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Date of order ¢ 11.7.1995

in

0A Ny, 99/1993 L

Smt., Urmila Sen : =

a~

3
’ .o Petitioner, . ;
[ N
v e r s us :

Shri V.S. Eisodia & Ors, ‘ L {
. ‘ :

eeso s Respondents,
A
v
Mr, I2hendra Shah, Counsel for the anplicant, - .

CORALM$

D, Hon' ble Hr, Gor2l Erishn®, Vice Chalrman.

Hon'ble Mr, H.K, Vern2, 2di, Member, !

ORDER ' o

e o e e € sy mplmtion.

((PER HOW BLE I, S0OPAL VR IZUMNL, VIZE CUHAIRMALD)
Fetitioner hids filed this conktsmpt petition : ' .

2lleging therein thét the resvondents hive

cormiitted contemph of Conrk by not in‘nmlementing.

the ordsy of this ITriburmdl Acted 12,2,19293 and

by engaging fresh hands in service ignv:-rlir-g the_

]

‘—J'
T

ionexr's right to preferential kra@tmevk for

]

p
the purrmose of employmsnt, I'ha resrorlents, it

%ﬁw is 2lleqged Ly the npetitiorer, D2ye lgnored the
) .




provisions contdined in Section 25-H of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. . The order of
which wilful disobedience is cliimed wds passed
in OA Ho, 99,93 on 18.2.1993 and it reads as

follows 2=

"Admit, Issue noticeu to respondentS“““—~“‘+ -
returndble on 4.3.1993. In the mean- ‘
while 1faxzfresh englgement of casudl r
labour 1S to be nmade by the respondents B
the claims gf the 3applicantsunder
Section 25-H of the I.D. Act sh2ll be
kept in view." .

. |
2. _ We h2ve heard leﬂlned counsel for the w!

parties and hive gone through the recnrds of the

/. t
case carefully. A

3. It is noteworthy that A contesmpt petition

wag admittedly filed by the petitioner and regi-

stered as CP No. 65/93 in respect of the order 3
dated 18,2,1223 passed by this Bench iq2§¥2resaid “~
OA No, 99,/93 and it wac dismissed by the Trihunal

on merits on 18,9,1%93 as it 4id not disclose any !
contempt. Subsecuently, the petitioner élongWith v
others had filed another contempt petition which ‘.e
was registered as SP No, 79,93 aliuing out of the

CA aforesaid 3nd the s3id contempt petition was

not entertadined by the Tribundl on the ground that

it wa@s not signed by all the persoﬁsvalleging

contempt vide Annexure A/3 dated 29.6;1994. The

petitioner hi3s ple3ded that despite directions of
the Tribunalvissued on 18,2,1993 and Jdespite ser-
vice of that order, the responﬂents made appoint- ‘1

Cipb ente of fresh hands with effect from 21.5.1993.
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Section 20 of the Contempt of Courts Act, 1971
provides that no Court shall initiate ény pro-
ceedings of contempt, either on its own motion

or otherwise, after the expiry ¢of 2 period of one '
year from the date on which the contempt is

alleged to have heen committed., It tra8nspires N

from the record thdt the alleged contempt was

committed sometime during the year 1993 itself = |

when fresh hands were given appointments ignoring

the claim of the petitioners.’' This contempt
petition has been presented on 6.12.1994,  The
limitation for initiating contempt proceedings

is one year from the d3te of the 2lleged commission
of contempt, The first contempt petition iﬁ resS-
pect of the s@me order was dismissed by this
Tribundl on 18,2,1993 on’nerits as it failed to
disclose any contempt at all, The Secénd contempt
petition in regi3rd to the s3me order was dismissed
as being defective since it did not bedr the sign-
atures of the petitioner and others, . The'petiﬁioner
has failed to disclose the details of fresh hands
which are alleged to h2ve hzen englged by the
respondents ignoring the petitioher's»claim. " The
averments mide in the body of the conéémpt petition
are vague and incomprehensible, We find that the
edrlier contempt petitions having_béen dismissed

by this Tribunﬁl,‘the present contempt petition

on the s3me subject in respect of the Sahe ofder

is not maintaindble and it is also hit by the b3r

of limitation.
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4, In view of the 2kove diacussion, this

contempt petltion fails And is iiefeby_ dismissed. .

5. No order 2as t_o costs,
&‘ 1,(:" [Lm C{K);"g\}.c ‘
( N.K. VERMA ) | (GOPAL FRISHNA)
MEMBER (A) VICE CHAIRMAN
cvr.,



