{= g, S T, (W) 04/0007/2003—05 REGD. NO. D. L. (N) 04/0007/2003—05

Che Gazette of Iundia

YR | WeRtioTd

PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY

AR

WEEKLY
| 18] 3 faeett, 3l 27— 3, 2014, VIMER/A9@ 7—a9m@ 13, 1936
No. 18] NEW DELHIL, APRIL 27—MAY 3, 2014, SATURDAY/VAISAKHA 7—VAISAKHA 13, 1936
it ® fir g wen < W @ fed T 9% gue oM & w9 ° W@ T 9o

Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation

g [[—@UE 3—SU-WUE (ii)
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AR TR & WATTal (T WA s BIgeRT ) gRT W fert T wifaferer ameer o arfigemme
Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India
(Other than the Ministry of Defence)

T& 7oAt 7. Foalloge o THTE T -1 (7 TH FHIHR)
% feweft, 23 3181a, 2014 8. Thosfoge TC THIE hoTared HhIeveR, fogdt Tgama
TSP 1299, -~ 9 TIHN, TSI (H & AHH (SREE)
JASH & faw gdm) f=m, 1976 (I weifed, 1987) & 9. Foafioge e 8ot STRFRT At SRIYT (TSTEer)

oo 10 o 59 o (4) & STeen 78 Wi & Freferfa s '
10 St # fed 1 HTeaTe T W@ arel wHEE 10 T TS AT feall Tgaret (STEs)

T 80% W AT B ST o Therea®y 3 UAeg Sifugrea [¥e 12017/1/2012-f&=<]]
ETGIk ST (AR My, faeen (IS
1. Foalioge Tt 74T e A frvEre (W T MINISTRY OF HOME AFFAIRS
HIAR) New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2014
2. Foalioge e THTE ST Rl Rl (IR W) S.0. 1299.—1In pursuance of sub rule (4) of rule 10

of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the
3. $°3ﬁogows e ATeet-1I (% feefi-39) Union) Rules, 1976 ( as amended, 1987), the Central

4. Ho3foTe I IHTE TS TH=< ATl (ST IS;) Government hereby notifies the following 10 offices of the
. %oaﬁogo o1 3T S dief (STET) Mlmstry.of Home. Affairs, wherein th@ percentage of the

staff having working knowledge of Hindi has gone above
6. Shostioe ot 9t SARFETT anfett Tarett (TeTEer) 80%:—
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1. CISF 7th Res. Bn. Kishtwar (J&K)

CISF Unit RHPP Pipri (U.P.)

CISF Unit PPCL-III Bawana (New Delhi-39)
CISF Unit IG Mint Noida (U.P.)

CISF Unit DHEP Dhauli Ganga (Uttarakhand)
CISF 9th Res. Bn. Deoli (Rajasthan)

CISF Unit SHEP Sewa-1I (J&K)

CISF Unit KHEP Koteshwar, Tehri Garhwal
(Uttarakhand)

9. CISF 8th Res. Bn. Jaipur (Rajasthan)
10. CISF THDC Tehri Garhwal (Uttarakhand)

[No. 12017/1/2012-Hindi]
AVDESH KUMAR MISHRA, Director (OL)

© N kN

HfHeR, Treh f¥TehrE qen 93F 9™
(wwififer of wfdreror faam)
T2 feeett, 22 318, 2014

FHPSP 1300.-—Fh-419 TR TAG 5II GUS Uik Hied,
1973 (1974 1 A=Y Ho 2) =T ¥ 24 HT STHW (8)
BRI UG IfeRaail h1 TN ohid gU fowet! S=a =, faeett
T foeett fori gfers Terda (Hesfeatse) g1 9Ry fohe @
HoslloaTge %y TR 2 (T)/2005-HieleTE, TH-V, T2
faeefl (SR 99 TR & g qed 9w ff sree udm fie
1 71 o foa&g ST Ama) a0 369 ¢ 3R IHfeh o=
HTHE i a9 9 S THY G&AT 3361/2013 9T SATIAIEH
THY T 12369 3R 12370/2013 H 991 84 & foIw Ra &
TR HETIATHEa 4 Hodte Hear=l ohi foRTy T AT
% w9 F e it 7

[P Te 225/15/2008-T 3 €-11 |
REICASERC CIEs ]

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES
AND PENSIONS

(Department of Personnel and Training)

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1300.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by
sub-section(8) of section 24 of the Code of Criminal
Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 of 1974), the Central Government
hereby appoints Shri P.P. Malhotra, Additional Solicitor
General of India as Special Public Prosecutor for appearing
in Criminal M.A. No. 3361/2013 and Crl. M.As No. 12369
and 12370/2013 arising out of CBI case RC 2(A)/2005-CBI,
ACU-V, New Delhi

(DA case against Shri Akhand Pratap Singh, ex-Chief
Secretary, Govt. of UP & Others) instituted by the Delhi
Special Police Establishment (C.B.1L.) in the Delhi High Court
at Delhi and other matters connected therewith and
incidental thereto.

[E. No. 225/15/2008-AVD-II]
RAIJIV JAIN, Under Secy.

IR EIGR
(ot Qard faumr)
T2 feoett, 28 310d, 2014

HP3TP 1301. - -9 Y fafame wa fasm mifeem
A=, 2013 (2013 T123) T &R 4 §H UST Sfaal bl
AR X BT a1 TR TAGeN #ff sl faen ot &
v fafy fafemes @ fasm wifeesr (fuwsREn)
uishiicteh Heed (o) =1 9 o1 HIE9R T8Vl HTd i
A & 979 a4 i STaf4 & e A1 62 o6 i 3T I hid
T A1 ST AT qoh, N off Tgel &, T 3R HR Hi
gfaen & for 3.75 @@ €93 9fd |18 & daTAH | g
EGiRd

[®TeHe 2/1/2012-H13TR]
R HR, 7R wfea

MINISTRY OF FINANCE
(Department of Financial Services)
New Delhi, the 28th April, 2014

S.0. 1301.—In exercise of powers conferred by
Section 4 of the Pension Fund Regulatory and
Development Authority Act, 2013 (23 of 2013), the
Central Government hereby appoints Shri Raj Vikash
Verma, as Whole-Time Member (Finance) in the Pension
Fund Regulatory and Development Authority (PFRDA),
for a period of five years w.e.f. the date of assumption of
charge of the post or till attaining the age of 62 years or
until further orders, whichever is the earliest, at a
consolidated pay of Rs. 3.75 lakh (Rs. Three Lakh and
seventy five thousand only) per month, without facility
of house and car.

[F. No. 2/1/2012-PR]
SURINDER KAUR, Under Secy.

fors 3R SR WA
(arforsg faum)
¢ faeedl, 25 31, 2014

B3 1302.—-H=" WHR, fafa (Fanfad fFa=o
IR fAdreron) fom, 1964 < 79w 12 & Suf7am (2) & 9




[ 9 [1—@0E 3(ii)]

NG &1 T919F : TS 3, 2014/99m@ 13, 1936 3417

gfed frafa (Fenferd fresor iR frieon) sifufem, 1963
(1963 1 22) 1 &R 7 1 UER (1) §RI Y&d Afekazi
I A g, HEd uosiey e ye fae g (St
fafem), e w5, st wifewsh! g™ T, desde sed
o 101, STEHT S T, e 9 § feord €, 1 39 SAferg=,
% TST93 H YehTeM ohi TR 9 iF o6 ohi 31af¥ & o 9rd
TR & S0 HATCT, ohl ST He st 3975
20 feEmR, 1965 1 SAfergam § Surerg sty § faffde
Gftel 3R o7, -1, 1efq &g ot &l fafa § 1o
Freafafed ol & e1ei e, § S @i 3R s/aes &
fritern w1 & foaw uw e & w9 § A g
CRINE
() Tod Tosiug gfean we foe goamn (Sl fafeg),
qrad A, Tt Wifgeh! o™ T, e 3 e
o 101, AR St 7T, e, WS TR 7o I9-1 61
frarta (fieon) 99, 1965 & W 4 & 15F 31
BRI YT T8 RIS T Ugfd &1 S e & A,
=9 T frafa e aftug gro mfAfdee stfvmia
1 g Gfeerd i SR

(i) H9E THsiTE Sfean ue foe T (Sl fafeg),
qrad A, Tt Wifgeh! o™ T, e 3 e
o 101, ITERT F TET, T4, 39 AT H A
A el & e H fewe (e oin gerfad
o) frafa frderon afteg w9a-v9a R fafea §
fow T T frdel | oTes B

[T e 4/11/2013 -t fegon)
T e Farel, Sgea dfaa

MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY
(Department of Commerce)
New Delhi, the 25th April, 2014

S.0. 1302.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by
the sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Export (Quality
Control and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with
sub-rule (2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control
and Inspection) Rules, 1964, the Central Government
hereby recognises M/s. SGS India Pvt. Ltd., Satyabhama
(Joshi Building), 3rd Floor, Rua Francisco Luis Gomes,
P.O. Box No. 101, Vasco da Gama, Goa, India, as an agency
for a period of three years from the date of publication of
this notification in the Official Gazette, for the inspection
of Minerals and Ores-Group-I, namely, Iron Ore and
Bauxite, specified in the Schedule annexed to the

notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of
Commerce number S.O. 3975, dated the 20th December 1965,
prior to export of said minerals and ores at Goa, subject to
the following conditions, namely:—

@) that M/s. SGS India Pvt. Ltd., Satyabhama (Joshi
Building), 3rd Floor, Rua Francisco Luis Gomes, P.O.
Box No. 101, Vasco da Gama, Goa, shall give adequate
facilities to the officers nominated by the Export
Inspection Council in this behalf to examine the
method of inspection followed by them in carrying
out the inspection under rule 4 of the Export of
Minerals and Ores-Group I (Inspection) Rules, 1965;
and

@) that M/s. SGS India Pvt. Ltd., Satyabhama (Joshi
Building), 3rd Floor, Rua Francisco Luis Gomes, P.O.
Box No. 101, Vasco da Gama, Goa, in the performance
of their function under this notification shall be bound
by such directions as the Director (Inspection and
Quality Control) may give in writing, from time to
time.

[F.No. 4/11/2013-Export Inspection]
A.K. TRIPATHY, Jt. Secy.

8 feeett, 25 3194, 2014

HLI. 1303.--H=1 TR, i (Fanferd =
IR fadieron) fom, 1964 & fom 12 & Sufad (2) & @19
gfea Tt (Fenferer fresmr oiR faderon) sifufam, 1963
(1963 1 22) T &R 7 T U (1) R Y& Wi 1
JAM FA T, T e e foat dE #o (ur) foe,
TehER-aIRfeTd, fSe iR, ST 1 36 SAREEA], % TSus
T YRS i ARIE § i o9 i ST o ol AR TR &
SIS HATETE, T AT e TP 3975 TG 20 foww=r,
1965 1 SAferg=r # Iues oy § faffde wf1 &k
3T, TE-1, S1Tq @iie sk =1 frafd 9 gd fafafad
Tt & oTef aRfoe, # FRie e & foae uw stfyswa &
T H T <A T, A~

() 99 e g forg g Fe (Tr) T, Srerer-amfed,
foren item, 3, @f1st 3R erres w1 1 fafa
(Triegor) 7o, 1965 & 90 4 & 1 37 51
Frqar e Frdern &t ugfa w1 S e & fag, 3w
Tt T frdveror afteg g it stferenTiie <t
e gfaerd <,
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(i) T e o forg ds e (r) oo Srerer-arfeq,
orem i, 39, 39 STfeg= & S1EiA o0 i
& e e (Frderor iR Fanferd fesn) grr
-THd W fafea # fou 7 td e 9 oferg 3

[P e 4/12/2013-F=rta fderon
T e Farel, Haa e

New Delhi, the 25th April, 2014

S.0. 1303.—In exercise of the powers conferred
by the sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Export (Quality
Control and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with
sub-rule (2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control
and Inspection) Rules, 1964, the Central Government
hereby recognises M/s. R.V. Briggs & Co. (P) Ltd., P.O.-
Barbil, District-Keonjhar, Orissa, as an agency for a
period of three years from the date of publication of this
notification in the Official Gazette, for the inspection of
Minerals and Ores-Group-I, namely, Iron Ore and
Manganese, Ore, specified in the Schedule annexed to
the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry
of Commerce number S.O. 3975, dated the 20th
December 1965, prior to export of said minerals and ores
at Barbil, subject to the following conditions, namely:—

(i) that M/s R.V. Briggs & Co. (P) Ltd., P.O.-Barbil,
District-Keonjhar, Orissa, shall give adquate facilities
to the officers nominated by the Export Inspection
Council in this behalf to examine the method of
inspection followed by them in carrying out the
inspection under rule 4 of the Export of Minerals and
Ores-Group I (Inspection) Rules, 1965; and

(i) that M/s. R.V. Briggs & Co. (P) Ltd., P.O.-Barbil,
District-Keonjhar, Orissa, in the performance of their
function under this notification shall be bound by
such directions as the Director (Inspection and Quality
Control) may give in writing, from time to time.

[F.No. 4/12/2013-Export Inspection]
A.K. TRIPATHY, Jt. Secy.

8 feeedt, 25 3194, 2014

H.3M. 1304.—-FH=1T TR, Fata (Fanfed fFremm
3R friteron) from, 1964 & f7om 12 & 3ufaw (2) & @y
ufeq fafa (Fenfead fresmr o) fieon) stfuftam, 1963
(1963 T 22) ! ¥ 7 ! SUHN (1) §RI Y& T 1
TAN w3 gL, ol wEsiug 3fea yp for, @wie 0 64,

StreTgere!, 79 U, g6 I, GReet-360577 oM, WRd #
feera B, 01 590 SAferg=, o ToT9e # Yo 1 akiE 9 i
oY HI Y % U WRd WHR & Afvred HA1ed, i
ST T FP3T 3975 AN 20 TSR, 1965 3R H&A
3t 3978 farish 20 fodwR 1965 &1 Aferg=1 § SUeig
srgfaat # fafafde @fst 3R swrer, 7u-1, IemEe qon
@it IR o7k Ju-11 19iq S Fmee 1 s fafa
§ gd frfafed ol & o1efiF dRaey, e, TR 3R
drarera, H 3o @S AR 3Tk @RI 3 & o &
fTRTOr & B9 H A=A Tt §, ST

() g wEsieg gfean e foe wie 64, StemEerdt, 39
e, o R}, UREET-360577 TSN, @S 3R 7R
7u-1, &1 frafa (e frem, 1965 iR @1 3ik
ek qu-11 &1 frafa (Faeon) f=m, 1965 &
oM 4 & 272l 37 g1 o1 T8 fRie 8t wsfa
1 S A o fere, gw ffa frafa fdemon afteg gra
Faffdee sfuemfEt w1 vara gigemd 3, ik

(i) T Tsiey fedn ge foe wie = 64, SfeEgert, 39
Ug, ¥H T, INEET-360577 TONId, 39 AT &
ST 319 e o e Feeres (Friego oiR s
o) frafa e afteg wva-wva W fafed §
fow T T frdel | oTes B

[P o 4/13/2013-Tafa frero)
T e T, WY dtaa

New Delhi, the 25th April, 2014

S.0. 1304.—In exercise of the powers conferred
by the sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Export (Quality
Control and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with
sub-rule (2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control
and Inspection) Rules, 1964, the Central Government
hereby recognises M/s. SGS India Pvt. Ltd, Plot No. 64,
GIDC Main Road, Dharam Pur, Porbandar-360 577
Gujarat, India, as an agency for a period of three years
from the date of publication of this notification in the
Official Gazette, for the inspection of Minerals and Ores
-Group-I namely, Bauxite and Minerals & Ores Group-II,
namely, Zinc Concentrate, specified in the Schedules
annexed to the notifications of the Government of India
in the Ministry of Commerce number S.O. 3975, dated
the 20th December 1965, and number S.O. 3978, dated
the 20th December, 1965 respectively, prior to export of
the said Minerals and Ores at Porbandar, Kutch, Jamnagar
and Pipavayv, subject to the following conditions, namely:-
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that M/s. SGS India Pvt. Ltd., Plot No. 64, GIDC Main
Road, Dharam Pur, Porbandar-360 577, Gujarat, shall
give adquate facilities to the officers nominated by
the Export Inspection Council in this behalf to examine
the method of inspection followed by them in carrying
out the inspection under rule 4 of the Export of
Minerals and Ores, Group-I (Inspection) Rules, 1965
and the Export of Minerals and Ores-Group-II
(Inspection) Rules, 1965; and

(i) that M/s. SGS India Pvt. Ltd. Plot No. 64, GIDC Main

Road, Dharam Pur, Porbandar-360 577 Gujarat, in the
performance of their function under this notification
shall be bound by such directions the Director
(Inspection and Quality Control) Export Inspection

Council may give in writing, from time to time.
[F.No. 4/13/2013-Export Inspection]

A.K. TRIPATHY, Jt. Secy.

=% feeeft, 29 31dd, 2014

1.3, 1305.—-F&H Wiesh, Y2iferem o) @f st areueis (offa # Suaim & eifeeR o1 15 1fufm, 1962 (1962
H150) i ¥R 17 & 212 forfaa Wiferm o) @fsm ueaemsa (yf # swim o1 sifusr &1 orsiq) fom, 1963 & fram 4 &
3UFE (1) & W & TR0 b, T (Sfean) fafes & vt § f59d, aenfeafa, 39 &9 7 gft § swim =1 eifyer e
o T R = 39 & H ureueEd o Wi ffed € e wnelt & wiv 8 # g sfeafad ver wew T & fasa-ared
RIS UFETS o e & UEUCE fa=m M & Jarer i i i ari s e g |

HerTe-1
STt
g 3 (1) & A Aferg= g 6 (1) & A Aferg=m
FH TG HTAE A RECER:) FreTe TE 31K RECER:) FreTe & 3R T HT I
o R FRRH Tt YHRH Tt EARGSIED
Tt feAieR
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1. JEdEeE TR 30.03.1985 311(37) 30.03.1985 14.09.1985 4293 (31) 14.09.1985 01.11.2010
23.04.2008 921 (37) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008
2. R TR 23.04.2008 921 (37) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008  26.11.2010
3. TR THE 23.04.2008 921 (37) 23.04.2008  10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008  01.11.2010
4. wfear TEE 23.04.2008 921 (31) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008  14.05.2010
5. =@ THTE 23.04.2008 921 (31) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008  01.11.2010
30.03.1985 1300 (31) 30.03.1985  04.09.1985 4295 (31) 04.09.1985
6. TS T 23.04.2008 921 (31) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008  01.11.2010
7. ISR T 23.04.2008 921 (31) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008  26.11.2010
8. Hiem T 01.12.1984 4142 (31) 01.12.1984  05.10.1985 4718(31) 05.10.1985  01.11.2010
23.04.2008 921 (31) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008
9. fomrerd T 08.12.1984  4282(31) 08.12.1984 06.11.1985 5231(37) 06.11.1985 11.11.2010
23.04.2008 921 (31) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008
10. TR T 21.03.1987  2285(31) 21.03.1987 08.08.1987 2027(37) 08.08.1987  26.11.2010
23.04.2008 921 (31) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008
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(1) (@) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8)
1. e RNyl 23.04.2008 921 ('37) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008 28.02.2011
12, fomemEn RNyl 01.10.1984 2532(3) 09.09.1984 17.05.1984 440(21) 10.05.1985 28.02.2011

23.04.2008 921 ('37) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (1) 10.10.2008
13, foafen RNyl 01.10.1994 2545(31) 09.04.1994 28.03.1995 270(37) 24.03.1995 26.11.2010
14, Toemes RNyl 01.10.1994 2533() 09.09.1994 09.03.1995 143(21) 02.03.1995 11.11.2010
15. Ed RNyl 01.10.1994 2531(31) 09.09.1994 28.03.1995 269(21) 24.03.1995 11.11.2010
16. FHIR RNl 01.10.1994 2544(37) 09.09.1994 21.04.1995 377(37) 19.04.1995 26.11.2010
17. '@F&Wﬁ sl 01.10.1994 2543(3) 09.09.1994 21.04.1995 375(37) 19.04.1995 26.11.2010
18. WW sl 01.10.1994 2541(31) 09.09.1994 21.04.1995 375(37) 19.04.1995 20.12.2010
19. TERES Ryl 01.10.1994 2542(3) 09.09.1994 09.03.1995 149( ) 02.03.1995 11.11.2010
20. IR RNyl 01.10.1994 2540(37) 09.09.1994 21.04.1995 376(31) 19.04.1995 11.11.2010
21, SHQ RNyl 01.10.1994 2539(31) 09.09.1994 09.03.1995 148(27) 02.03.1995 26.11.2010
22, = Ryl 01.10.1994 2538(31) 09.09.1994 21.04.1995 374(37) 19.04.1995 18.12.2010
23, TRHTEE Ryl 01.10.1994 2537(3) 09.09.1994 09.03.1995 147(31) 02.03.1995 11.11.2010
24. '@ﬁﬁ RNyl 01.10.1994 2536(21) 09.09.1994 09.03.1995 146(27) 02.03.1995 11.11.2010
25.  EETEINR TG 01.10.1994 2535(1) 09.09.1994 03.03.1995 145(31) 02.03.1995 26.11.2010
26.  FERhT TG 01.10.1994 2534() 09.09.1994 09.03.1995 144(37) 02.03.1995 11.11.2010
27. HmEd e 15.10.1994 2762(37) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 367(31) 19.04.1995 11.11.2010
28.  FhHLR i 15.10.1994 2463(37) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 367(37) 28.04.1995 11.11.2010
29. 'ﬂ'ﬁ?ﬂ e 15.10.1994 2766(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 262(37) 24.03.1995 26.11.2010
30. SIEE e 15.10.1994 2765(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 261(37) 24.03.1995 26.11.2010
31, faenfaett e 15.10.1994 2766(37) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 150(21) 02.03.1995 26.11.2010
32, TIEM e 15.10.1994 2761(27) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 264(31) 24.03.1995 26.11.2010
33. TR e 15.10.1994 2764(37) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 151(37) 02.03.1995 11.11.2010
34, faam e 15.10.1994 2768(37) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 152(31) 02.03.1995 28.02.2011
35. Eﬁ[@"'ﬂ e 25.02.1995 509(37) 11.02.1995 13.06.1995 518(21) 02.06.1995 28.02.2011
36. aﬁl@f e 15.10.1994 2769(37) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 365(31) 19.04.1995 29.10.2010
37. @G i 15.10.1994 2770( ) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 265(37) 24.03.1995 29.10.2010
38.  ehdrdl e 15.10.1994 2771(31) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 153(21) 02.03.1995 29.10.2010
39. IR e 15.10.1994 2772( ) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 154(21) 02.03.1995 29.10.2010
40. S i 15.10.1994 2773( ) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 125(21) 02.03.1995 29.10.2010
41.  Sohlsled i 15.10.1994 2774( ) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 263(37) 24.03.1995 29.10.2010
42, TFER e 15.10.1994 2775(3) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 271(37) 24.03.1995 28.02.2011
43. Ta e 15.10.1994 2776(37) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 156(27) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
44, TERT e 15.10.1994 2777() 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 157(31) 02.03.1995 29.10.2010
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
45. TS RIARE 15.10.1994 2778(31) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 158(37) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
46. WU RIARE 15.10.1994 2779( 1) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 159(37) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
47, fafen e 15.10.1994 2780(37) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 160(37) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
48. o RIARE 15.10.1994 2781(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 267(31) 24.03.1995 01.11.2010
49. IR RIARE 15.10.1994 2782( 1) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 161(37) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
50. e FRIARE 15.10.1994 2783( 1) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 162(37) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
51. HEER RIARE 15.10.1994 2766(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 266(37) 24.03.1995 01.11.2010
5. W@ RIARE 15.10.1994 2784( 1) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 163(37) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
53. @@ FRIARE 15.10.1994 2785(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 366(31) 19.04.1995 01.11.2010
54, facirren Torergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 01.11.2010
55. <t Forergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 02.05.1995 395(37) 28.04.1995 01.11.2010
56. ST Foreagd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 17.04.1995 01.11.2010
57. TSR Forergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 01.11.2010
58. 3w Forergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
59. AHgA Forergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258( 1) 25.03.1995 28.02.2011
60. hISERT Torergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
61. HeR@E Torergd 29.10.1994 2975(37) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
62. T Forergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258( 1) 25.03.1995 25.02.2011
63. 34 gl 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
64. Toregd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258( 1) 25.03.1995 25.02.2011
65. WRER Torergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
66. WEYE Forergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
67. TR Forergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
68. THEHS Torergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
69. faeqa Forergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
70. THAARETS  TYrErgd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258( 1) 25.03.1995 25.02.2011
71, TRUEHE eyl 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
72. TRGHI Torergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
73, AETEE Forergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369( 1) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
74,  Toenge Forergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258( 1) 25.03.1995 25.02.2011
75, Towuad Torergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258( 1) 25.03.1995 25.02.2011
76. T Torergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 269(37) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
77. Tamfen Torergd 29.10.1994 2975(3) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369(31) 19.04.1995 03.01.2012

10.06.2008 1425(31) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008
78. faequ Torergd 29.10.1994 2975(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258( 1) 25.03.1995 03.01.2012
10.06.2008 1425(31) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008
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79. =W ﬁ'la'ﬂﬁ 29.10.1994 2975(3) 22.09.1994 28.03.1005 258(37) 25.03.1995 03.01.2012
10.06.2008 1425(37) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

80. TIHY ﬁ'la'ﬂﬁ 29.10.1994 2975(3) 22.09.1994 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008 03.01.2012
25.06.2008 1559(37) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

81. ST Rl 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 24.03.1995 08.01.2012

82. T’IT‘TQ Rl 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 268(31) 24.03.1995 08.01.2012
10.06.2008 1425(37) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

83. TIT‘TIH Rl 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(31) 24.03.1995 21.04.2011
25.06.2008 1559(37) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

84.  SCTORTHTI Rl 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 268(31) 24.03.1995 21.04.2011
25.06.2008 1559(37) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

85. ﬁ%ﬂ'@é et 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(31) 24.03.1995 21.04.2011
10.06.2008 1425(37) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

86. @‘Tﬂ? el 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(31) 24.03.1995 08.01.2012
25.06.2008 1559(37) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

87. Sy Rl 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 368(37) 19.04.1995 08.01.2012
10.06.2008 1425(37) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

88.  EICY Rl 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(31) 24.03.1995 21.04.2011
10.06.2008 1425(37) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

89. @Il el 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(31) 24.03.1995 21.04.2011
10.06.2008 1425(37) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

90. aﬁw&x et 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(31) 24.03.1995 03.01.2012
25.06.2008 1559(37) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008
29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 268(31) 24.03.1995 03.01.2012

91. YeEd el 25.05.2009 1336(37) 22.05.2009 06.09.2010 2178(21) 03.09.2010 03.01.2012
10.06.2008 1425(37) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

92. éﬁm el 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369(37) 19.04.1995 08.04.2012
25.06.2008 1559(37) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

93. '{Jﬁ%[ Rl 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(31) 24.03.1995 08.01.2012
25.06.2008 1559(37) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

94. el el 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 268(31) 24.03.1995 08.01.2012
01.08.2009 1873(37) 31.07.2009 06.09.2010 2188(27) 03.09.2010
25.06.2008 1559(37) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

95. Tl Rl 29.10.1994 2976(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
25.06.2008 1559(37) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(37) 10.10.2008

96. HeHIH 1%151?’3!'3? 15.10.1994 2786(37) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 372(37) 19.04.1995 28.02.2010
24.06.2008 1560(37) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2437(27) 10.10.2008
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97. W 1%151'4'3? 15.10.1994 2786(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 259(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
24.06.2008 1560(37) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2437(27) 10.10.2008 28.02.2010
98. ﬁ%ﬂ 1%151'4'3? 15.10.1994 2786(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 272(37) 24.03.1995 28.02.2010
99. §H§ 1%151'4'3? 15.10.1994 2786(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 272(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
100. @G 1%151'4'3? 25.05.2009 1336(37) 22.05.2009 06.09.2010 2178(21) 03.09.2010 28.09.2010
15.10.1994 2786(37) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 372(37) 19.04.1995 28.09.2010
101, feemet i 15.10.1994 2787(3) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
24.06.2008 1561(27) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2434(37) 10.10.2008
102. *{fr S 15.10.1994 2787(3) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
24.06.2008 1561(27) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2434(37) 10.10.2008
103, &ien i 15.10.1994 2787(3) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
24.06.2008 1561(27) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2434(37) 10.10.2008
104, SFERI i 15.10.1994 2787(3) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
24.06.2008 1561(27) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2434(37) 10.10.2008
105. G?F'ﬁ'ﬂ?[ S 15.10.1994 2787( ) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
106. =R S 15.10.1994 2787(3) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
107. RS S 15.10.1994 2787(3) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
108. & S 27.10.1994 2760(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 255(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
109. Eﬁ'QTﬂT[ S 15.10.1994 2760(37) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 370(37) 19.04.1995 28.09.2010
110. wU i 15.10.1994 2760(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 255(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
111. ﬂw i 15.10.1994 2760(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 255(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
112. '@_&'ﬁ'&lTﬂT[ i 15.10.1994 2760(37) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 255(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
113. 1?I'EI'IF‘IHT[ i 15.10.1994 2787(3) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
114, & i 15.10.1994 2787( ) 22.09.1994 15.04.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
115.  Fhel i 15.10.1994 2787(3) 22.09.1994 28.09.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
116. Bl i 15.10.1994 2787( ) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
117.  S9IQ i 15.10.1994 2787(3) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
118. @‘Tﬂ? i 15.10.1994 2787(3) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
119. W’I@f i 15.10.1994 2760(37) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 271(37) 19.04.1995 28.09.2010
120, &R FARE 15.10.1994 2788( ) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
121. oI FARE 15.10.1994 2788( ) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
122, THED FARE 15.10.1994 2788( ) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
123, forcten FARE 15.10.1994 2788( ) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
124. ‘ﬂTIElFﬁ FARE 15.10.1994 2788( ) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
125. 'ﬁ\_yﬂfﬁ FARE 15.10.1994 2788( ) 22.09.1994 11.05.1996 1408(37) 15.04.1996 28.09.2010
126. fuerdan FARE 15.10.1994 2788( ) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
127. REHMTE FARE 15.10.1994 2788( ) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(37) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
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128. fdfmi FHARE 15.10.1994  2788(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257( 1) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
129. ol FHARE 15.10.1994  2788(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
130. WESFR ~ HoRE 15.10.1994  2788(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 273(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
131, T FHARE 15.10.1994  2788(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257( 1) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010
132. &g FHARE 15.10.1994  2788(31) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(31) 24.03.1995 28.09.2010

[Tl To TA-14014/24/2014-S1 ]
T dte AT, STeR died

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS

New Delhi, the 29th April, 2014

S.0. 1305.—In pursuance of the proviso to sub-rule (i) of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition
of Right of User in Land) Rules, 1963, framed under Section 17 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Competent Authority, GAIL (India) Limited with whom the right of user in
the land in that area has been vested or ownership of the pipeline in that area vests as the case may be, hereby declares the

date of termination of operation of laying Vijaipur—Dadri Pipeline Project in Madhya Pradesh State as mentioned in column
- 8 of the Schedule below, namely:—

ANNEXURE-1
SCHEDULE
Notification Under Section 3(1) Notification Under Section 6(1)
Sr.No. Name of Tehsil Date of S.0.No. & Date Date of S.0.No. & Date Date of
Village Publication Publication Termination
of Gazeete of Gazeete of operations
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1 Babdikheda  Raghogarh 30.03.1985 311(A)30.03.1985 14.09.1985 4293(A) 14.09.1985 1.11.2010
23.04.2008 921 (A)23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435(A) 10.10.2008
2 Dorana Raghogarh 23.04.2008 921(A)23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435(A) 10.10.2008 26.11.2010
3 Pagara Raghogarh 23.04.2008 921 (A) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (A) 10.10.2008 1.11.2010
4 Ruthyai Raghogarh 23.04.2008 921(A)23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435(A) 10.10.2008 14.05.2010
23.04.2008 921 (A) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (A) 10.10.2008 1.11.2010
5 Debhri Raghogarh
30.03.1985 1300(A)30.03.1985 04.09.1985 4295 (A)04.09.1985
6 Panj Guna 23.04.2008 921 (A) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (A) 10.10.2008 1.11.2010
7 Bagrangghar Guna 23.04.2008 921(A)23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435(A) 10.10.2008 26.11.2010
01.12.1984 4142(A)01.12.1984 50.10.1985 4718 (A) 05.10.1985
8 Sojna Guna 23.04.2008 921(A)23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435(A) 10.10.2008 1.11.2010
08.12.1984 4282 (A)08.12.1984 06.11.1985 5231(A)06.11.1985
9 Vinayakkhedi Guna 23.04.2008 921(A)23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435(A) 10.10.2008 1.11.2010
21.03.1987 2285(A)21.03.1987 08.08.1987 2027 (A)08.08.1987 26.11.2010
10 Muhalpur Guna 23.04.2008 921 (A) 23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435 (A) 10.10.2008 26.11.2010
11 Chavni Guna 23.04.2008 921(A)23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435(A) 10.10.2008 28.02.2011
01.10.1994 2532(A)09.09.1984 17.05.1985 440(A) 10.05.1985
12 Sigwasha Guna 23.04.2008 921(A)23.04.2008 10.10.2008 2435(A) 10.10.2008 26.11.2010
13 Pipariya Guna 01.10.1994 2545(A)09.04.1994 28.03.1995 270(A)24.03.1995 26.11.2010
14 Silawati Guna 01.10.1994 2533(A)09.09.1994 09.03.1995 143 (A)02.03.1995 11.11.2010

15  Tarabta Guna 01.10.1994 2531(A)09.09.1994 28.03.1995 269 (A)24.03.1995 11.11.2010
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16 Dhamnar Guna 01.10.1994 2544 (A) 09.09.1994 21.04.1995 377 (A) 19.04.1995 26.11.2010
17 Kutiyabad Guna 01.10.1994 2543 (A) 09.09.1994 21.04.1995 375 (A) 19.04.1995 26.11.2010
18 Bhadora Guna 01.10.1994 2543 (A) 09.09.1994 21.04.1995 375 (A) 19.04.1995 20.12.2010
19 Gwarkheda Guna 01.10.1994 2542 (A) 09.09.1994 09.03.1995 149 (A) 02.03.1995 11.11.2010
20 Sagoriya Guna 01.10.1994 2540 (A) 09.09.1994 21.04.1995 376 (A) 19.04.1995 11.11.2010
21 Jamra Guna 01.10.1994 2539 (A) 09.09.1994 09.03.1995 148 (A) 02.03.1995 26.11.2010
22 Myana Guna 01.10.1994 2538 (A) 09.09.1994 21.04.1995 374 (A) 19.04.1995 18.12.2010
23 Padmankhedi Guna 01.10.1994 2537 (A) 09.09.1994 09.03.1995 147 (A) 02.03.1995 11.11.2010
24 Khajuri Guna 01.10.1994 2536 (A) 09.09.1994 09.03.1995 146 (A) 19.04.1995 11.11.2010
25 Rabsarjagir Ishaghar 01.10.1994 2535 (A) 09.09.1994 03.03.1995 145 (A) 02.03.1995 26.11.2010
26 Ghurwarkala Ishaghar 01.10.1994 2534 (A) 09.09.1994 09.03.1995 144 (A) 02.03.1995 11.11.2010
27  Sigakhedi Kolaras 15.10.1994 2762 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1985 367 (A) 19.04.1995 11.11.2010
28 Bakaspur Kolaras 15.10.1994 2463 (A) 22.09.1994 02.05.1995 394 (A) 28.04.1995 11.11.2010
29 Sumela Kolaras 15.10.1994 2766 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 262 (A) 24.03.1995 26.11.2010
30 Badarvash Kolaras 15.10.1994 2765 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 261 (A) 24.03.1995 26.11.2010
31 Tilatili Kolaras 15.10.1994 2765 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 150 (A) 02.03.1995 26.11.2010
32 Anwara Kolaras 15.10.1994 2761 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 264 (A) 24.03.1995 26.11.2010
33 Digodh Kolaras 15.10.1994 2764 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 151 (A) 02.03.1995 11.11.2010
34 Chitara Kolaras 15.10.1994 2768 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 152 (A) 02.03.1995 28.02.2011
35 Buda dogar Kolaras 25.02.1995 509 (A) 11.02.1995 13.06.1995 518 (A) 02.06.1995 28.02.2011
36 Kulhadi Kolaras 15.10.1994 2769 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 365 (A) 19.04.1995 29.10.2010
37 Kharai Kolaras 15.10.1994 2770 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 265 (A) 24.03.1995 29.10.2010
38 Lukwasha Kolaras 15.10.1994 2771 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 153 (A) 02.03.1995 29.10.2010
39 Dondyai Kolaras 15.10.1994 2772 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 154 (A) 02.03.1995 29.10.2010
40 Jur Kolaras 15.10.1994 2773 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 125 (A) 02.03.1995 29.10.2010
41 Ukawal Kolaras 15.10.1994 2774 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 263 (A) 24.03.1995 29.10.2010
42 Panwari Kolaras 15.10.1994 2775 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 271 (A) 24.03.1995 01.11.2011
43  Gudha Kolaras 15.10.1994 2776 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 156 (A) 02.03.1995 29.10.2010
44 Gugwara Kolaras 15.10.1994 2777 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 157 (A) 02.03.1995 29.10.2010
45 Biramkhedi Kolaras 15.10.1994 2778 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 158 (A) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
46 Mohra Kolaras 15.10.1994 2779 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 159 (A) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
47 Tighariya Kolaras 15.10.1994 2780 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 160 (A) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
48 Piprodha Kolaras 15.10.1994 2781 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 267 (A) 24.03.1995 01.11.2010
49 Bagroda Kolaras 15.10.1994 2782 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 161 (A) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
50 Nitwash Kolaras 15.10.1994 2783 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 162 (A) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
51 Kulwara Kolaras 15.10.1994 2766 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 266 (A) 24.03.1995 01.11.2010
52 Madikhera Kolaras 15.10.1994 2784 (A) 22.09.1994 09.03.1995 163 (A) 02.03.1995 01.11.2010
53 Deherwara Kolaras 15.10.1994 2785 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 366 (A) 19.04.1995 01.11.2010
54 Bilokala Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995 01.11.2010
55 Choki Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 02.05.1995 395 (A) 28.04.1995 01.11.2010
56 Asuakehdi Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 17.04.1995 01.11.2010
57 Malakhedi Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995 01.11.2010
58 Tongra Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
59 Tanpur Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258 (A) 25.03.1995 28.02.2011
60 Kodabda Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
61 Kabirkhedi Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995 25.02.2011
62 Chhar Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258 (A) 25.03.1995 25.02.2011
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63 Tharri Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995  25.02.2011
64 Thara Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258 (A) 25.03.1995  25.02.2011
65 Khorghar Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995  25.02.2011
66 Kharaibhat  Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995  25.02.2011
67 Dakrora Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995  25.02.2011
68 Ramabasai Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995  25.02.2011
69 Bilupura Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995  25.02.2011
70  Chakmankbasai Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258 (A) 25.03.1995  25.02.2011
71  Chakdhukalbasai Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995  25.02.2011
72 Tarkaa Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995  25.02.2011
73 Madankhedi  Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995  25.02.2011
74  Sikrawada Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 258 (A) 25.03.1995  25.02.2011
75  Sikravadi Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 258 (A) 25.03.1995  25.02.2011
76  Sood Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 269 (A) 19.04.1995  25.02.2011
77 Simariya Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369 (A) 19.04.1995  03.01.2012
10.06.2008 1425 (A) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436 (A) 10.10.2008
78  Silpura Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1995 28.03.1995 258 (A) 25.03.1995  03.01.2012
10.06.2008 1425 (A) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436 (A) 10.10.2008
79 Dendri Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975 (A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 258 (A) 25.03.1995  03.01.2012
10.06.2008 1425 (A) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
80  Shyampur Shivpuri 29.10.1994 2975(A)22.09.1994 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008 03.01.2012
25.06.2008 1559(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
81  Berja Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 28.03.1995 24.03.1995 08.01.2012
82  Gugarpati Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 28.03.1995 268(A)24.03.1995
10.06.2008 1425(A) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008
83  Gugargaov Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(A)24.03.199 21.04.2011
25.06.2008 1559(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
8  Billibaramata  Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 28.03.1995 268(A)24.03.1995 21.04.2011
25.06.2008 1559(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
8  Vinherakhurd Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(A)24.03.1995 21.04.2011
10.06.2008 1425(A) 06.06.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
86  Husainpur Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(A)24.03.1995 08.01.2012
25.06.2008 1559(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
87 Balapur Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 21.04.1995 368(A) 19.04.1995 08.01.2012
10.06.2008 1425(A) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
88  Aavadpur Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(A)24.03.1995 21.04.2011
10.06.2008 1425(A) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
89 Khatka Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(A)24.03.1995 21.04.2011
10.06.2008 1425(A) 06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
90  Ahilyapur Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(A)24.03.1995 03.01.2012
25.06.2008 1559(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
91 Patiwari Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 28.03.1995 268(A)24.03.1995 03.01.2012
25.05.2009 1336(A)22.05.2009 06.09.2010 2178(A)03.09.2010
10.06.2008 1425 (A)06.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008 03.01.2012
92 Devpurkala  Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 21.04.1995 369(A) 19.04.1995 08.01.2012
25.06.2008 1559(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
93 Gurichha Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.994 28.03.1995 260(A)24.03.1995 08.01.2012
25.06.2008 1559(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
% Burda Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A) 22/09/1994 28.03.1995 268(A) 14.03.1995 08.01.2012
25.06.2009 1559(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008
95 Kema Pohri 29.10.1994 2976(A)22.09.1994 28.03.1995 260(A)24.03.1995 28.09.2010
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25.06.2008  1559(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2436(A) 10.10.2008  28.09.2010
96  Shasram Vijaipur 15.10.1994  2786(A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 372(A) 19.04.1995  28.02.2010
24.06.2008  1560(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2437(A) 10.10.2008
97 Farara Vijaipur 15.10.1994  2786(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 259(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
24.06.2008  1560(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2437(A) 10.10.2008  28.02.2010
98 Budera Vijaipur 15.10.1994  2786(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 272(A) 24.03.1995  28.02.2010
99  Dudhye Vijaipur 15.10.1994  2786(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 272(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
100  Khurjan Vijaipur 25.05.2009  1336(A) 22.05.2009 06.09.2010 2178(A) 03.09.2010  28.09.2010
15.10.1994  2786(A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 372(A) 19.04.1995  28.09.2010
101 Tidabli Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
24.06.2008  1561(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2434(A) 10.10.2008
102 Bhuri Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
24.06.2008  1561(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2434(A) 10.10.2008
103 Dhondha  Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 245(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
24.06.2008  1561(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2434(A) 10.10.2008
104 Baskhoa Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
24.06.2008  1561(A) 24.06.2008 10.10.2008 2434(A) 10.10.2008
105 Jogipura Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(A)24.03.1995  28.09.2010
106 Kanhar Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
107 Arithi Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
108 Rakhera Jora 27.10.1994  2760(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 255(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
109 Hariyapura Jora 15.10.1994  2760(A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 370(A) 19.04.1995  28.09.2010
110 Mara Jora 15.10.1994  2760(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 255(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
111 Bhajekapura Jora 15.10.1994  2760(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 255(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
112 Khadiyapura Jora 15.10.1994  2760(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 255(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
113 Gopalpura  Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
114 Telri Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 15.04.1995 256(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
115 Ghurkuda  Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.09.1995 256(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
116  Kherli Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
117 Japthap Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
118 Husenpur  Jora 15.10.1994  2787(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 256(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
119 Brajghadi  Jora 15.10.1994  2760(A) 22.09.1994 21.04.1995 271(A) 19.04.1995  28.09.2010
120  Sagoriya Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
121 Sighacholi  Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
122 Devchha Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.03.1994 28.03.1995 257(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
123 Bilaooa Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
124 Burabli Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
125  Sujarma Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 11.05.1996 1408(A)15.04.1996  28.09.2010
126 Bilsaiya Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
127 Beraimanghar Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
128 Rithoniya  Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
129 Nepri Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
130 Rajpurajagir Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 273(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010
131 Pachikha  Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(A) 24.03.1996  28.09.2010
132 Hatipura Kelaras 15.10.1994  2788(A) 22.09.1994 28.03.1995 257(A) 24.03.1995  28.09.2010

[F. No. L-14014/24/2014-G.P.]
S.P. AGARWAL, Under Secy
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T2 faeett, 29 a4, 2014

1.3, 1306.--T&H IR, Tiferem R @1t arsuersa (off o STarT & iferehR o1 15 tfafm, 1962 (1962
H150) i ¥R 17 & 212 forfaa Wferm ok wftt wreaemsa (yfa # swim o1 stfuer &1 orsiq) fom, 1963 & fram 4 &
AT (1) & e & SR H, e (sfrean) fafhee o qumst § fad, genfeafq, 9 &= 3 fa 4 sem 1 sifusr fafea
o 7o & o1 3 &1 § UIeetrE o1 st ffed ®, S Orolt & Ty 8 § g Sfeafad ned uee U @ gasl- R - fasa R
YEUCTE TS & W1EH § TEUCEH o S & J=1er o1 SR i a’iRg S S ¢ |

HerTe-1
STt
g 3 (1) & A Aferg=m g 6 (1) & A Aferg=m
O MAHAH IR RELEE: 1T, T SR RELER: FeeTe G SR HE ) g
4. TR WERTR ST feien TERTS T E§IED EARESICD
Tt Tt

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1. e HRTR 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 25.08.2011
2. GSRE HRTR 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 12.09.2011
3. RS R 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 15.09.2011
4. HRMES HRTR 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 15.09.2011
5. A T 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 28.12.2011
6. hHeTdrt T 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 21.09.2011
7. UefrmEd TSR 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 21.09.2011
8. et T 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 21.04.2012
9. ifea@d TR 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 20.06.2012
10. T T 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2558(1)10.11.2009 20.06.2012
1. @ RS 11.06.2009  1449(31)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2558(31)10.11.2009 20.06.2012
12. TREgQ T 22.06.2009 1804(37)22.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 08.04.2011
13. -1 TR 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2558(7)10.11.2009 20.06.2012
14, FEa-1 T 08.01.2010 37(371)08.01.2010 03.04.2010 746(31)03.04.2010 19.09.2011
15. e T 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 21.04.2012
16. TEHAI TS 22.09.2009 2421(31)22.09.2009 19.01.2010 113(31)19.01.2010 13.12.2011
17. T T 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 19.09.2011
18.  SETqq T 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 15.09.2011
19. =FgfEn T 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 13.09.2011
20. WY RS 22.09.2009  2421(31)22.09.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 26.11.2011
21, =i RS 11.06.2009  1449(31)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 22.04.2012
22, WETEE RS 11.06.2009  1449(31)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 22.04.2012
23, ST RS 11.06.2009  1449(31)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(37)10.11.2009 21.04.2012

24,  VIGETEE NSRS 11.06.2009 1449(31)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 20.09.2011
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25. forumgfenz R 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 21.04.2011
26. YR RGNS 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 21.04.2011
27. TS RGNS 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 20.09.2011
28. diued RGNS 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 19.04.2012
29. femed RGNS 22.07.2009 1804(37)22.07.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 28.12.2011
30. HHfeAhel  USG 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 09.11.2011
3L 'ahsrﬁmgé RGNS 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 09.11.2011
32. T RGNS 22.07.2009 1804(37)22.07.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 24.01.2012
33. iU RGNS 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 21.04.2012
34, SR RGNS 11.06.2009 1449(37)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(31)10.11.2009 20.09.2011
35. WS RGNS 11.06.2009 1449 (37) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (31) 10.11.2009 19.04.2012
36. SISIYU RGNS 11.06.2009 1449 (37) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (31) 10.11.2009 19.04.2012
37. WZ TSTTe 11.06.2009 1449 (37) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (31) 10.11.2009 24.01.2012
38. WgAM RGNS 11.06.2009 1449 (37) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (31) 10.11.2009 24.01.2012
39.  Sirefwa RGNS 11.06.2009 1449 (37) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (31) 10.11.2009 19.04.2012
40. 'ﬁ(”ﬂ%—&pf RGNS 11.06.2009 1449 (37) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (31) 10.11.2009 19.04.2012
41, STATAqq RGNS 11.06.2009 1449 (37) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (31) 10.11.2009 21.04.2012
42. A e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 24.04.2012
43. fFF'ITﬂT[ e 22.06.2009 1803 (1) 22.06.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 13.09.2011
44. W e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 25.08.2011
45, e e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 26.11.2011
46. IR e 03.04.2010 743 (37) 03.04.2010 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 03.04.2011
47. HREER e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 19.03.2012
48. WR'T e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 18.03.2012
49.  HgrRe e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 19.03.2012
50. O e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (2) 03.12.2009 18.03.2012
51 =R e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 24.04.2012
52. ®H e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 19.03.2012
53. HRYU e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 25.04.2012
54. EﬁGFﬁ'ﬂT[ e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 19.03.2012
55. Wﬂﬂ e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 19.03.2012
56. =ERAYU e 08.01.2010 37 (21) 08.01.2010 03.04.2010 746 (21) 03.04.2010 08.11.2011
57. '@Gﬁil'@é e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 13.09.2011
58. We e 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (21) 03.12.2009 08.11.2011
59. W EELE] 19.04.2011 764 (1) 19.04.2011 03.04.2010 746 (21) 03.04.2010 24.04.2012
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60. SRR RS 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (37) 03.12.2009 13.09.2011
61. ZeEEhel HFS 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (37) 10.12.2009 12.09.2011
62. Ta=r’d HFS 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (1) 10.12.2009 12.09.2011
63. STefrEel RS 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (1) 10.12.2009 12.09.2011
64. ESIEeRA RS 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (37) 10.12.2009 19.03.2012
65. W’@?’ﬁ HFS 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (37) 10.12.2009 19.03.2012
66. Ul HFS 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (37) 10.12.2009 19.03.2012
67. HA RS 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (37) 10.12.2009 13.09.2011
68. HihTeReT TERTE 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (37) 10.12.2009 13.09.2011
69. @S TERTE 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 18.03.2010 613 (1) 18.03.2010 08.11.2011
70. aA TERTE 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113 (37) 19.01.2010 08.11.2011
71.  3EA TERTE 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113 (37) 19.01.2010 08.11.2011
72.  dErm TERTE 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113 (37) 19.01.2010 08.11.2011
73. =i TERTE 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113 (37) 19.01.2010 04.05.2012
74, TRREE TERTE 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113 (37) 19.01.2010 19.03.2012
75. Wﬂ? TERTE 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113 (37) 19.01.2010 24.04.2012
76. W TERTE 22.07.2009 1803 (1) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113 (37) 19.01.2010 08.04.2011

New Delhi, the 29th April, 2014

[wloHe TA-14014/23/2014-1 9]
Tl YT, AR Hid

S.0. 1306 .—In pursuance of the proviso to sub-rule (i) of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Popelines (Acquisition

of Right of User in Land) Rules, 1963, framed under section 17 of the Petroleum and Minerals Popelines (Acquisition of
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Competent Authority, GAIL (India) Limited with whom the right of user in
the land in that area has been vested or ownership of the pipeline in that area vests as the case may be, hereby declares the
date of termination of operation of laying Dahej - Vemar - Vijaipur pipeline project in Madhya Pradesh State as mentioned in
column - 8§ of the Schedule below, namely:—

ANNEXURE-1
SCHEDULE
Notification Under section 3(1) Notification Under section 6(1)
Sr.No. Name of Tehsil Date of S.0.No. & Date Date of S.0.No. & Date Date of
Village Publication Publication Termination

of Gazette of Gazette of operations
@O @ 3) 4) ) (6) (7 ®)
1. Sandavta Sarangpur 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A) 10.11.2009 5.08.2011
2. Khanjarpur Sarangpur 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 12.09.2011
3. Barkhedikhuram Sarangpur 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 15.09.2011
4. Ghatakhedi Sarangpur 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 15.09.2011
5. Rasulpura Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009  28.12.2011
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6. Kalponi Rajgad 11.06.2009  1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009  21.09.2011
7. Paddaliya Khedi Rajgad 11.06.2009  1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009  21.09.2011
8. Chonsla Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 21.04.2012
9. Tumadiyakhedi Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 20062012
10.  Guradiya Rajgad 11.062009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 20.06.2012
1. Khajuri Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 20062012
12, Gorakhpura Rajgad 22062009 1804(A)22.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 08.04.2011
13. Kishanpuriya-1  Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 20062012
14, Kundibeh 1 Rajgad 08.01.2010 37(A)08.01.2010 03.04.2010 746(A)03.04.2010 19.09.2011
15. Lalpura Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 21.04.2012
16. Mohlampura  Rajgad 22.09.2009 2421(A)22.096.2009 19.01.2010 113(A)19.01.2010 13.12.2011
17.  Ranipura Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 19.09.2011
18. Dalelpura Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 15092011
19.  Chainpuriya Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 13092011
20, Salpura Rajgad 22.09.2009 2421(A)22.09.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 26.112011
21.  Saangi Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 21042011
22. Sawankheda  Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 22042012
23. Pura Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 21.04.2012
24. Bhadvakheda  Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 20092011
25. Kishanpuriya2 Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 21042011
26.  Rampuria Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 21042011
27. Raijlibe Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 20092011
28.  Pipalbe Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 19.04.2012
20, Hirankhedi Rajgad 22.07.2009 1804(A)22.07.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 28.122011
30. Ghoghadiyakala Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 09.11.2011
31.  Ghoghadiyakhurd Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 09.11.2011
32, Golyave Rajgad 22072009 1804(A)22.07.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 24012012
33, Kalipith Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858(A)10.11.2009 21.04.2012
3 Bnaniya Radgad 11.06.2009 1449(A) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (A) 10.11.2009 20092011
35 Lalatalai Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449(A)10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (A) 10.11.2009 19.04.2012
36  Bajpura Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449 (A) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (A) 10.11.2009 19.04.2012
37 Kundibeh 2 Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449 (A) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (A) 10.11.2009 24012012
38 Mahubabe Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449 (A) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (A) 10.11.2009 24012012
39 Jodakia Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449 (A) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (A) 10.11.2009 19.04.2012
40 Suwaheri Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449 (A) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (A)10.11.2012 19.04.2012
41 Jalalpura Rajgad 11.06.2009 1449 (A) 10.06.2009 10.11.2009 2858 (A) 10.11.2009 21.04.2012
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42 Sonahera Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 24.04.2012
43 Sigapura Chachoda 22.06.2009 1803 (A) 22.06.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 13.09.2011
44  Nesh Khurd Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 25.08.2011
45 Netya Khedi Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 26.11.2011
46 Jhordha Chachoda 03.04.2010 743 (A) 03.04.2010 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 03.04.2011
47 Mohammadpur Chachoda 22.07.2009  1803A22.07.2009 03.12009 3095(A) 03.12.2009 19.03.2012
48  Gunjari Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 18.03.2012
49 Muhashkala Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 19.03.2012
50 Polash Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 18.03.2012
51 Chachoda Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 24.04.2012
52 Chhan Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 19.03.2012
53 Mahespura Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 25.04.2012
54  Bijnipur Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 19.03.2012
55 Jyishingh Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 19.03.2012
56 Charanpura Chachoda 08.01.2010 37 (A) 08.01.2010 03.04.2010 746 (A) 03.04.2010  08.11.2011
57 Khejda Khurd ~ Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 13.09.2011
58 Ramra Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 08.11.2011
59 Ramrima Chachoda 19.04.2011 764 (A) 19.04.2011 03.04.2010 746 (A) 03.04.2010  24.04.2012
60 Barkherima Chachoda 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 03.12.2009 3095 (A) 03.12.2009 13.09.2011
61 Intkherima Kumbhraj 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183(A) 10.12.2009 12.09.2011
62 Sihari Kumbhraj 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (A) 10.12.2009 12.09.2011
63 Allikheri Kumbhraj 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (A) 10.12.2009 12.09.2011
64 Kherja Behra ~ Kumbbhraj 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (A) 10.12.2009 19.03.2012
65 Tulsikheri Kumbhraj 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 10.12.2009 3183 (A) 10.12.2009 19.03.2012
66 Upri Kumbhraj 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (A) 10.12.2009 19.03.2012
67 Manpura Kumbhraj 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (A) 10.12.2009 13.09.2011
68 Sanka Kalan Kumbhraj 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 11.12.2009 3183 (A) 10.12.2009 13.09.2011
69 Behra kheri Raghogad 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 18.03.2010 613 (A) 18.03.2010  08.11.2011
70 Barya Raghogad 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113 (A) 19.01.2010  08.11.2011
71 Awan Raghogad 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113 (A) 19.01.2010  08.11.2011
72. Bhesana Raghogad 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113(A) 19.01.2010 08.11.2011
73. Chetabari Raghogad 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113(A) 19.01.2010 04.05.2011
74. Ahirkheri Raghogad 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113(A) 19.01.2010 19.03.2012
75. Ahmedpur Raghogad 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113(A) 19.01.2010 24.04.2012
76. Husenpur Raghogad 22.07.2009 1803 (A) 22.07.2009 19.01.2010 113(A) 19.01.2010 08.04.2011

[F. No. L-14014/23/2014-G.P.]

S.P. AGARWAL, Under Secy.
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T HAT
¢ fewett, 30 319, 2014

FHPAP 1307.--H-=a1d TEHR, (T H AHH A FASH
& fore) Tsraren f9m, 1976 & 99 10 & S9F=H (4) &
SR H, T HATG & SHaid 3T a1et Fefaiad st
=1 fSraeh 80% W s1fere =i = fe=<i 1w I
T Y e 7, sifergfea st €

1. T S YreifiTeht STEeT e, S W
SIS, HIHCRH e, IS SRTIE-560 035 (hHieh)

[rar-737132 (Tafewa)

3. G FEEd, HEF WH 8, 18-TITR,

eTeR-751007 (3fifeam)
[Fe% 11016/1/2011-T&=<]

A AR, S |
MINISTRY OF TEXTILES
New Delhi, 30th April, 2014

S.0. 1307.—In pursuance of sub-Rule (4) of Rule
10 of the Official Languages (use for the official purpose
of the Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government,
hereby notifies the following offices of the Ministry of
Textiles, more than 80% staff whereof have acquired
working knowledge of Hindi:—

1. Seri Biotech Research Laboratory, Central Silk
Board, Carmelram Post, Kodathi, Bengarulu-560035
Karnataka.

2. Research Extention Centre, CSR&TI, Cntral Silk
Board, Rangpo-737132 Sikkim.

3. Regional Office, Central Silk Board, 18-
Satyanagar, Bhubaneswar-751007 Orissa.

[No. E. 11016/1/2011-Hindi]
SUNAINATOMAR, Jt. Secy.

HIe HATAd
% feoad], 2 U8 2014

PSP 1308.——h =9 THN i I8 Ydid =idl ¢ h
TR UG ST et e Y 9fit 3 A e s
fohT ST ) GWTerT §;

3R S ST § afvia yft & & &1 S siafas
F I {aish T AREA1/01/2014, IRIE 15 SR,
2014 &1 frltero Hea wrawieey fafaes (yfa ik a5

faamT) T B18H, We— 834929 (ARWE) & HETed | A1
TRIYS €eh, Trgel ShIcThiced [ATHSS, WiTd Td TdTet, fSer
T (ANEE), & HAd § 1 TG el 9l REe A
TRIeE® (TS 99R) STRAE-111, H=d @H Jre U6
festre T, Tear @, Thith TS, Tl (TRGE) T HEe™
T 1 FFel (9, 1, FRfAA 88 T, HIcahTa-700001
o e H o ST gehar g |

3d: 376, HEF WHR, HIFA ¥ &7 (375 3R
foenter) stfifTad, 1957 (1957 120) F5E 39H 39 T9=q
ot AT el T €, T R 4 R SUHW (1) R 9Sd
TfeRTaT 1 TRINT hid G Jaredt STIg= 8 afvra fH H e
T AT HIA T ST S T T et S 1

Iy afvla srge # afofa yf # federg w1 =
39 AMYEA & YHIeH 1 dE G T o & offaw wai-
Yeivh, Ugd hlaThiced fafies, Ty wd yarel &,
T =W (SNEE) a1 Hee e, Hed HhiaThicesd (s,
9 R T fasmT, SR B1eY, TH-834029 (FNEE)
F—

(i) o AfufTam T ¥R 4 1 3T G (3) & ALH HT
¢ e 9 g &t =1 Gred e et fendt &ifd &
foru sifafTm 1 &R 6 @ 378 fqeht 1 gram
TH; &R

(i) S IfYfT=m &1 9 13 &1 ST U (1) & S
AT & e qAern sTHfaEl w1 a1 Sa
SATYTZE ST 9T 13 1 3T 91 (4) & 7e0F A
Bl T @ 92 & T UfaehR o1 gra T Hehm 31X
IH AUTTA T I 13 HISTER (1) @S (1) F
e (iv) # faffe 7ei s s1e 3T =14 o1 Iuefia
F o forw 3o Y § Geifa Feft AmfesE, =l oik
3T SEATSSIl o] IRET HL T |

STt
CICEICIRE RCGIRCHERIRIEE |
fSen-=aw, IrEs
(@1 H&AH 3TREA1/01/2014, TG 15 S, 2014)

EZ I g foen & st feoquy
T i (Thg)  (FRN)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. ¥ F=A@ 50/207 WU 210.00  85.02 WM
2. H{EEMIEAT  51/208 FAU  393.78  159.1 N

e
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3. HEGT Sl 52/209 FAU 147.99  59.91 AW
Exdll

4. S35 Jear 54/211 =qQ 294.78 119.34 ¥

hel: 1046.55  423.37

)

e &1 Jui:
F-@ @ fog 'F q A T I wEE | A
% witdfaa 9\ 9 e g8 @ fog ‘@' ®|

foeret €1

-1 @ fog ' W A6 @ A W 9 e g
forg ‘' o firereht ®1

-8 @ fag ' e 6 v Y § et g8
forg ‘o1’ R firereht %1

- Yo o T ST, R e, HER gL 3R
TR T o g8 e foag '’ W e 7
[l T 43015/2/2014—JITR3TE S -1
MINISTRY OF COAL
New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2014

S.0. 1308.—Whereas, it appears to the Central
Government that coal is likely to be obtained from the
land in the locality described in the Schedule annexed
hereto;

And, whereas the plan bearing number Rev/01/2014,
dated the 15th January, 2014 containing details of the
areas of land described in the said Schedule may be
inspected at the office of the Central Coalfields Limited
(Land and Revenue Department), Darbhanga House,
Ranchi-834 029 (Jharkhand) or at the office of the
General Manager, Central Coalfields Limited, Magadh and
Amrapali, District Chatra (Jharkhand), Deputy
Commissioner, District Chatra, Jharkhand or at the office
of the General Manager (Exploration Division), RI-III,
Central Mine Planning and Design Institute, Gondwana
Palace, Kanke Road, Ranchi (Jharkhand) or at the office
of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street,
Kolkata-700 001.

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred
by sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas
(Acquisition and Development), Act, 1957 (20 of 1957),
hereinafter referred to as the said Act, the Central
Government hereby gives notice of its intention to
prospect for coal in land described in the aforesaid
Schedule.

Any person interested in the land described in the
above mentioned Schedule may:—

@ claim compensation under section 6 of the said Act
for any damage caused or likely to be caused by
any action under sub-section (3) of section 4 of the
said Act: or

@) claim compensation under sub-section (1) of section
13 of the said Act in respect of prospecting license
ceasing to have effect or under sub-section (4) of
section 13 of the said Act for mining lease ceasing
to have effect and deliver all maps, charts and other
documents relating to the aforesaid land to show
the expenditure incurred in respect of items
specified in clauses (i) to (iv) to sub-section (1) of
section 13 of said Act, to the office of the General
Manager, Central Coalfields Limited, Magadh and
Amrapali Area, District Chatra (Jharkhand) or General
Manager, Central Coalfields Limited, Land and
Revenue Department, Darbhanga House, Ranchi-
834029 (Jharkhand) within a period of ninety days
from the date of publication of this notification.

SCHEDULE
Amrapali Extension Opencast Project
District-Chatra, Jharkhand

(plan bearing number Rev/01/2014, dated the
15th January, 2014)

SL Village Thana  Thana District Area Area Remarks

No. No. (Acres) (Hectares)

1. Honhe Tandwa 50/207 Chatra 210.00  85.02 Part

2. KumarangTandwa 51/208 Chatra 393.78 159.1 Part
Kurd

3. KumarangTandwa 52/209 Chatra 147.99 59.91 Part
Kalan

4. Ursu

Tandwa 54/211 Chatra 294.78 119.34 Part

Total 1046.55 423.37

Boundary Description:—

A-B  Line starts from'A' and passes through common
boundary of village koed and Honhe and meets at
point 'B'.

B-C  Line passes through centre line of Garuia Nadi
and meets at point 'C'.

C-D Line passes through centre line of Garuia Nadi
and meets at points 'D".

D-A  line passes through village Ursu, Kumarang
Kalan, Kumarang Khurd and Honhe and meets at
starting point 'A’.

[F.No. 43015/2/2014-PRIW-1]
DOMINIC DUNGDUNG, Under Secy.
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8 faeedl, 21 o194, 2014

.3, 1309.— 3AEnfiten faarg sifufm, 1947 (1947
T 14) T 9N 17 & ST H, s THR THHPEe
& Yeudd & g Sl SR 3 FHSR & s,
srgay ® fAfdw sifeifre foae # S wer it
ATYFHOY/ I T e 2, ¥HaE & Uue (Hed g
141/2013 ) 1 TehTITd hd &, S h=d TRehR 1 21/04/2014
1 YT g AT

[T TA-22011/6/2013-3ATEAR (HTHE-11)]
S1.TH. TSI, S5 R
MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT
New Delhi, the 21st April, 2014

S.0.1309.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 141/
2013) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
No. 2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial
dispute between the management of FCT, FSD, at PO/Dt.-
Gumla, Food Corporation of India, Mahabir Tower, and
their workmen, received by the Central Government on
21/04/2014

[No.L-22011/6/2013-IR(CM-II)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT DHANBAD.

PRESENT:
SHRI KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer.

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section
10(1)(d) of the .D. Act., 1947.

REFERENCE NO. 141 OF 2013.

PARTIES : The General Secretary,

F.C.I. Workers Union.

58/1, Diamond Harbour Road,
Kolkata-23.

Vs

General Manager, Food Corporation of India, Ranchi

APPEARANCES:

On behalf of the workman/ Mr. Ghanshyam Jena
union Union Representative
On behalf of the : None
Management

State JHARKHAND
Industry: Consumer Affairs, Food and Pub. Distribution
Dhanbad, dated the 7th March, 2013
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in
exercise of the powers conferred on then under Sec. 10(1)(d)
of the I.D. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No L-22011/
6/2013-IR(CM-II) dt. 10.06.2013.

SCHEDULE

"Whether the actions of the Management of Food
Corporation of India in denying wages for the period
03.02.2012 to 13.06.2012 and consequential benefits
to Sri Fundan Sao and 43 other workmen under No
work No Pay System (List enclosed) after their transfer
from FSD, Suriya Godown to FCI, FSD, Gumla Depot
are legal and justified? If not, what relief including
costs and incidental to, the workmen are entitled to?

2. Shri Birendra Rai, the workmen under S1. No. 44 out
of the total workmen 44 as per the list enclosed is present
and by filing a petition (in duplicate) dt 31.1.2014 duly under
the signature of Shri Ghanshyam Jena, the General
Secretary, the FCI Workers Union, Diamond Harbour Road,
Kolkata, has submitted that the Union does not want to
pursue the instant Industrial Dispute for the reasons that
the amicable settlement is in process between both the
parties, so it needs to be withdrawn. On the other hand,
despite Regd. Notices neither the Manager, FCI, FSD, PO:/
Distt. Gumla, nor the General Manager, FCI, Mahavir
Tower, 9th Floor, Main Road, Ranchi, both Jharkhand,
appeared in this case.

Since the Union Repesentative is reluctant to pursue
the Reference case in view of the process of settlement
going between both the parties, the case is closed as non-
existence of the Industrial Dispute; accordingly an order of
No Dispute is passed.

KISHORIRAM, Presiding Officer



3436 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 3, 2014/VAISAKHA 13, 1936

[ParT II—SEC. 3(ii)]

List of the 44 workers

SI. Name of worker SI.  Name of worker
No. No.

01 02 01 02

1 Fudan Sao 2 Heman Yadav

3 Ramdeo Sao 4 Khuban Sao

5 Md. Kamruddin Mian 6  Kalia Sao

7  Bandhan Mahto 8  Churaman Gope
9  Binod Sao 10 Bedo Gope

11 Md. Khalil Mian 12 Sahdeo Sao

13 Laxman Yadav 14 Md. Habib Mian

15 Bhawani Thakur 16  Dukhan Yadav

17 Basudeo Sao 18 Laxman Sao

19 Shaymlal Sao 20 Md. Jumman Mian
21 Bhudan Gope 22 Ishwar Sao

23 Santan Sao 24  Sewa Sao

25 Mabhesh Sao 26 Mahru Sao

27 Bhagirath Yadav 28 Chhotan Singh

29 Tek Lal Gope 30 Md. Badruddin Mian
31 Bhikho Sao 32 Chander Sao

33 Md. Siddique Mian 34 Ramdeo Sao

35 Rameshwar Sao 36 Sukhdeo Sao
37 Raghunath Sao 38 Somar Sao
39 Dhupal Sao 40 Ashok Sao
41 Bhagirath Sao 42  Surendra Sao
43 Rajender Sao 44  Birendra Rai

=€ e, 22 318, 2014

I3, 1310.— STENfTeh foarg sifafTem, 1947 (1947
T 14) i O 17 & STTHNH, Had TRR THHHT
% JeiEds & Golg faTehi 31X 3 FHHRI & o, TeE
1H fafdwe sirifiter faare # s TR ST=ifie stfuesmtoy sm
A, TUETE & e (Hesl T 70/2013) 1 Weh1ia
A T, ST B TR R 22/04/2014 Tl I g1 o7 |

[T TeP 22012/75/2013-3T1% 3TR (& TH-11)]
oTHe eI, SHh SRR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1310.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.
70/2013) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the
industrial dispute between the management of M/s .
Singareni Colleries Co. Ltd., and their workmen, received
by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/75/2013-IR(CM-II)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
ATHYDERABAD

Present : SMT.M.VIJAYAAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 30th day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 1.D. 70/2013
Between:

The President,
(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)
Telangana Trade Union Council,
H.No. 5-295, Indra Nagar,
Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,
Adilabad Dist.-504208.
AND.

. . . .Petitioner

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Bellampalli Area, Goleti Township (P.O.)
Adilabad Dist.-504292.
APPEARANCES:
For the Petitioner : NIL

For the Respondent : M/s. PA.V.V.S. Sarma &
V.S.V.S.R.K.S. Prasad, Advocates

AWARD

.. .Respondent

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/75/2013-IR(CM-II) dated 8.7.2013
referred the following dispute between the management
of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their
workman under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947
for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is,
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SCHEDULE

"Whether the action of the management of General
Manager of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company
Ltd., Bellampalli Area, Goleti Township (P.O.),
Adilabad Distt., in terminating the services of Sri
Ratnam Venkati, Ex-General Mazdoor, Goleti-1,
SCCo Ltd., Bellampalli Area with effect from
21.5.2007 is justified or not? If not, to what relief
the applicant is entitled for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 70/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Inspite of receiving notice twice,
Petitioner is not appearing and taking interest in the
proceedings. In the circumstances, taking that Petitioner
got no claim to be made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 30th day
of January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMLI, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for
the

Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

¢ faeedl, 22 31¥d, 2014

P3P, 1311.—31rENfiTen foare srfufram, 1947 (1947

FT 14) T ¥R 17 & TR H S5 TR T e G

Tol & TaUds & Felg TasTeh] 3 37 HHewR] o s,

ey # fafdwe oiEfes foak § w<a WaR ST

ARy S =TT, BSUeE & Yune ey S (18/2013)

1 TeRTIIIG Ll ©, Sl a9 TR i 22.04.2014 1 T
3T |

[Te WePP-22012/202/2012-3TETR (Hte THe-11)]

ToTHe eI, Sh SRR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1311.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central

Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 18/2013)
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial
dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni
Collieries Co. Ltd., and their workman, received by the
Central Government on 22.04.2014.

[No. L-22012/202/2012-IR(CM-II)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

Smt. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMYI, Presiding
Officer

Dated, the 19th day of March, 2014
Industrial Dispute No. I.D. 18/2013

PRESENT:

Between:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)
Telangana Trade Union Council,
H.No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,
Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Dist. - 504208 ... Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,

Sreerampur Area, Sreerampur,

Adilabad Distt.-504303 ... Respondent
APPEARANCES:
For the Petitioner :NIL
For the Respondent :M/s. PAV.V.S. Sarma &
Vijaya Lakshmi Panguluri,
Adovocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/202/2012-IR(CM-II) dated
30.11.2012 referred the following dispute between the
management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
and their workman under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act,
1947 for adjudication to this Tibunal, The reference is :
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SCHEDULE

"Whether the action of the Chief General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Sreerampur Area, Sreerampur, Adilabad District in
terminating the services of Shri Kotrangi Madhu,
Ex-Coal Filler, RK-8 Inc., SCCL, Sreerampur Area
with effect from 1.5.2005 is justified or not? To
what relief the applicant is entitled for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 18/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stand posted for filing of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Claim statement not filed. Inspite of giving
fair opportunity again and again Petitioner is not taking
interest in the proceedings and is not making any claim.
In the circumstances, taking that there is no claim to be
made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowari,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 19th day
of March, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMLI, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for
the Petitioner Respondent

NIL NIL
Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
72 fewedl, 22 3194, 2014
wesTre 1312. -3 faarg sifufrem 1947 (1947
FT14) T 9T 17 & AT H s ThHR T TP
& JEHas & Hag i 3iR 37 SRl & o 3T
T} fafdwe efifies faame # =g TR T ity sm
AT, BSUETE & Y= (Hes T 20/2013 ) 1 Fh1ivTd
A S Hs THR T 22/04/2014 1 I 3T AT |
[Fo TA-22012/208/2012-AEHAR(HITH-11]
ot TH. YA, S5 AR
New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1312.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central

Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 20/2013)
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the
industrial dispute between the management of M/s Singareni
Collieries Co. Ltd., and their workmen, received by the
Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/208/2012-IR(CM-I1]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVENRMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

PRESENT: Smt. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding

Officer
Dated, the 19th day of March, 2014
Industrial Dispute No. 1.D. 20/2013
BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)

Telangana Trade Union Council,

H.No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Dist. - 504208 ... Petitioner

AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Bellampalli Area, Goleti Township,

Adilabad Distt.-504292 ....Respondent
APPEARANCE:
For the Petitioner : Nil
For the Respondent M/sP.A.V.V.S. Sarma & Vijaya
Lakhsmi Panguluri,
Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L.-22012/208/2012-IR(CM-II) Dated 4.12.2012
referred the following dispute between the management
of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd. and their
workman under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for
adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is :

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the Chief General Manager
of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Bellampally Area, Goleti Township , Adilabad
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District in disempanelling Shri Gajjeli Posham, Ex-
Coal Filler, MVK-5 Inc., SCCL, Bellampalli Area
with effect from 22.10.1999 is justified or not?
To what relief the applicant is entitled for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 20/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2.The case stands posted for filing of claim statement
and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Claim statement not filed. Inspite of giving
fair opportunity again and again Petitioner is not taking
interest in the proceedings and is not making any claim. In
the circumstances, taking that there is no claim to be make,
'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 19th day of
March, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMLI, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for
the

Petitioner Respondent

NIL NIL

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
2 faeett, 22 318, 2014

PP 1313.—3irEfiTe foarg sifufm, 1947 (1947
T 14) i 9N 17 & STTHNH, Had TRR THHHT
& Jaers & Hog feint 3iR 3e FUSRI & o, ST
1# ffde Sieifirer foem # S TR i iy sm
AT EeUETE & U= (Hewd §@a 21/2013) 1 W1
FHH B, S Had TR h1 22/04/2014 h1 T Gl |

[Te TA-22012/209/2012-3T% AR (HTH I1)]
e THe U, Sk AR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014
S.0. 1313.—In Pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21/
2013) of the Cent. Govt. Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial

dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni
Collieries Co. Ltd., and their workmen, which was received
by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/209/2012-IR(CM-II)]
B. M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

SMT. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding
Officer

Dated the 19th day of March, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 1. D. 21/2013
BETWEEN:
The President,

PRESENT:

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)

Telangana Trade Union Council,

H.No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Dist. - 504208 ... Petitioner
AND

The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,

Bellampalli Area, Goleti Township,
Adilabad Distt.-504292
APPEARANCES:

For the Petitioner : Nil

M/s.PA.V.V.S. Sarma & Vijaya
Lakhsmi Panguluri, Advocates

....Respondent

For the Respondent

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/209/2012-IR(CM-II) dated 4.12.2012
referred the following dispute between the management of
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman
under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication
to this Tribunal. The reference is,

SCHEDULE
Whether the action of the Chief General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,

Bellampally Area, Goleti Township, Adilabad
District in disempanelling Shri Gattu Ramaiah, Ex-
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Badli Coal Filler, Goleti-1 Inc., SCCL, Bellampally Area
with effect from 14.5.2004 is justified or not? To what
relief the applicant is entitled for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 21/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filling of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Claim statement not filed. Inspite of giving
fair opportunity again and again Petitioner is not taking
interest in the proceedings and is not making any claim.
In the circumstances, taking that there is no claim to be
made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 19th day
of March, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Withnesses examined for
the Petitioner Respondent

NIL
NIL

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
¢ fewedl, 22 3194, 2014
PP, 1314.— 311N faare eifufrem, 1947 (1947
T 14) T UR 17 & TR H S5 THR T e G
Tl o FeEdsl & Gelg ISR 311 3 wHaR] & =i,
ey # fafdwe eiEfies foak § w<a WaR ST
AR 9 =TT, BSUeE & U=e (e T 29/2013)

1 YRTIII THLAl , ST a1 T i 22/04/2014 1 9T
R

[Te TA-22012/240/2012-3EAR (H TH-11) |
. TH. YA, S AR
New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1314.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 29/
2013) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour

Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the
industrial dispute between the management of M/s Singareni
Collieries Co. Limited, and their workmen, which was
received by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/240/2012-IR(CM-1I)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
ATHYDERABAD

SMT. M. VIJAYA LAKSHM]I, Presiding
Officer

Dated the 1st day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 1. D. 29/2013
BETWEEN:
The President,

PRESENT:

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)
Telangana Trade Union Council,
H. No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Dist. - 504208 ... Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Mandamarri Area,
Mandamarri - 504 231
Adilabad Distt.
APPEARANCES:

........... Respondent

For the Petitioner : Nil

:M/s.P.A.V.V.S. Sarma &
Vijaya Lakshmi Panguluri,
Advocates

AWARD

For the Respondent

“The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/240/2012-IR(CM-II) dated 11.2.2013
referred the following dispute between the management of
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman
under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication
to this Tribunal. The reference is,
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SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of General
Manager of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri Adilabad District in
terminating the service of Sri Bhoopelli Sagar, Ex-
Coal Filler, KK-1 Inc., SCCL, Mandamarri Area with
effect from 20.8.1999 is justified or not? If not, to
what relief the applicant is entitled for?"

The reference is numbered is this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 29/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Inspite of giving notice time and again
Petitioner is not appearing and taking interest in the
proceedings. In the circumstances, taking that Petitioner
got no claim to be made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 1st day of
January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the ~ Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents marked for the Petitoner
NIL
Documents marked for the Petitoner
NIL

2 fewett, 22 31a, 2014

P3P, 1315.— 31T foeme sifufr=m, 1947, (1947

T 14) i G 17 & STTECH, H51 THR THHHTA

o eerA o Helg STt 3K 3 SUsRi & o=, eTgse

14 fafdwe shiwnfre faar & +<= War A=frs

AT /910 =T, SSUaE, & U=e (HeY T8 30/2013)

1 TeRTIIIG Ll ©, Sl 19 TN i 22.04.2014 1 I
e

[Ho TA-22012/241/2012-3T8AR (FHTH-11)]

e THe JeATT, TLeh TR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1315.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central

Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 30/
2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in
the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s
Singareni Collieries Co. Limited, and their workman, which
was received by the Central Government on 22.04.2014.

[No. L-22012/241/2012-IR(CM-II)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

SMT. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding
Officer

Dated the 1st day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 1. D. 30/2013
BETWEEN:
The President,

PRESENT:

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)

Telangana Trade Union Council,

H.No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Dist. - 504208 ... Petitioner
AND

The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,

Mandamarri Area,

Mandamarri- 504 231

Anilabad Distt. . Respondent
APPEARANCES:

For the Petitioner : NIL

For the Respondent :M/s.PA.V.V.S Sarma & Vijaya

Lakshmi Panguluri, Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/241/2012-IR (CM-II) dated
11.2.2013 referred the following dispute between the
management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
and their workman under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act,
1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The referene is,
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SCHEDULE

"Whether the action of the Chief General Manager
of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri, Adilabad District in
terminating the services of Sri Gogu Lingaiah, Ex-
Coal Filler, MK-4 Inc., SCCL, Mandamarri Area
with effect from 29.1.1998 is justified or not? If
not, to what relief the applicant is entitled for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 30/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Inspite of giving notice time and again
Petitioner is not appearing and taking interest in the
proceedings. In the circumstances, taking the Petitioner
got no claim to be made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 1st day of
January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHM]I, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for
the

Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

¢ faeedl, 22 31¥d, 2014

w3 1316.—3TENTeh foarg ifufTam 1947 (1947
T 14) T O 17 & STTHNH, S TRR THHHT
% el o Golg TRt 31X 3 FHHRI & o, T e
17 fafdwe 2T=ifiten foame # S TR SirEifies sifeentoy/sm
ST SeUeTe o T=e (Hed T &A1 31/2013 ) TehRTRI Hidl

B ST ST TR T 22/04/2014 1 T G A1
[T TA-22012/242/2012-3TEAR (HTH-11) ]
ToTHe GeATT, Theh SRR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1316.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.

31/2013) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the
Industrial dispute between the management of M/s.
Singareni Collieries Co. Limited, and their workman, which
was received by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/242/2012-IR(CM-II)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

PRESENT: SMT. M. VIJAYA LAKSHM]I,

Presiding Officer
Dated the 1st day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 1.D. 31/2013
BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)

Telangana Trade Union Council,

H. No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Dist. - 504208 ... Petitioner

AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri-504 231

Adilabad Distt. ....Respondent
APPEARANCES:

For the Petitioner : NL

For the Respondent :  NIL

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/242/2012-IR(CM-II) dated 11.2.2013
referred the following dispute between the management of
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman
under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication
to this Tribunal. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of
General Manager of M/s. Singareni Collieries
Company Ltd., Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri, Adilabad
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District in terminating the services of Sri Kotte
Jayakar, Ex-Coal Filler, KK-5 Inc., SCCL, Mandamarri
Area with effect from 30.7.2001 is justified or not? If
not, to what relief the applicant is entitled for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
31/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2.The case stands posted for filing of claim statement
and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Inspite of giving notice time and again
Petitioner is not appearing and taking interest in the
proceedings. In the circumstances, taking that Petitioner
got no claim to be made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 1st day of
January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the  Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
T feeett, 22 @1lid, 2014

PP 1317.—3ENfirers foare sifuf=m, 1947 (1947
T 14) T G 17 & STTEO H, T TR T G T
Tele & YoiIds & Hog fasehi 3iR S hHBR & o,
sey # fafdwe oiEfies foak § w<a WaR S
ATIRTOY S =TT, B & U (Fes HEAT 32/2013)
1 TeRTIRI hid! &, ST 9 TLhR hl 22/04/2014 1 I
Il

[Fe TA-22012/243/2012-3T% AR (i TH-11)]
HoTHe I S STfHhTd

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014
S.0. 1317.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central

Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 32/2013) of
the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court,
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial
dispute between the management of M/s Singareni
Collieries Co. Limited, and their workmen, which was
received by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No.L-22012/243/2012-1R (CM-1D)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

PRESENT: SMT. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 1st day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 1. D. 32/2013

BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)

Telangana Trade Union Council,

H.No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Dist. - 504208 ... Petitioner
AND

The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,

Mandamarri Area,
Mandamarri-504 231

Adilabad Distt.
APPEARANCES:

For the Petitioner : NL

M/S.PA.V.V.S. Sarma & Vijaya
Lakshmi Panguluri, Advocates

....Respondent

For the Respondent

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/243/2012-IR (CM-II) dated
19.2.2013 referred the following dispute between the
management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
and their workman under section 10(1) (d) of the I.D. Act,
1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is,

SCHEDULE
"Whether the action the management of General
Manager of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company
Ltd., Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri, Adilabad
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District in Terminating the services of Shri Ratnam
Ramaswamy, Ex-Badli Coal Filler, KK-5AInc., SCCL,
Mandamarri Area with effect from 5.3.2003 is justified
or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled
for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 32/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The Case stands posted for filing of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Inspite of giving notice time and again
Petitioner is not appearing and taking interest in the
Proceedings. In the circumstances, taking the Petitioner
got no claim to be made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 1st day of
January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHM]I, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the ~ Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner

NIL NIL

Respondent

Documents Marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
8 feeett, 22 3194, 2014
e, 1318.— 311N faare eifufrem, 1947 (1947
T 14) i ¥R 17 & ST H hesd TR THHHT
&% YEUdd & Helg aISeh] 3R 9% FHGR & o,
ey # fafdwe eiEfies foak § %< WaR S
TR/ 9 AT, elieTe & Ye=me (Hes T 33/2013)
] YT Sl 8, S he i GLhR 1 22/04/2014 1 9T
el |
[Fe Tete-22012/245/2012-3TE3TR (FTA-11) ]
ST GeATT, Theh SRR
New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014
S.0. 1318.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central

Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 33/
2013) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum Labour

Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the
industrial dispute between the management of M/s Singareni
Collieries Co. Limited, and their workmen, which was
received by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/245/2012-IR(CM-II)]
B. M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABD

PRESENT: SMT M. VIIAYA L AKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 1st day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 1. D. 33/2013

BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)
Telangana Trade Union Council,
H.No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,
Adilabad Dist. - 504208

AND

... Petitioner

The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Mandamarri Area,

Mandamarri-504 231

Adilabad Distt.

APPEARANCES:

...Respondent

For the Petitioner : NIL

For the Respondent M/S.PA.V.VS. Sarma & Vijaya

Lakshmi Panguluri, Advocates

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/245/2012-IR(CM-II) dated 19.2.2013
referred the following dispute between the management of
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman
under section 10 (1) (d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for
adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is,

SCHEDULE
“Whether the action the management of General
Manager of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company
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Ltd., Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri, Adilabad
District in terminating the services of Sri
Thungapindi Balaiah, Ex-Coal Filler, MK-4 Inc., SCCL,
Mandamarri Area with effect from 19.2.2003 is justified
or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled
for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 33/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filling of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. In spite of giving notice time and again
Petitioner is not appearing and taking interest in the
proceedings. In the circumstances, taking that Petitioner
got no claim to be made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 1st day of
January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the ~ Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL

Documents Marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
¢ faeett, 22 218, 2014
et 1319.— 3= faarg stfufem 1947 (1947
1 14) i 8N 17 & ATHOTH | Had ThR THHOH TR
% JeiEs & Golg fTehi 31X 3k FHSRI & o, T e
1# e STrifirer foare # S TR st iy sy
AT, ¥EUETE & Y=e (Hes T 60/2012) i Fh1ivmd
FA B, S DHad TR 1 22/04/2014 1 I 3T T |
[Fe TA-22012/117/2012-3T% IR (HwH-11)]
FoTHe YT, S&h SRR
New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014
S.0.1319.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.60/2012)

of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial
dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni
Collieries Co. Limited, and their workman, received by the
Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/117/2012-IR(CM-II)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

PRESENT: SMT. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, PresidingOfficer
Dated the 1st day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. L. D. 60/2012

BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)
Telangana Trade Union Council,
H.No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,
Adilabad Dist. - 504208

AND

... Petitioner

The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Bellampalli Area, Goletic Township,
Adilabad Distt.

Andhra Pradesh ...Respondent

APPEARANCE:
For the Petitioner : NIL

For the Respondent M/s.PA.V.V.S. Sarma & Vijaya

Lakshmi Panguluri, Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/117/2012-1R(CM-II) dated 26.9.2012
referred the following dispute between the management of
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman
under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication
to this Tribunal. The reference is,

SCHEDULE
"Whether the action the management of the Chief
General Manager of M/s. Singareni Collieries
Company Ltd., Bellampally Area, Goleti Township,
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Adilabad District in terminating the services of Sri
Akkpaka Laxminarayana, Ex-Badli, Filler, MVK-6 Inc.,
Bellampalli Area with effect from 22.5.2001 is justified
or not? To what relief the applicant is entitled for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 60/2012 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement
and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. In spite of giving notice time and again
Petitioner is not appearing and taking interest in the
proceedings. In the circumstances, taking that Petitioner
got no claim to be made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 1st day of
January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the ~ Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL

Documents Marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
¢ faeett, 22 318, 2014

PSP 1320.--3TETeR faere sifufr=m, 1947 (1947
FT14) HT UR 17 & TR H, H< THR TH Hio T
TcAe o Geieas & Helg aTsishi 31X S hHhRl & i,
sy # fafde ofeifier foae § S<a w@R iefis
AR S =TT, Rl & Uee (Hed W' 69/2013)
1 TeRTIRI hid! &, ST hsd TLhR hl 22/04/2014 1 IT
3T |

[¥e TeT-22012/62/2013-37T8 AR (H TH-11)]
ST YT, Sk TR,

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1320.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central

Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 69/2013 )of
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial
dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni
Colleries Co. Ltd., and their workmen, which was received
by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[L-No. 22012/62/2013-IR (CM-II)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer.

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

PRESENT: SMT.M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 30th day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 1.D. 69/2013

BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)
Telangana Trade Union Council,
H.No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,
Adilabad Dist. - 504208

AND

.... Petitioner

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Bellampalli Area, Goleti Township (P.O.)
Adilabad Dist.-504292.

APPEARANCE:

....Respondent

For the Petitioner : NIL

M/S. PA.V.V.S. Sarma &
V.S.V. S.R. K.S. Prasad,
Advocates

For the Respondent

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/62/2013-IR(CM-II) dated 8.7.2013 referred
the following dispute between the management of M/s.
Singareni Colleries Company Ltd., and their workman
under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for
adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is,

SCHEDULE
“Whether the action the management of General
Manager of M/s. Singareni Colleries Company Ltd.,
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Bellampalli Area, Goleti Township (P.O.), Adilabad
Distt., in terminating the services of Sri Dubbaka
Govinda Raju, Ex-Badli Filler, Goleti-2 Inc., SCCo. Ltd.,
Bellampalli Area with effect from 28.8.1993 is justified
or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled
for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 69/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement
and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Inspite of receiving notice twice,
Petitioner is not appearing and taking interest in the
proceedings. In the circumstances, taking that Petitioner
got no claim to be made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accodingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 30th day
of January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHM]I, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the ~ Witnesses examined forthe
Petitioner

NIL NIL

Respondent

Documents Marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

2 T, 22 318a, 2014

3T 1321.— TR foare etfufem, 1947 (1947
T 14) i ¥ 17 & STIH H, S TR TGgrger
% Jars & Hog e 31k 37a FuwRi & i, ST e
T} fafdwe efifies faare # =g TR T ittty sm
ST, SSUSIE o e (Hed T &A1 71/2013 ) i GehTird

FIA T, S Hud TR I 22/04/2014 1 YT T 1|
[¥o TA-22012/63/2013-3T AR (¥ TH-11)]
.U, 9T, S5h ST

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1321.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central

Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.71/2013)
of the Cent. Govt. Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial
dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni
Colleries Co. Ltd., and their workmen, which was received
by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No.L-22012/63/2013- IR (CM-II)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

PRESENTS: SMT.M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 30th day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 1.D. 71/2013

BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)
Telangana Trade Union Council,
H. No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,
Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,
Adilabad Dist. - 504208

AND

.... Petitioner

The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Bellampalli Area, Goleti Township, (P.O.)
Adilabad Distt.-504292
APPEARANCES:

For the Petitioner : Nil

M/sP.A.V.V.S. Sarma &
V.S.R.S.R.K.S. Prasad,
Advocates

...Respondent

For the Respondent

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/63/2013-IR(CM-II) dated 5.7. 2013
referred the following dispute between the management
of M/s Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their
workman under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947
for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is,
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SCHEDULE

“Whether the action the management of General
Manager of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Bellampalli Area, Goleti Township (P.O.). Adilabad
Distt., in terminating the services of Sri Daki Mallaiah,
Ex-Coal Filler, MVK-5, Inc. SCCo. Ltd., Bellampalli
Area with effect from 23.5.2001 is justified or not? If
not, to what relief the applicant is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 71/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Inspite of receiving notice twice, Petitioner
is not appearing and taking interest in the proceedings. In
the circumstances, taking that Petitioner got no claim to be
made. ‘Nil” award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 30th day
of January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMLI, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the ~ Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents Marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

2 fewetl, 22 2199, 2014

H3TP 1322.—3A @R foare stfufTam, 1947 (1947
T 14) i O 17 & STIHNH, Had ThR THHHT
% el & Golg TSRt 31K 3 FHSRI & o, T
17 fafdwe 2T=ifiren foame # S TR Sirifies s1feentoysm
ST, SSUSIE o Uare (Hed T 72/2013 ) i GehTird

FHIA T, ST HsId TR T 22/04/2014 1 U T3 T |
[Ho TA-22012/48/2013- 3R (H.TH.-11) ]

. TH. 9T, Th ST
New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0.1322.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central

Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 72/2013)
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial
dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni
Collieries Co. Limited, and their workman, which was

received by the Central Government on
22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/48/2013-IR(CM-ID)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

PRESENT: SMT. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 30th day of March, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. I.D. 72/2013

BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)
Telangana Trade Union Council,
H. No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Dist. - 504208 ... Petitioner
AND

The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,

Ramagundam-I Area, Godavarikhani

Karimnagar Distt.-505209. ...Respondent

APPEARANCES:

For the Petitioner : NL

M/sPA.V.V.S. Sarma &
Vijaya Lakhsmi Panguluri,
Advocates

AWARD

For the Respondent

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L.-22012/48/2013-1R(CM-II) dated 8.7.2013
referred the following dispute between the management
of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their
workman under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947
for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is,



[ 9 [1—@0E 3(ii)]

NG &1 T919F : TS 3, 2014/99m@ 13, 1936 3449

SCHEDULE

"Whether the action the management of General
Manager of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Ramagundam-I Area, Godavarikhani, Karimnagar
Distt., in terminating the services of Sri Manda
Rajamouli, Ex-CF, GDK-6B Inc., SCCo. Ltd.,
Ramagundam-I Area, Godavarikhani with effect from
31.3.2004 is justified or not? If not, to what relief the
applicant is entitled for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. 72/
2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement
and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Inspite of receiving notice twice Petitioner
is not appearing and taking interest in the proceedings. In
the circumstances, taking that Petitioner got no claim to
be made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 30th day
of January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the
the Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL

Documents Marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL
T2 feeett, 22 318, 2014

TP, 1323 —3iTEnfiTes faarg sifufem, 1947 (1947
T 14) T ¥ 17 & STTHNH, e TRR TEHHT
% Jars & Hog R 3ik 37a FuwRi & i, ST e
T faféw eiehfires foam # = T o sty om
AT, TS & UaTe (He T&AT 74/2013) 1 FHTIA
FA B, S DHad TR 1 22/04/2014 1 YT 3T AT |

[T TA-22012/81/2013-3TE3TR (FTH-11)]
. TH. 9T, Th ST

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0.1323.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 74/2013)
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial
dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni
Colleries Co. Ltd., and their workmen, which was received
by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No.L-22012/81/2013-IR(CM-II]
B.M.PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
ATHYDERABAD

PRESENT: Smt. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 30th day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 1.D. 74/2013

BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)

Telangana Trade Union Council,

H. No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Distt. - 504208 ... Petitioner

AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Bellampalli Area, Goleti Township, (P.O.)

Adilabad Distt.-504292 ....Respondent
APPEARANCES:
For the Petitioner :  NIL
For the Respondent M/sP.A.V.V.S. Sarma &
Vijaya
Lakhsmi Panguluri,
Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/81/2013-IR(CM-II) dated 8.7.2013
referred the following dispute between the management
of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their
workman under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947
for adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is,
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SCHEDULE

“Whether the action the management of General
Manager of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Bellampalli Area, Goleti Township (P.O.), Adilabad
Distt., in terminating the services of Sri Visakha
Bhimaiah, Ex-Coal Filler, Goleti-I Inc., SCCo Ltd.,
Bellampalli, Area with effect from 23.8.2000 is justified
or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled
for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 74/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement
and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Inspite of receiving notice twice,
Petitioner is not appearing and taking interest in the
proceedings. In the circumstances, taking that Petitioner
got no claim to be made, “Nil” award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 30th day
of January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the  Witnesses examined for the

Petitioner Respondent

NIL NIL
Documents Marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
T2 feeett, 22 318, 2014
P, 1324.—3TE TR faare etfufTam, 1947 (1947
1 14) T 9T 17 & STTE H, Hald TR THHoH T
& YEYTdS o Gelg ARl 3 ST hHGR & 6,
ey # fafdwe oiEifes foak 4 w<a WaR S
TR 0T/ 9 AT, eUee & Y=re (Hes He&An 73/2002)

] YR LAl ©, S s GLhT 1 22/04/2014 i 9T
g AT

[Fe TA-22013/1/2014-3TEAR (FTH-11) ]
o, TH. T, Sk AR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1324.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial (Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 73/2002 of
the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial
dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni
Colleries Co. Ltd., and their workmen, which was received
by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22013/1/2014-IR(CM-ID)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
ATHYDERABAD

PRESENT: Smt. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 13th day of February, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 1.D. 73/2002

BETWEEN:

Sri Banoth Lakhiya,

S/o Ravilya,

C/o Sri K. Vasudeva Reddy,
4-5-592, Near Badichowdi,
Vegetable Market, Kutbiguda,

Hyderabad-27. ...Petitioner

AND

1. The General Manager, (Projects),
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Yellandu Area, Khammam District.

2. The Superintendent of Mines,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
21-Incl., Yellandu Area, Khammam

District ....Respondents
APPEARANCES:
For the Petitioner M/s. K. Vasudeva Reddy and

V. Sreeramulu, Advocates

M/s. PA.V.V.S. Sarma and
Vijaya Lakhsmi Panguluri,
Advocates

AWARD

For the Respondent

Sri Banoth Lakhiya, the workman has filed this
petition invoking Sec. 2A(2) of Industrial Disputes Act,
1947 seeking for setting aside the impugned officer order
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No. YCP 27/1923 dated 27.6.2001 issued by the 1st
Respondent consequently directing the Respondents to
reinstate the Petitioner duly granting all other consequential
benefits.

2. The Averments made in the petition in brief are as
follows:

Petitioner was appointed in the Respondent company
in 1983 and his services were regularised and he was
designated as general mazdoor. He was regular and attentive
to his service upto 1997. Thereafter owing to some family
troubles Petitioner suffered chronic Schizophrenia a mental
disease. During the year 2000 he did not attend for duties
due to the said problem. Though he used to be present in
the mine premises being in a mentally disturbed state, used
to roam here and there aimlessly. He mental imbalanced
health is a fact known to the workers and the Management.
He was referred to the institute of mentally handicapped,
Hyderabad on 14.12.2000 by the authorities of the Ist
Respondent company. He was under continuous treatment
till 22.4.2001. Thereafter he was referred to the Ist
Respondent company's main hospital, Kothagudem for
examination by a psychiatrist. After examining him there
the medical authorities referred him to the Government
Mental Hospital, Hyderabad during the month of May,
2001. After he was treated in the said hospital, he became
normal. At one point of time proposals were mooted, to
declare the Petitioner as unfit but keeping those proposals
pending a chargesheet dated 23.1.2002 was issued
alleging absenteeism without leave or without sufficient
cause from 1.1.2000 to 31.12.2000. Basing on the above
charge sheet an enquiry seems to have been conducted. It
appears that basing on the said chargesheet an enquiry was
conducted as the Petitioner was mentally disturbed
suffering with chronic Schizophrenia he could not
participate in the enquiry effectively. Neither the contents
of the chargesheet nor the proceedings of the enquiry have
been explained to the Petitioner. Simply his thumb
impression was taken. He was not in a position to
understand the proceeding. Issuance of chargesheet and
conducting of the enquiry proceedings while the
Petitioner was suffering from chronic Schizophrenia
disease, is nothing but the pre-determined notion of the
Respondent to dismiss the Petitioner from services.
Basing on the above said enquiry proceedings the
impugned order dated 27.6.2001 was issued dismissing
the Petitioner from services with effect from 28.6.2001
which is totally illegal and arbitrary. If the enquiry was
conducted after Petitioner recovered from the ailment
and by giving the opportunity to understand the
proceedings to participate in the same and to cross
examine the witnesses. The impugned order could have
been averted. Taking advantage of the ill-health and

illiteracy and ignorance of procedural aspects, of Petitioner
the Management examined irrelevant witnesses, basing on
the statement of those witnesses Enquiry Officer has came
to perverse conclusion. Petitioner was not supplied with
several documents which were relied upon by the Presinting
Officer. Before issuing the impugned order approval of
competent authority had to be taken but no such approval
has been taken. The absenteeism espically due to mental
ill-health is not a grave and serious charge. The punishment
of dismissal from service can be imposed only in case of
grave and serious charges. Thus, such punishment imposed
is untenable. The past service of the Petitioner though was
not part of the chargesheet was considered during the
course of enquiry to arrive at the conclusions. Thus, the
findings of the Enquiry Officer are outside the scope of
the charges and thus perverse. As the Petitioner has
recovered from mental illness he could have been
permitted to continue in service instead he was imposed
punishment of dismissal from service. Petitioner is the
only earning member of the family as the result of the
dismissal from service all the members of his family
would be put to hardship. Even after the conclusion of the
enquiry proceedings apart from the time during the
enquiry Petitioner was suffering mental illness. He was
referred to Main Hospital, Kothagudem and then the
Government Mental Hospital, Hyderabad. Further
Petitioner's wife and son have submitted several
representations bringing to the notice of the authorities
of 1st Respondent about the mental ill-health of the
Petitioner. Many news papers also reported about it.
Despite of it, enquiry was conducted and Petitioner was
removed from service. The same is contrary to the
provisions of Standing Orders and circulars issued by the
Ist Respondent and illegal and arbitrary. Petitioner
rendered sufficient service and he rendered 15 years of
service. Hence, the petition.

3. Respondent filed counter with the averments
in brief as follows:

The contention of the Petitioner that he suffered
from chronic Schizophrenia and did not attend his duties
during the year 2001 due to the said disease is not correct.
His further contention that he was referred to the Institute
of Mentally Handicapped on 14.12.2000 by the
authorities and he underwent continuous treatment that
he was referred to the 1st Respondent's main hospital at
Kothagudem and from there to Government Mental
Hospital, Hyderabad are also denied. Petitioner is put to
strict proof of the same. Petitioner was issued with
chargesheet dated 23.1.2001 under the company's
Standing Orders No. 25(25) and 25(31) as he remained
absent from duty from 1.1.2000 to 31.12.2000. An enquiry
was conducted regarding the said charges. Petitioner fully
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participated in the said enquiry. Full and fair opportunity
was given to him to defend his case. He was explained the
procedure in Telugu. Charges were also explained to him.
He was asked that he could have help of the defence
assistant if any. At every stage proceedings were exaplained
to him in Telugu. After satisfying with the same he affixed
his thumb impression in the proceedings sheet. He
admitted the charges levelled against him. He stated that
he remained absent during this period as he went to temples
at Bhadrachalam, Tirupathi and Mumbai. At no point of
time he disclosed the alleged ill-health during the course of
enquiry held on 26.2.2001. The alleged disease of chronic
Schizophrenia was invented by the Petitioner to get over
the lapse of long absenteeism from service. The enquiry
proceeding together with enquiry report was served on
the Petitioner on 15.5.2001 giving an opportunity to
represent against the finding of the Enquiry Officer. He has
not given any representation. Second show cause notice
was issued to him. As there were no extenuating
circumstances to take a lenient view Petitioner was
dismissed from service with effect from 28.6.2001 vide letter
dated 27.6.2001. The attendance of the Petitioner prior to
the year 2000 also was not satisfactory. Contention of the
Petitioner that he understands that a proposal was noted
to declare the Petitioner as unfit for the service is denied.
His further contention that due to his illness he could not
participate in the enquiry is also denied. He participated in
the enquiry and admitted the charges stating that as he
has visited the temples of Bhadrachalam, Tirupathi and
Mumbai he was absented from duty. He did not produce
even an iota of evidence to the prove that he suffered
mental illness. Considering the past record of the Petitioner
which shows that he was a habitual absentee and since the
charges were proved against the Petitioner and he was
found guilty the impugned order was passed. The
impugned order is not liable to the interfered with. The
petition is liable to be dismissed.

4. On 8.9.2003 orders were passed by this forum
holding that domestic enquiry was not validly conducted
in this case. Ex.M1 to M11 were marked while
considering the validity of the domestic enquiry.

5. To substantiate their contentions Management
examined MW 1 and MW2 and got marked Ex.M1 to M25.
Petitioner got examined himself as WW1 to substantiate
his contentions and also examined WW2 and WW3 and
got marked Ex.W1 to W15.

6. Heard either party.

7. The Points that arise for determination are:
1. Whether the impugned termination order dated

27.6.2001 is legal and justified?
2. If not, to what relief the Petitioner is entitled?
8. Point No. 1:

It is undisputed fact that Petitioner has not attended
to the duties as general mazdoor of the Respondent
company during the year 2000. It is the contention of the
Management during the domestic enquiry that, he was
absent from duties unauthorizedly without sufficient cause

or reason and therefore he violated the Standing Orders
No. 25.25 and 25.31 and is liable for punishment for said
misconduct.

9. Domestic enquiry was evidently conducted in
which Petitioner also participated. But the fact remains that
the material on record clearly disclose that at the relevant
period of absenteeism as well as domestic enquiry,
Petitioner was suffering from mental disability due to
chronic Schizophrenia, a serious mental disorder. The oral
and documentary evidence adduced on record show that
during the year 1999, 2000 and 2001 Petitioner suffered
from this ailment. He left his house without knowledge of
anybody and his whereabouts were not known for some
time. Ex. W1 and W2, the newspaper publications relied
upon by the Petitioner and also other evidence available
on record substantiates the same.

10. Ex. W3 and Ex. M 15 both are one and the same
documents i.e., the referral letter dated 14.12.2000 issued
by the Dy. Medical Superintendent, Y.C. Hospital, Yellandu
which belong to the Respondent company, whereunder
Petitioner has been referred to the Institute of Mentally
Handicapped, Hyderabad for further advise and treatment.
In this letter the Dy. Medical Superintendent, Y.C.
Hospital, Yellandu has clearly stated that Petitioner's case
has been a chronic Schizophrenia since two years. It means
since two years prior to 14.12.2000, Petitioner has been
suffering from chronic Schizophrenia to the knowledge
of the Respondent.

11. Ex. W4 is the representation made by the
Petitioner's wife on 15.12.2000 to the General Manger
of the Respondent company stating about the mental health
condition of the Petitioner enclosing Doctor Certificate
also.

12. Inspite of all the above referred circumstances,
Ex. M1 chargesheet dated 23.1.2001 has been issued
against the Petitioner alleging that due to his unauthorized
absenteeism during the year 2000 he has committed the
misconduct under Respondent's Standing Orders No.
25.25 and 25.31. Thus, it is very much clear that inspite
of having knowledge that Petitioner was suffering from
mental disorder and due to the same, he was unable to
attend to the duties during the year 2000, an enquiry was
conducted into the said absenteeism. Further it is very
much clear from Ex. M 15 that though it is in the knowledge
of the Respondent company, that Petitioner was mentally
ill from the year 1999 to 2001, during the year 2001
departmental enquiry was conducted against him and
claiming that fair opportunity has been given to the
Petitioner, during the said enquiry though he was mentally
ill during that time, he was found to be guilty of
misconduct of unauthorized absence by the Enquiry
Officer and to the said effect Ex. M16 enquiry report was
given. Acting on the said report and inspite of Ex. M20,
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M21 and M22, the proceedings of the hospitals at Yellandu
and the Main Hospital Kothagundem whereunder, the
mental condition of the Petitioner has been mentioned, the
Respondent organization proceeded with awarding
punishment of dismissal from service to the Petitioner by
virtue of Ex. M2 order dated 27/28.6.2001.

13. Whereas on 31.7.2001 Petitioner has been
discharged from the Institute of Mentally Handicapped,
Hyderabad. Ex. W13 is the discharge certificate issued on
that date, which means upto 31.7.2001 Petitioner's mental
condition was not sound.

14. On due consideration of the material on record
by virtue of oder dated 8.9.2003, domestic enquiry
conducted in this case has been held as invalid. There
after to substantiate their contentions Management
examined MW1 and MW2 and got marked various
documents as the evidence of their side which has already
been discussed above. The same are proving that to the
knowledge of the Management Petitioner was mentally sick
during the relevant time covered by the charges in the
chargesheet and also during the time of domestic enquiry.
MW 1 has not disputed with the factum of mental sickness
of the Petitioner. The evidence made available on record is
clearly showing that Management is aware of the sickness
of the Petitioner. Inspite of it they issued chargesheet
against the Petitioner, conducted domestic enquiry and
also awarded punishment of dismissal from service to him.
This is certainly and arbitrary action. The person who is
mentally sick can not be made responsible for his action/
inaction. The impugned order of dismissal from service
which is now being questioned is certainly not maintainable
under law for the reason that there was no opportunity for
the Petitioner to effectively participate in the enquiry owing
to his mental sickness at the relevant time. Further more,
the very chargesheet is not maintainable for the reason
that to the knowledge of the Management, Petitioner was
mentally sick during the period covered by the charges
and for that reason only he was unable to attend his duties
and therefore his absenteeism from duties is not without
cause or reason.

In view of the fore gone discussion, the impugned
order is liable to be set aside.

This point is answered accordingly.
15. Point No. II:

In view of the finding given in Point No. I,
Petitioner is entitled for the relief of reinstatement into
service forth with as General Mazdoor. In this context
the fact that Petitioner has been re-appointed on 16.9.2005
as badli filler has to be noted. As can be seen from
Ex. W14, he was so appointed as badli filler but for a period
of one year only. It is a fresh appointment which got

nothing to do with his earlier post held as General Mazdoor.
Petitioner is claiming that he is to be reinstated into service
as General Mazdoor since for no fault of him and for
sufficient cause i.e., his mental illness he was unable to
attend his duties and therefore, he is not at all guilty of
misconduct of unauthorized absence. There is substance
in this contention.

16. Further more, one another important aspect to be
considered is whether the Respondent organization is
correctly dealt with the Petitioner who was suffering from
Nental illness at the relevant time. It is the contention of
the Learned Counsel for the Petitioner that Petitioner was a
disabled person at the relevant time and he is covered by
"The Persons With Disabilities (Equal Opportunities,
Protection of Rights and Full Participation) Act, 1995" and
thus Sec. 47 of the said Act applies to him. Respondents
can not deny the force of this contention. Sec. 2(i) of this
Act enumerates the disabilities for the purpose of this Act.
Section 2(I)(vii) provides that mental illness is disability.
Thus, Petitioner who suffered mental illness is covered by
this Act. It is not in dispute that Respondent organization
is bound by this Act.

Therefore, Petitioner is entitled for the benefit of
the provisions of Sec. 47 of this A ct whihc reads as follows:

"47. Non-discrimination in Government
employment :- (1) No establishment shall dispense with,
or reduce in rank, an employee who acquires a disability
during his service:

Provided that, if an employee, after acquiring
disability is not suitable for the post he was holding,
could be shifted to some other post with the same pay
scale and service benefits:

Provided further that if it is not possible to adjust
the employee against any post, he may be kept on a
supernumerary post until a suitable post is available or
he attains the age of superannuation, whichever is earlier.

(2) No promotion shall be denied to a person merely
on the ground of his disability:

Provided that the appropriate Government may,
having regard to the type of work carried on in any
establishment, by notification and subject to such
conditions, if any, as may be specified in such notification,
exempt any establishment from the provisions this
section."’

17. Thus, Petitioner can not be reduced in rank due to
the disability suffered by him. He can not be denied any
promotion either. It is not the case of the Respondents the
Petitioner is not suitable for the work of General Mazdoor
or that there is no suitable work for him in their organization.
Therefore, after his reinstatement into service as General
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Mazdoor he is to be granted all attandant benefits. He is
also entitled for back wages for entire period. The amounts
paid towards wages to him after his fresh appointment as
badli filler are to be deducted from the said back wages
payable to him.

This point is answered accordingly.
Result:

In the result, petition is allowed. Ex. M2, the
impugned termination order dated 27/28.6.2001
dismissing the Petitioner from service, is hereby set aside
holding that it is illegal and inoperative. Petitioner shall be
reinstated into service as General mazdoor forth with. He
shall be paid all back wages payable to General mazdoor
and while so, the amounts already paid towards wages to
the Petitioner as badli filler appointing him afresh by virtue
of Ex. W14 order dated 16.9.2005 shall be deducted.
Petitioner is entitled for all other attendant benefits also
like promotion etc., if such rights were accrued to him in
regular course of employment as attendant benefits.

This point is answered accordingly.
Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 13th day
of February, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHM]I, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the  Witnesses examined for the

Petitioner Respondent
WWI1: Sri Banoth Lakhiya ~ MW 1: Sri P. Purushottam
Rao

WW?2: Sri J. Mangaiah
WW3: Sri Banoth Ramesh

MW2: V.V.S.N. Murthy

Documents marked for the Petitioner

Ex.W1:  Photostat copy of the paper clipping dt.
9.10.2000

Ex. W2: Photostat copy of the paper clipping dt.
16.10.2000

Ex. W3: Photostat copy of proceeding issued by Dy.

Medical Supdt. YC

Hospital, Yellandu referring the Petitioner to
Instt. of Mentally handicapped, Hyderabad, Dt.
14.12.2000

Ex.W4:  Photostat copy representation on behalf of

WWI1dt. 15.12.2000

Ex.W5:  Photostat copy of proceeding of SOM-21 inc.
to Dy. MS, YCH, Yellandu, disclosing the mental

status of the Petitioner dt. 15.5.2001

Ex.W6:  Photostat copy of proceedings of Dy. MS, YCH

to Supdt., Main Hospital, Kothagudem referring
the Petitioner to Psychiriatic treatment dt.
15.5.2001

Photostat copy of Ir. of Supdt., Main Hospital
Kothagudem to Dy. MS, YCH, informing that
Petitioner is a chronic Seizhopheina patient
and to refer him to Govt. Mental Hospital,
Hyderabad dt. 22.5.2001

Photostat copy of Ir. From Dy. MS, YC
Hospital, Yellandu, to the Supdt., Govt. Mental
Hospital, Hyderabad referring the Petitioner
for treatment of Chronic Seizhophernia dt.
26.5.2001

Photostat copy of representation submitted on
behalf of the Petitioner dt. 26.5.2001

Ex. W10: Photostat copy of Proceeding of SOM-21 inc.
to the GM (Projects) Yellandu to refer the
Petitioner to the Corporate Medical Board dt.
5.6.2001

Ex. W11: Photostat copy of application purportedly
signed by the Petitioner for examination by
Corporate Medical Board dt. 5.6.2001

Ex. W12: Photostat copy of proceeding issued by
GM(Projects) Yellandu dismissing the
Petitioner from service dt. 27.6.2001

Ex. WT7:

Ex. W8:

Ex. W9:

Ex. W13: Photostat copy of discharge certificate issued
by Supdt., Instt. of Medical Health, Hyderabad
dt. 31.7.2001

Ex. W14: Photostat copy of office order issued by
GM(Personnel) appointing the Petitioner
afresh as badli filler for a period of one year
dt. 16.9.2005

Ex. W15: Photostat copy of office order issued by
CGM(Personnel) appointing him afresh as
badli filler dt. 20.1.2007

Documents marked for the Respondent

Ex. M1: Office copy of chargesheet dt. 23.1.2001
Ex. M2: Office copy of dismissal order dt. 27.6.2001
Ex.M3to

Ex.M14: Photostat copies of pay slips of WW1 from
January, 2000 to December, 2000
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Ex.M15: Photostat copy of letter dt. 14.12.2000 to the

Supdt., Instt. of Mentally Handicapped,
Hyderabad from Dy. MS, YC Hospital, Yellandu

Ex.M16:
Ex.MI7:
Ex.M18:
Ex.M19:

Enquiry report dt. 26.2.2001
Pay sheets for the year 1998
Pay sheets for the year 1999

Representation of the wife of the Petitioner dt.
15.12.2010

Ex.M20: Office copy of the letter of proceedings of Dy.
MS, YCH to Supdt., Main Hospital,
Kothagudem referring the Petitioner to

Psychiriatic treatment dt. 15.5.2001

Ex.M21: Photostat copy of Ir. of Supdt., Main Hospital
Kothagudem to Dy. MS., YCH, informing that
Petitioner is a chronic Seizhopheina patient and
to refer him to Govt. Mental Hospital,

Hyderabad dt. 22.5.2001

Ex.M22:  Office copy of Ir. from Dy. MS, YC Hospital,
Yellandu, to the Supdt., Govt. Mental Hospital,
Hyderabad referring the Petitioner for treatment

of Chronic Seizhophenia dt. 26.5.2001

Ex.M23: Representation submitted on behalf of the

Petitioner dt. 26.5.2001

Ex.M24:  Photostat copy of proceeding of SOM-21 inc.
to the GM(Projects) Yellandu to refer the
Petitioner to the Corporate Medical Board dt.

5.6.2001

Ex. M25: Office copy of application purportedly signed
by the Petitioner for examination by Corporate
Medical Board dt. 5.6.2001.
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New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014
S.0. 1325.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central

Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 104/
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the
industrial dispute between the management of South Eastern
Coalfields Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central

Government on 22/04/2014.
[No. L-22012/403/2003-IR(CM-II)]
B. M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL- TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/104/2004

PRESIDING OFFICER : SHRI R. B. PATLE

The President,

Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC),
Branch Churcha Colliery of SECL,

PO Churcha, Distt. Korea (CG),

Korea Chhattisgarth .. Workman
Versus
Chief General Manager,
Baikuntpur Area of SECL,
PO Baikuntpur, Distt. Korea (CG),
Korea Chhattisgarh ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on this 21st day of March 2014)

1. As per letter dated 4.10.04 by the Government of
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under
Section-10 of 1. D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No. L-
22012/403/2003-IR (CM-II). The dispute under reference
relates to:

"Whether the action of the Chief General Manager,
Baikunthpur Area of SECL in not giving notional
seniority to Shri R. S. Jaiswal in Clerical Grade-I
with retrospective effect from 1.4.86 and in Sr.
Clerk with retrospective effect from 1.6.91 and
promotion with retrospective effect is legal and
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is
entitled?"

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to
the parties. Union submitted statement of claim at Page 3/1
to 3/8. Case of Ist Party Union is that the reference relates
to promotion to the post of Clerk Grade-I of workman R. S.
Jaiswal from 1.4.86. That IInd Party is an industry has
prepared a cadre scheme governing method of promotion
of the posts in question. The cadre scheme governing
methods of promotion of the posts in question. The cadre
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scheme came in force from 17.7.84 under Implementation
Instruction No. 34. Clause 3.2 of Cadre Scheme No. 8 pertains
to ministerial staff which—selection for the post upto Clerk
Grade-I shall be on the basis of seniority-cum-merit and for
clerk special grade and above on the basis of merit-cum-
seniority, Clause 3.3 of the said cadre scheme provides the
Promotional zone for filling the posts upto clerk grade
special will be area and post for technical supervisor Grade
A will be the company. Ist Party workman further submits
that workman R. S. Jaiswal is senior to other workman
promoted to the post of Clerical Grade-I w.e.f. 1.4.86. Union
has prepared a comparative statement of clerical staff of
Baikunthpur area of SECL. Its perusal shows that on any
post the workman is much senior than the other employees
promoted as Clerk
Grade-I from 1.4.86. That workman is superseded at the
time of promotion of Clerk Grade-I on 1.4.86 though
the persons promoted as Clerk Grade-I were also given
another promotion of Sr. Clerk Special Grade from
1.6.91. Workman was superseded in the matter of
promotion. He was promoted w.e.f. 1.1.89 and 1.1.93. It
is reiterated that juniors R. P. Sahu and others were
promoted superseding the workman. Workman R.S.
Jaiswal is superseded. Management has discriminated
R. S. Jain, the action of promoting juniors is arbitrary. On
such ground, Union prays that workman R. S. Jaiswal be
given promotion benefits of Clerk Grade-I in 1.4.86 and
Special Grade from 1.6.91.

3. Management filed Written Statement at Page 8/
1 to 8/13. IInd Party submits that as per terms of
reference, the promotion of Shri R. S. Jaiswal is claimed
retrospectively on 1.4.86 for post of Clerk Grade-I and
1.6.91 for Clerk Special Grade the reference is submitted
after long lapse of time of 2 decades. Such reference is
not tenable. Workman left over the matter for about 7
years. The Govt. ought to have refused reference on ground
of delay. Workman has not disclosed reasons for
challenging seniority. Promotion cannot be claimed as a
matter of right. Promotion is a managerial function.
Promotion depends in various negligence. Claim of
workman is not tenable.

4. That SECL is a company registered under Indian
Companies Act. It is controlled by General Manager and
Board of Chairman-cum-Managing Director. That NCWA
contains cadre scheme for purpose of promotional evenue
for each category of employees. The Cadre scheme for
ministerial staff are given as per Cadre No. I-VIII &
annexure VIII-1 to 5. The cadre scheme has been circulated
by Il of 34 dated 17.7.84. The promotional channel is given
under Clause III. Clause III, 3.1 to 3.3 are reproduced.
That promotion for the post of Technical Grade B shall
be on the basis of seniority-cum-merit and for the post
from Technical Grade B to A shall be on the basis of merit-
cum seniority, the promotional zone for filling the post
upto Clerical Grade Special will be Area and for posts in

Technical and Supervisory Grade A will be area or company
as per the prevailing practice in the company. It is reiterated
that the promotion for the Clerk Grade-III to I and Grade-I
to Special Grade, seniority is maintained Sub Area level
and for the post of Sr. Clerk Grade-B to Office Suptd.,
seniority is maintained at area level that Shri
S. N. Singh, O. P. Gupta, R.J. Singh, A. K. Paul and R. P.
Sahu were initially appointed on different dates. They were
given promotion to post of Clerk Grade-III on different
dates in 1978. Mr. R. P. Sahu was promoted to Clerk
Grade-II from 11.6.80. Shri S. N. Singh was promoted to
Clerk Grade I from 1.4.86, Clerk Grade-B from 1.6.91,
O. P. Gupta, Ajay Singh, A. K. Paul were promoted on
Clerk Grade-I on 7.5.87. They were promoted to Sr. Clerk
post in 1992. Giving details of the promotion on different
dates and different area, it is contented that workman
cannot claim seniority with those employees. Workman
is promoted in post of Suptd. in 2005. Workman is not
discriminated in the matter of promotion. He is not
superseded therefore workman is not entitled to
promotional benefits claimed by him. On such ground,
IInd Party prays for rejection of claim.

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which
arise for my consideration and determination are as under.
My findings are recorded against each of them for the
reasons as below:—

(i) Whether the action of the Chief  In Affirmative

General Manager, Baikunthpur
Area of SECL in not giving
notional seniority to Shri R. S.
Jaiswal in Clerical Grade-I with
retrospective effect from
1.4.86 and in Sr. Clerk with
retrospective effect from
1.6.91 and promotion with
retrospective effect is legal and
justified?
(i1) If not, what relief the
workman is entitled to?"

Workman is not
entitled for any

relief.

REASONS

6. Union has raised dispute alleging discrimination
in the matter of promotion to Shri R. S. Jaiswal that his
juniors are promoted. Workman Shri R. S. Jaiswal was
superseded. The notional seniority from 1.4.86 for the
post of Clerk Grade-I and notional promotion from 1.6.91
for post of Clerk Special Grade. However the Union has
failed to participate in reference proceedings, not adduced
any evidence. Evidence of Union is closed on 15.10.2012.
Management filed affidavit of evidence of its witness Shri
Bijay Choudhary. He has supported contentions of
management that the seniority upto the post of Clerk
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Grade I is maintained at Sub Area Level and promotion is
based on seniority cum merit. For the post of Sr. Clerk
Grade B to OS, Seniority is maintained at Area Level and
promotion is given on basis of merit cum seniority. That
Shri R.S. Jaiswal was initially appointed as General Mazdoor
w.e.f. 1.10.74. He was given promotion time to time. He was
promoted to the post of clerk Grade III from 1.1.79. He was
promoted to the post of Clerk Grade I w.e.f. 1.1.89 and post
of Sr. Clerk Grade-B w.e.f. 1.1.93. That O.P. Gupta, R.J. Singh,
A K. Paul and R.P. Sahu were initially appointed on different
dates on 1975. They were promoted to clerk Cat Grade IIT
w.e.f. 1.10.78, they were promoted to the post of Clerk Grade
Mw.e.f. 2.10.79. Shri R.P. Sahu was promoted to the post of
Clerk Grade Il w.e.f. 11.6.80. Shri S.N. Singh was promoted
to Clerk Grade Iw.e.f. 7.5.87. They were further promoted as
Sr. Clerk on 31.12.92. Shri R.P. Sahu had submitted
representation for notional seniority w.e.f. 1.6.86 claiming
that he was working in Clerk Grade-II at Kotkona colleiry.
He was promoted as clerk Grade I on 8.6.89. His colleagues
Shri S.N. Singh, O.P. Gupta, R.J. Singh, G.D. Kar and A.K.
Paul were promoted earlier to him on 1.4.86 etc. he was
given notional promotion. Evidence of management's
witness remained unchallenged. The documents are
produced by Union Exhibit W-1. Management produced
documents Exhibit M-1 to M-3. It s to be noted that Union
has not participated in reference proceeding, no evidence
is adduced by workman how the workman is superseded
or discriminated. In absence of any evidence on part of
Union, the demand of Union cannot be accepted. For above
reasons, I record my finding in Point No. 1 in Affirmative.
7. In the result, award is passed as under:—
(I) Action of the Chief General Manager, Baikunthpur
Area of SECL in not giving notional seniority to
Shri R.S. Jaiswal in Clerical Grade-I with
retrospective effect from 1.4.86 and in Sr. Clerk
with retrospective effect from 1.6.91 and
promotion with retrospective effect is legal and
proper.
(2) Union is not entitled to relief prayed by them.
R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer
2 fawetl, 22 3194, 2014
3T 1326.— 3T faamg stfufTem, 1947 (1947
T 14) T 9N 17 & ST H, Had ThR THHTA
% JeEd & Hog STt 3R 37 FHERI & i, e
i ffee il foes # s T i stftenoy sm
A, ST & Y= (HeH T&AT 119/92) i JhId
FA B, S DHad TR T 22/04/2014 1 YT 3T T |

[Fe TA-22012/46/1992-3TE 3TR (H-11)]
ToTHe YT, S AR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1326.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 119/92)
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute
between the management of South Eastern Coalfields Ltd.,
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on
22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/46/1992-IR (C-1I)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/119/92

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRIR.B. PATLE
Shri Shyambabu,

S/o Shri Devnath,

Ex. Mechanical Helper,

Grade-II, Jainagar Colliery,

Gram Bisrampur,
Distt. Surguja (MP) ...Workman
Versus

Sub Area Manager,

Jainagar Sub Area of SECL,

PO Bisrampur colliery

Distt. Surguja (MP) ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on this 21st day of March 2014)

1. As per letter dated 18.6.92 by the Government of
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under
Section-10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No. L-
22012/46/92-1IR(C-II). The dispute under reference
relates to:

"Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager,
Jainagar Sub area of Bisrampur Area of SECL, PO
Bisrampur Distt. Surguja MP in dismissing Shri
Shyam Babu S/o Deonath Cat-II Mech. Helper,
Jainagar, 3/4 Incline w.e.f. 17.6.91 is legal and
justified? If not, to what relief is the concerned
workman entitled to?"

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to
the parties. Workman submitted statement of claim at Page
6/1 to 6/12. Case of Ist Party workman is that he was
appointed as Mechanical Helper Cat-II at Jainagar Mine No.
3,4 on 1.2.1981. He was on said post till 17.6.91. That
officer below General Manager rank is not competent to
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terminate his services. That he was honestly performing
his duties for more than 10 years. He was served with
chargesheet dated 4.4.91 alleging that he was apprehended
carrying 50ft. conveyor belt during night time in area of Jai
Nagar Mine No. 3, 4. That he denied the charges against
him. That the report about the alleged incident was
submitted after 3 days. Chargesheet was also issued to
Shri Rangdhar Nayak. It is alleged that workman was falsely
implicated because of the dispute with security persons
Norbert, Lakhanram and Anil Yadav. False report was
submitted against him by security personnel. The incident
had not occurred, the names of Anil Yadav and Rangdhar
Nayak was subsequently added implicating workman.
Workman was not caught with bicycle carrying conveyor
belt by any of the security personnel. The bicycle and belt
was not seized from him. Workman has also pleaded that
enquiry was not properly conducted. He was given
opportunity to cross-examine witnesses. Enquiry Officer
acted as a prosecutor. Principles of natural justice were
not followed. The witnesses of management Lakhanram
and Norbert has stated in their evidence that conveyor
belt and bicycle were seized from workman. Seizure
Punchnama was not prepared. Joint enquiry held against
him and Rangdhar Nayak is illegal. That standing orders
are not applicable to the workman. The alleged misconduct
is not covered under standing orders Rule 17(1)(a).
Workman did not get opportunity for defence. On such
ground workman prayed for his reinstatement with
consequential benefits.

3. Management filed Written Statement at Page 10/
1 to 10/7. IInd Party submits that SECL is registered under
Companies Act. Several coal mines are operated in MP
by SECL including Jainagar colliery. Workman was
working as mechanical fitter Category-II. Workman was
caught red handed. Chargesheet was issued to him. Enquiry
was conducted following principles of natural justice.
Opportunity for defence to workman was given to him.
IInd Party denies that General Manager has power to
terminate/dismiss the workman. IInd Party submits that
in 1981, power of dismissal were also delegated on
officers below General Manager. That Bisrampur area was
established in 1990 therefore the order of dismissal of
workman was passed by Joint Area Manager. That
workman was apprehended with stolen material while
returning home after IInd shift on 2.4.1991. Workman
was carrying 25 ft. conveyor belt on his bicycle. When he
was challenged, the workman left belt at the place and ran
away on his bicycle. Chargesheet was issued to workman.
The explanation given by workman was not found
satisfactory therefore Enquiry Officer was appointed.
Joint enquiry was conducted against workman and
Rangdhar Nayak as the charges related to same incident.
The Enquiry Officer is competent to ask necessary
questions. Enquiry is not vitiated only on such grounds. It

is alleged that workman is trying to find fault in enquiry
with a motive to take advantage. The enquiry is conducted
as per rules. The misconduct alleged against workman is
proved. On such ground, IInd Party prays for rejection of
claim.

4. As per order dated 13.12.2010, enquiry
conducted against workman is found legal and valid.

5. Considering pleadings on record and findings on
Issue No. 1, the points which arise for my consideration
and determination are as under. My findings are recorded
against each of them for the reasons as below:—

(i) Whether the action of the Sub
Area Manager, Jainagar Sub area
of Bisrampur Area of SECL, PO
Bisrampur Distt. Surguja M P
in dismissing Shri Shyam Babu
S/o Deonath Cat-II Mech.
Helper, Jainagar, 3/4 Incline
w.e.f. 17.6.91 is legal and
justified?

(i1) If not, what relief the
workman is entitled to?"

In Affirmative

Workman is not
entitled to relief
prayed by him.

REASONS

6. In view of enquiry against workman is found legal
and proper, question remains for decision whether finding
of Enquiry Officer are supported by some evidence or
the findings are perverse. Whether the punishment of
dismissal imposed against workman is proper and legal.
With respect to earlier points, affidavit of evidence is filed
by workman. However his affidavit is devoted w.r.t. enquiry
conducted against him and Enquiry Officer not allowed
workman to cross-examine management's witnesses. As
enquiry is already found legal and valid, above part of
affidavit of evidence cannot be considered. Workman has
then devoted affidavit about statement of management's
witnesses Lakhanram and Norbert that they have not seen
workman carrying belt on bicycle. That bicycle was not
seized from workman. The record of Enquiry Proceeding
is filed at Exhibit M-1, M-2. Management's witnesses
Lakhanram and Robert has stated that he was on night duty
on 31.3.91. Norbert Lakra was also on duty with him.
When they were on search round and reached towards
Jainagar Bunkar, he noticed two persons with bicycles
when they reached near those persons they found belt was
carried on bicycle by those persons. When they stopped
those persons and directed them to go towards
Jainagar (old) at that time Anil Yadav Security Guard came.
It was around 11.30 PM. Anil was on duty at
powerhouse. Shri Anil Yadav has taken persons at a
distance of about 5 meters and talked with those persons.
Then Anil Yadav had told them that they were of his
acquaintance and they be released. That they tried to
apprehend those persons. Anil said that those persons
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cannot run away, they would be called in morning as they
were acquainted with him. That he has taken those persons
to powerhouse telling the belt would remain safe. Thereafter
Anil taken them with him to powerhouse. On next day, Anil
was called. The names of those persons were asked from
him. He told the names of those persons were Shambabu
and Rangdhar. In their cross-examination, evidence of
Lakhanram and Rangdhar is not shattered. Management
witness Norbert in his statement before Enquiry Officer
has stated that in the night of 31.3.1981, he and Lakhanram
were on duty. When they approached towards boundary
wall, they had noticed two persons. They had apprehended
them. At that time Anil came and he taken those persons to
powerhouse. He directed those persons to run away. When
they tried to apprehend those persons Anil Yadav said
them not to apprehend. He had taken belt to powerhouse
saying that the belt would remain safe, they should not
worry about it. The evidence of Norbert on above point is
not shattered in his cross-examination. Both the witnesses
in their cross-examination says that those persons were at
5 metres distance from them. Those persons were walking
by boundary side and CHP bridge. Both the witnesses
have identified workman before Enquiry Officer as the
person found by them in the night. That belt was recovered
from Anil Yadav. Norbert was unable to tell distance
between his house and house of Shambabu. He was also
unable to tell location of house of Rangdhar Nayak.
Management's witness P.N. Tiwari corroborated statements
of Lakhanram and Norbert. In his cross-examination
statement of Shri P.N. Tiwari management's witness was
not shattered to disbelieve the evidence. Evidence of all
management's witnesses is cogent that Ist paprty workman
was found carrying 25 ft. belt on his bicycle. When
Lakhanram and Norbert, Management's witnesses stopped
them, they tried to run away. The evidence on above point
is not shattered. The defence of workman was he was
falsely implicated. However in cross-examination of
management's witnesses Lakhanram, Norbert and Tiwari,
any kind of enmity is not suggested. I find no reason why
all those 3 management witnesses would falsely implicate
the workman. The findings of Enquiry Officer holding
workman guilty are supported by evidence of Lakhanram,
Norbert and Tiwari. The findings of Enquiry Officer cannot
be said perverse. Therefore I record my finding on Point
No. 1 in Affirmative.

7. Point No. 2-charge against workman about theft
of conveyor belt is proved from evidence in Enquiry
Proceedings. The question arises whether punishment of
dismissal imposed on workman is disproportionate or
exorbitant and deserves interference. The misconduct
proved against workman is of committed theft of belt is
serious misconduct. Learned counsel for IInd Party
management Shri A.K. Shashi relies on bunch of citations.

In case of Lalit Popli versus Canara Bank and others
reported in 2003(3) Supreme Court Cases 583. Their Lordship
dealing with scope of judicial review of High Court under
Article 226 High Court doesnot act as an appellate authority.
Their Lordship further observed that approach and
objective in criminal proceedings and disciplinary
proceedings are altogether distinct and different. In
disciplinary proceedings the preliminary question is
whether the employee is guilty of such conduct as would
merit action against him whereas in criminal proceedings
the question is whether the offences registered against
him are established and if established what sentence
should be imposed upon him. The standard of proof the
mode of enquiry and rules governing the enquiry and trial
are conceptually different.

In case of State of Tamil Nadu Versus Thiru K.V.
Perumal and others reported in 1996(5) Supreme Court Cases
474. Their Lordship dealing with service law scope of judicial
review. Their Lordship held the question as to whether the
charges were established on the material available, held,
beyond the scope of judicial review as the Administrative
Tribunal is not an appellate authority over the Department
Authorities.

The principles laid down cannot be applied to
present case as powers are conferred on this Tribunal
under Section 11-A of I.D. Act are not identical to the
powers of Administrative Tribunal.

Copy of judgment in Writ Petition No. 1108/2002
is submitted. The facts are not comparable of present case.
Therefore said judgment cannot be beneficially used in
the case.

In case of Prasad Film Laboratories represented by
its Director, Madras versus Presiding Officer, Principal
Laobur Court, City Civil Court Building Madras and
another reported in 2001-LLR-407, in Para 22 of the
judgment, their Lordship held the Tribunal discharges its
functions in the matter judicially. If the discretion has
been properly exercised, this Court would not interfere
with such exercise of discretion. The discretionary power
to tribunal is not a free licence to direct reinstatement,
even when it is not warranted and when the records do not
warrant the setting aside the order of dismissal.

In case of Janatha Bazar (South Kanar Central
Cooperative Wholesale Stores Ltd.) and others versus
Secretary, Sahakari Noukarara Sangha and others reported
in 2000(7) Supreme Court Cases 517, their Lordship of
the Apex Court dealing with misconduct/penalty held Labour
Court cannot substitute the penalty imposed by employer.
Discretion of employer exercise in imposing of punishment
after misconduct proved the domestic enquiry.
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In present case as per finding on Point No. 1, from
evidence in Enquiry Proceedings, misconduct of workman
is proved. Considering the nature of proved misconduct
relating to the theft of belt, I do not find reason to interfere
in the punishment. The punishment of dismissal imposed
against workman cannot be said excessive or exorbitted.
Therefore, I record my finding in Point No. 2 in Affirmative.

8. In the result, award is passed as under:—

(I) Action of the Sub Area Manager, Jainagar Sub area
of Bisrampur Area of SECL, PO Bisrampur Distt.
Surguja MP in dismissing Shri Shyam Babu S/o
Deonath Cat-II Mech. Helper, Jainagar, 3/4 Incline
w.e.f. 17.6.91 is legal and proper.

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief.

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer.
7 fawett, 22 319, 2014

eIl 1327.—3EINTR foag AfafTem, 1947 (1947
T 14) T 9N 17 & TR0 H, Had ThR THLHTd
% Jee & Hog ATt 3R 37 wHERI & o, e
i frfdee sfeifies foams # g T eieifien stfueoy om
A, ST & Y= (HeH &A1 153/91) i Y1
A T, S Ha T TRR BT 22/04/2014 1 T 3T AT |

[Fe TA-22012/282/1991-3TESTR(Hi-11)]
e TH JeTIH, S&h SRR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1327.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 153/91)
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-labour Court,
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute
between the management of South Eastern Coalfields Ltd.
and their workmen, received by the Central Government
on 22/4/2014.

[No. L-22012/282/1991-IR (C-1I)]
B. M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/153/91
PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRIR. B. PATLE

Shri Jarnail Singh,
S/o Shri Uttam Singh,
Qtr. No. 23/2,
Churdava Colony,

PO Bankimogra,
Distt. Bilaspur Workman
Versus
Dy. General Manager,

SECL, Kusmunda Project,

PO Kusmunda Project,

Distt. Bilaspur (MP) ... Management
AWARD

(Passed on this 10th day of March 2014)

1. As per letter dated 12-9-91 by the Government of
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under
Section-10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No.
L-22012(282)/91-IR(C-II). The dispute under reference
relates to:

"Whether the action of the management of

Kusmunda Project of SECL, Bilaspur justified in

terminating the service of Shri Jarnail Singh as

Driver (Trainee) w.e.f. 23.12.897 If not, to what

relief the workman is entitled?"

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued
to the parties. Ist Party workman filed Statement of claim
at Page 2/1 to 2/5. The case of Ist Party workman is that
he was working in Kusmunda Project of IInd party as
Driver from 1-8-89 to 23-12-89. He was terminated from
22-12-89 by Dy. General Manager on the ground that the
certificate of High School submitted by him was found
bogus. Workman submits that before termination of his
services, his explanation was not called. He was terminated
for alleging serious misconduct against him. Show cause
notice was not issued to him, no chargesheet was issued
by IInd Party. Enquiry was not conducted against him. His
services are terminated illegally. Ist Party workman
submits that he had pursued his education from Gurunanak
Khalsa School, Orrissa. He passed 10th standard from
said school in 1978. Thereafter he was residing at Bilaspur
for past 10 years. He had obtained driving licence from
Bilaspur prior to January 1991. His licence was renewed
on 7-6-94 from RTO, Bilaspur. The allegations against
him was imaginary. That for post of Driver passing 10th
standard was not required therefore the allegations against
him were irrelevant. It is reiterated that he was residing at
Bilaspur for more than 12 years as per rules of MP Govt.
the persons residing for 3 years was considered to be
resident of State. He was driving vehicle since 10 years
at Bilaspur. That his services were illegally terminated
she had joined membership of the Union. That he joined
membership of Central India Trade Union branch
Kusmunda. He was terminated in violation of the
provisions of standing orders in violation of principles
of natural justice. That 33 employees junior to him are
still working with the IInd Party, termination of his services
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is illegal. On such grounds, workman is praying for his
reinstatement with back wages.

IInd Party filed Written Statement at Page 5/1 to 5/3.
IInd Party had denied all material allegations of workman in
his statement of claim. It is not disputed that workman was
working as driver in Kusmunda Project. In order to fill
vacancies of Driver, management sent requisition to
Divisional Employment Exchange Office, Korba to sponsore
suitable candidates as per terms. For post of drivers
minimum qualifications required was High School Pass with
3 Years driving experience. The employment exchange
sponsored name of Ist Party workman. He was found
suitable and selected for the post of Driver on 26-7-89.
Workman was appointed on probation. After verificfation
of qualification, it was found that the Principal of Govt.
Boys Higher Secondary School, Chhappa intimated vide
letter dated 11-10-89 that marksheet and School Leaving
Certificate produced by workman were false. As per
Condition-6 of the appointment order, service of Ist Party
workman was terminated on the ground that he submitted
false and fabricated documents for carrying the job. IInd
Party reiterates that no chargesheet was required. It was
not necessary to conduct enquiry against workman. The
services of workman could be terminated as per Caluse-6
of the appointment order. On such ground, IInd Party prays
for rejection of claim.

4. Workman submitted rejoinder at Pate 8/1 to 8/3.
Workman submits that in appointment order, it was no
where mentioned that the appointment was on probation
subject to verification of his qualification. That
contentions of IInd Party on the point of mis-
representation of the fact that he has made clear that he
was no having requisite qualification for appointment, that
he had passed 10th standard from Gurunanak Khalsa High
Secondary school, Orrissa. That he cannot be made guilty
of fabricative, bogus certificate. On such grounds, Ist
Party workman reiterates that he was terminated from
service without giving opportunity.

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points
which arise for my consideration and determination are
as under. My findings are recorded against each of them
for the reasons as below:—

"(i) Whether the action of the

In Affirmative

management of Kusmunda
Project of SECL, Bilaspur
Justified in terminating the
service of Shri Jarnail Singh as
Driver (Trainee) w.e.f. 23-12-89
is legal?
(i) If not, what relief the

workman is entitled to?"

Workman is not
entitled to relief
claimed by him.

REASONS

6. Workman is challenging termination of his service
without showcause notice, chargesheet of enquiry. That
termination of his services on the ground of submitting
false documents for his appointment as Driver. The
management has denied contentions of workman in
Statement of claim filed on record. Workman in his affidavit
of evidence has stated he is resident of T.R. Ghuddeva
colony, Qr. No. 23/2, Post office Bankimongra, District
Bilaspur. That he had passed 10th standard in 1978
Gurunanak High School, Orissa. That he was residing at
Bilaspur. He was running 4 wheeler, he has obtained
driving license, that he was called for interview on 10-3-
82 for the driver post. On 19-8-89, he was appointed at
Kusmunda Section. He was terminated from 22-12-89
without showcause notice or chargesheet. No enquiry was
conducted against him. That he had submitted false
document for obtaining appointment. In his cross-
examination, workman says that he had passed test around
1976-77 from Matkambeda Kalinga school. His name was
sponsored through Employment Exchange. That in 1981,
he was shifted to Bilaspur as his sister was residing there.
He had obtained driving license, he was called for
interview. That he had not submitted any documents at the
time of his interview. He received appointment leter
Exhibit M-1. He has submitted biodata. He admits his
signature on documents No. 12/3 but denied its contents.
That in document 12/3, address of his school is wrongly
shown. That he had not studied in Govt. school Chhappa.
He denied document 12/4, 12/5. He had not submitted those
documents with management. He admits Paper 12/8
marketd Exhibit M-2 i.e. termination order dated
12-12-1989. The reason given for termination of
workman is that on verification of record from Principal,
Govt. High Secondary school, Chhappa, it was revealed
that workman was never student of that school. The
certificate submitted by him was not authentic or genuine.
The appointment letter Exhibit M-1 produced by IInd Party
Clause-6 provides—the appointment is subject to
verification of his character and antecedents after your
reporting for duty, if any adverse remarks regarding your
character and antecedents are received from the Govt.
Authorities in the basis of verification carried out by them,
your services will be terminated without notice and
without assigning any reasons even during the period of
service when are regulary retained by the administration.
The termination of service of workman is as per above
caluse, no chargesheet was issued to workman.

7. Management filed affidavit of evidence of Shri P.V.
Satyanarayana, that management had sent requisition to
Divisional Employment Exchange, Korba for vacancies of
Driver. In Para-4 management's witness has stated that
minimum qualification was High School passed with 3 years
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experience of Driving Motor Vehicle. The workman was
found suitable. He was appointed as per document Exhibit
M-1. His services were terminated as the certificate
produced by workman was found false as per report
received from Govt. Boys High Secondary School,
Chhappa. Management's witness in his cross-examination
says that he had not participated in proceeding before ALC.
Workman never worked under him. He was not member of
the Selection Committee. Departmental Enquiry was not
conducted against workman. He denies that since workman
joined service, documents about his educational
qualifications were not called from him. That service of
workman was terminated as per standing orders. He was
not paid compensation. From further evidence of
management's witness Document Exhibit M-6 is proved
i.e. letter issued from Principal, Govt. High Secondary
School that workman was not student of that school. In
his cross-examination, management's witness was unable
to tell whether copy of application given to the Govt. High
School, Chhappa is produced on record. He admits that
original marksheet of workman and entry in admission
register of workman are not produced. He had not seen
original marksheet and admission register of workman.
He had not seen document referred in Exhibit W-6.

8. Workman has produced documents W-1 Transfer
certificate from Gunanak Khalsa High School Barbil, Distt
Kalinga, his date of admission is shown 19.10.73 and date
of leaving school is 22-12-1978. He was student of 10th
standard. Exhibit W-2 is duplicate marksheet of passing
10th standard examination in 1978. Both Exhibit W-1 &
W-2 are duplicates issued on 17-7-90. If Exhibit W-2 is
accepted, workman had passed 10th standard examination
in 1978. He had secured 379 marks out of 900.

9. The affidavit of witness Shriu Suraj Singh Yadav
was filed by workman in support of above documents. Said
witness was not cross-examined. Management has
produced documents Exhibit 12/4/, 12/5/ copies of
transfer certificate of workman from Govt. High
Secondary school, Chhappa, 12/5 is copy of Marksheet
of passing secondary school examination in 1977, the
marks secured by workman are shown. Document 12/6
shows marks obtained by the workman. In biodata form
Exhibit M-4 information is shown that workman had
passed 10th standard examination from Chhappa in 1979
with 58% marks. The workman had secured IInd division.
Workman in his cross-examination admitted signature on
said document. Initially he had denied signature on
document. As per evidence of handwriting expert, the
signature on biodata form is of the workman. The workman
claims in his evidence that the contents of biodata form
were not filled by him. Clause V of appointment letter
contemplates verification of the character and

educational qualifications. The information submitted in
biodata form was found false. Workman in his cross-
examination claims that he has not submitted any document
at the time of interview that he had passed examination
from School in Orissa, he has not explained why information
in biodata form Exhibit M-4 was not corrected. The
document Exhibit W-1, W-2 produced by workman are
duplicates. He has not expalained what were the reasons
to obtain duplicate document Exhibit W-1, W-2 after
termination of his service. The termination of service of
workman after receiving information that the workman was
not student of Govt. School, Chhappa cannot be said
illegal. The documents Exhibit W-1, W-2 are produced
subsequently to letter received from Principal Govt. School,
Chhappa. On 11-10-89, Principal of Govt. School Chhappa
has reported that workman was not student of said school,
the documents were bogus. IInd Party has produced those
documents at Page 12/4, 12/5. Management's witness stated
those documents 12/5 & 12/5 were produced by workman
alongwith biodata form, there was no reason for
management of IInd party to verify its genuiness from
Principal, Govt. School Chhappa. It is reported that
workman was not studying in said school and the document
were bogus. The document produced by workman Exhibit
W-1, W-2 were not produced with biodata Exhibit No. 3
and appears obtained subsequently to suit defence of the
workman. Therefore I record my finding on Point No. 1 in
Affirmative.

10. Point No. 2- In view of any finding in Point No.
1, as the document submitted by workman regarding his
educational qualifications were found bogus, the services
of Ist Party workman are terminated as per Clause-V of
the appointment letter, workman is not entitled for relief
claimed by the him. There was no reason for IInd Party to
receive those documents from any other source. Though
reliance is placed in ratio held in Case of Prithipal Singh
versus State of Punjab and others reported in 2002 (10)
Supreme Court Cases 133. The ratio cannot be applied to
present case at hand as the services of workman were
terminated giving reasons the documents about the
educational qualification submitted by workman were
found bogus, the termination cannot be said stigmatic.
Therefore I record my finding in Point No. 1 in
Affirmative.

11. In the result, award is passed as under:—

(1) The action of the management of Kusmunda Project
of SECL, Bilaspur justified in terminating the
service of Shri Jarnail Singh as Driver (Trainee) w.e.f
23-12-89 is legal.

(2) Workman is not entitled to relief prayed by him.
R.B. PATLE, Presiding Officer
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ToTHe YA, S AR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1328.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 17/
2012) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the
Industrial dispute between the management of M/s.
Singareni Collieries Co. Limited, and their workman,
received by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/10/2012-IR(CM-IT)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

PRESENT : Smt. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 29th day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. I.D. 17/2012

BETWEEN:

The State Dy. General Secretary,

(Sri T. Raja Reddy),

Singareni Collieries Employees Union (CITU),

Qtr. No. D-9, Shramika Bhavan, Main Chowrasta,
Shivaji Nagar, Godavarikhani,

Karimnagar District. ... Petitioner

AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Ramagundam-II Area, GDK-8 Inc., Colony (P.O.),
Godavarikhani, Karimnagar Distt-505211

....Respondent

APPEARANCES:

For the Petitioner : NIL

M/sPA.V.V.S. Sarma &

Vijaya Lakhsmi P,

Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its

Order No. L-22012/10/2012-IR(CM-1I) dated 26.4.2012
referred the following dispute between the management
of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their
workman under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for
adjudication to this Tribunal. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

"Whether the action the management of General

For the Respondent

Manager of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company
Ltd., Ramagundam-II Area, Godavarikhani,
Karimnagar Dist., Designating Sri Kumabala
Laxmaiah, Ex-Pump Operatory category-III as
piece-rated workers Grade-I and later re-
designating as General Mazdoor (surface) by
protecting wages in Cat-I instead of Cat-III with
effect from 6.4.1992 and 15.11.1994 respectively
is justified or not? To what relief the concerned
workman is entitled.?

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 17/2012 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent. Claim statement not filed
and there is no representation. Inspite of receiving notice
twice, Petitioner is not appearing and taking interest in
the proceedings. In the circumstances, taking that
petitioner got no claim to be made, 'Nil'award is passed."”

Award Passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowari,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 29th day
of January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMLI, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for the

the Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents Marked for the Petitioner
NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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HP3TP 1329, - 3irEifiTen faarg stfuf=m, 1947 (1947
T 14) i ¥R 17 & ST H hesd TR THHHT
% eiEs o Helg R 3R ST HHERI & i ST e
T e oieifien foare # shia TR st sifererToy sm
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FHIA T, ST HesId TR I 22/04/2014 1 U 3T T |

[T TA-22012/199/2012—3TEAR( T TH-11) ]
oTHe eI, SHh SRR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1329.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 13/
2013) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in the
Industrial dispute between the management of M/s.
Singareni Collieries Co. Limited, and their workman,
received by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/199/2012-IR(CM-II)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTAT
HYDERABAD

PRESENT : Smt. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 19th day of March, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 1.D. 13/2013

BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)

Telangana Trade Union Council,

H.No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Dist. - 504208 ... Petitioner

AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Sreerampur Area, Sreerampur ,
Adilabad Distt.-504292

APPEARANCES:

....Respondent

For the Petitioner : NIL

M/sPA.V.VS. Sarma &
Vijaya Lakhsmi Panguluri,
Advocates

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/199/2012-IR(CM-II) dated 30.11.2012
referred the following dispute between the management of
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman
under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication
to this Tribunal. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

"Whether the action of the Chief General Manager
of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,

For the Respondent

Sreerampur Area, Sreerampur, Adilabad District in
terminating the services of Shri Siddam Muthyalu,
Ex-Coal Filler, RK-6 Inc., SCCL, Sreerampur Area
with effect from 18.11.1998 is justified or not? To
what relief the applicant is entitled for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 13/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Claim statement not filed. Inspite of giving
fair opportunity again and again Petitioner is not taking
interest in the proceedings and is not making any claim.
In the circumstances, taking that there is no claim to be
made, 'Nil'award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowari,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 19th day
of March, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHM]I, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for

the
the Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL

Documents Marked for the Petitioner

NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL
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[Fe Tete 22012/206/2012-3T% AR (Hi-TH-11)]
ToTHe YA, S AR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1330.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No.15/
2013) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the
industrial dispute between the management of M/s.
Singareni Collieries Co. Ltd., and their workmen, received
by the Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/206/2012-IR(CM-1I)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
ATHYDERABAD

PRESENT : Smt. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 19th day of March, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 1.D. 15/2013

BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)
Telangana Trade Union Council,
H.No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Dist. - 504208 ... Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Bellampally Area, Goleti Township,

Adilabad Distt.-504292 ....Respondent

APPEARANCES:
For the Petitioner : NIL

M/sPA.V.V.S. Sarma &
Vijaya Lakhsmi Panguluri,
Advocates

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/206/2012-IR(CM-II) dated 4.12.2012
referred the following dispute between the management of
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman
under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication
to this Tribunal. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

"Whether the action of the Chief General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Bellampally Area, Goleti Township, Adilabad
District in disempanelling Shri Rangu Mallaiah, Ex-
Coal Filler, MVK-5 Inc., SCCL, Bellampalli Area
with effect from 20.9.2000 is justified or not? To
what relief the applicant is entitled for?"

For the Respondent

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 15/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Claim statement not filed. In spite of
giving fair opportunity again and again Petitioner is not
taking interest in the proceeding and is not making any
claim. In the circumstances, taking that there is no claim
to be made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 19th day
of March, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHM]I, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for

the
the Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents Marked for the Petitioner
NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL
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[Fe Tet 22012/205/2012-3TTE 3TR (HwH-11)]
oTHe eI, SHh SRR

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2014

S.0. 1331.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 16/2013)
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial
dispute between the management of M/s. Singareni
Collieries Co. Ltd., and their workmen, received by the
Central Government on 22/04/2014.

[No. L-22012/205/2012-IR(CM-1I)]
B.M. PATNAIK, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
ATHYDERABAD

PRESENT : Smt. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 19th day of March, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 1.D. 16/2013

BETWEEN:

The President,

(Sri Bandari Satyanarayana)

Telangana Trade Union Council,

H.No.- 5-295, Indra Nagar,

Opp. Bus Stand, Mancherial,

Adilabad Dist. - 504208 ... Petitioner

AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited,
Bellampally Area, Goleti Township,
Adilabad Distt.-504292

APPEARANCES:

....Respondent

For the Petitioner : NIL

M/sPA.V.V.S. Sarma &
Vijaya Lakhsmi Panguluri,

For the Respondent

Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-22012/205/2012-IR(CM-II) dated 4.12.2012
referred the following dispute between the management of
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman
under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication
to this Tribunal. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

"Whether the action of the Chief General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Bellampally Area, Goleti Township, Adilabad
District in disempanelling Shri Thokala Ramulu, Ex-
Coal Filler, Galeti-I Inc., SCCL, Bellampalli Area
with effect from 12.5.2005 is justified or not? To
what relief the applicant is entitled for?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 16/2013 and notices were issued to the parties.

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim
statement and documents.

3. Petitioner called absent and there is no
representation. Claim statement not filed. In spite of
giving fair opportunity again and again Petitioner is not
taking interest in the proceeding and is not making any
claim. In the circumstances, taking that there is no claim
to be made, 'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 19th day
of March, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHM]I, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for

the
the Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL

Documents Marked for the Petitioner

NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL
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[T Tete-12012/30/2011-3TE 3R (Sht-1)]
HAfd Feal, STIIRT SRRt

New Delhi, the 25th April, 2014

S.0. 1332.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 18/
2012) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum Labour
Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure, in the
industrial dispute between the management of State Bank
of Travancore and their workmen, received by the Central
Government on 26/03/2014.

[No. L-12012/30/2011-IR(B-I)]
SUMATI SAKILLANI, Section Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
ERNAKULAM

Shri D. Sreevallabham, B,Sc., LL.B.,
Presiding Officer

(Wednesday the 26th day of February, 2014/07th
Phalguna 1935)

LD. 18/2012

PRESENT:

Smt. Sarasamma
W/o Thankappan
Paradayil Veedu
Kuravankuzhy PO
Pullad, Thiruvalla
Kerala State

By Adv. AV Xavier

Workman

Managemen The Managing Director
State Bank of Travancore
Head Office

Poojappura

Trivandrum
By Adv. PRamakrishnan

This case coming up for final hearing on 26.02.2014
and this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on the same day
passed the following :

AWARD

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Government
of India/Ministry of Labour by its Order No.-L-12012/30/
2011-IR(B-I) dated 29.03.2012 referred the following
industrial dispute for adjudication to this tribunal.

2. The dispute is:

"Whether the action of the management of State Bank

of Travancore, Kozhenchery Branch in terminating

the services of Smt. Sarasamma w.e.f. 19.05.2010 is
legal and justified? To what relief the Smt. Sarasamma
is entitled?"

3. After appearance of both the parties and
submission of pleadings the case was posted in the Lok
Adalath as agreed to by both the parties. In the Lok Adalath
there was a full and final settlement of all the claims and
both the parties jointly filed compromise. Hence an award
can be passed accepting the compromise.

4. In the result an award is passed as per the terms
of the compromise and the compromise will form part of
the award.

The award will come into force one month after its
publication in the Official Gazette.

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 26th
day of February, 2014.

D. SREEVALLABHAM, Presiding Officer
APPENDIX-NIL
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,

ERNAKULAM
ID NO. 18/2012

Smt. Sarasamma,

W/o Thankappan,

Paradayil Veedu,

Kuravankuzhy P.O.,

Pullad, Thiruvalla,

Kerala State.

Vs.

The Managing Director,

............... Workman

State Bank of Travancore,
Head Office, Poojappura,
Trivandrum. L. Management

The matter was taken up in Lok Adalat and the parties
agreed to settle the dispute on the following terms:—

1. The management agrees to pay a sum of Rs. 50,000

(Rupees Fifty thousand only), to the workman in full

and final settlement of all the claims of the worker
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against the Management.

2. Upon receiving the said amount, the worker will not
have any further monetary claim or claim for
employment against the Management in connection
with her alleged employment under the Management.

3. A Banker's Cheque for Rs. 50,000/~ (Rupees Fifty
Thousand only) bearing No. 525899 dated
07.02.2014 favouring Smt. Sarasamma drawn on State
Bank of Travancore, Kottayam Civil Station Branch
is handed over to the worker on this day towards full
and final settlement of all claims of the worker in I.D.
No. 18/2012.

Dated this the 20th day of February, 2014.

Workman: Management:
Sd/- Sd/-
Cousel for Workman: Counsel for

Management:
Sd/- Sd/-

=€ fewett, 25 319, 2014

weeTr 1333.— e faarg erfufram, 1947 (1947
T 14) I ¥R 17 & SO0 § g THR W2 I A
TS JEEds & Hog Tt 3R 37 HHPR & o,
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[Fe TA-12012/20/2006 3T 3R (sit-1)]
HAfd Feha!, STTU SIHwmR
New Delhi, the 25th April, 2014

S.0. 1333.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (No. LC 73/2006
& ID 14/2007) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in
the industrial dispute between the management of State
Bank of Hyderabad and their workmen, received by the
Central Government on 16/04/2014.

[No. L-12012/20/2006-1IR(B-1)]
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR
COURT, ERNAKULAM

PRESENT: Smt. M. Vijayan Lakashmi,

Presiding Officer
Dated the 28th day of February, 2014

COMMON AWARD
IN
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE Nos.
L.C.73/2006 AND ID. 14/2007
BETWEEN:
Sri A. Ramesh
S/o A. Sailoo,
C/o A.P. Industrial Employees Union,
"House of Labour", King Kothi Road,
Hyderabad-29. .. Petitioner
AND

1. The Dy. General Manager,
Personnel Department,
State Bank of Hyderabad,
Gunfoundry, Head Office,
Hyderabad.

2. The Branch Manager,
State Bank of Hyderabad,
Nallakunta Branch,
Nallakunta,
Hyderabad ... Respondents

APPEARANCES:

For the Petitioner M/s. V. Viswanatham & R.

Dushyantla, Advocates
For the Respondent Sri A.V.S.S. Prasad, Advocate
COMMON AWARD

Sri A. Ramesh invoking Sec. 2A(2) of Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (who will be referred to as workman)
has filed this petition against the Respondents seeking
for passing an award directing the Respondent to reinstate
the Petitioner into service from 1.6.2006 with full back
wages and all other attendant benefits with continuity of
service and to pay interest @ 12% p.a. on the back wages
and costs.

2. While so a reference in ID No. 14/2007 has been
received by this forum from Government of India,
Ministry of Labour and Employment, New Delhi vide
order No.L-12012/20/2006-IR(B-I) dated 19.1.2007,
whereunder, this forum has been invited to give award on
the questions of,

"Whether the action of the management of State
Bank of Hyderabad, not regularising the services
of Sri A. Ramesh, Casual Labour, working since

1997 is legal and justified? If not, what relief the

workman is entitled to?"

By virtue of the order dated 30.9.2008, these two
cases i.e., LC 73/2006 and ID 14/2007 were clubbed
together and the proceedings were conducted commonly
for both these matters in LC 73/2006.
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3. No specific claim statement has been filed by the
Petitioner in ID 14/2007.

4. The averments made in LC 73/2006 filed by the
Petitioner in brief are as follows:

Petitioner was appointed by the 2nd Respondent
with the consent and permission of the 1st Respondent
on 10th June, 1997 as casual labour and his last drawn
wages was Rs. 50/- per day, whereas casual labours working
at Gunfoundry Branch and Kakatiyanagar Branch are being
paid wages @ Rs. 130/- per day. Petitioner was pleading
since long time that he was being paid less wages. He
worked with the Respondent continuously but as per their
usual practice no written orders were issued. He was never
engaged in the exigencies of the work as and when
necessary and was never paid same amount as per the work,
without hindrance he entered into the bank along with the
regular employees and performed duties entrusted to him
by the 2nd Respondent. But he was deprived equal pay for
equal work. He completed 240 days in every calendar year.
He used to work from 10 AM to 11.30 PM to help and
assist the staff in finalizing the work, after banking hours.
2nd Respondent appreciated his work and in the year 1998
forwarded Petitioner's application for absorption on
4.4.2002. This document clearly show that there is no
break in service of the Petitioner from 1997. Since his
services were not regularized inspite of several
representations though Respondents regularized services
of several others without the media of Employment
Exchange. He approached his union who in turn raised a
dispute under Sec. 2k for regularization before the
Conciliation Officer, Assistant Labour Commissioner (C)
who admitted the dispute and as the conciliation failed,
he closed proceedings and submitted report to the
government vide their letter 24.1.2006. Respondent not
only paid less wages but also deprived the Petitioner of
payment of bonus, whereas there are orders in the shape
of circular by the Respondents that the casual employees
are entitled for bonus. Having no alternative Petitioner
filed MP 49/2005 claiming for difference of the amount
due to him invoking Sec. 33 C (2) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947. In the circumstances 2nd Respondent
with prejudiced mind has terminated the services of the
Petitioner orally from 1.6.2006 which is unfair labour
practice. On such illegal termination Petitioner issued
notice dated 2.6.2006 which the Respondents received
but there is no response from him. Such oral termination
of the Petitioner's service is illegal, inoperative and
improper and without any valid reason. Petitioner has
successfully completed continuous service from June,
1997 to 31.5.2006. Inspite of it Sec. 25F of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 was not followed. He is entitled for
reinstatement into service. Hence, the petition.

5. Respondents filed their common counter in LC 73/
2006 and ID 14/2007, with the averments in brief as follows:

A.P. Industrial Employee Union does not have any
locus stand to file this case on behalf of the Petitioner, as it
is neither an association recognized by the Bank nor having
the employees of the bank as members. Further Petitioner is
not a workman as per Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. He is not
an employee of the bank. As such, petition is liable to be
dismissed. Further as per the verdict of the Hon'ble Supreme
Court of India in the case of Secretary, State of Karnataka
and others (Vs.) Umadevi and three others, reported in at
(2006) 4 SCC page 1, casual labour/temporary employee
do not have any right to regular or permanent public
employment as they accepted the employment fully knowing
the nature of their employment at their own violation and
with eyes open as to the nature of their illegal employment,
which is not as per constitutional provisions and the
appointment is not as per due process of selection as
envisaged by the relevant rules and also held that the courts
should not perpetuate illegalities, irregularities or
improprieties. Thus, the petition under Section 2A(2) of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is not maintainable in law or
on facts. The contention of the Petitioner that he was
employed on casual basis since 1997 by the 2nd Respondent
and 2nd Respondent was making payment of Rs. 50/- per
day though the casual labours working in the other branches
like Kakatiyanagar branch and Gunfoundry branch are being
paid more wages, that Petitioner was working continuously
without any break and completed 240 days in a calendar
year, that he made request for written letter of appointment
and for correct wages and was assured of the same and was
not granted the same, that 2nd Respondent extracted the
work from 10AM to 11.30PM without giving any break are
all incorrect. Petitioner never worked for 240 days in a
calendar year and he was never employed in the year 1997
nor terminated on 1.6.2006. Payment of wages made to
casual workers of Kakatiyanagar branch and Gunfoundry
branch were covered by some orders which were passed by
competent courts basing on the records. Placing the
Petitioner with such persons stating that their respective
cases are identical is incorrect and is not maintainable in
Law and on facts. The present claim petition is filed as
counter making claims which got nothing to the state of
affairs concerning the Petitioner who is a daily employee
and whose services were utilized as and when need arose is
not at all correct. The documents relied upon by the
Petitioner are self-serving and they are not official record
of the bank. The mode and manner in which such documents
were obtained in not made out. Notice for termination dated
2.6.2006 given by the Petitioner is an after thought with a
mind set for filing the present petition. Provisions of
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 are not applicable to him as
the Petitioner is not a permanent employee and
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since his claim that he successfully continued in service
from June, 1997 to 31.5.2006 and that he was terminated on
1.6.2006 are all incorrect. He was engaged on casual basis
as and when work arose, in the branch due to various
reasons. His claim that his services were terminated to
harass him as he approached courts is far from truth and
it is an attempt to abuse due process of law. He was never
appointed by the bank nor appointment letter was issued
to him. He was paid as per the norms and understanding of
the work done. He was engaged to do the work which is
casual in nature and which arise intermittently. For doing
regular work bank recruits staff by complying with the
provisions stipulated after taking into account the
guidelines issued by the Government of India from time
to time in accordance with constitutional provisions. As
such, employment itself is illegal. Therefore, the
reinstatement into service can not be claimed that too
with full back wages and attendant benefits with continuity
of service and also interest. Government of India, Ministry
of Finance, Department of Economic Affairs (Banking
Division) had issued circular dated 6.8.1990 directing the
recruitment of temporary employees in the clerical/
subordinate cadre shall be stopped forthwith. For the staff
which was then on the rolls of the banks, they shall be
regularized as provided in the approach paper in terms of
the circular issued at that time. These are all specific
directions of Banks to make temporary appointment till
the problem of existing temporary employees is fully
resolved and for future requirements, Banks would have
to approach Government and would have go by such
modalities as would be laid down by the Government
through regular process of recruitment enshrined in the
constitution. Engagement of Petitioner is illegal because
such appointments on casual basis were obtained by the
Petitioner without following the procedure of their names
being forwarded by the Employment Exchange, without
following the rule of reservation and the procedure for
appointment of employees in the subordinate cadre as
prescribed by the rules of the Respondent bank. Further,
as per the verdict of Hon'ble Supreme Court the candidates
lack any eligibility of qualification in any manner it would
not possible to consider for regularizations as casual
labours and that long duration of service would also not
be relevant condition to regularize the service.
Appointment against non-existent vacancy is also not
maintainable and such person is entitled for regularization.
In this case there was no vacancy in the regular basis but
the Petitioner was engaged on daily wages basis to meet
the exigencies. Even such employment can not be
regularized unless regularized through prescribed
procedure. Daily wage labourers whose services were
engaged on the basis of need of work, such termination

does not constitute as retrenchment. Such termination is
not arbitrary as they are need based. It is well settled
principle that an appointment made in violation of
mandatory provisions constituted and non-possession of
minimum educational or technical qualifications and
other essential qualifications etc., would be wholly illegal.
Those who come by back door should go through the
door. Since Petitioner has been engaged to meet the
exigencies only he is not a workman and he is not entitled
for equal emoluments or equal pay to that of regular
employees. Regularization can not be claimed as a matter
of right, specially when it is illegal appointment. Petition is
liable to be dismissed with exemplary costs.

6. To substantiate the contentions of the Petitioner
WWI1 was examined and Ex. W1 to W3 were marked.
Ex. W1 is the application forwarded by the Branch
Manager. Ex. W2 is the list of casual employees who were
regularized. Ex. W3 is the representation to the Bank
Mnager dated 2.6.2006. On behalf of the management
MW1 was examined. No documentary evidence has been
produced by the management.

7. Heard the arguments of the either party. Written
arguments were also filed by the Petitioner and the same
are received and considered.

8. Point that arises for determination is:

Whether the Petitioner is workman and whether
termination of his services is legal and justified? If so, to
what relief the Petitioner is entitled?

9. Point:

As far as the present dispute is concerned, through
Ex. W1 to W3 coupled with his own oral evidence as
WW1, Petitioner could established before this court that
he has been working as casual labour with the Respondent
bank since June, 1997 and management could not produce
any material evidence against the contention of the
Petitioner that he worked with the Respondent from
10.6.1997 to 31.5.2006. Thus, it can safely be taken that
Petitioner has worked with the Respondent bank since
June, 1997 as casual labour and therefore, he is a workman
for all purposes. Contra contentions of the Respondent
are not acceptable.

10. As can he gathered from the material on record,
Petitioner who applied for his absorption in bank's regular
service by making applications time and again, has raised
an industrial dispute seeking for regularization of his
service with the Respondent bank by approaching
Assistant Labour Commissioner (C). Assistant Labour
Commissioner (C) has made efforts to conciliate the
matter, and evidently such conciliation proceedings failed.

11. While things stood so, istead of regularising the
Petitioner's services, the Respondent bank has chosen to
remove him from service abruptly w.e.f. 1.6.2006. There
on Petitioner is constrained to approach this forum by filing
this dispute seeking for his reinstatement into service.
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12. Evidently and admittedly there is no compliance
of Sec. 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 while removing
the Petitioner from service. It is the contention of the
Respondent that since the Petitioner is not a workman and
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 does not apply to him, there
was no compliance of Sec. 25F of Industrial Disputes Act,
1947.

13. As already observed above, the material on record
clearly discloses that Petitioner has been in continuous
service as casual labour with the Respondent since June,
1994 and thus he is a workman. Thus, the provisions of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will apply to him, therefore,
his retrenchment/removal from service without complying
with Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is certainly
illegal, unjust and arbitrary.

14. Tt is the contention of the Respondent that the
principles laid down in the cases of Official Liquidator Vs.
Dayanand and others (2008) 10 SCC page 1 whereunder
principles laid down in the case of Umadevi Vs. State of
Karnataka (2006) 4 SCC page 1 has been upheld, are
applicable to the present case and that Petitioner is not
entitled for the relief sought for.

15. In the above cited cases Hon'ble Supreme Court
has considered the acceptable mode of public employment
and non acceptable regularization of services of the
persons who entered into the service by back door
methods, thereby defeating the opportunity of the general
public to compete for appointment to the said post etc.
Present dispute is an industrial dispute. Industrial Law is
totally different from Civil Law/Administrative Law.
Regularization of casual workman as regular workman
etc., are all governed by the Industrial laws, rules and
various circulars issued by the government from time to
time touching this aspects. Public employment under Civil
Law/Administrative Law is totally different.

16. Further more, in this case Petitioner is not
seeking for regularization of his service. What all he is
questioning is the correctness of abrupt termination of
his services when he questioned the inaction on the part
of the Respondent bank regarding his plea for
regularization of his services, that too without complying
with the Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.

17. Inspite of their own admission in their counter
that "Government of India, Ministry of Finance,
Department of Economic Affairs (Banking Division) had
issued a circular No. F-3/3/104/87-IR dated 6.8.1990
directing that all recruitment of temporary employees in
the clerical/subordinate cadre shall be stopped forth with
and that for the staff which was then on the rolls of the
Banks, they shall be regularized as provided in the
approach paper in terms of the circular issued a that time,"
the Respondent bank, evidently failed to take appropriate
action in connection with the claims of the petition.

18. Anyway, the question whether Petitioner is
entitled for regularization of services or not is not the subject
matter in this petition. Even if the same is subject matter in
this petition, since it is an industrial dispute, the principles
laid down in the above cited cases are not applicable.

19. For all the above referred reasons, the principles
laid down in the above cited cases relied upon by the
Learned Counsel for the bank are not helpful to his
contentions in this case.

20. There are umpteen number of legal precedents
laid down by the Apex Court whereunder it is clearly laid
down that the workman who is removed from service
without complying with the mandatory conditions laid
down in Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is
to be ordered to be reinstated into service. Thus, the
Petitioner who is found to be a workman, is entitled to be
reinstated into service of the bank w.e.f. 1.6.2006 with
the benefit of continuous service. As far as back wages
are concerned, since he did not render his service to the
bank but not due to his own fault, he is entitled for atleast
50% of the back wages payable to him, but for the abrupt
and illegal removal from service.

This point is answered accordingly.

Result:

In the result, petition is allowed. Petitioner shall be
reinstated into service of the Respondent bank as casual
labour w.e.f. 1.6.2006 with continuity of service. He shall
be paid 50% of the back wages also forth with.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 28th day
of February, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHM]I, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for
the

Witnesses examined for

the Petitioner Respondent
WWI1: Sri A. Ramkesh MW 1: Sri Mallela Srinivas
Documents marked for the Petitioner

Ex. W1: Photostat copy of the application of the
Petitioner dt. 4.4.2002

Ex. W2: Photostat copy of list of the 34 casual
employees of the State Bank of Hyderabad

Ex W3:  Photostat copy of representation dt. 2.6.2006

by the Petitioner to the DGM, Personnel
Department and Branch Manager, Nallakunta
branch.

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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[Te TA-12012/22/2006-3T% 3R (S-1)]
HAfd FeRal, ST SRRt
New Delhi, the 25th April, 2014

S.0.1334.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (No. LC 74/2006
& ID 12/2007) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in
the Industrial dispute between the management of State
Bank of Hyderabad and their workmen, received by the
Central Government on 16/04/2014.

[No. L-12012/22/2006-1R(B-1)]
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR
COURT AT HYDERABAD

PRESENT : Smt. M. VIJAYA LAKSHM], Presiding Officer
Dated the 28th day of February, 2014
COMMONAWARD
IN
Industrial Dispute
Nos. L.C. 74/2006 and 1. D. 12/2007

BETWEEN:

Sri J. Kiran Kumar,

S/0J. Omprakash,

C/o A.P. Industrial Employees Union,
"House of Labour", King Kothi Road,
Hyderabad-29.

AND

1. The Dy. General Manager,
Personnel Department,
State Bank of Hyderabad,

..Petitioner

Gunfoundry, Head Office,
Hyderabad.

2. The Branch Manager,
State Bank of Hyderabad,
Nallakunta Branch,
Nallakunta,

Hyderabad.

APPEARANCES:

...Respondents

M/s. V. Viswanatham & R.
Dushyantla, Advocates

For the Respondent Sri A.V.S.S. Prasad, Advocate
COMMON AWARD

SriJ. Kiran Kumar invoking Sec. 2A(2) of Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (who will be referred to as workman)
has filed this petition against the Respondents seeking
for passing an award directing the Respondent to reinstate
the Petitioner into service from 1.6.2006 with full back
wages and all other attendant benefits with continuity of
service and to pay interest @ 12% p.a. on the back wages
and costs.

2. While so a reference in ID No. 12/2007 has been
received by this forum from Government of India,
Ministry of Labour and Employment, New Delhi vide
order No. L-12012/22-2006-IR (B-(I) dated 18.1.2007,
whereunder, this forum has been invited to give award on
the question of,

For the Petitioner

"Whether the action of the management of
Statement Bank of Hyderabad, not regularising the
services of Sri J. Kiran Kumar, Casual Labour, working
since 1999 is legal and justified? If not, what releif the
workman is entitled to?"

By virtue of the order dated 30.9.2008, these two
cases i.e. LC 74/2006 and ID 12/2007 were clubbed
together and the proceedings were conducted commonly
for both these matters in LC 74.2006.

3. No specific claim statement has been filed by
the Petitioner in ID 12/2007.

4. The averments made in LC 74/2006 filed by the
Petitioner in brief are as follows:

Petitioner was appointed by the 2nd Respondent
with the consent and permission of the 1st Respondent
from 18th August, 1999 as casual labour and his last drawn
wages was Rs. 50 per day, whereas casual labours working
at Gunfoundry Branch and Kakatiyanagar Branch are being
paid wages @ Rs. 130 per day. Petitioner was pleading
since long time that he was being paid less wages. He
worked with the Respondent continuously but as per their
usual practice no written orders were issued. He was never
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engated in the exigencies of the work as and when necessary
and was never paid same amount as per the work, without
hindrance he entered into the bank along with the regular
employees and performed duties entrusted to him by the
2nd Respondent. But he was deprived equal pay for equal
work. He completed 240 days in every calendar year. He
used to work from 10 AM to 11.30 PM to help and assist
the staff in finalizing the work, after banking hours. 2nd
Respondent appreciated his work and in the year 2002
forwarded Petitioner's application for absorption on
4.4.2002. This document clearly show that there is no
break in service of the Petitioner from 1999. Since his
services were not regularized inspite of serveral
representations though Respodents regularized services
of several others without the media of Employment
Exchange. He approached his union who in turn raised a
dispute under Sec. 2k for regularization before the
Conciliation Officer, Assistant Labour Commissioner (C)
who admitted the dispute and as the conciliation failed,
he closed proceedings and submitted report to the
government vide their letter 24.1.2006. Respondent not
only paid less wages but also deprived the Petitioner of
payment of bonus, whereas there are orders in the shape
of circular by the Respondents that the casual employees
are entitled for bonus. Having no alternative Petitioner
filed MP 50/05 claiming for difference of the amount
due to him invoking Sec. 33C(2) of the Industrial Disputes
Act, 1947. In the circumstances 2nd Respondent with
prejudiced mind has terminated the services of the
Petitioner orally from 1.6.2006 which is unfair labour
practice. On such illegal termination Petitioner issued
notice dated 2.6.2006 which the Respondents received
but there is no response from him. Such oral termination
of the Petitioner's service is illegal, inoperative and
improper and without any valid reason. Petitioner has
successfully completed continuous service from August,
1999 to 31.5.2006. Inspite of it Sec. 25F of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 was not followed. He is entitled for
reinstatement into service. Hence, the petition.

5. Respondents filed their common counter in LC
74/2006 and ID 12/2007, with the averments in brief as
follows:

A.P. Industrial Employee Union does not have any
locus stand to file this case on behalf of the Petitioner, as it
is neither an association recognized by the Bank nor having
the employees of the bank as members. Further Petitioner
is not a workman as per Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. He is
not an employee of the bank. As such, petition is liable to be
dismissed. Further as per the verdict of the Hon'ble Supreme
Court of India in the case of Secretary, State of Karnataka
and others Vs. Umadevi and three otheres, reported in at
(2006) 4 SCC page 1, casual labour/temporary employee
do not have any right to regular or permanent public
employment as they accepted the employment fully
knowing the nature of their employment at their own

violation and with eyes open as to the nature of their illegal
employment, which is not as per constitutional provisions
and the appointment is not as per due process of selection
as envisaged by the relevant rules and also held that the
courts should not perpetuate illegalities, irregularities or
improprieties. Thus, the petition under Section 2A(2) of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is not maintainable in law
or on facts. The contention of the Petitioner that he was
employed on casual basis since 1999 by the 2nd Respondent
and 2nd Respondent was making payment of Rs. 50 per
day though the casual labours working in the other branches
like Kakatiyanagar branch and Gunfoundry branch are
being paid more wages, that Petitioner was working
continuously without any break and completed 240 days
in a calendar year, that he made request for written letter of
appointment and for correct wages and was assured of the
same and was not granted the same, that 2nd Respondent
extracted the work from 10AM to 11.30 PM without giving
by break are all incorrect. Petitioner never worked for 240
days in a calendar year and he was never employed in the
year 1999 nor terminated on 1.6.2006. Payment of wages
made to casual workers of Kakatiyanagar branch and
Gunfoundry branch were covered by some orders which
were passed by competent courts basing on the records.
Placing the Petitioner with such persons stating that their
respective cases are identical is incorrect and is not
maintainable in Law and on facts. The present claim petition
is filed as counter making claims which got noting to the
state of affairs concerning the Petitioner who is a daily
employee and whose services were utilized as and when
need arose is not at all correct. The documents relied upon
by the Petitioner are self-serving and they are not official
record of the bank. The mode and manner in wich such
documents were obtained in not made out. Notice for
termination dated 2.6.2006 given by the Petitioner is an
after though with a mined set for filing the present petition.
Provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 are not
applicable to him as the Petitioner is not a permanent
employee and since his claim that he successfuly continued
in service from August, 1999 to 31.5.2006 and that he was
terminated on 1.6.2006 are all incorrect. He was engaged on
casual basis as and when work arose, in the branch due to
various reasons. His claim that his services were terminated
to harass him as he approached courts is far from truth and
it is an attempt to abuse due process of law. He was never
appointed by the bank nor appointment letter was issued
to him. He was paid as per the norms and understanding
of the work done. He was engaged to do the work which
is casual in nature and which arise intermittently. For doing
regular work bank recruits staff by complying with the
provisions stipulated after taking into account the
guidelines issued by the Government of India from time
to time in accordance with constitutional provisions. As
such, employment itself is illegal. Therefore, the
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reinstatement into service can not be claimed that too with
full back wages and attendant benefits with continuity of
service and also interest. Government of India, Ministry of
Finance, Department of Economic Affairs (Banking
Division) had issued circular dated 6.8.1990 directing the
recruitment of temporary employees in the clerical/
subordinate cadre shall be stopped forthwith. For the staff
which was then on the rolls of the banks, they shall be
regularized as provided in the approach paper in terms of
the circular issued at that time. These are all specific
directions of Banks to make temporary appointment till
the problem of existing temporary employees is fully
resolved and for future requirements, Banks would have
to approach Government and would have go by such
modalities as would be laid down by the Government
through regular process of recruitment enshrined in the
constitution. Engagement of Petitioner is illegal because
such appointments on casual basis were obtained by the
Petitioner without following the procedure of their names
being forwarded by the Employment Exchange, without
following the rule of reservation and the procedure for
appointment of employees in the subordinate cadre as
prescribed by the rules of the Respondent bank. Further,
as per the verdict of Hon'ble Supreme Court the candidates
lack any eligibility of qualification in any manner it would
not possible to consider for regularization as casual
labours and that long duration of service would also onot
be relevant condition to regularize the service.
Appointment against non-existent vacancy is also not
maintainable and such persons is not entitled for
regularization. In this case there was no vacancy in the
regular basis but the Petitioner was engaged on daily
wages basis to meet the exigencies. Even such
employment can not be regularized unless regularized
through prescribed procedure. Daily wage labourers
whose services were engated on the basis of need of work,
such termination does not constitute as retrenchment.
Such termination is not arbitrary as they are need based.
It is well settled principle that an appointment made in
violation of mandatory provisions constituted and non-
possession of minimum educational or technical
qualifications and other essential qualifications etc., would
be wholly illegal. Those who come by back door should
go through the door. Since Petitioner has been engaged
to meet the exigencies only he is not a workman and he is
not entitled for equal emoluments or equal pay to that of
regular employees. Regularization can not be claimed as
a matter of right, specially when it is illegal appointment.
Petition is liable to be dismissed with exemplary costs.
6. To substantiate the contentions of the Petitioner
WWI1 was examined and Ex. W1 were marked. Ex. W1 is
the application forwarded by the Branch Manager. Ex. W2
is the list casual employees who were regularized. Ex.
W3 is the respresentation to the Bank Manager dated

2.6.2006. On bahalf of the management MW 1 was examined.
No documentary evidence has been produced by the
management.

7. Heard the arguments of the either party. Written
arguments were also filed by the Petitioner and the same
are received and considered.

8. Point that arises for determination is:

Whether the Petitioner is workman and whether
termination of his services is legal and justified? If so, to
what relief the Petitioner is entitled?

9. Point:

As far as the present dispute is concerned, through
Ex W1 to W3 coupled with his own oral evidence as
WWI1, Petitioner could establish before this court that
he has been working with the Respondent bank since
August, 1999 and management could not produce any
material evidence against the contention of the Petitioner
that he worked with the Respondent from 18th August,
1999 to 31.5.2006. Thus, it can safelty be taken that
Petitioner has worked as casual labour with the
Respondent bank since August, 1999 as casual labour and
therefore, he is a workman for all purposes. Contra
contentions of the Respondent are not acceptable.

10. As can be gathered from the material on record,
Petitioner who applied for his absorption in bank's regular
service by making applications time and again, has raised
an industrial dispute seeking for regularization of his service
with the Respondent bank by approaching Assistant Labour
Commissioner (C). Assistant Labour Commissioner (C)
has made efforts to conciliate the matter, and evidently
such conciliation proceedings failed.

11. While things stood so, instead of regularising
the Petitioner's services, the Respondent bank has chosen
to remove him from service abruptly w.e.f. 1.6.2006.
There on Petitioner is constrained to approach this forum
by filing this dispute seeking for his reinstatement into
service.

12. Evidently and admittedly there is no compliance
of Sec. 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, while
removing the Petitioner from service. It is the contention
of the Respondent that since the Petitioner is not a
workman and Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 does not apply
to him, there was no compliance of Sec. 25F of Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947.

13. As already observed above, the material on
record clearly discloses that Petitioner has been in
continuious service as casual labour with the Respondent
since August, 1999 and thus he is a workman. Thus, the
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will apply to
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him. Therefore, his retrenchement/removal from service
without complying with Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes
Act, 1947 is certainly illegal, unjust and arbitrary.

14. Tt is the contention of the Respondent that the
principles laid down in the cases of Official Liquidator Vs.
Dayanand and others (2008) 10 SCC page 1 whereunder
principles laid down in the case of Umadevi Vs. State of
Karnataka (2006) 4 SCC page 1 has been upheld, are
applicable to the present case and that Petitioner is not
entitled for the relief sought for.

15. In the above cited cases Hon'ble Supreme Court
has considered the acceptable mode of public employment
and non acceptable regularization of services of the
persons who entered into the service by back door
methods, thereby defeating the opportunity of the general
public to compete for appointment to the said post etc..
Present dispute is an industrial dispute. Industrial Law is
totally different from Civil Law/Administrative Law.
Regularization of casual workman as regular workman
etc., are all governed by the industrial laws, rules and
various circulars issued by the government from time to
time touching this aspects. Public employment under Civil
Law/Administrative Law is totally different.

16. Further more, in this case Petitioner is not
seeking for regularization of his service. What all he is
questioning is the correctness of abrupt termination of
his services, when he questioned the inaction on the part
of the Respondent bank regarding his plea for
regularization of his services, that too without complying
with the Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.

17. Inspite of their own admission in their counter
that "Government of India, Ministry of Finance,
Department of Economic Affairs (Banking Division) had
issued a circular No. F-3/3/104/87-IR dated 6.8.1990
directing that all recruitment of temporary employes in
the clerical/subordinate cadre shall be stopped forth with
and that for the staff which was then on the rolls of the
Banks, they shall be regularized as provided in the
approach paper in terms of the circular issued at that time.",
the Respondent bank, evidently failed to take appropriate
action in connection with the claims of the Petitioner.

18. Anyway, the question whether Petitioner is
entitled for regularization of services or not is not the
subject matter in this petition. Even if the same is subject
matter in this petition, since it is an industrial dispute, the
principles laid down in the above cited cases are not
applicable.

19. For all the above referred reasons, the principles
laid down in the above cited cases relied upon by the
Learned Counsel for the bank are not helpful to his
contentions in this case.

20. There are umpteen number of legal precedents
laid down by the Apex Court whereunder it is clearly laid
down that the workman who is removed from service
without complying with the mandatory conditions laid
down in Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is
to be ordered to be reinstated into service. Thus, the
Petitioner who is found to be a workman, is entitled to be
reinstated into service of the bank w.e.f. 1.6.2006 with
the benefit of continuous service. As far as back wages
are concerned, since he did not render his service to the
bank but not due to his own fault, he is entitled for alteast
50% of the back wages payable to him, but for the abrupot
and illegal removal from service.

This point is answered accordingly.
Result:

In the result, petition is allowed. Petitioner shall be
reinstated into service of the Respondent bank as casual
labour w.e.f. 1.6.2006 with continuity of service. He shall
be paid 50% of the back wages also, forth with.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 28th day
of February, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for
the

Witnesses examined for

the Petitioner

WW1: Sri J. Kiran Kumar

Respondent
MW 1: Sri Mallela Srinivas

Documents marked for the Petitioner

Ex.W1: Photostat copy of the application of the
Petitioner dt. 4.4.2002

Ex. W2: Photostat copy of list of the 34 casual
employees of the State Bank of Hyderabad

Ex. W3: Photostat copy of representation dt. 2.6.2006

by the Petitoner to the DGM, Personnel
Department and Branch Manager,
Nallakunta branch.

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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[H. TA. 12012/139/2004-3TE3R (-]
FAfd FeRall, SR SAfRRT

New Delhi, the 25th April, 2014

S.0. 1335.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publises the Award (Ref. No.
80/2004) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the
industrial dispute between the management of Kaur Vysya
Bank Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central
Government on 16/04/2014.

[No. L-12012/139/2004-IR(B-1)]
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR
COURT AT HYDERABAD

PRESENT : Smt. M. VIDAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Dated, the 4th day of March, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 80/2004

BETWEEN:

SriS.V.S. Sarma,
D.No. 23-25-11/A, Sannidhanamvari Street
Satyanarayanapuram, Vijayawada. ... Petitioner

AND

Executive Director,

Personnel Administration Dept.,
Karur Vysya Bank Limited,
Central Office, Erode Road,

Karur-639001 ....Respondent

APPERANCES:

For the Petitioner M/s. C. Niranjan Rao & M.
Subrahmanya Sastry,
Advocates

For the Respondent :  M/s. C.R. Sridharan, G.

Narender Reddy, S. Ramesh,
M. Srinivas Reddy & GV.S.
Ganesh, Advocates

AWARD

The Government of India made a reference vide
order No. L-12012/139/2004-IR(B-I) dated 10.6.2004
requiring this forum to resolve the industrial dispute arose

in this case between the Management of Karur Vysya Bank
and their workman Sri S.V.S. Sarma, by giving an award
into the question.

SCHEDULE

"Whether the action of the Management of Karur
Vysya Bank Limited, Karur in dismissing from the
services of Sh. S.V.S. Sarma, Ex-clerk-cum-Cashier,
Dharmavaram Branch with effect from 14.12.2002 is
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is
entitled?"

After receiving the reference, this Tribunal has
registered and numbered it as I.D. No. 80/2004 and issued
notice to either party. They both appeared before the court
and engaged their respective counsels with the leave of
the court and consent of either party.

2. Petitioner filed his claim statement with the
averments in brief as follows:

Petitioner has joined the service of Respondent
bank as sub-staff on 14.1.1984 and rendered his services
with unblemished record and to the satisfaction of the
Management. His services were made permanent as
attender and thereafter recognised his merit and excellent
service record he was promoted as a clerk in course of
time and he continued to work hard maintaining
unblemished service. While so on 10.4.2000, while he
was working as cashier at the Branch due to heavy work
and cash payments there required the assistance of a
second cashier which was not provided by the
Management. Due to heavy work as a single cashier
without any assistance Petitioner suffered loss of
Rs. 48,000 on the said day. Said amount was recovered
from his salary monthly which worsened the mental
condition of the Petitioner and he suffered mental
depression from that day. While so, the Branch Manager
made a report alleging certain acts against the Petitioner
from 17.8.2001 to 24.8.2001 and also made allegations of
behaving in discourteous manner and exhibiting
insubordination. It was also reported by the Branch
Manager that Petitioner entered into a wager with some
unnamed persons and walked naked on the streets of
Dharmavaram etc. Acting on the basis of the motivated
complaint of the Branch Manager, one Sri A.S. Vasudevan,
Assistant General Manager, Bangalore visited and
submitted his investigation report to the effect that
Petitioner is guilty of serious misconducts of behaving
with Branch Managing in a discourteous manner,
exhibiting insubordination, failing to show proper
consideration and courtesy towards the Branch
Manager and walking/roaming naked on the streets
of Dharmavaram. The Petitioner was kept under
suspension and disciplinary proceedings were initiated
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against him. Thereafter Chief Manager issued a chargesheet
dated 24.10.2001. Petitioner is not at all involved in such
charges levelled against him and he denied the charges.
An enquiry was conducted agasint the Petitioner. One Sri
Ashok Vennelakanti, Manager, Legal Department of the
Respondent bank was appointed as Enquiry Officer. Two
witnesses were examined during enquiry. Both of them
seniors officials and are higher in rank to that of the Enquiry
Officer. Disciplinary Authority was the Chief Manager,
whereas Sri A.S. Vasudevan was superior officer to the
Enquiry Officer and also Disciplinary Authority. Therefore,
Enquiry Officer and Disciplinary Authority are under the
influence of Sri A.S. Vasudevan. Five documents were
marked during enquiry. First two of them were letters of the
Branch, 3rd document was letter from the Divisional Office,
4th documents was the letter addressed by the Central
Office of the Bank to the applicant and the 5th document
was the reply to the applicant to the said letter. Therefore,
there was absolutely no evidence in support of the charges.
A show cause notice was issued by the Chief Manager
dated 8.7.2002 regarding findings of the Enquiry Officer.
Petitioner gave reply to the same. A newspaper publication
was also relied upon by the Management. Though
Petitioner was no where referred in the said news items.
No effort was made to prove the contents of the news
publication. The customers whose names are mentioned
in the chargesheet were also not examined during enquiry.
The other officials who are also mentioned therein were
not examined. Petitioner cross examined the witnesses
who are examined. Material witnesses are not examined.
But the Enquiry Officer proceeded in a grossly biased
manner and submitted a report holding the Petitioner
guilty of the charges. He could not apply his mind instantly
to the material on the record as he is junior to the
witnesses examined during the enquiry. He had no
discretion to assess the evidence instantly and to give
correct findings. No independent witnesses were
examined. The Enquiry Officer himself admitted in his
findings at page 7 para 2 of his report that evidence adduced
is only here say evidence. But inspite of it he found the
Petitioner guilty of misconduct. Without considering the
contents of the reply of the Petitioner given to show cause
notice dated 8.7.2002, second show cause notice dated
8.10.2002 was issued by the Disciplinary Authroity
proposing the punishment of removal from service. A
detailed reply has been given by the Petitioner on
24.10.2002 but the Respondent is failed to consider the
same and final order dated 14.12.2002 was issued
dismissing the Petitioner from service. Aggrieved by the
same, Petitioner preferred an appeal before the Appellate
Auhority but said appeal also was dismissed inarbitrarily
hearing the Presenting Officer though he go nothing to
do with the appeal. Further the Appellate Authority denied

reasonable opportunity to the Petitioner to participate in
the said appeal proceedings with the help of any defence
assistant. The Appellate Authority admitted that Chief
Manager was subordinate to the Assistant General
Manager who was primary witness of the Management
and also that the witnesses examiend by the bank were
seniors to the Enquiry Officer but he asserted that the
Disciplinary Authority was not influenced. He was
predetermined to dismiss the appeal. The lapse if at all
occurred was occurred by the Petitioner was under serious
mental depression and was undergoing treatment with the
Psychiatrist. The enquiry conducted was not fair.
Petitioner was not fairly treated at the hands of the
Disciplinary Authority. He was a psychiatric patient and
was undergoing treatment with the Psychiatrist. This
information is also available in the service records of the
Petitioner. He has two grown up daughters whose
marriages are to be performed by him. He hahs also to
support his aged parents. Thus, his acts were ought to have
been condoned. Hence, the claim.

3. Respondents filed their counter statement with
the averments in brief as follows:

The enquiry was conducted validly and properly
against the Petitioner and fully in accordance with law
and the principles of natural justice. In view of the hopeless
and adverse past service record coupled with the grave
acts of misconduct proved against his beyond any
reasonable doubt he was dismissed froms service and he
is not entitled to any indulgence from the court. Dismissal
order is not liable to be interfered with under any
circumstances. Petitioner was reported to have committed
certain serious acts of misconduct which include that he
disobeyed the orders of the superiors, indulged in certain
acts prejudicial to the interests of the bank. In view of the
gravity of the acts of the misconduct reported against the
Petitioner, the Respondent bank issued the chargesheet
dated 24th October, 2001. The charges include meddling
with bank records unauthorizedly, being disrespectful and
disobedient towards his superiors, walking named on
22.8.2001 from Panduranga Circle through Gandhi Nagar,
Kothapetta to Tarakaramapuram for a consideration of
Rs. 50,000 lowering the dignity of the bank in the eyes of
the public. Petitioner submitted his explanation which is
not satisfactory. Therefore, regular departmental enquiry
was ordered against him. Sri Ashok Vennelakanti, Manager-
Legal Department was appointed as Enquiry Officer.
Enquiry was conducted in the presence of the Petitioner.
Petitioner appointed a defence representative. They were
given opportunity to produce their defence evidence and
they reported that they have no defence witness. Petitioner
actively participated in the enquiry with the assistance of
his defence assistant chosen by him who cross examined
both the Management witnesses. The contents of the
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chargesheet were clearly explained to the Petitioner. Thus,
Petitioner was given all opportunities to fully participate
in the enquiry and he availed the same. Thereafter, Enquiry
Officer has given his report finding the Petitioner guilty
of all charges. The report and finding of the Enquiry
Officer were forwarded to the Petitioner advising him to
make representation if any. He submitted his objections.
Considering the fidings of the Enquiry Officer and the
objections of the Petitioner, Disciplinary Authority
proposed to award the punishment of "Dismissal from the
service of the bank without notice" and issued show cause
notice to the Petitioner for such proposal. Petitioner

availed another opportunity of personal hearing on
24.10.2002 but he did not/could not give any convincing
and satisfactory answers, the proposed punishment was
confirmed. Particularly since the bank did not find any
extenauting and mitigating circumstances to take any
lenient view in the matter. Accordingly, punishment of
dismissal from service from the bank without any notice
was issued by final order dated 14.12.2002. Previously
Petitioner was chargesheeted on five occasions for various
acts of misconduct from 1996-2001 and punishments
ranging from warning to stoppage of increments /reduction
in the basic pay in stages have been imposed on him after
said act of misconducts have been proved against him.
The details of said events are as follows:

S.No. Particulars of chargesheet and the misconduct

Particulars of punishment orders

1. Chargesheet dated 13.8.1996 for misappropriation
of Rs. 5,000 from the Bank's cash

2. Chargesheet dated 21.9.1998 for:

(a) Wilful slowing down in performance of work;
and

(b) Negligence in peforming duties

3. Chargesheet dated 1.12.1998 for disorderly or
indecent behaviour on the premises of the Bank

4. Chargesheet dated 20.10.2000 for disorderely or
indecent behaviour on the premsies of the Bank

5. Chargesheet dated 28.2.2001 for:
(a) absence without leave; and
(b) irregular attendance

Order dated 17.4.1997 stopping the next one increment,
without the effect of postponing his future increments

Order dated 16.9.1998:-

(@)  reduction of b basic pay by two stages; and

(b)  postponement of next one increment for a period
of six months

Order dated 9.4.1999, reduction of basic by two stages
with immeidate effect

Order dated 21.8.2001:
(a) reduction of basic pay by one stage;
(b)  warning; and
(¢c)  postponement of next one increment for a period
six months

Order dated 24.3.2001 issuing warning

The cash shortage of Rs. 48,000 occurred only on account
of the gross negligence on the part of the Petitioner.
Serious action ought to have been initiated against the
Petitioner taking a lenient view the matter was allowed to
rest. Petitioner can not seek any advantage from the same.
The acts of misconduct alleged in the present chargesheet
came to the light through newspaper media. The media
representatives were followed by the customers calling
on the Manager of the Respondent bank and expressed
their anguish and apprehension. The landlord of the
Petitioner, Mr. J. Ravi, also discussed the matter with the
Branch Manager of the Respondent bank. Further the
Manager of the Branch was called by the Police
authorities and in presence of the Manager the entire
episode of walking naked was discussed by the Police
authorities and the police warned and left the Petitioner

taking into account, his family and children.
Simultaneously, the Assistant General Manager of the
Divisional Office, Bangalore, also visited the Branch and
at that time also several customers called on him
expressing their apprehension to keep their money with
the Respondent bank. The charges levelled against the
Petitioner have been amply proved in the domestic enquiry
held. Though the two Management witnesses examined
in the enquiry are higher in rank to their Enquiry Officer,
Enquiry Officer was not working under them nor he was
reporting to them. Sri A.S. Vadudeven was in Bangalore
Divisional Office and the Enquiry Officer Sri Ashok
Vennelakanti was in the Legal Department at the Cental
Office located in Karur and he was reporting to the Deputy
General Manager of his Department. Inevitably the
Enquiry Officer has to examine in person having
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knowledge of the facts relevant to charges, whether he is
holding higher post in rank or otherwise. Thus, the
question of higher rank is not material. No prejudice can
be said to have been caused to the Petitioner in this case.
The Disciplinary Authority is an independent person
holding his office in central office and he reported to the
then Deputy General Mangaer of Personnel and
Adminisrative Department. The newspaper cutting was an
enclosure to Ex. M2, the report made by the Respondent
branch. A detailed investingation was done in to the matter
by the Assistant General Manager, Bangalore. All relevant
evidence was placed to record during enquiry. The
contentions that Enquiry Office and Disciplinary Authority
have not applied their mind to the evidence is not correct.
The Appellate Authroity gave personal hearing to the
Petitioner and he dealt with the points raised by the
Petitioner in appeal eleborately. The contention of the
Petitioner that the Enquiry Officer admitted in his findings
at pata 7 para 2 that evidence is only hear say is not correct.
He stated that particulars of hear say evidence acts as
‘circumstantial evidence' for the purpose of rendering his
findings. He gave congent reasons for holding the
Petitioner as guilty of charges. There is neither biased nor
perverse on the part of the Enquiry Officer. Verification of
the time of the lunch hour from Planning and Development
Department, housed in Central Office which fixed the
timings for various branches/offices located through out
the country can not be taken as fact in evidence behind the
available records. On the contra, it is to be taken that
Enquiry Officer has put forth his best efforts to find out the
truth and correct position. Contention of the Petitioner
that enquiry held against him is unfair and unjust and that
psychological conditions of the Petitioner during the period
was not considered is not at all correct. During the appeal
proceedings Appellate Authority provided the Petitioner
with an opportunity to engage a defence assistant to
Petitioner stated that does not require the same and that he
would defend himself. Contra contentions are not correct.
Petitioner's contention that he suffered mental disorder for
certain period is not correct. He committed all the acts of
misconduct intentionally and wilfully. The court is to note
that Petitioner is indirectly admitting the charges.The order
passed by the Disciplinary Authority and confirmed by
the Appellate Authority is fully justified. The bank repose
in more confidence in the Petitioner. It is not desirable that
an employee like the Petitioner be permitted to come back
into the services. Petition is liable to be dismissed.

4. By virtue of order dated 11.2.2009 domestic enquiry
conducted in this case has been held as valid.

5. Heard the arguments of either party under Sec.
11A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Written arguments

are also filed for the Petitioner and the same are
considered.

6. The points that arise for determination are:

I. Whether the action of the Management of Karur
Vysya Bank Limited, Karur in dismissing from the
services of Sh. S.V.S. Sarma, Ex-clerk-cum-Cashier,
Dharmavaram Branch with effect from 14.12.2002 is
justified?

II. To what relief the workman is entitled?"
7. Point No. I:

As can be gathered from the material made available
on the record, and as alredy observed above, the domestic
enquiry conducted in this case has been held as valid by
this court, by virtue of order dated 11.2.2009. The said
order has not been challenged by the Petitioner and thus,
itremained on record in force and therefore it is to be taken
that Petitioner has not chosen to challenge the validity of
domestic enquiry held in this case.

8. But, in his claim statement he made several
aspirations against the Enquiry Officer and the enquiry
proceedings conducted by him, like the investigation officer
being junior to the witnesses examined during the enquiry
etc. But, an important aspect to be noted is that the enquiry
proceedings filed before the court does not reveal any
where that the Petitioner has expressed any grievance
regarding the Enquiry Officer or the enquiry proceedings
either at any time during the enquiry or in the written
respresentations given by him submitting his comments
on the enquiry findings. That means, it was not his claim all
alone during the enquiry proceedings and until punishment
was awarded to him, that his interests were prejudiced in
any manner, due to the appointment of the given officer as
Enquiry Officer and the other officers were being examined
as witnesses during the enquiry and such other analogous
aspects.

9. Further, as can be seen from the enquiry
proceedings and enquiry report which are made available
on record, Enquiry Officer has given ample opportunity to
the Petitioner to participate in the enquiry duly and
Petitioner availed of the same. The witnesses examined on
behalf of the Management during enquiry were elaborately
cross examined by the Petitioner in his defence and while
so nothing was suggested to them implying that there was
any occasion/possibility for them to exercise any influence
over the decision of the Enquiry Officer.

10. The charges levelled against the Petitioner by
the Management of the bank in the chargesheet dated
20.4.2001 are in two fold.

11. The first charge has been to the effect that on
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17.8.2001 is about 2.30 PM i.e., lunch hour the Petitioner
who was on medical leave went to the Dharmavaram branch
of the Respondent bank in which he was working at that
time and informed the Branch manager that he would join
duty on 20.8.2001 and thereafter went inside the counter,
took the attendance register and started searching the filling
cabinet, thereon the Branch Manager has objected for the
unauthorised removal of the files by the Petitioner and
advised him not to handle the office documents while on
leave. For that Petitioner stated that he was looking for his
leave particulars and wanted to note the same to obtain
suitable medical certificate. Branch Manager allowed the
Petitioner to note down required particulars. Even there
after, Petitioner has not left the office and instead sat at the
counter and refused to leave and thus disobeyed the
reasonable orders of the Branch Manager.

12. As can be seen from the material on the record,
Petitioner has admitted his attending the bank on 17.8.2001
at about 2.30 PM while he was on medical leave and his
refusal to leave the bank premises inspite of Branch
Manager ordering for it. His contention is that he went
there to submit his leave letter and that he was badly treated
by the Branch Manager and that he being a bank employee,
was entitled to be in bank premises even while he was on
leave and that he was hurt due to the improper treatment
on the part of the Branch Manager.

13. But the fact remains that Branch Manager is the
person who complained against the conduct of the
Petitioner but not vice versa. Only after the enquiry was
launched against the Petitioner and while defending
himself, Petitioner has chosen to state that Branch Manager
ill-treated him. If actually Branch Manager ill-treated him
in, all likelihood he would have complained against the
Branch Manager to the higher officials, even before
launching of the enquiry against him. It did not happen.
This is a circumstance which improbabolises the version
of the Petitioner.

14. Further, Petitioner being on leave at the relevant
time ought not to have meddled with the office records
and ought not have been in the bank premises where there
was possibility for the office records and other documents
being kept, since, the persons who were on duty at that
time would be the custodians of the said documents/
records and they would be responsible for their safety.
Therefore, such custodians of the records were their
limits/rights to ask the Petitioner to be away from the
place where such records/documents were. The Branch
Manager was the then custodian of the records/documents
in the bank, obviously. Thus, he was having every right as
well as duty to ask the Petitioner, who was on leave, not
to be at that place then and also to ask the Petitioner to
leave the premises immediately after the purpose for

which he went there was over. Evidently, Petitioner did
not do so. On the other hand, he resisted the direction
given by the Branch Manager, who is his superior as well
apart from being the Incharge of the office. Certainly, this
conduct on the part of the Petitioner amounts to
misconduct as well as disobedience and disrespect shown
towards his superiors. The findings given by the Enquiry
Officer with this regard are basing on the evidence made
available on record during enquiry and also supported by
relevant reasons.

15. No doubt the enquiry report thus, reveal that
the Enquiry Officer gathered some information regarding
the lunch hour in the given bank on his own. He ought not
to have done so, to utilise the information so gathered in
his enquiry report. But, doing so on his part has not actually
prejudiced the Petitioner in any manner for the reason
that enquiry findings are not mainly basing on such
information it was only an incidental aspect which will
not effect the enquiry findings totally. In this respect one
has to take note of the fact that Petitioner is not at all
disputing with the contention of the Respondent bank that,
at the given time he was in Bank premises. If it was not
the Iunch hour and there were other persons present at
the place of incident. Petitioner could have brought the
fact to the notice of the Enquiry Officer by either
examining such persons or by suggesting to the
Management witnesses regarding the presence of such
persons. He never have done so. Considering all these
circumstances and since the Enquiry Officer has not based
his finding regarding the 1st charge solely on the inference
gathered by him on his own, it can be held that no prejudice
caused to the Petitioner due to the same.

16. The second charge levelled against the
Petitioner has been that he entered into a wager, with some
person at Dharamavaram to walk naked on 22.8.2001 from
Panduranga Circle to Gandhinagar, Kothapeta, to
Tarakaramapuram for a consideration of Rs. 50000 and
as per the said deal he walked naked in the streets of
Dharmavaram, greeting the public to win the bet and that
seeing him a bank employee, so, the public, more
particularly ladies experienced difficulty and
inconvenience and that his action was condemned by the
local public and was also published in Eeenadu newspaper
dated 24.8.2001 and further police took him into custody
on 24.8.2001 between 7.30 AM and 8.00 AM and further
they sent a police constable to the house of the Branch
Manager and asked him to meet the Circle Inspector,
which required the Branch Manager to attend the Police
Station, where he found the Petitioner along with his wife
and children and further that Police took pity on the wife
and children of the Petitioner and left him after
admonishing him, without booking any case against him
which all amounts to misconduct on the part of the
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Petitioner which prejudiced interest of the bank and
customers losing faith in the bank and complaining of the
same.

17. As can be gathered from the material on the
record, while meeting this charge, the Petitioner has
submitted during the departmental enquiry at page No. 5
of the defence that "It is reported in the press and also by
some members of public, that the incident has happened
as described in the chargesheet issued to me. I agree that
the News item published in the Eenadu daily confirms
the statement of the charges referred in the chargesheet.
I do not have any knowledge about the same as I was
undergoing treatment for hypertension and was some times
taking drugs of sedative nature. However, I wish to submit
that I am never in the habit of betting. Hence, I am not able
to say anything beyond this in this matter. In view of my
explanation, I appeal to you to kindly close the enquiry."

18. But, Petitioner has evidently not produced any
medical reports which can show that he was taking any
drugs which are of sedative in nature, on any medical
prescription. Further more, the Branch Manager, who is
examined as MW?2 has specifically stated that when a Police
Constable was sent to him by the Police requiring his
presence at Police station, he was constrained to go there
and that there, he found the Petitioner along with his wife
and children and further that the Circle Inspector
admonished the Petitioner and then let him off. Thus, the
Branch Manager who complained of this incident has
substantiated the same. It is for the Petitioner to explain
the circumstances which lead the police to apprehend him.
He failed to do so. On the other hand, he is questioning the
correctness of the evidence adduced on record for the
Management in this regard stating that there is no FIR
registered by the police. It is the specific evidence of the
Branch Manager as MW?2 that the Police have let off the
Petitioner without registering any crime on humanitarian
grounds and after due admonition. In such case the
question of registration of FIR does not arise.

19. The above discussed material on record does
clearly establish that the departmental enquiry was duly
conducted without any violation of principles of natural
justice and further that the findings arrived at by the Enquiry
Officer are not perverse in any manner. They are all well
reasoned findings given appreciating the evidence
adduced on record and in consideration of the the
contentions of both the Management and the defence.
Thus, they do not warrant any interference.

20. Learned Counsel for the Petitioner relied upon
the principles laid down in the case of Chandrakumar
Madhukar Deshmukh Vs. The Board of Trustees of Port
of Bombay 1995 LAB.I.C.1496, in support of his

contention that hearsay evidence can not be relied upon
and that the findings of the Enquiry Officer are therefore,
to be appropriately dealt with. In this case, the evidence
relied upon by the Enquiry Officer is not hearsay evidence.
The direct evidence of the Branch Manager on MW2 who
has spoken of the incidents which occured in his presence,
has been relied upon.

21. The principles laid down in the case of
Ghanshyam Das Shrivastava, Vs. State of Madhya Pradesh
relied upon by the Petitioner are also not helpful to him
since he participated in the departmental enquiry.

22. Considering the grave nature of misconduct of
the Petitioner complained off and proved, the Respondent
bank which is a financial institution and which functions
on the faith of the public has chosen to dispense with the
services of the Petitioner by dismissing him from the
Bank's service. The same can not be find fault with.

23. Thus, the action of the Management of Karur
Vysya Bank Limited, Karur in dismissing the Petitioner
from service with effect from 14.12.2002 is justified.

This point is answered accordingly.
24. Point No. II:

In view of the finding given in Point No. I, the
Petitioner is not entitled for any relief.

Result:

In the result, the reference is answered as under:

The action of the Management of Karur Vysya Bank
Limited, Karur in dismissing from the services of Sh.
S.V.S. Sarma, Ex-Clerk-cum-Cashier, Dharmavaram
Branch with effect form 14.12.2002 is justified and the
said workman is not entitled for any relief.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 28th
day of Februrary, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHM]I, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for

the
the Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents Marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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[E. TA.-12012/96/2006 3T 3R (s-1)]
HAfd Feha!, STTI STfEhr

New Delhi, the 25th April, 2014

S.0. 1336.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 11/2007)
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribuna-cum-Labour Court,
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial
dispute between the management of State Bank of
Hyderabad and their workmen, received by the Central
Government on 16/04/2014.

[No.L-12012/96/2006-IR(B-I)]
SUMATI SAKILLANI, Section Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
ATHYDERABAD

PRESENT : SMT. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMLI, Presiding Officer
Dated the 28th day of January, 2014
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. I.D. 11/2007

BETWEEN:

Sri L. Pavan Kumar,

R/oH.No. 5-11-183/1, Coolie Lane,

Venkatappaiah Veedhi,

Kothagudem-507101.

Distt. Khammam. .. Petitioner

AND

The Dy. General Manager,
State Bank of Hyderabad,
Gunfoundry, Hyderabad-500001. ... Respondent

APPEARANCES:

For the Petitioner : M/s. A. Sarojana & K.
Vasudeva Reddy, Advocates

M/s. Ch. Shiva Reddy & T.G.
Prasad Reddy, Advocates

AWARD
The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its
order No. L-12012/96/2006-IR(B-I) dated 22.7.2007

For the Respondent

referred the following dispute between the management of
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman
under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication
to this Tribunal. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

Whether the action the management of State Bank
of Hyderabad, Hyderabad (A.P.) in terminating the
services of Sri L. Pavan Kumar, Casual Worker w.e.f.
20.10.2005 without following the provisions of
Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947
is proper and justified? If not, to what relief the
workman concerned is entitled?"

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D.
No. 11/2007 and notices were issued to the paties.

2. The case stands posted for cross examination to
Petitioner by the Respondent.

3. While so, a letter has been received through post
purporting to be that of the Petitioner stating that
Petitioner is withdrawing the case. Petitioner's counsel
reported that he got no response from the Petitioner when
he has contacted regarding the letter addressed by him to
the Court. Petitioner called absent. In the circumstances,
taking that Petitioner got no interest in the proceedings,
'Nil' award is passed.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri,
Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 28th day
of January, 2014.

M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for

the
the Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents Marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

8 feeett, 25 3194, 2014

& e 1337, STENfTeh foarg stfuf=m, 1947 (1947
T 14) T 8N 17 & ST H, S5 TR W deh Ah
TIEE & Feiud & Helg [FaIsTeh] 3R Sk HHEBRI &
o=, aTgey § ffdw sireifites faams # < TR siEfs
rferentor, etee & T (Hed dem e |t 72/2006 TH
15/2007 )h1 WehTISTd Shid €, ST shod ThR 1 16/04/2014
1 UTe G o1 |

[H. TeA.-12012/21/2006-3T 3R (si-1)]
HAfd Feha!, STTI STfEhr
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New Delhi, the 25th April, 2014

S.0. 1337.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (No. LC 72/2006
& ID 15/2007) of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in
the industrial dispute between the management of State
Bank of Hyderabad and their workmen, received by the
Central Government on 16/04/2014.

[No. L-12012/21/2006-1IR(B-1)]
SUMATI SAKLANI, Section Officer

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR
COURT AT HYDERABAD

PRESENT : SMT. M. VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer

Dated the 28th day of February, 2014
COMMONAWARD
IN
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE Nos.
L.C.72/2006 and ID. 15/2007

BETWEEN:

Shri B. Ashok Kumar

S/o B. Mallaiah,

C/o A.P. Industrial Employees Union,
"House of Labour", King Kothi Road,
Hyderabad - 29

AND

....Petitioner

1. The Dy. General Manager,
Personnel Department,
State Bank of Hyderabad,
Gunfoundry, Head Office,
Hyderabad.

2. The Branch Manager,
State Bank of Hyderabad,
Nallakunta Branch,
Nallakunta,

Hyderabad.

APPEARANCES:

For the Petitioner

....Respondents

M/s. V. Viswanatham & R.
Dushyantla, Advocates

For the Respondent Sri A.V.S.S. Prasad, Advocate

COMMON AWARD

Sri B. Ashok Kumar invoking Sec.2A(2) of
Industrieal Disputes Act, 1947 (who will be referred to

as workman) has filed this petition against the Respondents
seeking for passing an award directing the Respondent to
reinstate the Petitioner into service from 10.10.2005 with
full back wages and all other attendant benefits with
continuity of service and to pay interest @ 12% p.a. on the
back wages and costs.

2. While so a reference in ID. No. 15/2007 has been
received by this forum from Government of India, Ministry
of Labour and Employment, New Delhi vide order No.

L-12012/21/2006-1IR(B-I) date 19.1.2007, whereunder,
this forum has been invited to give award on the question
of,

"Whether the action of the management of State
Bank of Hyderabad, not regularising the services
of Sri. B. Ashok Kumar, Casual Labour, working
since 1994 is legal and justified? If not, what relief
the workman is entitled to?"

By virtue of the order dated 30.09.2008, these two
cases i.e., LC 72/2006 and ID 15/2007 were clubbed together
and the proceedings were conducted commonly for both
there matters in LC 72/2006.

3. No. specific claim statyement has been filed by the
Petitioner in ID 15/2007.

4. The averments made in LC /2006 filed by the
Petitioner in brief are follows:

Petitioner was appointed by the 2nd Respondent
with the consent and permission of the Ist Respondent
from June, 1994 as casual labour and his las drawn wages
was Rs.50/- per day, whereas casual labours working at
Gunfoundry Branch and Kakatiyanagar Branch are being
paid wages @ Rs. 130 per deay. Petitioner was pleading
since long time that he was being paid less wages. He
worked with the Respondent continously but as per their
usual practice no written orders were issued. He was never
engaged in the exigencies of the work as and when
necessary and was never paid same amount as per the
work without hindrance he entered into he entered into the
bank along with the regular employees and performed duties
entrusted to him by the 2nd Respondent. But he was
deprived equal pay for equal work. He completed 240 days
in everyclendar year. He used to work from 10 AM to 11.30
P.M. to help and assist and staff in finalizing the work, after
banking hours. 2nd Respondent appreciated his work and
in they year 1998 forwarded the proposals to Asst. General
Manager vide letter No. 163 dated 28.8.1998 recommending
the name of the Petition. In the year 2001 also 2nd
Respondent recommended the name of the Petitioner for
appointment on consolidated wages vide reference No. F/
23 dated 19.4.2001. The Dy. General Manager and Asst.
General Manager of the Regional Office also have
recommended the same of the Petitioner to the first
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Respondent vide their letter dated 8.6.2001 2nd Respondent
recommended to the Asst. General Manager for absorption
on consolidated wages as he is well versed with the bank
and duties. These documents clearly show that there is no
break in service of the Petitioner from 1994. Since is services
were not regularlzed inspite several representations though
Respondent regularized services of several others without
tyhe medial of Emplyment Exchange. He approached his
uion who is turn raised a dispute under Sec. 2SCk for
refularization before the Conciliation Officer, Assistant
Labour Commissioner(C) who admitted the dispute and as
the conciiation failed, he closed proceedings and submitted
report to the government vide their letter 23.9.2005.
Respondent not only paid less wages but also deprived
the Petitioner of payment of bonus, whereas there are
order in the shape of circular by the Respondents that the
casual employees are netitled for the bonue. Having no
alternative Petitioner filed MP 51/2005 claiming for
difference of the amount due to him from 5.6.1994 to
4.10.2005 invoking Sec. 33C(2) of the Industrial Disputes
Act, 1947. In the circumstances 2nd Respondent with
prejudiced mind has terminated the services of the
Petitioner orally from 1.6.2006 by withholding the wages
from 8.5.2006, which is unfair labour Practice. On such
illegal termination Petitioner issued notice dated
2.6.2006 which the Respondents received but there is not
response from him. Such oral termination of the
Petitioner's service is illegal, inoperative and improper
and without any valid reason. Petitioner has successfully
completed continuous service from June, 1994 to
31.5.2006. Inspite of it Sec. 25F of the Industrail Disputes
Act, 1947 was not followed. He is entitled for
reinstatement into service. Hence, the petition.

5. Respondents filed their common counter in
LC 72/2006 and ID 15/2007, with the averments in
brief as follows:

A.P. Industrial Employee Union does not have any
locus stand to file this case on behalf of the Petitioner, as it
is neither an association recognized by the Bank nor having
the employees of bank as members. Further Petitioner is
not a workman as per Industrail Disputes Act, 1947. He is
not an employee of the bank. As such, petition is liable to
be dismissed. Further as per the verdict of the Hon'ble
Supreme Court of Indeia in the case of Secretary, State of
Karnataka and others (Vs) Umadevi and three others,
reported in at (2006) 4 SCC page 1, casual labour/temporary
employees do not have any right to regular or permanent
public employment as they accepted the employment fully
knowing the nature of their employment at their own
violation and with eyes open as to the nature of their illegal
employment, which is not as per constitutional provisions
and the appointment is not as per due process of selection

as envisaged by the relevant rules and also held that the
courts should not perpetuate illegalities, irregularities or
improprieties. Thus, the petition under Section 2A(2) of
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 is not maintainable in law or
on facts. The contention of the Petitioner that he was
employed on casual basis since 1994 by the 2nd Respondent
and 2nd Respondent was making payment of Rs. 50 per
day though the casual labours working in the other branches
like Kakatiyanagar branch and Gunfoundry branch are
being paid more wages, that Petitioner was working
continously without any break and competed 240 days in a
calendar year, that he made request for written letter of
appointment and for correct wages and was assured of the
same and was not granted the same, that 2nd Respondent
extracted the work from 10 A.M. to 11 PM .without giving
any break are all incorrect. Petitioner never worked for 240
day in a calaendar year and he was never employed in the
year 1994 not terminated on 1.6.2006. Payment of wages
made to casual workers of Kakatiyanagar branch and
Gunfoundry branch was covered by some order which were
passed by competent court basing on the records. Placing
the Petitioner with such persons stating that their respective
cases are indentical is incorrect and is not maintainable in
Law and on facts. The present claim petition is filed as
counter making claims which got nothing to the state of
affairs concerning the Peitioner who is a daily employee
and whose services were utilized as and when need arose
is not at all correct. The documents relied upon by the
Petitioner are self-serving and they are not official record
of the bank. The mode and manner in which such
documents were obtained in not made out. Notice for
termination dated 2.6.2006 given by the Petitioner is an
after though with a mind set for filing the present petition
Provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 are not
applicable to him as the Petitioner is not a permanent
employee and since his claim that he successfully
continued in service from June, 1994 to 31.5.2006 and
that he was terminated on 1.6.2006 are all incorrect. He
was engaged on casual basis as and when work arose, in
the branch due to various reasons. His claim that his
services were terminted to harass him as he approached
courts is far from truth and it is an attempt to abuse due
process of law. He was never appointed by the ban of
appointment letter was issued to him. He was paid as per
the norms and understanding of the work doen. He was
engaged to do the work which is casual in nature and which
arise intermittently. For doding regular work bank recruits
staff by complying with the provisions stipulated after
taking into account the guidelines issued by the
Government of India from time to time in accordance
with constitutional provisions. As such, employment itself
is illegal. Therefore, the reinstatement into service can
not be claimed that too with full back wages and attendant
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benefits with continuity of service and also interest.
Government of India, Ministry of Finance, Department of
Economic Affairs (Banking Division) had issued circular
dated 6.8.1990 directing the recruitment of temporary
employee in the clerical/subordinate cadre shall be stopped
forthwith. For the staff which was then on the rolls of the
banks, they shall be regularized as provided in the approach
paper in terms of the circular issued at that time. These are
all specific directions of Banks to make temporary
appointment till the problem of existing temporary
employees is fully resolved and for future requirement,
Banks would have to approach Government and would
have go by such modalities as would be laid down by the
Government through regular process of recruitment
enshrined in the constitution. Engagement of Petitioner is
illegal because such appointment on casual basis were
obtained by the Petitioner without following the procedure
of their names being forwarded by the Employment
Exchange, without following the rule of reservation and
the procedure for appointment of employees in the
subordinate cadre as prescribed by the rules of the
Respondent bank. Further, as per the verdict of Hon'ble
Supreme Court the candidates lack any eligibility of
qualification in any manner it would not possible to
consider for regularization as casual labours and that long
duration of service would also not be relevant condition to
regularize the service. Appointment against non-existent
vacancy is also not maintainable and such person is not
entitled for regularization. In this case there was no vacancy
in the regular basis but the Petitioner was engaged on
daily wages basis to meet the exigencies. Even such
employment can not be regularized unless regularized
through prescribed procedure. Daily wage labourers whose
services were engagedon the basis of need of work, such
termination does not contitute as retrenchment. Such
termination is not arbitrary as they are need based. It is
well settled principle that an appointment made in violation
of mandatory provisions constituted and non-possession
of minimum educational or technical qualifications and other
essential qualification etc., would be wholly illegal. Those
who come by back door should go through the door. Since
Petitioner has been engaged to meet the exigencies only
he is not a workman and he is not entitled for equal
emoluments or equal pay to that of regular employees.
Regularization can not be claimed as a matter of right,
spexially when it is illegal appointment. Petition is liable to
be dismissed with exemplary costs.

6. To substantiate the contentions of the Petitioner
WWI1 was examined and ExW1 to W6 were marked Ex. W1
is the sanction letter for the posts of part ime employees
dated 14.6.06. Ex. W2 is the proposal for the post of part
time employees on consolidated wages dated 19.4.2001.
Ex. W3 is the recommendation letter from the Bank

Manager dated 8.6.2001. Ex. W4 is the proposal for the
saction of part time employee on consolidated wages. Ex.
W5 is the list of the casual employees who were regularized.
Ex. W6 is the representation dated 2.6.06 to the Branch
Manager and the Dy. General Manager Personnel
Department. On behalf of the management MWq was
examined. No documentary evidence has been produced
by the management.

7. Heard the arguments of the either party. Written
arguments were also filed by the Petitioner and the same
are received and considered.

8. Point that arises for determination is:

whether the Petitioner is workman and whether
termination of his services is legal and justified? If so, to
what relief the Petitioner is entitled?

9. Point

As far as the present dispute is concerned, Ex. W1
and W4 are relevant and Ex. W5 and W6 are not much
relevant. Through Ex. W1 and W4 coupled with his own
oral evidence as WW 1, Petitioner could establish before
this court that he has been working as casual labour with
the Respondent bank since June, 1994. Sri Mallela Srinivas,
Chief Manager of the Respondent bank who has examined
as MWI1 could not deny regarding the correspondence
i.e., Ex. W1 and W4 when they were confronted to him.
Thus, it can safely be taken that Petitioner has worked with
the Respondent bank since June, 1994 as casual labour
and therefore, he is a workman for all purposes. Contra
contentions of the Respondent are not acceptable.

10. As can be gathered from the material on record,
Petitioner who applied for his absorption in bank's regular
service by making applications time and again an whose
case has been recommended by the then Branch Manager,
as can be gathered from Ex. W1 and W4, has raised an
industrial dispute seeking for regularization of his service
with the Respondent bank by approaching Assistant
Labour Commissioner (C). Assistant Labour Commissioner
(C) has made efforts to conciliate the matter, and evidently
such conciliation proceedings failed.

11. While things stood so, instead of regularising
the Petitioner's service, the Respondent bank has chosen
toremove him from service abruptly w.e.f. 1.6.2006. There
no Petitioner is constrained to approach this forum by
filing this dispute seeking for his reinstatement into service.

12. Evidently and admittedly there is no compliance
of Sec. 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, while
removing the Petitioner from service. It is the contention
of the Respondent that since the Petitioner is not a
workman and Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 does not
apply to him, there was no compliance of Sec. 25F of



3486 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 3, 2014/VAISAKHA 13, 1936

[ParT II—SEC. 3(ii)]

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.

13. As already observed above, the materon record
clearly discloses that Petitioner has been in continuous
service as casual labour with the Respondent since June,
1994 and thus he is a workman. Thus, the provisions of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 will apply to him, therefore,
his retrenchment/removal from service without
complying with Sec. 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947
is certainly illegal, unjust and arbitrary.

14. Tt is the contention of the Respondent that the
principles laid down in the cases of Official Liquididator
Vs. Dayanand and others (2008) 10 SCC page 1
whereunder principles laid down in the case of Umadevi
Vs. State of Karnataka(2006) 4 SCC page 1 has been
upheld, as applicable to the present case and that Petitioner
is not entitled for the relief sought for.

15. In the above cited cases Hon'ble Supreme Court
has considered the acceptable mode of public employment
and non acceptable regularization of services of the
persons who entered into the service by back door
methods, thereby defeating the opportunity of the general
public to compete for appointment to the said post etc..
Present dispute is an industrial dispute. Industrial Law is
totally different from Civil Law/Administrative Law.
Regularization of casual workman as regular workman
etc., are all governed by the industrial Laws, rules and
various circulars issued by the government from time to
time touching this aspects. Public employment under Civil
Law/Administrative Law is totally different.

16. Further more, in this case Petitioner is not
seeking for regularization of his services. What all he is
questioning is the correctness of abrupt termination of
his services when he questioned the inaction on the part
of the Respondent bank regarding his plea for
regularization of his services, that too without
complying with the Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes
Act, 1947.

17. Inspite of their own admission in their counter
that "Government of India, Ministry of Finance,
Department of Economic Affairs (Banking Division) had
issued a circular No. F-3/3/104/87-IR dated 6.8.1990,
directing that all recruitment of temporary employees in
the clerical/subordinate cadre shall be stopped forth with
and that for the staff which was then on the rolls of the
Banks, they shall be regularized as provided in the
approach paper in terms of the circular issued at that time."
the Respondent Bank, evidently failed to take appropriate
action, in connection with the claims of the Petitioner.

18. Anyway, the question whether Petitioner is
entitled for regularization of services or not is not the subject
matter in this petition. Even if the same if subject matter in
this petition, since it is an industrial dispute, the principles
laid down in the above cited cases are not applicable.

19. For all the above referred reasons, the principles
laid down inthe above cited cases relied upon by the
Learned Counsels for the bank are not helpful to his
contention in this case.

20. There are upmpteen number of legal precedents
laid down by the Apex Court whereunder it is clearly laid
down that the workman who is removed from service
without complying with the mandatory conditions laid
down in Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is
to be ordered to be reinstated into service. Thus, the
Petitioner, who is found to be a workman, is entitled to
be reinstated into service of the bank w.e.f. 1.6.2006 with
the benefit of continuous service. As far as back wages
are concerned, since he did not render his service to the
bank, but not due to his own fault, he is entitled for
atleast 50% of the back wages which he would have earned
but for his removal from service.

This point is answered accordingly.

Result:

In the result, petition is allowd. Petitioner shall be
reinstated into service of the Respondent bank as casual
labour w.e.f. 1.6.2006 with contiunity of service. He shall
be paid 50% of the back wages also, forth with.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 28th day
of February, 2014.

M.VIJAYA LAKSHMI, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for
the

the Petitioner Respondent
WW1: Sri B. Ashok Kumar MW 1: Sri Mallela Srinivas

Documents marked for the Petitioner
Photostat copy of the 1r. No. 163 dt. 20/8/98 to
the Asst. General Manager by Branch Manager,
Nallakunta
Photostat copy of the 1r. No. F/23 dt. 19/4/2001
to the Asst. General Manager by Branch
Manager, Nallakunta
Photostat copy of the 1r. dated 8.6.2001 to the
DGM, from the Asst. General Manager

Ex.WI:

Ex. W2:

Ex. W3:
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Ex.W4:  Photostat copy of the 1r. No. to the Asst.
General Manager by the Chief Manager,
Nallakunta

Ex.W5:  Photostat copy of list of the 34 casual
employees ofthe State Bank of Hyderabad.

Ex.W6:  Photostat copy of representation dt. 2.6.2006

by the Petitioner to the DGM, Personnel
Department and Branch Manager, Nallakunta
branch

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

72 fewedl, 29 34, 2014
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New Delhi, the 29th April, 2014

S.0. 1338.—In exercise of the power conferred by
Section 88 read with Section 91-A of the Employees' State
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government
hereby exempts the regular employees of factories/
establishment of Bhillai Steel Plant of SAIL from the
operation of the said Act. The exemption shall be effective
from the date of issue of notification for a period of one
year.

2. The above exemption is subject to the following
conditions namely:

(1) The aforesaid establishments wherein the employees
are employed shall maintain a register showing the
name and designations of the exempted employees';

(2) Not withstanding this exemption, the employees
shall continue to received such benefits under the
said Act to which they might have become entitled
to on the basis of the contributions paid period to
the date from which exemption granted by this
notification operates;

(3) The contributions of the exempted period, if already
paid, shall not be refundable;

(4) The employer of the said factory/establishment
shall submit in respect of period during which that
factory was subject to the operation of the said Act
(hereinafter referred as the said period), such
returns in such forms and containing such
particulars as were due from it in respect of the
said period under the Employees' State Insurance
(General) Regulations, 1950;

(5) Any Social Security Officer appointed by the
Corporation under Sub-Section (1) of Section 45
of the said ESI Act or other Official of the
Corporation authorized in this behalf by it, shall,
for the purpose of:

(i)  Verifying the particulars contained in any
returned submitted under sub-section (1)
Section 44 for the said period; or

(i) Ascertaining whether registers and records
were maintained as required by the
Employees' State Insurance (General)
Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or

(ii1)  Ascertaining whether the employees continue
to be entitled to benefits provided by the
employer in cash and kind being benefits in
consideration of which exemption is being
granted under this notification; or

(iv)  Ascertaining whether any of the provisions
of the Act had been complied with during the

period when such provisions were in force in
relation to the said factory to be empowered
to:—

(@) require the principal of immediate
employer to him such information as he
may consider necessary for the purpose
of this Act; or

(b) atany reasonable time enter any factory,
establishment, officer or other premises
occupied by such principal or
immediate employer at any reasonable
time and require any persons found in
charge thereof to produce to such
inspector or other official and allow him
to examine accounts, books and other
documents relating to the employment
of personal and payment of wages or to
furnish to him such information as he
may consider necessary; or

(¢c) examine the principal or immediate
employer, his agent or servant, or any
person found in such factory,
establishment, office or other premises
or any person whom the said inspector
or other official has reasonable cause
to believe to have been an employee;
or

(d) make copies of or take extracts from any
register, account book or other
document maintained in such factory,
establishment, office or other premises;

(e)  exercise such other powers as may be
prescribed.

(6) In case of disinvestment/corporatization, the
exemption granted shall become automatically cancelled
and them the new entity will have to approach the
appropriate Government for exemption.

[No. S-38014/7/2013-SS-1]
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy.

8 feeett, 29 3194, 2014
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& frafyd we=fEl 1 39 sAfufma & yadd 9 g2 98
FIA ¥ 1 98 B2, 39 AT & S B 1 A F T
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I STATY ! d1ad ot sTaferd gt off;

(5) T g/ 3o she=rl Usg ot SAfufEE 1 9w 45
1 I9-91 (1) & 31 Frgea foran T & amitse
[an SAfesRrdt =1 fm w1 30 ffHa wiftesd i o=
TEHT;

(i) HT 44 FI 3Y-4W (1) o 370, 397 AafY T
rera <f T fordt foaaor &t fafiresi =1 wenfyd
H T IS ; STeET

(i) Ie fufafyad F & yEemd fF wH= T
o (mremer) fafem, 1950 g FensTaiea
TR SR 2fireran wae erafy & fore v Ty &
RIEGHR

(i) I8 Afaff=d & & WA f wHan,
s g feu U 39 wEEl i, e
hOTETEY 3 AT & 27ef we & W W E,
ohe T 3R o 9§ UM T gheR o g3 §
RIEGHR

(vi) I rfuffiem 3 & g fe 39 safa &
SR, 7o Sk HR@M & Gy H e &
Uy Yo 9, Y foh=l Suaitii 1 Tgurer fohan
T e e, frefafea s e & wwe

-
(F)  TUH A1 A ST O A9 L 6
% Y U SRR < o1 Saiie Stfehrt
T T U 39 AfUTIH & g

AT A §; AL

(@) TF9uE A1 3= S & Af«Hrm-
4, fFdt FREM, T, HEed A
=1 IR § fordt off 3fea T W gaw
T SR 3T TI T I8 SIS HIAT
o o Sfadl & fiee o) weigh &
He@ ¥ Heiftd T o, et o iR =1
TS, T fRes o1 o= Teud &
THE A 1 3R SThT TUE HE S 1
T SRR § 58 3 st e &
a0

(1) 9Y A1 A SR FY, 39 ARl
o g 1, A VY foredt afaq &1, S ud
HREM, TTIHT, HETerd a1 377 GRER §
1 S, I fovard i 1 Jfeager
RO ® o o8 FH=Rl §, aden e

(%) U HR@H, ST, e a1 37 IR
T @ T fort IR, o, SR A1 =
CEATeST 1 e el TR AT AT S0 Tl

(® ARG 31 Vil &1 T HE |

6. fafrerer /TR & A #, Ted 92 @a: R &
ST SIR q9 ¢ YfTseM 1 B2 &g THad SRR i STgHfd
ST AT |

[E. TH-38014/2/2014-TH.TH-]]
3TSTT A, TR |fed
New Delhi, the 29th April, 2014

S.0. 1339.—1In exercise of the power conferred by
Section 88 read with Section 91-A of the Employees' State
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) of the Central
Government hereby exempts the regular employees of
factories/establishments of Central Marketing
Organisation of Steel Authority of India Ltd. from the
operation of the said Act. The Exemption shall be effective
from the date of issue of notification for a period of one
year.

2. The above exemption is subject to the following
conditions namely:-

(1) The aforesaid establishments wherein the employees
are employed shall maintain a register showing the
name and designations of the exempted employees';

(2) Not withstanding this exemption, the employees
shall continue to receive such benefits under the
said Act to which they might have become entitled
to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to the
date from which exemption granted by this
notification operates;
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The contributions for the exempted period, of already
paid, shall not be refundable;

The employer of the said factory/establishment shall
submit in respect of the period during which that
factory was subject to the operation of the said Act
(hereinafter referred as the said period), such returns
in such forms and containing such particulars as
were due from it in respect of the said period under
the Employees' State Insurance (General)
Regulations, 1950;

Any Social Security Officer appointed by the
Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of
the said EST Act or other Official of the Corporation
authorized in this behalf by it, shall, for the purpose
of:-

@i  Verifying the particulars contained in any
returned submitted under-sub-section (1) of
Section 44 for the said period; or

(i)  Ascertaining whether registers and records
were maintained as required by the Employees'
State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950
for the said period; or

(ii1)  Ascertaining whether the employees continue
to be entitled to benefits provided by the
employer in cash and kind being benefits in
consideration of which exemption is being
granted under this notification; or

(iv)  Ascertaining whether any of the provisions
of the Act had been complied with during the
period when such provisions were in force in
relation to the said factory to be empowered
to:-

(a) require the principal or immediate
employer to him such information as he

may consider necessary for the purpose
of this Act; or

(b) atany reasonable time enter any factory,
establishment, office or other premises
occupied by such principal or
immediate employer at any reasonable
time and require any person found in
charge thereof to produce to such
inspector or other official and allow him
to examine accounts, books and other
documents relating to the employment
of personal and payment of wages or to
furnish to him such information as he
may consider necessary; or

(c) examine the principal or immediate
employer, his agent or servant, or any
person found in such factory,
establishment, office or other premises
or any person whom the said inspector
or other official has reasonable cause
to beleive to have been an employee;
or

(d) make copies of or take extracts from any
resigter, account book or other
document maintained in such factory,
establishment, office or other premises,

(e) exercise such other power as may be
prescribed.

(6) In case of disinvestment/corporatization, the

exemption granted shall become automatically cancelled
and then the new entity will have to approach the
appropriate Government for exemption.

[No. S-38014/2/2014-SS-1]
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy.
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