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IN THE Ct:i·ll'FU\L 11.0!• Il·l K; mAr J.VE !P.lBUT;f\~ 

JI\IPiJI.Z BEl'~H : J,\Ic)UR 

CP hb. 12/1995 

in 

OA No. 99_f)993 

Ddte of order : 11.7.1995 

. . . Petitioner. 

versus 

Shri v.s. Siaodia & Ott2ra 

• • 0 • Respondents • 

CORA1>1i ---

..... 
Of!.DER 

letitioner h::Js f:i.leJ t.his cont::·r!lpt lJ0titi.on 

·the ord-er of this rribt.u-i>l cJ:..:tc.:-1 18 .~ .1993 O.nd 
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provisions contained in Sec+;ion 25-H of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 'Ihe order of 

which wilful disobedi~nce is claimed ~~;s p=lssed 

in OA No. 99/93 on 18.:'.1993 and it re3.ds ·3.s 

follows :-

2. 

"Admit. Issu~? notices to respondents 
returnable on 4.3.1993. In the mean­
'Ylhlle, if r:l'ly fresh eng-3.gement of casu-3.1 
labour iS t•':\ re m3de by the reSt:•ondents 
the cl3.ims of- the ar.plicants under. 
Section 25-H of the I.D. Act shall be 
kept in view." 

vte h3.ve heard learned counsel for the 

parties an:l h3.ve gone through the recc,rds of the 

case carefully. 

3. It is noteworthy that a ~ont~mpt petition 

was admittedly filed by the petitioner and regi-

stered as CP N-='. 65/93 in resr:-:ct of the order 
the 

d3.ted 18.2.1993 p3.s~ed by this S;:nch .i~3foresaid 

OA No. 99/93 and it .,..,ae dismissed by the Tribunal 

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

contempt. Subseq~J.ently, th1::: petitioner alongwith 

others had filed another C•:·ntempt r-etition \>thich 

was r•:gistered as C~ N~~ 79./93 arising out of the 

oA aforesaid and the said contempt pe:tition was 

not entertained by the Tribunal on the ground th'3..t 

it \"Jas not s i9ned by a11 the person~· alleging 

contempt vide Annexure A/3 da·ted ~9.6.199-l. The 

petitioner h3.s pleaded th:lt despite directions of 
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the Tribuna 1 iss ·;ed •=>n 18. 2. .19? 3 and ::l~s pi te _ _::S~e""'r"-'--=-----;...L 

vice of that order, the respon:l~ nts m:t.je aproint­

yb~r,-~r-i m=nts of fresh hands tv i·th effec-t from ::! 1.5 .1993 • 
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CE!,;~dings of c.~nternpt, eil:h~ eM n mot ion 

or othe1-wise, ·:lfter the e~·:piry c•f a po?riod. of one 

ye?J.r from th:; date 6n '1.-Jhich the cc.:mtempt is 

from the record tha·t tht:: alleged ccmte1npt was 

committed sometime during the year 1993 itself 

the claim of the .Petit ion.:rs. This contempt 

petition has teen presented on 6.12.1994. The 

of cont.Empt. ThE first c.:-r1tempt petition in res-

Tribun~l on 18o2.1993 on rrerits as it failed to 

discl0se any coni:E:m.r•t 3.t a11. 'Ih? second cr:.ntempt 

pet i ti.:m in rE:rJard tc' 1:he sa rOE: ord.e'r \·Jds dismissed 

as ooing defecti\7.::: since it di·:i ll·:>t b?.ar the sign-

has fa !led to disclose the details of fr,~sh hands 

re~pondents ignorin•;J thE petitioner's clairn. The 

are v3.gue and incornprehens ible. We find th3.t the 

by this Tribunal, tht? prE-sent contemr~·t petition.---~-

is not m?J.inta inabl·~ and it is also hit by the b?J.r 

Crk.N~-ff of 1 irnitation. 
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5. No order as to costs. 

N.k-~ 
( N.K. VERHA ) 

IvlEMBER (A) 

cvr. 

~ 
(GOPAL J<I<.·LSJ"IN?'!.) 
VICE CI-IAIRJ1Z\N 
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