
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Sect ion 2 0 of the Cc.ntempt of Courts Act, 1971 

pro\rides that no Cor1rt shall initia-te any pro-

ceedings of c.:.ntempt, either on its O~-''n motion 

or othervJ ise, ::Ifter the expiry of a period of one 

year from the date on Which the contempt is 

alleged to hav·e b2en committed. It transpires 

cornmitted sometime during the year 1993 ·itself 

when fresh hands were given ::~.ppvintme:.nts ignoring 

the claim of the P•?tit ioners. This contempt 

petition has teen presented on 6.12.1994. The 

limit..ation for initt::iting contempt pr.:.ceedings 

is one year from the date CJf the alleg.-:=d commission 

of contempt. Tho~ first cont•srr.pt petition in res-

pect of the sam.:: orck?r was dismissed by this 

Tribrlnal on 18 o2 .1993 on rrerits as it failed to 

disclose 3ny contempt at a.11. The second contempt 

petiti.~n order \·Jd~ dismissed 

as ooing defecttve since it did not })ear the sign-

atures of the p·~tit:loner ~nd others. l'he petitioner 

has failed to disclose the details of fresh hands 

"lrJhich are alleged to havs b~eon engaged by ·the 

respondents ignorin.;;r tht: petitioner's claim. The 

~v..s-rrnents In3dr= in t 1-,e bod:t~ c.f the cvnternpt. petition 

earlier contempt petlti.:•ns ha\ring been dismissed 

by this Trib:.lrr3.l, the present contempt petition 

on the earne subject in respect of ·the same order 

is not. rrF\inta inable and it is .:ilso hit by the b3r 

-of limitation. 
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c.:mtemr.t: pe1:itL:•n tails and is hereby ::lismissed. 

5. No order as.to costs. 

~,ft.~ 
( N.K. VERMA ) 

HEMBER (A) 

cvr. 

~------ .. --- ..--- ~- ~ 
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(GOPAL :KR lSI-INA) 
VICE CHAIR.Mi\ N 


