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URE R & WAl (T8 WA okl Bigert ) §RT ST fhe e wifafiers smewr 3iv sifrgemmg

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India
(Other than the Ministry of Defence)

faa dare@
(o dard fawm)
g faeell, 27 3raQER, 2015

PIIAT2160.—ARAT TS d& TR, 1955
(1955 T 23) BT IRT 19 B GUS (F) R &RT 20 BT
IU-ERT (1) §RT ¥ed wfthdl &1 WANT &xd g,
B WHR, YAGERT WRA™ W db & SU-—Jdy
e 0 gdivr gAR qar (T IR 13—03—1960)
3 s 4l yew AR (G &P 31-10—-2015 Bl
Aarg< 8h1) & Rad gY us wR fadied 01—11—2015
DI I IS UTAR] SAP §RT USHR T8I PR Pl
AN A 31—-03—2020 dF, ARG W db H yae—
e Fgad &l 2 |

(W1, . 2,/7/2013—F_0—1]
fasTa #egr, faR A
MINISTRY OF FINANCE
(Department of Financial Services)
New Delhi, the 27th October, 2015
S.0.2160.—In exercise of the powers conferred by
clause (b) of Section (19) and Sub-section (1) of Section
20 of the State Bank of India Act, 1955 (23 of 1955), the
Central Government, hereby appoints Shri Parveen
Kumar Gupta (DoB: 13-03-1960), Deputy Managing
Director, State Bank of India as Managing Director,

4646 GI/2015

State Bank of India against the vacancy of Shri P.
Pradeep Kumar (who will superannuate on 31-10-2015),
from the date of his taking over the charge of the post on
or after 01-11-2015 and upto 31-03-2020 i.e. the date of
his attaining the age of superannuation or until further
orders, whichever is earlier.

[F. No. 2/7/2013-BO-I]
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy.

T3 fooell, 29 IR, 2015

FraM2161.—ddmar  fafes  fdfm, 1049
(1949 ®T 10) & GRT 53 §RT U< eIRBAT BT YANT
PRA gU, MR IR, IRA Rod a6 a1 RwiRer
TR UAGERI, Jg HNUT &xcll § fdb I S &
€RT 10 B SU-ERT (1) B WS () & IT—9vs (i) B
SUGY UWE ¥ 6 W AR q8l B8R, el a®
SHST ey db @ yey v vd ™ riutdd
SIECaE ] B GOl HedATsh
sfear STy wuh fofics @ 98 # fdws (k-
PRIUTAD) AT B I 2

[BT. F. 13 /20 / 2015—<131—1]

CRRR R I CRSICE

(4441)
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New Delhi, the 29th October, 2015

S.0.2161.— In exercise of the powers conferred by
Section 53 of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of
1949), the Government of India on the recommendations
of the Reserve Bank of India, hereby declare that the
provisions of sub-clauses (i) of clause (c) of sub-section
(1) of Section 10 of the said Act shall not apply to Punjab
National Bank in so far as it relates to the nomination of
Shri Usha Ananthasubramanian, Managing Director &
Chief Executive Officer of the Punjab National Bank as a
Director (no-executive) on the Board of PNB Metlife
India Insurance Company Limited.

[F. No. 13/20/2015-BO-I]
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy.

T3 foeell, 30 raER, 2015

BAM2162—aRG Rod d%  ifafaaH, 1934
(1934 PT 2) DI IRT 8 DI IU—URT (1) & TS (€) N
UeT WRHAT BT JANT B §U, =g IRBR, UGG,
AT B dohld UHI W R STl ’meTi dd,
St arorg A B IH R ARG Red §6 & B

e # Qv T axdl 2
[PT. ¥. 7 /2 /2012—1_0—1]
fasTa AegET, 9raR wAfud

New Delhi, the 30th October, 2015

S.0. 2162.— In exercise of the powers conferred
by clause (d) of Sub-section (1) of Section 8 of the
Reserve Bank of India Act, 1934, (2 of 1934), the
Central Government hereby nominates Shri Shaktikanta
Das, Secretary, Department of Economic Affairs,
Ministry of Finance, to be a Director on the Central
Board of Directors of Reserve Bank of India with
immediate effect and until further orders vice Shri Ajay
Tyagi.

[F. No. 7/2/2012-BO-I]
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy.

7% faeel, 2 F9wR, 2015

PLAT2163—I(EIHA  §b (AT TT  Fabiol
JUEE) WhHIF, 1970 /1980 & WS 3 B UGS (1) 3iR
Trg 6 3R WIE 8 & [U-We (1) & I uleq,
dPHRI BU (SUBHI BT ST U4 3fdxvn) IrfSfr,
1970 /1980 &I IRT 9 Bl IU—ERT (3) & TS (F) NI
g&d WhAl BT YANT BRI gU, daid AR, AR
& HRUES Fowd # A PO cFR (G Al
15—01—1959) &I IdH UGHR T HH &I arrg o
T a9 @ @y & fog ere@r S SrfRafdar @
TG T AT 3Tl e b, i # Ugal g,
75,500—80,000 /— ¥UY & JqTAM H IDI 4% & U
ﬁ%{m%@ Y PRUAD ARBRI & Tq W g
ERGIRS

[PT. ¥. 4 /6 /2015—1_0—1]

fasTa degr=T, AR afa

New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015

S.0.2163 .—In exercise of the powers conferred
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of
Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub clause (1)
of clause 3, clause 6 and sub clause (1) of clause 8 of
The Nationalized Banks (Management  and
Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the
Central Government, after consultation with the Reserve
Bank of India hereby appoints Shri Ravi Krishan Takkar
(DoB: 15-01-1959), ED Dena Bank as MD & CEO, UCO
Bank in the scale of pay of Rs. 75,500-80,000/- for a
period of three years from the date of his taking over the
charge of the post or till the date of his superannuation or
until further orders, whichever is earliest.

[F. No. 4/6/2015-BO-I]
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy.
g faeell, 2 =R, 2015

PLIAM2164 TSP ddb  (dg T Habiol
JUEE) WhIF, 1970 /1980 & W 3 B UGS (1) iR
U 6 3R WIS 8 b VU-WS (1) B WM U,
SHBRY BU (SUHHI BT 3o Ud 3faxvn) srfSf,
1970 /1980 ®I IRT 9 Bl IU—ERT (3) & TS (F) NI
U< TRhAl BT TN BRI §U, Dol ARPR, AR
& PRUES e M SF AR W (T Al
10—01—1960) I 01—02—2016 HI AT IADG UL
YEHR U0 & &I aRg d I a9 @1 @y & forg
Jgar B! Irfaffar @ ARRg dF  IRMET SFTA
AR Tb, ST W U B, 75500—80,000 TUY &b
a9 H PRI d6 & gy e vEd g™
FHrIuTed JIRHER & ug W FgE B B |

[PT. 9. 4 /6 /2015—1_0—1]

fasTa AeeET, ER g

New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015
S.0.2164.—1In exercise of the powers conferred
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of
Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1)
of clause 3, clause 6 and sub clause (1) of clause 8 of The
Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government,
after consultation with the Reserve Bank of India, hereby
appoints Shri Jai Kumar Garg (DoB: 10-01-1960), ED,
UCO Bank as MD & CEO, Corporation Bank in the scale
of pay of Rs. 75,500-80,000 for a period of three years
from the date of taking over the charge of the post on or
after 01-02-2016 or till the date of his superannuation or
until further orders, whichever is earliest.
[F. No. 4/6/2015-BO-I]

VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy.
¢ fReel, 2 AR, 2015

PIIM2165 TSP 9 (J&e T Faiol
JUS) WHIF, 1970 /1980 & WS 3 B UGS (1) 3R
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Trg 6 3R WIS 8 b VU-TS (1) & W U,
dHHRI HURT (SUDHI BT o9 Yd 3favvn) rfAfe,
1970 /1980 ®I IRT 9 BT SU—ERT (3) B TS (B) NI
g&d eRhAl BT YANT B gU, dald AR, IRA
Rod 9% ¥ WY o)A & U9, UAGENI, ST
9% & RS Fewrd S 72w FAR SiF (G fafr
05—05—1961) BT S9d UGHR TV X< &I dRIE A
O ¥ @ srafy & forg srar SHa@n srferaf¥ar @
ARG Td AT 3Tl ¥l dd, il Wl Ugdl &,
75,500—80,000 ¥9U & Id9 H sfead g @b
Jgg—aRie Ud @ BRUEd ARGRI & UE W
g a2

[PT. ¥. 4 /6 /2015—1_0—1]

T3 focell, 2 Ta%R, 2015

PLAT2166.—ITEIH  §b (AT TG Habiol
JUSE) WhIA, 1970 /1980 & W 3 B UGS (1) iR
U 6 3R WIS 8 B SU-WS (1) B I U,
SHBRY BUT (SUHHI BT IS Ud 3faxvn) rfSf,
1970 /1980 &I IRT 9 Bl IU—ERT (3) & TS (H) NI
U< TRhAl BT AN BRI §U, Pl ARBR, AR
Rofd 4% 3 WAl &R & UL, UAgEN, SRITd
% 3T BRI & HRIUTAD aerd = G T, o
(o1 fafdr 25—12—1957) &1 ST GGWR TBU HRA Bl
ARG A 31—12—2017 T& AATq S Afaffar o
ANRG TP AT IFTA IS db, o # U &,
75500—78,000 ¥UYY & qATHM H AT dF B
yeg—feere vd g SRIUEd AUHR b UE W

faoTg degra, AR Al

New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015

S.0.2165.—1In exercise of the powers conferred
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of
Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1)
of clause 3, clause 6 and sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of The
Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government,
after consultation with the Reserve Bank of India,
hereby appoints Shri Mahesh Kumar Jain (DoB: 05-05-
1961), ED Indian Bank as MD & CEO, Indian Bank in
the scale of pay of Rs. 75,500-80,000 for a period of
three years from the date of taking over the charge of the
post or till the date of his superannuation until further
orders, whichever is earliest.

[F. No. 4/6/2015-BO-I]
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy.

PRy ol B |

[PT. 9. 4 /6 /2015—1_0—1]

fasTa A=, 3R Afd

New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015
S.0.2166.—1In exercise of the powers conferred
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of
Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1)
of clause 3, clause 6 and sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of The
Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government,
after consultation with the Reserve Bank of India, hereby
appoints Shri Suresh N. Patel (DoB: 25-12-1957),
ED Oriental Bank of Commerce as MD & CEO, Andhra
Bank in the scale of pay of Rs. 75,500-80,000 from the
date of his taking over the charge of the post or till the
date of superannuation i.e. on 31-12-2017 or until further
orders, whichever is earlier.
[F. No. 4/6/2015-BO-I]

VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy.

ISTHRDT del, WTEl 3R AduiHe fdRer @3erd
(STHIRT A f39mT)
(IR AE <RY)
¢ faeel), 2 FawR, 2015

PIIAT2167.—9RA AFG G-I (FAOFE) a9 1988 & w4 & Sufaq (6) &

¥ R

qH RN TdagRT SRR &R © 6 59 Al & [Jaror T sl % fQu 1¢ 8, 9 Wiga = fdg 1w € —

SR
% | AZEE 9 WHd B | ASHFIRT BT A1 g g AR AFE &I MY | 91 AL
. 1 fafey (T,
ag / HrE STA) Ay

1 2 3 5 6

] SR ST Sderdd ATl @_Eﬁ_‘ﬁ
1. | 6500009105 20151013 ?36/‘@1\;@; 11, S ﬁ: %M@?' ~ 3 /Qa' IS 2112 : 2003

PIIER — 641 002 TR
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1 2 4 5 6
e Hcrifm Jn_;s gch i S ——
AT ¥ 28, S 9. 771, RISIEITY, ST /
2. | 6500009206 20151016 < Yo e 8, wieel ) - i IS 1417 : 1999
DRI — 641 012
AT T SOl
¥ 6, GURT WS,
3. | 6500009307 20151028 e R oo gree IS 8034 : 2002
ST,
DRI — 641 015
¥ o=l T U uE et | @Ol wd o
_ fAstargy,  smmor/
4. | 6500009509 20151029 239, Tl YA, | 1S 1417 : 1999
HIFRIGR ATel, TR e, IRR, an-as X — Y& vd
AT —638 501 I
T & o 1 Afepal crezed
T U 29 & 30, IS 16111 :
5. | 6500009610 20151029 USHYll, ATt 11, goliRed dweul 5013 :
$ U9 /A URe B RIS,
TJooTsH — 641 662
o} Tq o}
¥ T T T S STy, s/
6. | 6500009408 20151029 21, <l e, IR ) - i IS 1417 : 1999
TaTI—638 501 agq‘rcb—r[
JO TIhY gevS
7. | 6500009711 20151030 281 T TR gl B 1S 14220
. ANRDTARIHFHT Dhlldcl Eﬁf HTHA, ﬁma;ﬁ—q W 1994
STIREAYTTIH,
PRIFR—641 006

[|. < | 1 /13:11]
T, FeIRies, J9nfe T%’ U9 W

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION
(Department of Consumer Affairs)
(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS)
New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015

S.0. 2167.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards
(Certification) Regulation 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licence particulars of
which are given in the following schedule:

SCHEDULE
SL. Licence No. Grant Name and Address (Factory) of the Party Title of the Standard | IS No. Part/
No. Date Sec. Year
1 2 3 4 5 6
M/s. Zaveri Bros Jewellers Silver and  Silver
38/39,Big Bell Complex, Alloys, Jewellery/ .
L 6500009105 20151013 106 D.B.Road,R.S.Puram, Artefacts - Fineness IS 2112:2003
Coimbatore — 641 002 and Marking
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4

5

2. | 6500009206

20151016

M/s. Malabar Gold Pvt. Ltd.

Door No. 28, T.No. 771,

Dr. Rajendra Prasad Road,

Near South Indian Bank, Gandhipuram,
Coimbatore — 641 012

Gold and Gold Alloys,
Jewellery/ Artefacts -
Fineness and Marking

IS 1417 : 1999

3. | 6500009307

20151028

M/s. Amma Engineering

No.6, 2nd Street,

M. K. Palayam West, Uppilipalyam,
Coimbatore — 641 015

Submersible Pumpsets

1S 8034 : 2002

4. | 6500009509

20151029

M/s. Dhansri ASM Thangamaligai

239, Dhansri Avenue,

Kamarajar Salai, Bargur Road, Anthiyur,
Bhavani — 638 501

Gold and Gold Alloys,
Jewellery/ Artefacts -
Fineness and Marking

IS 1417 : 1999

5. | 6500009610

20151029

M/s. KOB Medical Textiles Pvt. Ltd.

SF-29 & 30, Perumpali, Semmipalayam Village,
K. N. Puram Post, Trichy Road,
Palladam—641662

Elastic Bandage

IS 16111 :2013

6. | 6500009408

20151029

M/s. Sri ASM Jewellery
21, Raja Street, Anthiyur,
Bhavani-638501

Gold and Gold Alloys,
Jewellery/Artefacts -
Fineness and Marking

IS 1417 : 1999

7. | 6500009711

20151030

M/s. Chakkra Industry.

208/1, Elango Nagar,

Opp. Seerkaliamman Kovil, Avarampalayam,
Coimbatore — 641 006

Openwell Submersible
Pumpsets

IS 14220 : 1994

¢ feeell, 2 FaRR, 2015

[No. CMD/13: 11]
M. SADASIVAM, Scientist ‘F* & Head

PIIAT2168.—¥RAI AMG R (F0H) fAFA 1988 & fAffgad 5 & SufdF—ET (6) & rgaRoT #

IRAR AP &R UAGERT ARRIT PRl & fb 7 fdaror arel os<i™dl &1 S99 ol quiis T8 aRd 3

& /g o fear T g -

| W SATGRIETY BT AT G Tl AT R/ U g AR AHD DB R
T/ NINEY
W_

FCER 2015 — A

[|. < w1 $1/13:13]
o, FeIRes, denfe Tw’ U9 W

New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2015

S.0.2168.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards
(Certification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licence particulars of which
are given below have been cancelled/ suspended with effect from the date indicated against each:

SCHEDULE

Sl Licence No.
No. | ecM/L-

Name & Address of the Licensee

Date of
Cancellation

Article/ Process with relevant
Indian Standard covered by the
licence cancelled/ suspension

OCTOBER 2015 - NIL

[No. CMD/13: 13]
M. SADASIVAM, Scientist ‘F’ & Head
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RATY] FHoAt fAHRT
(am |1 HTee)

AT, 14 STHRER, 2015

PLIM2169.— D= PR, &b 23—02—-2015 & Yd ARRGAAT W= GSO/17(27)/2014-R/21/724 BT
31fersHHeT FRd g QIR olld URER @mfrga iftrrfy & fswras) «ifdferas, 1971 (1971 &7 40df) & oRT 3 ERT
U&< Wfdal HT TN B §U, s WRHR TAGENT - ARU & Hicd (1) § TN ARGRT &, TWIR &
IO AN B @ A, Sad IR & Seeal @ forw duar e @ wu # fged e 7 W ued
QI BT TN BT AR I JMAFRH & gRT AqaT faid FuaT AfeRI W SRRIUT Sdal &1, Iad IRl &
DA (2) # faffde de RT3 S eA¥eR & IR ARl & Wior, Foes a3 |

aroft
Bierd (1) Dl (2)
BRI BT ggATH Nh IRIRT & APRT iR a=fdeR &1 g e

s QL UA. qroggEigd,  uRmdee  SffereRi— 11,
HATFPH—603102, BIAYRA RoTl1, ATy

ARG AR, WA Holl [T BT Jqa]  IFd
RO deurand vd SopgRH uRwR, faedsbidrgd

Lo (o o
dlcfd, PIHIYRH Tvlcll, diHelATg

DEPARTMENT OF ATOMIC ENERGY
(General Services Organisation)
Tamil Nadu, the 14th October, 2015

S.0.2169.—1In supersession of earlier Notification
No. GSO/17(27)/2014-R/21/724 dated 23-02-2015 and in
exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the
Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised Occupants)
Act 1971 (40 of 1971) the Central Government hereby
appoints the Officer mentioned in column (1) of the
Table below, being a Gazetted Officer of the
Government, to be Estate Officer for the purposes of the
said Act, who shall exercise the powers conferred and
perform the duties imposed on Estate Officer by or under
the said Act, within the local limits of his jurisdiction in
respect of the public premises specified in column (2) of
the said Table;

TABLE
Column (1) Column (2)
Designation of the Categories of
Officer Public Premises &
local limits of
jurisdiction
Shri. T.S. Balasubramanian | Premises in Kalpakkam
Administrative Officer-III and Anupuram,
General Services Thirukkalukundram taluk,
Organisation Department Kancheepuram  District,

of Atomic Energy Tamil Nadu Belong to or

Kalpakkam - 603 102 under the control of

Kancheepuram District Department of Atomic

Tamil Nadu Energy, Government of
India.

[Ref. GSO/17(27)/2015-R/3142]
P.T. MOHAN, Administrative Officer-IIT

[ AR /17(27) / 2015—3TR / 3142]
1. &1 e, wemae TReNI—II1

5 TG AR HAT
¢ feeel, 6 FawR, 2015

PLIAM2170—3Ne  faarg A=A 1047
(1947 @1 14) BT ORI 17 S JATAT H BRI ARDR

5o uA faga Tt Tar (3ean) ffaes, 98 T
& YU & Hag FEASel R SHh PHGR & 4
gdy H ffdse offeife fdae § a= WaR
e SIfamver Ud s =aTera et & e
(e | 64/2012) & USRI HRAl & SNl Hald
WHR DI 06/11/2015 BT YT a1 o |

[¥. T.-42012/125/2011-3MMEMR (SRY)]
. &. JURTITE, T dferer

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT
New Delhi, the 6th November, 2015

S.0.2170 .— in pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D
No0.64/2012) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.1, Delhi now as shown
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the
employers in relation to the management of the Water &
Power Consultancy Service (India) Ltd., New Delhi and
their workman, which was received by the Central
Government on 06/11/2015.

[ No.L-42012/125/2011-IR(DU)]
P.K.VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
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ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-
LABOUR COURT NO.1, DELHI

ID No.64/2012

Shri Pyare Lal,
S/o late Shri Shishram,
R/o 30/45, Trilokpuri Extension,
Delhi
...Workman
Versus
The General Manager,
Water & Power Consultancy Service (India) Ltd.,
(Wapcos Limited), 5" Floor, Kailash Building,
26, Kasturba Gandhi Marg,
New Delhi — 110 001

...Management

AWARD

Brief facts giving rise to the present reference are that the
claimant Shri Pyare Lal was working with the
management since 28.04.1978 as safaiwala/ messenger
and was drawing a salary of Rs.8867.00 per month. As
per averments contained in the statement of claim, he was
performing his duties without any complaint from the
management and he was never issued any memorandum
or charge sheet during his entire career.

2.0n 28.03.2003, management all of a sudden, issued a
false and concocted charge sheet and claimant filed reply
to the said charge sheet on 02.04.2003. He never
accepted the charges leveled against him. Resultantly,
Enquiry Officer was appointed to enquire into the
allegations contained in the charge sheet. Claimant is an
illiterate person. He was neither apprised of the
procedure nor the nature of charges leveled against him.
Entire enquiry was sham and bogus and the Enquiry
Officer acted as a puppet of the management.
Proceedings were never recorded fairly. The Enquiry
Officer, Shri S. Vijay Rao, submitted his report holding
that two charges have been proved and one charge was
found to be partly proved against the claimant. He
further alleged that he never misbehaved with any
person.

3.There was also another employee, Shri Harinder Singh
was also charge sheeted on 28.03.2003 on the same
charges and he was dismissed on 29/31.03.2004,
alongwith the claimant. Shri Harinder Singh was later on
reinstated by the management on 24.07.2006 with effect
from 01.04.2004. Charges leveled against Shri Harinder
Singh were more severe that the charges leveled against
the claimant. Thereafter, the claimant filed a case before
the Conciliation Officer. Management appeared before
the Conciliation Officer. However, no settlement could
be arrived at. Resultantly, reference was made by the
Union Government to this Tribunal vide letter No.L-

42012/125/2011-IR(DU) dated 23.02.2012 and the same
is as under:

“Whether the action of the management of
Water and Power Consultancy Service (India)
Ltd., New Delhi in terminating the services of
the workman, Shri Pyare Lal, is legal and just?
What relief the workman is entitled to?”

4.Reply to the claim statement was filed by the
management wherein a stand was taken that the claimant
frequently remained unauthorizedly absent and he was
found to be in a drunken condition in the premises of the
office. He also misbehaved with the Security Guard on
29.11.2002 and a memo was issued to the claimant,
resulting into institution of the enquiry. The claimant
was informed vide memorandum dated 28.03.2003 to file
reply/defence within 10 days. The claimant, in his
statement, acceded to the charges, except the charge of
being drunk in the office premises. Ultimately, out of the
three charges, two charges were held to be proved
entirely against the workman. Third charge was held to
be partly proved against the claimant. Consequently, the
claimant was dismissed from service vide order dated
29/31.03.2004 by the Disciplinary  Authority.
Management has denied the other allegations contained
in the statement of claim.

5.Against this factual background,
predecessor framed the following issues:

my learned

(6)) Whether the enquiry conducted by the
management was fair and proper?

(i) Whether the punishment of dismissal
awarded to the claimant commensurate to
his misconduct?

(iii) As in terms of reference

6.Issue no.(i) was treated as preliminary issue and the
parties were asked to adduce evidence on the above issue.

7.Management, in support of its case, examined Shri
W.A. Siddique, Vigilance Officer as MW1, whose
affidavit is ExMW1/A and he has tendered in evidence
documents Ex.MW1/1 to ExMW1/6. This witness has
clarified that he was not associated with the enquiry in
any manner. Witness was also given opportunity by this
Tribunal to trace the record mentioned in the affidavit.

8.The claimant examined himself as WW1 and tendered
in evidence his affidavit, Ex WW1/A. He has denied the
material averments in respect of the allegations contained
in the charge sheet and tried to support the case as put
forth in the statement of claim.

9.1 have heard Shri Devender Sharma, A/R for the
claimant and Shri Jitender Yadav, A/R for the
management.

10.It was urged on behalf of the management that since
the claimant has admitted Charge No.l1 and 2 before the
Enquiry Officer, as such it does not lie in the mouth of
the claimant to urge that he was not given a fair
opportunity to rebut the charges. Admission/confession
of guilt is substantive proof of the allegations contained
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in the charge sheet; as such, no further evidence was
required to be led by the management to prove the
charges. Punishment imposed upon the claimant was
held to be proper keeping in view the gravity of the
allegations.

11.Per contra, Shri Devender Sharma, authorized
representative appearing on behalf of the claimant refuted
the submissions made on behalf of the management and
strongly urged that there is no evidence on record to
prove that any opportunity was given to the workman to
cross examine the witness examined by eh management.
There is also nothing on record to show that the claimant
has admitted/confessed the first two charges contained in
the charge sheet. The learned counsel proceeded to argue
that the report of the Enquiry Officer is in violation of the
principles of natural justice and the Enquiry Officer has
acted as a puppet of the management so as to dismiss the
claimant.

12.After hearing the learned counsels of the parties and
careful appraisal of the record, I am of the considered
view that the enquiry conducted in the present case is not
at all fair and the same is in violation of principles of
natural justice. It is clear from perusal of the memo of
charge sheet dated 28.03.2003, Ex MW1/1, claimant
herein was asked to submit reply within 10 days in
respect of allegations contained in the charge sheet.
There is an office order Ex.MW1/2 dated 29.03.2004
which clearly shows hat the Disciplinary Authority
imposed major penalty under Rule 11 of the Civil
Services (Classification, Control and Appeal), Rule 1965
whereby the claimant herein was removed from service
with immediate effect. Extract of the above order is as
under:

“Whereas disciplinary proceedings as per major
penalty proceedings was initiated against Shi
Pyare Lal, Safaiwala by issuing charge sheet vide
Memorandum  No.WAP/GM/(P&A)/13/3/Coord
dated 28.03.2003 for misconduct found on his
part.

Whereas an inquiry against the said Shri Pyare
Lal, Safaiwala under Rule 14 of the Civil Services
(Classification, Control and Appeal, Rule 1965) as
made applicable to employees of the WAPCOS
was held against him.

Whereas Shri Pyare Lal submitted his written
statement of confession accepted the charges
leveled against him for gross misconduct in as
much as he remained on frequent leave thus lack
of devotion to duties and misbehaved with the
Security Staff, Headquarters Office, Kailash
Building.

Whereas Disciplinary Authority (Chairman &
Managing Director) on consideration of the entire
case, including charge sheet, inquiry report,
Confession statement and relevant records of the
disciplinary proceedings has concluded that the
Charges of Gross Misconduct inasmuch as he
remained on frequent leave thus lacking in
devotion to duties and misbehaved with the

Security Staff at Headquarters office, Kailash
Building have been proved against the said Shri
Pyare Lal, Safaiwala.

Now, therefore, Disciplinary Authority (Chairman
& Managing Director) hereby imposes the major
penalty No.(viii) under Rule 11 of the
Classification, Control and Appeal Rules, 1965,
i.e. removal from services with immediate effect
on Shri Pyare Lal, Safaiwala for his aforesaid
misconduct. Accordingly, he is removed from
services with immediate effect and his name is
struck off the rolls of the Company.”

13.1t is clear from perusal of the above that order of
removal was passed in view of the written statement of
confession made by the claimant herein. However, there
is no such document or statement on record to show that
on which date the claimant herein has confessed or
admitted his guilt in respect of the first two charges.
Though the Enquiry Officer in his report dated
23.05.2004 has referred to the confession made by the
claimant herein, but as discussed above, confessional
statement has not at all been recorded by the Enquiry
Officer so as to show that the workman has confessed his
guilt or accepted the charges leveled against him.
Production of confession statement and proof of the same
was essential so as to appreciate the contention of the
management that the workman has confessed his guilt.
Further, law requires that confession statement is to be
shown to be made by the workman voluntarily and
without any duress or pressure etc. Since the
confessional statement so made by the claimant has not
been produced or proved in accordance with law, as such,
it has dealt a crippling blow to the enquiry conducted by
the Enquiry Officer, Shri Vijay Rao. There is nothing on
record to show that any opportunity was given to the
workman to cross examine the witness/es examined by
the management in support of the charges.
Consequently, it is held that the enquiry report dated
23.05.2004 Ex.MW1/6 has been vitiated, being in
violation of principles of natural justice and having been
conducted in an unfair manner. Issue No.l is answered
accordingly.

14.Management was afforded an opportunity to adduce
evidence on merits as the domestic enquiry was found to
be in violation of principles of natural justice etc. Since
none appeared on behalf of the management nor did the
management take the plea in their pleadings to adduce
evidence on merits, in case enquiry is ultimately decided
against the management, as such, evidence of the
management was closed. Since in the case in hand, no
evidence has been adduced by the management after
findings have been given by the Tribunal on preliminary
issue that the domestic enquiry conducted by the Enquiry
Officer is not fair or bad in law, in such a situation, this
Tribunal is left with no choice except to set aside the
order of ‘Removal from services with immediate effect’
dated 29/31.03.2004(Ex.MW1/2). Resultantly, charges
contained in the charge sheet ExMW1/1 are held to be
not proved against the workman herein. As such, order of
‘Removal from service with immediate effect’ passed by
the competent authority is, hereby, set aside.
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11. As a corollary to the above, it is held that the
workman herein is also entitled for reinstatement with
immediate effect and payment of salary as well as all
consequential benefits to which he is/was otherwise
entitled had he been in service. An award is accordingly
passed. Let this award be sent to the appropriate
Government, as required under Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication.

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer
Dated : October 30, 2015
a3 fleell, 6 FawR, 2015

PrAM2171—3efe  fJare w1947
(1947 BT 14) BT gRT 17 S JATAT H S TWHR
Ige, fieell TR M & yeudd & ddg FATe
IR I PHAR @ g qged H Ffde e
fdare & o= WeR Neiffie Ifador vd  sm
TRTed—1, faeell @& dare (deW ¥, 35,/2013) @I
UBIRIT HRA & Sl Hald WRBR DI 06.11.2015 Bl
TS ZaTT T |

[{. T—42011 /56 / 2011—3MEIAR(STY))]
. &. IO, S¥b JATABRT

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2015

S.0.2171.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D
No.35/2013) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.1, Delhi now as shown
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the
employers in relation to the management of the
Commissioner, Municipal Corporation of Delhi and their
workmen, which was received by the Central
Government on 06/11/2015.

[No. L-42011/56/2011-IR(DU)]
P.K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-
LABOUR COURT NO.1, DELHI

ID No.35/2013

The General Secretary,
Municipal Employees Union,
Aggarwal Bhawan, G.T. Road,
Tis Hazari,

Delhi — 110 054

...Workman
Versus
The Commissioner,
Municipal Corporation of Delhi,
Town Hall, Chandni Chowk,
Delhi 110006
...Management

AWARD

1. Shri Naresh Kumar, was working as Survey
khalasi in Town Planning Department with Municipal
Corporation of Delhi with effect from 10.03.1990 as a
daily rated/casual/muster roll worker. His services was
terminated on 13.08.1983 without any rhyme or reason.
An industrial dispute was raised before Shri R.K. Tiwari,
Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal No.III, who vide
award dated 06.02.1999 held the action of the
management to be illegal and directed the management to
reinstate him in service with all consequential benefits
with 50% back wages. Management challenged the
award before the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi bearing
CWP No.1015/2000 and the Hon’ble High Court stayed
operation of the above award. During pendency of
dispute, Shri Naresh Kumar breathed his last on
30.07.1995.

2. Shri Naresh Kumar was survived by his widow,
Ms.Shashi and two sons, Shri Harsh and Shri Chetan.
Ms.Shashi, widow of the deceased presented an
application for appointment on compassionate grounds,
but the management did not pass any speaking order in
this regard, which is totally bad and malafide as family of
the deceased was totally dependent on the deceased for
their livelihood. Smt. Shashi is eligible for appointment
on compassionate grounds on any suitable Class IV post
as she fulfils all requirements for the said post, in
accordance with the conditions laid down under the
scheme. In similar circumstances, the dependents of
other deceased employees have been given employment
on compassionate grounds. . The union raised a dispute
before the Conciliation Officer. Since the Corporation
contested the claim, conciliation proceedings ended into a
failure, hence, the appropriate Government referred the
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication, vide order No.L-
42011/56/2011-IR(DU) New Delhi dated 18.02.2013,
with following terms:

“Whether action of the management of Municipal
Corporation of Delhi in denial of appointment on
compassionate grounds to Smt. Shashi, W/o late Shri
Naresh Kumar, Ex-employee of MCD is justified or not?
If not, what relief will be given to Smt. Shashi, W/o late
Shri Naresh Kumar and from which date?”

3. After consideration of statement of claim of the
workman, matter was listed for filing written statement
on behalf of the management, who filed written
statement, taking preliminary objections inter alia, non-
espousal, delay/laches, non-service of demand notice etc.
and that it has been referred by the Central Government
without application of mind. It is also averred that the
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has already held that the
cases of employment on compassionate grounds cannot
be cannot be entertained by Industrial Tribunals as the
applicants are not covered under the definition of
‘workman’ as given under Section 2(s) of the Act.
Scheme for compassionate appointment has been devised
by Department of Personnel and Training vide OM
No.14014/6/94-Estt(D) dated 09.10.1998 for Government
servant appointed on regular basis. Shri Naresh Kumar
was a daily wager khalasi, hence does not fall within the
category of Government servant. Further, more than
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eight years have elapsed since the death of Shri Naresh
Kumar and the family has survived all these eight years
on its own. Had they been living in destitute, they would
have approached the court much earlier.

4. It transpires from the records that on the basis of
pleadings of the parties, no issue, other than those
referred by the appropriate Government for adjudication,
was framed by this Tribunal.

5. Claimant, in support of her claim, examined
herself as WW1 and Shri Surender Bhardwaj as WW2.
Thereafter, matter was listed for evidence of the
management.

6. In the meanwhile, the claimant desired to
withdraw the present petition as an industrial dispute
regarding regularization of the concerned workman
(claimant’s husband) was pending before the Conciliation
Officer. Since the claimant did not want to pursue the
petition before this Tribunal, as such statement of the
claimant regarding withdrawal of the case was separately
taken.

7. In view of the averments made by the claimant,
Ms.Shashi, she is permitted to withdraw the present
petition, with liberty to file a fresh case at a later stage.
Hence, an award is accordingly passed. Let this award be
sent to the appropriate Government, as required under
Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for
publication.

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer
Dated : October 30, 2015
% foeel, 12 FawR, 2015

Pram2172—NeNfad  faare w1047
(1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 B AJERVT H B ARBR
faeell, TR M, 16 ORI, fieell & yeed™ & dag
e ok S8 FHeR @& 9= ody # ffde
Enfire faare # o<y WReR Aenfiie ifdaxo gd
S AT, faeell @ Ude ([ed 9. 58 /2014) BT
UGIRIT HRA & Sl Hald WRBR DI 06.11.2015 Bl
T 3T o |

[¥. Tai—42011 /52 / 2014—3MTS3R(STY)]
. &. UL, S ARBRI

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2172.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D
No0.58/2014) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.II, Delhi now as shown
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the
employers in relation to the management of the
Municipal Corporation of Delhi, 16, Rajpura Road, Delhi
and their workmen, which was received by the Central
Government on 06/11/2015.

[No.L-42011/52/2014-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-
LABOUR COURT -1I, DELHI

Present:- SHRI HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA
ID.No. 58/2014

The General Secretary,

Jagritri Labour Union (Regd.),

Branch Officer X — 1 A, Civil Side,

New Tis Hazari Court,

Delhi. .....Workman

Versus

The Dy. Commissioner,

MCD,

16, Rajpura Road,

Dethi. L. Management

Ex- Parte AWARD

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour vide
notification No. L1-42011/52/2014 IR (DU) dated
25.07.2014 referred the following Industrial Dispute to
this Tribunal for adjudication:-

“Whether non regulation of service of Sh. Rajbir Singh
S/o Sh. Kunwar Sen & other in Municipal Corporation
of Delhi is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief the
workman concerned are entitled to?”

On 06.08.2014 reference was received in this
Tribunal. Which was register as I.D No. 58/2014 and
claimant union was called upon to file claim statement
with in fifteen days from date of service of notice. Which
was required to be accompanied with relevant documents
and list of witnesses.

After service of notice claim statement has been filed on
behalf of workmen Sh. Rajbeer Singh, Sh. Shankar,
Sh. Mukesh S/o Sh. Ramesh Chand, Sh. Sunil,
Sh. Krishan Kumar, Sh. Pramod Kumar, Sh. Balram,
Sh. Mukesh S/o Sh. Dharampal and Sh. Vijay Kr.

On the basis of contents of claim statement they prayed
for relief of awarding of status of permanent employees
of management with direction to implement the order
passed by this Tribunal in this respect.

In respect of service on management. Management has
not filed its written statement.

Perusal of schedule of reference order dated 25.07.2014
makes it crystal clear that Ministry of Labour directed to
this Tribunal to adjudicate following question of
determination:-

“Whether non regulation of service of Sh. Rajbir Singh
S/o Sh. Kunwar Sen & other in Municipal Corporation
of Delhi is just, fair and legal? If not, what relief the
workman concerned are entitled to?”

Workmen in support of their case filed affidavit of Sh.
Rajbeer Singh, Sh. Pramod Kumar, Sh. Anokha Lal, Sh.
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Sunil , Sh. Mukesh Kumar, S/o0 Sh. Ramesh Chand, Sh.
Mukesh S/o Sh. Dharampal, Sh. Balram, Sh. Sankar, Sh.
Vijay alongwith Photostat copies of certain documents
and they tendered their affidavit alongwith Photostat
copies of annexed documents on which they placed
reliance. As case proceeded ex-parte against
management. None came on behalf of management to
cross-examine them.

Workmen filed detailed written arguments in their
favour. Through which they claim for relief as claimed
by them in their claim statement.

In the light of contentions mentioned in written
arguments of workman I perused the pleadings and
evidence of workmen on record.

My issue wise question of determination finding is as
follows:-

Finding on question of determination / issue no. 1.

Which is as follows:-*“ Whether non regulation of service
of Sh. Rajbir Singh S/o Sh. Kunwar Sen & other in
Municipal Corporation of Delhi is just, fair and legal?”.

Burden to prove issue no.1/ question of determination no.
1 lies on management but in the instant case management
has not filed written statement. So, its right of filing of
written statement has been closed by this Tribunal on
422015 and case proceeded ex-parte against
management. In want of evidence of management and
reliable and credible evidence of workmen this Tribunal
has no option except to decide question of determination/
issue No. 1 in favour of workman and against
management. Which is accordingly decided and claim
statement is liable to be allowed. Which accordingly
allowed but nature of relief shall be discussed in issue
No. 2.

Finding on question of determination/issue No. 2 :
Issue no. 2 is as follows:-

“If not, what relief the workman concerned are entitled
to?”

Burden to prove this lies on workmen. Through, their
reliable and credible evidence workmen have proved that
they were entitled to permanent but instead of making
them permanent management illegally terminated their
services on 26.11.2011. On this ground they claim relief
for setting aside their illegal termination and their
reinstatement with back wages etc. but as per settled law
of Hon’ble Supreme Court even in case of illegal
termination of workmen they cannot be re-instated
alongwith back wages etc. They are entitled only for
compensation only.

In the light of contentions and counter contentions I
perused the settled law of Hon’ble Supreme court on the
point of reinstatement and grant of back wages. Which
shows that reinstatement is not a necessary consequence
wherever termination is held illegal. Depending upon the
facts of each case a suitable compensation can be
awarded. In Assistant Engineer, Rajasthan Dev.

Corporation and Anr Vs. Gitam Singh, (2013)II LLJ 141
Hon’ble Supreme Court has held that reinstatement of
workman with continuity of service and 25% back wages
was not proper in the facts and circumstances of the case
and the compensation of Rs.50,000/-(Rs. Fifty Thousand
Only) shall meet the ends of justice. In Jagbir Singh Vs.
Haryana State Agriculture Marketing Board & Anr AIR
2009 Supreme Court 3004, Hon’ble Supreme Court held
thus “the award of reinstatement with full back wages in
a case where the workman has completed 240 days of
work in a year preceding the date of termination
particularly, daily wagers has not been found to be proper
by this Court and instead compensation has been
awarded.” In catena of Judgments, Hon’ble Supreme
Court has taken a view that reinstatement is not
automatic, merely because the termination is illegal or in
contravention of S-25-F of the Industrial Dispute Act. In
Talwara Co-operative credit and service society Limited
Vs. Sushil Kumar (2008) 9 SCC 486, Hon’ble Supreme
Court held thus,” grant of relief of reinstatement, it is
trite, is not automatic. Grant of back wages is also not
automatic.”

Thus reference is liable to be decided in favour workman
and management and claim statement is liable to be
allowed with direction to management to pay
compensation to workman. Which is accordingly
decided.

So, in the instant case relief of compensation of Rs.
50,000/- (Rs. Fifty thousand only) is awarded to each
workman for their illegal termination dated 26.11.2011.
Management is directed to pay aforesaid compensation to
workman after period of limitation of available remedy
against award.

Ex-parte Award is accordingly passed.
Dated:-5.10.2015
HARBANSH KUMAR SAXENA, Presiding Officer
¢ fReefl, 12 TawR, 2015

BTAM2173.—3NeNTe  faarg  srfefzm, 1947
(1947 @1 14) BT gRT 17 S ATAT H BRI ARDR
AM TAIDH SHI Usde HIfd & JYaudsd @& ag
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YHTRIT Bl & Sl Bl ARBR BT 08.11.20157
T g T |

[€. Ta—40011 /09 / 2015—3TMS3R(SRY)]
Y. &. JUFTIT, S MR
New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2173.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D Reference
No.23 of 2015) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Kolkata now as shown in
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the
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employers in relation to the management of the Welkin
Telecom Infra Private Ltd and their workmen, which was
received by the Central Government on 08/11/2015.

[No. L-40011/09/2015-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA

Reference No. 23 of 2015

PARTIES : Employers in relation to the management of
M/s. Welkin Telecom Infra Pvt. Ltd.

AND
Their workmen.
Present: JUSTICE DIPAK SAHA RAY, PRESIDING
OFFICER
Appearance: On behalf of the : Mr. Tirthankar Ghosh,
Management District Coordinator of
the Company.
On behalf of the Mr. Partha Mukherjee,
Workmen Ld. Counsel

State: West Bengal Industry: Telecommunication.
Dated: 30th October, 2015.
AWARD

By Order No.L-40011/09/2015-IR(DU) dated
05.05.2015 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour
in exercise of its powers under Section 10(1)(d) and (2A)
of the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication:

“Whether the action of the management of
M/s Welkin Telecom Infra Pvt. Ltd., contractor of
M/s Indus Towers Limited is justified by terminating the
service of Sri Ramkrishna Pal and is it legal and/or
justified? If not, what relief the workmen are entitled
to?”

2. When the case is taken up for hearing today, Ld.
Counsel appearing for the workman and the authorized
representative of the management submit that the matter
has been settled amicably between the parties out of the
Tribunal and they have filed a joint petition of
compromise/settlement. They pray for an Award in terms
of the said joint petition of compromise/settlement.

3. On careful consideration of the said joint petition
of compromise/settlement it appears that the terms and
conditions of the compromise/settlement are fair,
reasonable and the same are made for the interest of the
parties.

4. 1 accept the said joint petition of
compromise/settlement and pass an Award in terms of
the said joint petition of compromise/settlement which do

form part of this A@(ﬁf&uﬁg R%Hé?ﬂ}'é QfA.

Justice DIPAK SAHA RAY, Presiding Officer
Kolkata,
Dated: 30th October, 2015
ANNEXURE - A

Memorandum of Settlement

(U/s.2(P) read with section 18(3) of the Industrial

Disputes Act, 1947)

Name of the parties: (1) M/s WelKin Telecom Infra
Pvt. Ltd. 76/1, Golaghata Road, VIP
Road, Kolkata- 700 048.
(2) Paschim Medinipur Zilla
security & Allied Services Union,
Mir Bazar Mednipur, Dist- Paschim

Medinipur.
Representing the (1) Mr. K. K. Roy Head HR &
Company Administration.
Representing the (1) Sri Manoj Dhar General Secretary
Union: of the Union.

(2) Sri  Ramkrishna Paul, the

concerned workman.
Short Recital of the case:

Whereas the company under reference is engaged as
contractor by M/s Indus Tower Ltd. for operation and
maintenance of Mobile Towers owned by said Indus
Tower Ltd; situated at Medinipur West District.

Whereas one contract labour Ramkrishna Paul was
working under the contractor as named hereinabove and
he was terminated from service w.e.f. 1st June , 2014 Sri
Paul was working as Technician in the company.
Whereas being aggrieved over the termination of service
the union under reference raised one Industrial Dispute
which has been referred by Ministry of Labour, Govt. of
India before the C.G.I.T. and the case has been registered
bearing reference No. 23 of 2015.

Whereas during the pendency of Dispute before C.G.I.T.
Kolkata negotiations were held on the issue pending
before C.G.I.T. and after protected discussions it is
agreed between the parties as under.

1. That the contractor company has agreed and
accordingly the concerned workman has been
reinstated in service without any back wages on
and from 1.9.2015.

2. That in view of instant agreement the concerned
workman and the union have no more dispute in
the issue pending before the Hon’ble Tribunal.

3. That it has been agreed by and between the
parties to file the instant memorandum of
settlement before C.G.L.T. Kolkata with a prayer
to pass necessary award in terms of this
settlement with a view to drop the proceeding
fully and finally since pending dispute does not
exists further in terms of this settlement.

In witness hereof, the parties have signed this
agreement on 15th September, 2015.
Sd. Illegible Sd. MANOJ DHAR
Sd. RAMKRISHNA PAL
For and on behalf of Union as
named herein above
M/s. Welkin Telecom Infra

For and on behalf of

Pvt. Ltd.
WITNESSES:-
1. Sd. Tirthankar Ghosh.
2. Sd. Tllegible.



[wr [I—'vs 3(ii) ]

WRG T TSI : TR 14, 2015/31ae 23, 1937 4453

ANNEXURE - A
Memorandum of Settlement

(U/s. 2(P) read with the section 18(3) of Industrial
disputes Act, 1947)
Name of the parties : (1) M/s. Welkin Telecom Infra
Pvt. Ltd. 76/1, Golaghata Road,
VIP Road, Kolkata-700048.
(2) Paschim Medinipur Zilla
Security &  Allied Services
Union, Mir Bazar Mednipur,
Distt.- Paschim Medinipur.
Representing the Company : (1) Mr. K. K. Roy Head

H.R. & Administration.
Representing the Union : (1) Sri Manoj Dhar General

Secretary of the Union.

(2) Sri Ramkrishan Paul, the

concerned workman.
Short Recital of the case :

Whereas the company under reference is engaged
as contractor by M/s. Indus Tower Ltd. For operation and
maintenance of Mobile Towers owned by said Indus
Tower Ltd.; situated at Medinipur West District.

Whereas one contract labour Ramkrishan Paul was
working under the contractor as named hereinabove and
he was terminated from service w.e.f 1 June, 2014
Sri Paul was working as Technician in the company.

Whereas being aggrieved over the termination of
service the union under reference raised one Industrial
Dispute which has been referred by Ministry of Labour,
Govt. of India before the C.G.I.T. and the case has been
registered bearing reference No. 23 of 2015.

Whereas during pendency of  Dispute before
C.G.LT. at Kolkata negotiations were held on the issue
pending before C.G.I.T. and after protected discussions it
is agreed between parties as under :

1. That the contractor company has agreed and
accordingly the concerned workman has been reinstated
in service without any backwages on and from 1.9.2015.

2. That in view of instant agreement the concerned
workman and the union have no more dispute in the issue
pending before this Hon’ble Tribunal.

3. That it has been agreed by and between the
parties to fill the instant memorandum of settlement
before C.G.I.T. Kolkata with a prayer to pass necessary
award in terms of this settlement with a view to drop the
proceeding fully and finally since pending dispute does
not exist further in terms of this settlement.

In witness hereof, the parties have signed this
agreement on 15th September, 2015.

Sd/- Sd/-
Illegible MANOJ DHAR
Sd/-
RAMKRISHNA PAL
For and on behalf of

Union as named hereinabove

WITNESSES :

1. Trithankar Ghosh
District Co-ordinator.
15.9.2015

2. Sd/- (Illegible)

g feeefl, 12 Fa%R, 2015

PraM2174—3Efe  farg R =m 1947
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ITb PHGR & drd ey d ffde siefie faare 4
Pald AR AEfre Affex ud 5§ =arrey
PIABIT & Udre (FeH F. 73 of 2014) BT YHIRG
PR 8 S D WRBR BT 08.11.2015HT TG BTl
T |

[¥. T—13011 /03 / 2014—3MSAR(STY)]
. &. UM, S ABRI

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015
S.0. 2174.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D Reference
No.73 of 2014) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Kolkata now as shown in
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the
employers in relation to the management of the Upright
Security Service and their workmen, which was received
by the Central Government on 08/11/2015.
[No. L-13011/03/2014-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA
Reference No. 73 of 2014
Parties: Employers in relation to the management of
M/s. Upright Security Service
AND
Their workmen
Present: JUSTICE DIPAK SAHA RAY,
Presiding Officer

Appearance:

On behalf of the : None.
Management

On behalf of the : None
Workman

State: West Bengal.
Dated: 28th October, 2015
AWARD

By Order No.L-13011/03/2014-IR(DU) dated
17.11.2014 the Government of India, Ministry of Labour
in exercise of its powers under Section 10(1)(d) and (2A)
of the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication:

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Zila
Sainik Board & M/s. Upright Security Service, contractor
of Zoological Survey of India in depriving the workmen
the minimum wages fixed by the Central Govt. is legal
and justified? If not, what relief the workmen are
entitled to? Whether the action of management of
Zoological Survey of India by terminating the contract of
M/s. Zila Sainik Board resulting unemployment of
contractual workmen is legal and/or justified? If not,
what relief the workmen are entitled to?”

2. When the case is taken up for hearing today, none
appears on behalf of any of the parties in spite of service
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of notice. It appears from the record that the union at
whose instance the present reference case has been
initiated, never turned up before this Tribunal.

3. Considering the facts and circumstances it appears
that the union is not interested to proceed with this case.
So, no fruitful purpose will be served in keeping the
matter pending.

4. In view of the above facts and circumstances,
present reference is disposed of by passing a “No Dispute
Award”.

JUSTICE DIPAK SAHA RAY, Presiding Officer
Dated, Kolkata,
The 28th October, 2015.
3 faoell, 12 TIwR, 2015

PLaM2175—3iEes a9 1947
(1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 B AJERVT H D ARBR
D JaT T STl ERETVT SIHU Ud UiRIeror |ern
I Bew, JeNIGA b UIHdA D Hag (TASTD]
IR ST6 PHAR & I ey d Ffde sienfie
fdare # o WeR efie AfRHRoT vd oW
TRed.2 delTe & Udle (e 4. 887,/2005) @I
URIRIT HRA & Sl Hald WRBR DI 08.11.2015 Bl
T 3T o |

[, Ta—42011 /82 / 99-3ATS3R (S1)]
. &. UL, S ARBRI

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2175.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D
No.887/2005) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.Il, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Central Soil and Water Conservation Research and
Training Institute Research Centre, Dehradun and their
workmen, which was received by the Central
Government on 08.11.2015.

[No.L-42011/82/99-IR(DU)]
P.K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
Case No. L.D. No. 887/2005
Registered on 12.9.2005

Workmen of Central Soil and
Water Conservation, Research
and Training Institute Research
Centre, Sector 26, Madhya Marg,

Chandigarh working at its Research
Farm, Mansa Devi, Distt.
Panchkula through their

Research Farm Worker

Union, Mansa Devi,

Distt. Panchkula. ... Petitioners

Versus

The Director, Central Soil

and Water Conservation
Research and Training
Institute Research Centre,

218, Kolagarh Road Dehradun.

The Officer In charge Central Soil &
Water Conservation Research &
Training Institute, Research Centre,
Sector 26, Madhya Marg, Chandigarh.

APPEARANCES :

...Respondents

Sh. Ashwani Bakshi Adv.
Sh. S.K. Gupta Adv.
AWARD

Passed on 14.10.2014

For the workman
For the Management

Central Government vide Notification No. L-
42011/82/ 99/IR(DU) Dated 10.2.2000, by exercising its
powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) and
Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947
(hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has referred the
following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this
Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of Officer In-charge Central Soil &
Water Conservation Research & Training Institute,
Research Centre, Chandigarh in denying the under
mentioned three demands of Research Farm Workers
Union, Mansa Devi is justified?

1. Conferment of permanent status upon 25 workers of
Research Farm Mansa Devi who were granted
temporary status by management vide letter dated
February 1st 1995.

2. Grant of benefit of casual leaves, medical leave and
minter/summer uniform to temporary status
workers.

3. Grant of benefit of compensatory leaves to

permanent/regular workers w.e.f. 1.1.91 onwards.
If not to what relief the workmen are entitled?”

In response to the notice, the workman filed statement of
claim pleading that respondent management conferred
‘temporary status’ on 25 workmen in pursuance of the
letter of Government of India dated 10.10.1993. That
respondent management has not framed any rules
regulating the condition of service of the workmen and
the workmen who were granted ‘temporary status’ are
entitled to be made ‘permanent’.

The 25 workmen are also eligible for the benefit of
casual leave, earned leave, national holidays etc. It is
further alleged that all the workers at Mansa Devi are
entitled to compensatory leave w.e.f. 1.1.1991.
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Respondent management filed written reply
pleading that workmen cannot claim status of permanent
employee as a matter of right and the same is to be
conferred as per the Rules and that too depending on the
post, qualification eligiblity etc. That the workmen are
being given the benefits of earned leave, compensatory
leave and national holidays and the letter dated
10.10.1993 is fully implemented.

Parties were given opportunities to lead evidence.

Sh. Munna Lal appeared in the witness box on
behalf of workmen and filed his affidavit reiterating the
asseration as made in the statement of claim.

On the other hand, the management has examined
Sh. S.S. Chauhan who supported the case of the
management in its affidavit.

I have heard Sh. Ashwani Bakshi, counsel for the
workmen and Sh. S.K. Gupta, counsel for the
management and also perused the written submissions
submitted by the parties.

It was argued that the workmen were conferred
‘temporary status’ in view of letter dated 10.10.1993 of
the Government of India but they were not made
permanent and they are entitled for the same.

Para 4(iv) of the Scheme circulated by letter dated
10.10.1993 read as follow:-

“Such casual labourers who acquired temporary
status will not, however, be brought on to the permanent
status/establishment unless they are selected through
regular selection process for group ‘D’ posts.”

Thus the scheme itself clears that casual labourers who
are given ‘temporary status’ can only be made permanent
through the regular selection process and as such the
employees cannot claim the status of ‘permanance’
simply because they were granted ‘temporary status’.
The Hon’ble Supreme Court in Secretary State of
Karnataka Vs. Uma Devi reported in AIR 2006 S.C. has
categorically held that employees who are not appointed
by observing regular procedure and rules are not entitled
to regularization of their services. In view of this
pronouncement of Hon’ble Supreme Court as well the
rules itself, the workmen cannot seek that they be made
permanent and therefore they are not entitled to the relief
of ‘permanent status’.

So far as the other demands are concerned, there is
nothing on the file that the workmen were denied the
benefits of casual leave, earned leave, compensatory
leave etc. and rather the management has specifically
pleaded that the said benefits are being given to the
workmen as per letter dated 10.10.1993. Thus the
workmen are not entitled to any relief in the present
reference.

In result, the reference the reference is answered against
the workmen holding that they are not entitled to any
relief.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer

T3 oo, 12 Fawr, 2015

HIM2176.—3enfIes  faare  srffm 1947
(1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 B JATERVT H DA TBR
R FaR fm fofies & usudd & dag sl
IR I PHAR & 4 qged H [fde e
Ao § Iy WReR SNeENfie Iffexe Td s
IRITI—2, deNTe & Uare (ded | 527/2005) &I
YBIRT BT & Ol Bl ARBR DI 08.11.2015 I
T 3T T |

[¥. Ta—40012 /85 / 2002-3MMS3MR (S1)]
Y. &. JUFTIT, S MR
New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2176.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D
No0.527/2005) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and their workmen,
which was received by the Central Government on
08.11.2015.

[No. L-40012/85/2002-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer.
Case No. L.D. No. 527/2005
Registered on 22.8.2005

Smt. Santro Devi, H.N0.706/11
Bapu Dham Colony, Sector 26,

Chandigarh. ...Petitioner

Versus

The Chief General Manager
Telecom, Punjab Circle, (BSNL),
Sector 34, Chandigarh.

The Principal General Manager,
Telecom, Telephone Deptt.,
Sector 18A, Chandigarh.

APPEARANCES :

...Respondents

For the workman Sh. R.K. Sharma, Adv.
Sh. Anish Babbar, Adv.

AWARD

Passed on 24.9.2014

For the Management

Central Government vide Notification No. L-
40012/85/2002- IR(DU)) Dated 13.9.2002, by exercising
its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d)
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and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has referred the
following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this
Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of
Telecom in terminating the services of Smt.
Santro Devi, Ex Part time frash is just and legal?
If so, to what relief the workman is entitled?”’

In response to the notice, the workman appeared
and submitted statement of claim pleading that she was
engaged as part time sweeper by the respondent
management where she worked continuously from
28.7.1987 to 2.3.1999 for three hours daily. That she is
entitled to regularization of services as per instructions of
the department. Instead of doing the needful, her
services were terminated on 2.3.1999 in violation of the
provisions of the Act. That she is entitled to be reinstated
with continuity of service along with back wages.

Respondent management filed written reply
admitting that the workman worked with it from 17th
July, 1987 to 28.2.1995. It is pleaded that the department
imposed a partial ban on 30.3.1985 and complete ban on
22.6.1988 for appointment of casual labour and in view
of the said ban, the workman was working on contract
basis w.e.f. 1.3.1995. She was not engaged under the
service rules. That application filed by her before the
CAT was dismissed vide order dated 28.9.2000. It has
also been pleaded that the management has not been
maintaining any service record of contract labour or part
time labour and the workman was engaged for doing the
petty jobs on contract basis. She was not entitled to be
considered for regularization of her services. The
representation made by her was considered and rejected.
That the claim be dismissed.

Parties were given opportunity to lead their
evidence.

In support of its case, the workman appeared in the
witness box and filed her affidavit reiterating the case as
set out in the claim petition.

On the other hand, management examined Sh.
Mohinder Pal who filed his affidavit reiterating the stand
taken by the management in the written statement.

I have heard Sh. R.K. Sharma, counsel for the
workman as well as Sh. Anish Babbar, counsel for the
management and have also gone through the written
arguments filed on behalf of the workman.

It was argued by the learned counsel for the
workman that termination of services of other co-workers
were set aside by the Court by passing an award and their
services were regularized as per the policy framed by the
department and as such the present workman is also
entitled to regularization of services.

It may be added that workman filed OA
No0.968/CH/95 before the Hon’ble CAT seeking
directions for regularization and grant of temporary status
to her and the same was dismissed vide order dated
28.9.2000.  She filed a representation before the
competent authority for regularization of her services and

the same was also dismissed. It may also be added that
the question whether the workman is entitled to
regularization of services is not to be decided in the
present reference wherein, the only controversy involved
is whether the termination of the services of the workman
is legal and valid; and therefore, cases of other co-
workers even if is decided in their favour; have no
bearing on the present case.

The workman has pleaded in para 1 of the
statement of claim that she worked as a part time sweeper
from 28.7.1987 to 2.3.1999 and this fact was admitted by
the respondent management in the written statement.
The management has further pleaded in para 2 of the
written statement that she worked on contract basis but
there is no cogent evidence on the file to prove that she
ever worked on contract basis or through the contractor.
In view of the admission of the respondent management,
it is to be concluded that she was part time employee of
the respondent management and worked as sweeper from
28.7.1987 to 2.3.1999 and was doing duty as sweeper for
three hours daily.

It is not the case of the management that she was
paid any retrenchment compensation at the time of
termination of her services. The department imposed a
ban vide order dated 22.6.1988 for engaging a labour
directly or through contractor on daily or monthly wages
and again vide order dated 12.2.1999 placed on the file,
it was ordered that the Accounts Officer was not
competent authority to make the payments to such
workers. The workman worked from 28.7.1987 to
2.3.1999 continuously and her services were terminated
in violation of Section 25F of the Act and no
retrenchment compensation was paid to her. In view of
the orders of the department vide which ban was imposed
for engaging casual workers, the reinstatement of the
workman cannot be ordered. However she is to be given
compensation for terminating her services illegally.

No evidence has come on file to prove the salary of
the workman. In the circumstances, some guess work is
to be done for awarding compensation. Since she worked
for a period of about 12 years and her services were only
for three hours daily as sweeper and considering the
totality of the circumstances, she is awarded Rs.75,000/-
as compensation on account of termination of her
services.

In result, it is held that termination of the services
of the workman was not legal and the workman is
entitled to compensation of Rs.75000/-. The management
shall pay the awarded amount within three months of the
publication of the award failing which she will be entitled
to the interest at the rate of 6 per cent per annum on the
awarded amount from the date of the award till
realization. The reference is accordingly answered in
favour of the workman. Let hard and soft copy of the
award be sent to the Central Government for further
necessary action.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
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HLIM2177.—3New  fare  fdfm, 1947
(1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 B JAJERT H D ARBR
TEAR fvmT, @€ & ydudd @ dag el
IR 7> PSRl & 49 ey H Ffdwe fenfie
Ao § o< WRoR SNEfie JIfexT vd 59
IRTAT—2, deTe & Uare (WeH H. 311,/2005) &I
UBTRIT BT 8, S Dl AXBR Bl 08.11.2015 Bl
TS 1T T |

[H. Ta—40012 /180 / 2003-3MMS3R (E1Y)]
Y. . JUETUTE, S JMEDHR
New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0. 2177.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the
Central Government hereby publishes the award
(I.D No. 311/2005) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.II, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Telecom Department, Chandigarh and their workmen,
which was received by the Central Government on
08.11.2015.

[No. L-40012/180/2003-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH.

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer.
Case No. I.D. No0.311/2005
Registered on 22.6.2004

Smt. Bimla Devi,
H.No.355, Khuda Lahore,

PO Mullanpur, UT Chandigarh ...Petitioner
Versus

The Principal General Manager,

Telecom, Telephone Deptt.,

Sector-18A, Chandigarh. ...Respondents

APPEARANCES
For the workman
For the Management

Sh. R.K. Sharma, Adv.
Sh. Anish Babbar, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on 24.9.2014

Central Government vide Notification No.
L-40012/180/2003 IR (DU)) Dated 25.5.2004, by
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1)
Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication
to this Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of
Telecom now known as BSNL in terminating the

services of Smt. Bimla Devi, Ex-Peon w.e.f. 28.2.99
without any notice and without complying with the
provisions of the ID Act, 1947 is just and legal? If not
to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and
from which date?”

In response to the notice, the workman submitted
statement of claim pleading that she was engaged as
Peon on 9.2.1998 through Contractor on daily wage
basis by the management and she served till 28.2.1999.
It is pleaded that she was a direct employee of the
department as the department has overall control and
supervision on her and the contract was just a
camouflage. That her services were terminated without
paying her retrenchment compensation and even the
persons junior to her were retained in service. That she
is also eligible for a temporary status of workman as per
scheme known as Casual Labourers (Grant of
Temporary Status and Regularization) Scheme, 1999.
That she filed OA 672/CH/99 before the Central
Administrative Tribunal who directed the department to
consider her case vide order dated 18.10.2001. That she
is entitled to be reinstated in service with continuity of
service with back wages.

Respondent-management filed written reply
controverting the averments and pleaded that the
workman was never engaged by the management. That a
contract agreement was entered into with the contractor
for the supply of labour who used to send certain number
of labourers to the department. It is also denied that the
workman has completed 240 days of service
continuously. Since the workman is not an employee of
the department, she was not entitled to temporary status
as per the scheme of the department. That she is not
entitled to any relief.

Parties were given opportunity to lead their
evidence.

In support of her case workman appeared in the
witness box and filed her affidavit reiterating the case as
set in the claim petition.

On the other hand respondent management as
examined Sh. Jatinder Mahajan, who filed his affidavit
reiterating the case of the management.

I have heard Sh. R.K. Sharma, counsel for the
workman and Sh. Anish Babbar for the management and
have perused the written arguments filed on behalf of
workman.

A contention was raised that workman was actually
an employee of the management and the contractor was
introduced just to circumvent the provisions of law and in
fact, the management has the control and supervision on
the workman, and as such the workman is an employee
of the management and her services have been terminated
without payment of any retrenchment compensation and
she is entitled to be reinstated in service with back wages.

The definite case of the respondent management is
that it has given a contract to the contractor to supply
labour and the workman was never engaged by it. The
workman while appearing in the witness box has
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admitted during cross-examination that she was paid
wages by the contractor and she was not paid wages for
the off days. She has further stated that the labour
engaged through the contractor was disengaged when the
contract was oOver. She has not produced any
appointment letter issued by the management nor there is
any other evidence on the file to suggest that she was
actually working under the control and supervision of the
management except her own statement. Since she was
paid wages by the contractor and was not paid anything
during the off days, it cannot be said that she was an
employee of the management and in the circumstances, it
cannot be said that contract given to the contractor for
supply of labour was entered into just to circumvent the
provisions of the Act and the workman is actually an
employee of the management.

The workman and others filed OA No.672/CH/99
before the Central Administrative Tribunal, Chandigarh
which was decided on 18.10.2001 and direction to was
issued to consider the case of the applicants for the grant
of temporary status. The department passed a detailed
order holding that the applicants were not directly
engaged or appointed by the department and actually they
were the workers of the contractor vide order dated
17.12.2002

Thus the worker has already agitated the matter
claiming herself to be an employee of the management
and her claim was not found to be genuine as in the
present case she has not proved to be the employee of the
management.

The workman has failed to prove that she is an
employee of the management and it cannot be said that
her services were terminated by the respondent
management and the workman is not entitled to any
relief. The reference is accordingly answered against the
workman. Let hard and soft copy of the award be sent to
the Central Government for further necessary action.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
73 feeell, 12 FawWR, 2015

PI.AM2178—3METe fdare arfdfr=m, 1047 (1947
BT 14) B GRT 17 & ARV H Bad TRBR TR
WaR frm fafices @& gduds & dag el 8k
ITb HHSRI @ 4 orgey ¥ fFfde siefe fJare
H D WRER SIS AfHIT UF 519 IRITeRi—2,
ISR & Yae (AeH ¥ 303 /2005) B YHIRIG Bl
8, Sl D= ARBR Pl 08.11.2015 Bl UTK 31T T |

[H. T—40012 /146 / 2003-3MMS3R ()]
. &. UL, S ATBR
New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2178.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No.
303/2005) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.Il, Chandigarh now as

shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and their workmen,
which was received by the Central Government on
08.11.2015.

[No. L-40012/146/2003-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer.
Case No. I.D. N0.303/2005
Registered on 11.8.2005

Sh. Jarnail Singh,
H.No0.1689, Sector 29B,

Chandigarh. ...Petitioner

Versus

The Principal General Manager,
Telecom (Bharat Sanchar
Nigam Limited), Sector 18A,
Chandigarh.

APPEARANCES :
For the workman

...Respondents

: Sh. R.K. Sharma, Adv.
: Sh. Anish Babbar, Adv
AWARD
Passed on 24.9.2014

For the Management

Central Government vide Notification No.
L-40012/146/2003 IR (DU)) Dated 19.4.2004, by
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1)
Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication
to this Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of
Telecom now known as BSNL in terminating the services
of Sh. Jarnail Singh, Ex-Peon w.e.f. 28.2.99 is just and
legal? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is
entitled to and from which date?”

In response to the notice, the workman appeared
and submitted statement of claim pleading that he was
engaged as Peon on 1.1.1997 through the contractor on
daily wage basis by the management. His services were
illegally terminated on 28.2.1999. That the contractor
was introduced only as a subterfuge to circumvent the
provisions of law and otherwise, he was working under
the supervision of the management. He was a direct
employee of the management. That his services were
terminated without paying him compensation and the
persons junior to him were retained in service. He was
also not given the temporary status of a casual labourer.
That termination of his services is illegal.
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Respondent management filed written reply
controverting the averments and pleaded that a contract
was given for the supply of labour and it was the
contractor who used to send the labour and the workman
is not a employee of the department. That he filed OA
No.672/CH/99 before the Hon’ble CAT, Chandigarh
which was decided on 18.10.2001 and the department
was directed to consider his case for a temporary status
of a casual labourer. That his claim was considered and
he was not found to be an employee of the management.
He also failed to prove his case before the Hon’ble High
Court of Delhi in CWP No.4511 of 2001 and decided on
30.10.2001.  Since he is not an employee of the
respondent management, he is not entitled to claim any
relief.

Parties were given opportunities to lead their
evidence.

In support of his case, workman appeared in the
witness box and filed his affidavit reiterating his case as
set out in the claim petition.

On the other hand management has examined Sh.
S.R. Kataria, who filed his affidavit reiterating the case of
the respondent management.

I have heard Sh. R.K. Sharma, counsel for the
workman and Sh. Anish Babbar, counsel for the
management and have perused the written arguments
filed on behalf of workman.

It was argued by the learned counsel that the
workman was an employee of the respondent
management and the contractor has been introduced just
to avoid the provisions of the Act and since his services
were terminated in violations of the Act, he is entitled to
be reinstated in service.

I have considered the contention of the learned
counsel.

It is the case of the workman himself that he was
engaged through the contractor. He has stated during
cross-examination that he was paid wages by the
contractor and he was not paid wages for the off days.
He has further stated that the labour engaged by the
contractor was disengaged after the contract was over.
Thus, he was paid by the contractor and was not paid
anything for the off days and his services came to an end
when the contract was over and in the circumstances, he
cannot claim himself to be an employee of the respondent
management. There is nothing on the file to suggest that
he was appointed by complying with the rules and
regulations of the department dealing with the
appointment of workers and in the absence of this, it
cannot be said that he was ever engaged by the
department.

It may be added that he filed OA No.672/CH/99
which was decided on 18.10.2001 asking the department
to consider his case for grant of temporary status. The
department passed a detailed order dated 17.1.2002
holding that he was not engaged by the department and as
such he is not entitled to any relief. The fact that he was

ever engaged by the department is also not proved on the
file now also.

In the circumstances it cannot be said that he was
entitled to any retrenchment compensation or the
department was to comply with the other provisions of
the Act as his services, if any, were not terminated by the
respondent management. The reference is answered
accordingly and it is held that workman is not entitled to
any relief. Let hard and soft copy of the award be sent to
the Central Government for further necessary action.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
T3 oo, 12 Jawr, 2015

Pram2179—3Nenfes  fdarg w1947 (1947
BT 14) DI GRT 17 & ITART § DR APR GREAR
fairT, @€he @ Ududd & dag ANl 8k S @
FHARI & agey # ffde henfie faare #
Bl WRBR A ARHIOT U 5[ <ATATedd—2,
ISR & Udre (Wed . 304/2005) B USRI Hell
2, Sl $41 ARBR BT 08.11.2015 BT WIS §AT oI |

[H. Ta—40012 /178 / 2003-3ME3MR (S1)]
Y. . JUFTITE, S MR
New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2179.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No.
304/2005) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.Il, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Telecom Department, Chandigarh and their workmen,
which was received by the Central Government on
08.11.2015.

[No. L-40012/178/2003-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH.

Present: SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
Case No. L.D. No0.304/2005
Registered on 11.8.2005

Smt. Anju Bala,
H.No.1133-B,
Sector 41-B, AG Colony,

Chandigarh. ...Petitioner

Versus

The Principal General Manager,
Telecom, Telephone Deptt.,

Sector 18A, “Chandigarh. ...Respondents
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APPEARANCES :

For the workman : Sh. R.K. Sharma, Adv.

: Sh. Anish Babbar, Adv.

AWARD
Passed on 24.9.2014

Central Government vide Notification No.
L-40012/178/2003 IR (DU) Dated 25.5.2004, by
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1)
Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication
to this Tribunal:-

For the Management

“Whether the action of the management of
Telecom now known as BSNL in terminating the services
of Smt. Anju Bala, Ex-Typist w.e.f. 28.2.99 without any
notice and without complying with the provisions of the
ID Act, 1947 is just and legal? If not to what relief the
concerned workman is entitled to and from which date?”

In response to the notice, the workman appeared
and submitted statement of claim pleading that she was
engaged as Typist on 1.5.1997 through the contractor on
daily wage basis by the management. Her services were
illegally terminated on 28.2.1999. That the contractor
was introduced only as a subterfuge to circumvent the
provisions of law and otherwise, she was working under
the supervision of the management. She was a direct
employee of the management. That her services were
terminated without paying her compensation and the
persons junior to her were retained in service. She was
also not given the temporary status of a casual labourer.
That termination of her services is illegal.

Respondent management filed written reply
controverting the averments and pleaded that a contract
was given for the supply of labour and it was the
contractor who used to send the labour and the workman
is not a employee of the department. That she filed OA
No0.672/CH/99 before the Hon’ble CAT, Chandigarh
which was decided on 18.10.2001 and the department
was to consider her case for a temporary status of a
casual labourer. That her claim was considered and she
was not found to be an employee of the management.
She also failed to prove her case before the Hon’ble High
Court of Delhi in CWP No.4511 of 2001 and decided on
30.10.2001.  Since she is not an employee of the
respondent management, she is not entitled to claim any
relief.

Parties were given opportunities to lead their
evidence.

In support of her case, workman appeared in the
witness box and filed her affidavit reiterating her case as
set out in the claim petition.

On the other hand management has examined Sh.
Jitender Mahajan, who filed his affidavit reiterating the
case of the respondent management.

I have heard Sh. R.K. Sharma, counsel for the
workman and Sh. Anish Babbar, counsel for the
management and have perused the written arguments
filed on behalf of workman.

It was argued by the learned counsel that the
workman was an employee of the respondent
management and the contractor has been introduced just
to avoid the provisions of the Act and since her services
were terminated in violations of the Act, she is not
entitled to be reinstated in service.

I have considered the contention of the learned
counsel.

It is the case of the workman herself that she was
engaged through the contractor. She has stated during
cross-examination that she was paid wages by the
contractor and she was not paid wages for the off days.
She has further stated that the labour engaged by the
contractor was disengaged after the contract was over.
Thus she was paid by the contractor and was not paid
anything for the off days and her services came to an end
when the contract was over and in the circumstances, she
cannot claim herself to be an employee of the respondent
management. There is nothing on the file to suggest that
she was appointed by complying with the rules and
regulations of the department dealing with the
appointment of workers and in the absence of this, it
cannot be said that she was ever engaged by the
department.

It may be added that she filed OA No.672/CH/99
which was decided on 18.10.2001 asking the department
to consider her case for grant of temporary status. The
department passed a detailed order dated 17.1.2002
holding that she was not engaged by the department and
as such she is not entitled to any relief. The fact that she
was ever engaged by the department is also not proved on
the file now also. In the circumstances it cannot be said
that she was entitled to any retrenchment compensation
or the department was to comply with the other
provisions of the Act as her services, if any, were not
terminated by the respondent management. In the
circumstances, the reference is answered accordingly and
it is held that workman is not entitled to any relief. Let
hard and soft copy of the award be sent to the Central
Government for further necessary action.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer

7% fael), 12 Ta%R, 2015
BTAM2180—3enNfies  fdarg  effram, 1947
(1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 B ATERVT H BRI TWBR
TR IR e foafics, ®lceTe & ydudd & dag
el iR 998 dHeRl & 99 ody § ffde
e faare § o WReR SiEnfie Iftrax ud
S -2, dSNe & udre ([ed 9. 323/2013)
BT UHIRT BRAT 8, Sl BT IRBR B 08.11.2015

B UTG AT T |

[H. T—40011 /60 /2013-3MMS3MR (S1)]
Y. . JUFTITA, S IMEHRI

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2180.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No.
323/2013) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
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the employers in relation to the management of the
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their
workmen, which was received by the Central
Government on 08.11.2015.

[No. L-40011/60/2013-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
Case No. I.D. No0.323/2013
Registered on 18.2.2014

Sh. Amar Singh,

S/0 Sh. Bhule Ram,

Ex-Guard, C/o Sh. Hoob Lal Yadav,
Gen. Secretary,

Mercantile Employees Association,
530, Near Prem Public School,

Faridabad - 121007. ...Petitioner

Versus

The General Manager,
BSNL, Telephone Exchange,
Sector 15A, Faridabad.

APPEARANCES :
For the Workman

...Respondent

: Ex parte.

: Sh. Anish Babbar Adv.
AWARD
Passed on 28-10-2014

For the Management

Central Government vide Notification No.
L-40011/ 60/2013 IR (DU) Dated 5.2.2014, by exercising
its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d)
and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has referred the
following Industrial Dispute for adjudication to this
Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat
Sanchar Nigam Ltd. (BSNL) Faridabad, Haryana in
terminating the services of Sh. Amar Singh S/o Sh. Bhule
Ram Ex-Guard w.e.f. 1.9.2002 is legal and justified? To
what relief the workman is entitled to and what date?”

Notice was given to the workman who did not
appear and was proceeded against ex-parte vide order
dated 28.5.2014.

Since the workman was proceeded against ex-parte,
no statement of claim has been filed.

Since statement of claim has not been filed by the
workman and therefore the reference is answered as ‘no
claim’ reference and the workman is not entitled to any
relief.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer

¢ faeel, 12 =R, 2015

BIIM2181. 3NN faare  ffem, 1947
(1947 BT 14) BT gRT 17 S JATAT H B ARDR
IRa HaR M fafics, wikEe & ydudd & 999
el iR 99 dHaRl & 99 ogdy ¥ ffde
Enfre faare # o<ig WReR Aenfire rfdax gd
S SRITd—2, dSRTe & Udre (W 9. 324 /2013)
P GHIRT BT &, S Hald TRHR B 08.11.2015
BT UTG AT T |

[¥. T—40011 /62 / 2013—3MMEIAR (S1Y)]
Y. . JUFTITA, S IMHRI

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2181.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No.
324/2013) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their
workmen, which was received by the Central
Government on 08.11.2015.

[No. L-40011/62/2013-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
Case No. I.D. No. 324/2013
Registered on 18.2.2014

Sh. Yad Ram, S/o Sh. Layak Ram,
Ex-Guard, C/o Sh. Hoob Lal Yadav,
Gen. Secretary,

Mercantile Employees Association,
530, Near Prem Public School,

Faridabad - 121007. ... Petitioner
Versus

The General Manager,

IBSNL, Telephone Exchange,

Sector 15A, Faridabad. ...Respondent

APPEARANCES

For the Workman : Exparte.

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar Adv.
AWARD

Passed on 28.10.14

Central Government vide Notification No.
L-40011/62/2013 IR (DU) Dated 5.2.2014, by exercising
its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d)
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and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has referred the
following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this
Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat
Sanchar Nigam Ltd. (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana in
terminating the services of Sh. Yad Ram S/o Sh. Layak
Ram Ex-Guard w.e.f. 61.9.2009 is legal and justified?
To what relief the workman is entitled to and what
date?”

Notice was given to the workman who did not
appear and was proceeded against ex parte vide order
dated 28.5.2014.

Since the workman was proceeded against ex parte,
no statement of claim has been filed.

Since statement of claim has not been filed by the
workman and therefore the reference is answered as ‘no
claim’ reference and the workman is not entitled to any
relief.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer

¢ fawel, 12 =R, 2015

HI.3M.2182.—3eNd faarg afdfrm 1947 (1947

BT 14) B GRT 17 & ARV H Bad TWRBR TR

dar fm fofics, wcERe & yduds & ddg

T ik S8 FHeR @& 9 ody # ffde

el faare # < WRaR et rfdawor vd

S SRTd—2, dSNTe & Ude (Haw 9. 325,/2013)

P GHIRTT BT 8, S Hald TRHR B 08.11.2015
DI AT AT T |

[H. T&—40011 /68 / 2013—3MMEAR (S1Y)]

Y. . JUETUT, S IMEHRI

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2182.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No.
325/2013) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their
workmen, which was received by the Central
Government on 08.11.2015.

[No. L-40011/68/2013-IR(DU)]

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH.

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
Case No. L.D. No. 325/2013

Registered on 18.2.2014

Sh. Ishwar Singh, S/o Sh. Kanhaiya Lal,
Ex-Peon, C/o Sh. Hoob Lal Yadav,
Gen. Secretary,

Mercantile Employees Association,
530, Near Prem Public School,

Faridabad - 121007. ...Petitioner
Versus
The General Manager,
BSNL, Telephone Exchange,
Sector 15A, Faridabad. ... Respondent
APPEARANCES :
For the Workman : Exparte.
For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar Adv.
AWARD
Passed on 28.10.2014

Central Government vide Notification No.
L-40011/68/2013 IR (DU) Dated 5.2.2014, by exercising
its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d)
and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has referred the
following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this
Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat
Sanchar Nigam Ltd. (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana in
terminating the services of Sh. Ishwar Singh, S/o Sh.
Kanhaiya Lal, Ex-Peon, w.e.f. 9.6.2012 is legal and
justified? To what relief the workman is entitled to and
what date?”

Notice was given to the workman who did not
appear and was proceeded against exparte vide order
dated 28.5.2014.

Since the workman was proceeded against exparte,
no statement of claim has been filed.

Since statement of claim has not been filed by the
workman and therefore the reference is answered as no
claim reference and the workmans not entitled to any
relief.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
T8 faeel), 12 TIWR, 2015

BIA2183—3id  fdare  arfefH, 1947
(1947 BT 14) BT gRT 17 S ATAT H BRI ARDR
IRa ¥aR M fafics, wiEe & ydudd & 999
el iR S9a dHeRI & 99 gy § fAfds
Jenfie faare § Hg WReR Menfire rfraxr ud
S SRTd—2, dSiTe & Udre (v 9. 326 /2013)
P GHIRT BT &, S Hald TRER B 08.11.2015
DI AT T AT |

[¥. TA—40011 /67 / 2013—3AMEAR (S1Y)]
Y. &. JUFTIT, S IMEHRI
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New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2183.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No.
326/2013) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their
workmen, which was received by the Central
Government on 08.11.2015.

[No. L-40011/67/2013-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH.

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
Case No. L.D. No. 326/2013
Registered on 18.2.2014

Sh. Shiv Kumar, S/o Sh. Amilala,

Ex-Peon, C/o Sh. Hoob Lal Yadav,

Gen. Secretary, Mercantile Employees Association,
530, Near Prem Public School,

Faridabad - 121007. ... Petitioner
Versus
The General Manager,
IBSNL, Telephone Exchange,
Sector 15A, Faridabad. ...Respondent
APPEARANCES :
For the Workman : Ex parte.
For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar Adv.
AWARD
Passed on 28.10.2014

Central Government vide Notification No.

L-40011/67/2013 IR(DU)) Dated 5.2.2014, by

exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub Section (1)
Clause (d) and Sub Section (2-A) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication
to this Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat
Sanchar Nigam Ltd (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana in
terminating the services of Sh. Rampal S/o Sh. Ratan
Singh Ex-Lineman w.e.f. 9.6.2012 is legal and justified?
To what relief the workman is entitled to and what date?”

Notice was given to the workman who did not
appear and was proceeded against ex parte vide order
dated 28.5.2014.

Since the workman was proceeded against ex parte,
no statement of claim has been filed.

Since statement of claim has not been filed by the
workman and therefore the reference is answered as ‘no
claim’ reference and the workman is not entitled to any
relief.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer

¢ fawel, 12 =R, 2015

BIA2184—3Efe  faare  afifew, 1947
(1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 S JATERVT H BT ADR
TR AR e fofies, ®RicHe © Usehs & g
e iR 99 dHaRl & 99 ody § fafde
e faare § o WReR SiEnfie rftraxeT ud
S SRITAd—2, dSRTe & Udre (W 9. 329 /2013)
BT YRR HRAT 8, Sl Hald WRBR BT 08.11.2015
B UTG AT T |

[{. Ta—40011 /61 /2013—3TR3AR (S1Y)]
Y. . JUFIITA, S IMEHRI

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2184.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No.
329/2013) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their
workmen, which was received by the Central
Government on 08.11.2015.

[No. L-40011/61/2013-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH.

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer.
Case No. L.D. No. 329/2013
Registered on 18.2.2014

Sh. Hans Raj, S/o ShHari Ram Chandila,
Ex-Guard, C/o Sh. Hoob Lal Yadav,
Gen. Secretary,

Mercantile Employees Association,
530, Near Prem Public School,
Faridabad - 121007. ... Petitioner

Versus

The General manager,
[BSNL, Telephone Exchange,

Sector 15A, Faridabad. ...Respondent
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APPEARANCES :

For the workman : Ex parte.

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar Adv.
AWARD

Passed on 28.10.2014

Central Government vide Notification No.
L-40011/61/2013 IR (DU)) Dated 5.2.2014, by
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub-sction (1)
Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication
to this Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd. (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana
in terminating the services of Sh. Hans Raj S/o Sh. Hari
Ram Chandila, Ex-Guard w.e.f. 1.9.2012 is legal and
justified? To what relief the workman is entitled to and
what date?”

Notice was given to the workman who did not
appear and was proceeded against exparte vide order
dated 28.5.2014.

Since the workman was proceeded against
exparte, no statement of claim has been filed.

Since statement of claim has not been filed by
the workman and therefore the reference is answered as
‘no claim’ reference and the workman is not entitled to
any relief.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer

T8 faeel, 12 =R, 2015

BI3AM2185. 3 fdare  offefH, 1947
(1947 BT 14) BT gRT 17 S JATAT § S TWBR
IRd AR frm fafics, wleEe & yduda & dag
el iR 99 a dHeRI & 9= ey ¥ fAfde

enfire faare § s AR Enfie ftwx g

S SRTd—2, dSNTe & Ude (v 9. 327 /2013)

BT YHIRNA BT &, ol DI IRHR BT 08.11.2015
DI T GaAT T |

[H. T—40011 /63 / 2013—3ATR3AR (S1Y)]

Y. . JUETUT, S IMEHRI

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2185.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.LD No.
327/2013) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their
workmen, which was received by the Central
Government on 08.11.2015.

[No.L-40011/63/2013-IR(DU)]

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH.

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
Case No. L.D. No. 327/2013
Registered on 18.2.2014

Sh. Sant Ram, S/o Sh. Kalua,
Ex-Guard, C/o Sh. Hoob Lal Yadav,
Gen. Secretary,

Mercantile Employees Association, ...Petitioner
Versus

The General Manager,

BSNL, Telephone Exchange,

Sector 15A, Faridabad. ... Respondent

APPEARANCES :

For the Workman Ex parte.

For the Management Sh. Anish Babbar Adv.

AWARD
Passed on 28.10.2014

Central Government vide Notification
No. L-40011/63/2013 (IR(DU)) Dated 5.2.2014, by
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub-section (1)
Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication
to this Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat
Sanchar Nigam Ltd (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana in
terminating the services of Sh. Sant Ram S/o Sh. Kalua
Ex-Guard w.e.f. 1.9.2009 is legal and justified? To what
relief the workman is entitled to and what date?”

Notice was given to the workman who did not
appear and was proceeded against exparte vide order
dated 28.5.2014.

Since the workman was proceeded against ex parte,
no statement of claim has been filed.

Since statement of claim has not been filed by the
workman and therefore the reference is answered as no
claim reference and the workmans not entitled to any
relief.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer

T8 faeel, 12 =R, 2015

BIIM2186. 3N faare  ffwm, 1947
(1947 BT 14) BT gRT 17 S ATAT § BRI ARDR
ART IR i fafics, wieEKe & yduds & dg
el iR 99 a dHeRI & 9= gay § fFAfde
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enfie faare § Hg WReR 3ienfie srfraxor ud

SH SRTd—2, dSNTe & Udre (Hew 4. 330 ,/2013)

B YHIRT BT 2, Sl Hald ARPHR Bl 08.11.2015
B UTE 3T T |

[¥. Ta—40011 /53 / 2013—3NMEIAR (S1Y)]

Y. . JUETUT, S IMEBRI

New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2186.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.LD No.
330/2013) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No. II, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Faridabad and their
workmen, which was received by the Central
Government on 08.11.2015.

[No. L-40011/53/2013-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH.

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer.
Case No. I.D. No. 330/2013
Registered on 18.2.2014

Sh. Shiv Kumar, S/o Sh. Amilala,

Ex-Peon, C/o Sh. Hoob Lal Yadav,

Gen. Secretary, Mercantile Employees Association,
530, Near Prem Public School,

Faridabad - 121007. ... Petitioner
Versus

The General manager,

BSNL, Telephone Exchange,

Sector 15A, Faridabad. ...Respondent

APPEARANCES

For the workman : Ex parte.

For the Management : Sh. Anish Babbar Adv.

AWARD
Passed on 28.10.2014

Central Government vide Notification
No. L-40011/53/2013 (IR(DU)) Dated 5.2.2014, by
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub Section (1)
Clause (d) and Sub Section (2-A) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has
referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication
to this Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd (BSNL) Faridabad Haryana in
terminating the services of Sh. Shiv Kumar S/o Sh.
Amilala Ex-Peon w.e.f. 6.4.2012 is legal and justified?
To what relief the workman is entitled to and what date?”

Notice was given to the workman who did not
appear and was proceeded against ex parte vide order
dated 28.5.2014.

Since the workman was proceeded against ex
parte, no statement of claim has been filed.

Since statement of claim has not been filed by
the workman and therefore the reference is answered as
‘no claim’ reference and the workman is not entitled to
any relief.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
3 foeell, 12 FawR, 2015

BIAM2187—3enNfies  fdarg  effram, 1947
(1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 S ATERVT H B4 ARDR
HRA daR i fofics, © wdeda © dag el
IR S dHSRI & I ey H ffde afefe
fdarg § o<y WReR SNEfie IfRexT Td s
RITd—2, deRTe & Udre (WeH 9. 1017 /2005) &I
UHIRE BT 8, Sl dld IR bl 08.11.2015
BT UTG AT T |

[H. Ta—40012 /232 / 2003-3ME3MR (S1)]
Y. &. JUETITE, SWh IMDHR
New Delhi, the 12th November, 2015

S.0.2187.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No.
1017/2005) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, No.Il, Chandigarh now as
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between
the employers in relation to the management of the
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, and their workmen,
which was received by the Central Government on
08.11.2015.

[No. L-40012/232/2003-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II,
CHANDIGARH

Present: Sri KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer.
Case No. I.D. No0.1017/2005
Registered on 17.9.2005

Sh. Gopal Singh,
C/o S/o Sh. D.R. Sharma/
M.M. Vats, 1646 Sector 7C,

Chandigarh. ...Petitioner

Versus
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1. The Divisional Engineer,
Telecom Project, BSNL Kataula Road,
Near Radha Swamy Satsangh Bhawan,
Mandi.

2. The Chairman and
Managing Director,
BSNL, Sanchar Bhawan,
New Delhi.

APPEARANCES
For the workman

...Respondents

: Sh. Kailash Sharma Adv.
: Sh. Sanjiv Sharma Adv.
AWARD
Passed on 19.9.2014

For the Management

Central Government vide Notification No. L-
40012/232/2003 IR (DU) Dated 21.6.2004, by exercising
its powers under Section 10 sub-section (1) Clause (d)
and sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has referred the
following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this
Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of the management of
Divisional Engineer, Telecom Project, Mandi in
terminating the services of Sh. Gopal Singh, Ex-Driver
w.e.f. 20.8.2003 even non-complying with the provisions
of the ID Act, 1947 is just and legal? If not, so what
relief the workman is entitled to?”

In response to the notice, the workman appeared
and filed statement of claim pleading that he joined with
the respondent as Driver on casual basis on 24th July,
2002 and he worked there till 20.8.2003 when his
services were terminated orally. He has challenged the
termination on the ground that he was not charge-sheeted
and no opportunity of personal hearing was given. That
his services were terminated in violation of the rules of
the Industrial Disputes Act. That Sh. Kishori Lal and Raj
Kumar were appointed as fresh Labourers in his place
showing that work was available with the management
and he was not asked to join the duty. Thus the
termination is illegal.

Respondent management filed reply pleading that
the workman was engaged as and when required on daily
wage basis and he did not complete 240 days of service.
Since he was appointed on daily wage basis, there was no
requirement to comply with the provisions of the Act.

Parties were given opportunity to lead their
evidence.

In support of its case the workman appeared in the
witness box and filed his affidavit reiterating the case set
out in the claim petition.

On the other hand the management has examined
Sh. R.K. Kalia who filed his affidavit reiterating the stand
as taken by the management in the written statement. He
has also placed on record vouchers Exhibit A1. He has
also placed on record ACC-7 Form Exhibit R2 and copy
of the Logbook Exhibit R3.

I have heard Sh. Kailash Sharma, counsel for the
workman and Sh. Sanjiv Sharma, counsel for the
management.

It was argued by the learned counsel for the
workman that as per statement of the management
witness and as per Logbook Exhibit R3, the workman
worked for 221 days which did not include the Sundays
and Gazetted holidays and as such it can be safely said
that workman continuously worked for more than 240
days, and the termination of his services without payment
of retrenchment compensation are illegal and the
workman be paid compensation.

I have considered the contention of the learned
counsel.

The workman has stated during cross-examination
that he was not given any appointment letter and no
termination order terminating his services was given to
him. Being so, it cannot be said that he was appointed on
regular basis. It is the definite case of the management
that the workman was engaged as and when required and
he worked intermittently. The photocopy of the logbook
Exhibit R3 on which the learned counsel for the
workman also rely, show that workman did not work
continuously from 24.7.2002 to 20.8.2003. A perusal of
the logbook shows that he did not work from 11.8.2000
to 22.8.2000, 7.9.2002 to 8.9.2002 and 29.9.2002 to
4.10.2002. Again there was a break in the service from
15.10.2002 to 18.10.2002 and again from 1.11.2002 to
11.11.2002; and from 12.12.2002 to 3.1.2003. Similarly,
there are also other days when he did not work for the
department.

Thus the logbook clinches the issue showing that
he was engaged as and when required and similarly the
vouchers placed on the file which are Exhibit R2 shows
that he was paid for the actual days he worked. These
documents clearly prove the case of the respondent
management that workman did not work continuously for
the department and he did not complete continuous
service for one year to attract the provisions of Section
25F of the Act. Since he was employed on need basis, he
cannot claim the benefit of the other provisions of the
Act.

In result, it can be safely held that the action of the
management in terminating the service of the workman is
just and legal and he is not entitled to any relief. The
reference is accordingly answered against the workman.
Let hard and soft copy of the award be sent to the Central
Government for further necessary action.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
% faeell, 13 FawR, 2015

PI.3M.2188 —3MENTe fdare rfafr=m, 1047 (1947
P 14) B GRT 17 B IGARYT H PRI IRBR
T, REAR R, WidarsT & Ududs & ddg
fTa! iR 99 dHeRl & 99 ody § ffde
AENfliep fdare § < WAR AEfe  sifeHr
SRAYR @ dEre (AEW W 06,/91) DI YDA BRI €,
ST B ABR DI 10.11.2015 DI AT FIM oI |

[¥. Ta-40012 /88 / 90-3ME3TR (E17)]
. &. UM, S ARBRI
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New Delhi, the 13th November, 2015

S.0. 2188.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (LD No. 06/91)
of the Industrial Tribunal, now as shown in the Annexure
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in
relation to the management of the Telegraph, Telecom
Department, Bhilwara and their workman, which was
received by the Central Government on 10.11.2015.

[No. L-40012/88/90-IR(DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
gy
=g e <RI, SR
B . W3, 06 /1991

YHVE: YR ORBR, 519 HATSY, s foooll BT A<
HHIH: Ye—40012 /88 /90-1.R.(D.U.) =g fieel,
fedid 24.01.1991

ERESICENE] el ASHINIRH

it FERT AR,

Rre—iierarer (IoTeer) —omeff
CRlc|

NERSIENERECIIERE
AR HTeldrs]
(Tl feurcHe) vierarer
(RToTReTT) —aymeff
IR :
GeriF AfHH: 2 PR el T,

SRRV A
il BT IR A : 2N & g,
arureft ®Y AR | 3 A 95,
a1 : 21.8.2015

iy

1. YRd WRPR B &9 HAclI B 3T BHb

Ue—40012 /88,/90 I.R.(U.D.) 78 feeeh, & fa=
I BT fdare fefoig g 59 AR & fadie
28.01.1991 I $H 3T HT U g3 & fdh-Whether
the action of the management of Telecom Deptt. in
terminating the services of shri Chatra Nath, S/o Shri
Ruga Nath, Labourer w.e.f. 01.08.1983 is justified? If
not, what relief is the workman concerned entitled to?

2. UHRUT &9 fhar w7 iR Ut s1fde aawemer
P AR A AP 06.04.1991 BT e ATh FoiF 39
MR T TR b s et fFritaar gRT Swa! |4
g f3Id 01.04.1982 B FRgfed we™ @1, 9@ A
AR feqie 01.08.1983 dh a8 Wil faoie &

I8 PRRT V&l 7, 3R SH b 01.08.1983 & 1% A
B MRENe 9 99 9 (9 P8 PR AN 79
TP W FAG FHG B TS | 39 IRe I 999 AP
01.04.1982 ¥ 01.08.1983 <& ammefi fRN® @
FIRY FR=R PRI Rear sgdl 4| 3 S
enfie faare ff M, 1947 @ URT 25(b) BT
HRET YIS ©, 3R AP gNI (ded &R+ & draqa
) Far qHIfg o1 eumeff ¥ BIs BRU T8 Id, IR
IY AT FEI @ A1 BIs ga1 &, 3R T 8 Th
|18 &1 AR da9 f3A1| 39 wRe | el FEee |
e faare ifafm, 1947 @1 aRT 25(f) H T
fru 391 SH@! HaN w9 @1 €, iR Uil 9 *fas
ffel @ e ueE fhar g, S sfafam & g
25(g) @ Ioardd g, 3R Uefl @ |ar ¥ & 9%
R feaal & N e #§ @ g1 uelt @ g
R @ B g T8l V| 39 e o IefRm
BT IRT 25(h) BT AURIT 1 Ioored fhaT 7, SR o H
yET @1 g fd el e g oueff @ S
IHPRYl AR B fAfeifaeg 9 srgfea efta faar
STHR I U B FAR=RAT 9910 g A 9 3
qiRofA® @ AT oiTd |

3. el ST §RT WeHe 3t @l &
QT 14.06.1991 BT STaTd URd Hx B Ha1 & b
Uil BT AUA, 1982 ¥ BRI WR @I, IR FET T,
1982 T Uil & Igi 76 a7 b BRI b, 3R a8
TS T N, 1982 P BRI WX g] ofmar | FHawR,
1982 H BRI WR 3T, I o [T H IRy sRi ae
® 9 39 HRU 99 A9y e W W, 3R 99 40
o @ foam, Afes FawaR, 1982 # srquRerd &1 T,
IR fedwr, 1982 # fBR dM W dler, AR Ag, 1983
H 146 3T BRI fbar, R S, 1983 H guRerd &
T, AR TS, 1983 W BRI WR dlel, 3R dad A
24 RF o fear| S9a 9 o @8 g f{u
FuRerd & MAT| 39 TRE U SHd b1 I8 B &

;
g
;
it

19
%;D
%%
112
12
s
iﬁ%%ﬁij%ﬂ

4
3

ReCl)
faoy & 9 @ ¥, 3R 98 W H fB
T MM ¥, 3R T & ug W s fdar g
ureff 97 GeTE, 1983 & WA A 916 f3FiH 06.08.1
BT Up U= oI, a8 AT ATl db 9T Bl &l
Ig TSl BT Sl Hehdl P a8 RISR & 2,

# e 3 dod WIRST R BT Ufr &1 2|

§@§

5

3
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4. e T doif & gad= # urff 7 g @
A9 Ty fiftsg axaE § dun gyod ey #
USe Sg—1 G UGY Sd—4 SWIHWd URieid
HRA | el fRSe @ IR W WiRge W H
IS 1 Gollg A B dfRe g forfieg wxars
g1

5. I9Y UGHRM Pl g89 GBI 9 IMDHII
ERT fadi® 29.05.1993 &1 ol wiRa foar, oy
Ffa grax el i g . 1 Rifde Re
fifes /R 2653 /1991 HAMCII IORAM S
AT & T8l TGd B, TP AR ISR
JTd @I gRT faAid 09.07.2013 @& QY §RI
FaRa &=d gU 39 Sy g1 uiRd srffofa
i 29.05.1993 B FARET B AT 39 AR BT
za der & i ufoufa fear & & Saa g #
JRFRM & UEEEl B FANIER §A: UEFBRI Bl
e ol aiRa & |

6. s & fagm Ay &1 9 € f& sffem
B GRT 25 (b) & UEEMI & AR G gRT IHDI
Bedl 9 3lb d TP dolvex d¥ H 240 &7 9 a1f¥d
PR fHaT 5| 39 dag H ol FRNe gRT sffe

SIg—1 oA g, S 991 B8 gar Ry 01 oF,
1983 ®I B W geT QAT T S, 1982 H & I
T, 3R 9 gR A1 90Ty I@, Gelrg, ST, 1982 H
G TR WG I8T| 9 3@afy # favmT # suRerfa
8T €| FawR, 1982 ¥ fAUrT § wEld A8 B9 9
B g7 @I, dfbd 98 SUReM &, IR SHd
SuRefd & off| S TR 9 S, 1983 H fIwmT A
PR 7 IW@N, AXLIA el 8 B BRI IADI IO
&l <t Are & el &1 ®od 2 f& S99 04 /1982
¥ 07,/1982 T& AR HR BT 7, 3R 39 Gea
BT Tad 9T & b 07 /1982 3R 08 /1982 H &R
&l fHar g qr a8 e 7EH dHR B & R B
R AE T, R 9 GG B ToAd qadl § (&
12 /1982 ¥ 05,1983 TP & B WX AT & | 9 TRE
I o gdvrr 9 el e @ I'l fiFie
01.04.1982 ¥ 31.07.1983 qh BRI BT HET © | UfcReT
¥ Ao @l &1 U B fd 9fe gRT aga &
TEd JATHRHAD AR & T8 [a1d 01.04.1982 I S,
1982 A% 76 fo71 wrd fhar| SUS 91 98 wWd R
TR &I IT| 9D 918 T8 Jolls, I, 1982 H PR
R T8l T | AE RyawR, 1982 H favmT # favw &rd
Il B ¥, d9 HAd el 3R S B W @, 3R

B YA U USel Sdeg—1 SN fdbar, foRIe IR
e o fqaeR, 1982 A iy, 1983 Td TRl
RN © I8 210 9 a~alds o feadl § &R
ﬁv—m,sﬁ?sﬁrﬁﬂﬁﬁmvﬁaﬁﬂwam
RTSTAT3T DTN T STl Sd o 4 260 &9 8 & |
Wﬂ?‘a’ﬁ%ﬁiﬁm\ww@mwlmﬁa’cﬁw

TR, TIwR, 1982 9 T[T, 1983 % BRI I fpaT B |
free gR1 sffe @ Ha] g T8 @B TR g,
gfedr a8 @I BN BrEHR AT 8| Sid—vrd W sfid
Sd TEl B B I, T S BRI UR QT AT |
9 @R 9 SMAP 7 01 3, 1983 W P UH a¥ Ud
TR 240 faF orf 981 fhar B, 98 Wd dRf Bleax
T 2| e T it @ gt 25 () @ wraemE
BT IooTt el fhaT B | 31 eHe 3 Foid @Rl
PR B GIdAT BB

7. W ATh FoiF @ qHiH H e aaR-
BT HA & & mmeft e & 98 98 fa=id 01.04.

ST 40 foT ®rf fhar, R =81 emar| fewwR, 1982
H g9 B W dlel, R IE A, 1983 Tb LA UR
MHRHEs 1 fBar, fd S, 1983 # srguRerd <aT|
TS, 1983 H Y: B UR dlel, 3R 01.08.1983 & 9T
I8 W B BISHR el AT, fhr amo F&81 «rer|
39 e 9 A% T fAi® 01.04.1982 ¥ 01.08.1983
TP IR 240 o a1 =99 e fead &rf =<
fpar 2| RiRe ¥ uael Saeg—1 1P 13.02.1990 I
AU BRI | 9N BT WhR fhar g, 5 )R U
I I B EER IAAN B |

8. 5% = 309 i 3 FoiF 3R ey H
JE d fhar € 6 99 i 01.08.1983 ¥ fFaoi®
ERT &1 R 98] @1, Sd! HdIU 3fde ®©9 A FH
P 3 AT H FR A JRFTH I aRT 25 (b) B
JIaeT BT < 9 39 IE W BT & B sifie @
Wwﬁﬁ@%ﬁtﬁﬁwmﬁﬁmoﬁ?
IRAIS wY F B fHar 8| gauE e §osifd
‘Dl J& Dl %\ ﬁ; ‘{'Ifbl ‘{'ICJI\ ICZ"IICb 01.08.1983 @T
A gs | o U Rerfd # Jerrs, 1983 W T,
1982 d% & A= Hf® gRT & fHy 71U fegai ot
TOET B S| il RIS B TERIe Aved
FRBRY gRT s1ff® B f&77d 13.02.1990 BT YATT U
SR a1 2, e JgaR e o e & I8l
faamaR, 1982 # 21 fa9, arqcar, 1982 # 19 fa,
fowsR, 1982 # 23 foF, SHa¥), 1983 ¥ 27 foH, ®RaN,
10983 H 24 faH, 91, 1983 # 24 fo7, a0, 1983 # 21
a1, w8, 1983 # 27 fam, Garg, 1983 # 24 a7 59
TWE 9 A 210 IS B g & sd A 2

1982 ¥ 14 /-0 f® AGQN W @ B, AR S
01.04.1982 ¥ TITAR 3191 AW <, 3R faHi®d 01.08.
1983 W HIRgd SN W WAT W ger fIAr wAT| 39
e ¥ feAid 01.04.1982 ¥ 31.07.1983 db fR=
st e & wgt B fhar 71 39 g S ommefi
fRiote 5 fR9id 23.02.1990 &I WHIOT U el

g9 ATAIH | T8 Udhe BIAl © fdh SIS - WA,
qIRR, 1982 9 S, 1983 # w1 & fHar 21 sfve
P I8 HUF & & a8 Th A8 MR @, 3 BRI
B W T8 T, dfbd sfiE gRT 39 Iaf & Hde
H Ul R BT fFASie B aHe A7 39 SIfEER &
|AE PIg THT UF UKD el fhar 2| 399 TP a1
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T I8 W 2 b e W ovRa, 1982, TIRR, 1982
g A, 1983 H BRI WR T IMAT §, AR Ta—og Al
I8 ST & I8 B W T, 99 FRNTe T SHeT
P W G| AUR BT AR H UK gY el oy
IR BT I8 B & b 9ffe Wd 01.08.1983 4 BRI
TR TEl AR, 3R 98 Jolls, 1983 A WA Ul BT
¥ PR BISHR Tl WAT| 3 HRUT A Alfled AT
Bl garaer a1 fH geR &1 afiyfd < &1 ge &
IO~ FEl BIAT 21 399 U8 oran ® b sfie W
frSTe & I8 T BRI BISHR AT 8, AR Se—oig At
98 fFoTe @ 8T Bl e @ foU oM, 99 SW
B W G AT TN S BT AT gRT WA |
&l germ T, dfed 98 WY B BreHR TAT| 39D

G BQ PSS URJA Al A1 e & U1
HAHAT IIAT| I |G T2F g aRId &_d & b 1
I e & J8 e R g T IR 98
FRA BT §BH ol AT|

9. #if® @ fagm ufaff &1 7@ © &
82 ¥ TeITs, 1983 @I Ay H 1fHad + YA U
SI—1 B ITAR 210 IRAD o7 BRI BT 2, 3R
39 I ¥ R XfAAR T o=y I e @ faAT Bl
e S @ 9 240 3T 9 fdw B €1 g9 ey H
ITB AR ¥ Y fby g =fe gRfd AIR 1984
Supreme Court 500 Gammon India Limited Vs.
Nitanjan Dass @& el § AFAR STaad <RITe o
Jg iR far g & Bl o1 &1 Jag el 8
8 & BRU FAT P ST § o 98 Bl Bl Sl |
AT B, iR SR R mH @ awr 25 () @ UreHm
TR B A 2 Al U A 9 srae ®, forad #

qofen wewd g

10. FIR (67) 1985 Supreme Court 379 H.D. Singh
Vs. Reserve Bank of India & Others @ ATl § A
STadd <gETery | g8 fuiRa fear g 6 S sife
B AW fEar gRT IRRER A FSHT S ¥aT ¥ gad
PRAT B, 3R & AR W g Afed BT ® b sl
ERT U&% deiver a9 # 240 oA & aifdew & fdha &
ar ag Srffrad @ gRT 25 (f) & AT U HRA BT
AP B |

11. FIR (67) 1985 Supreme Court 189 Workmen
Of American Express International Banking Corporation
Vs American Express International Banking Corporation
% AMel H AN STEad <IEed 1 98 eiRa
frar & f& sifte &1 Jar wwfid 9 fed e af 4
qrdfas w9 ¥ e & Jg 240 A B dRAr
MY | arifdd wu A e & a8l 240 &7 Hri
fPar 2, sUdl omE g & & S Al & forg
FRitgr gRT wfder @1 3wl & SER Aoyl &
A BT 81| fIfd AAaR AT 3= ISTDII Faehrer
% fod, e ddg # Aol &1 A fFar 8, 3 9
sod dffora g v & Rigra A [roren
JTd =IRTd 9 RLR 1989 (2) 692 Chaggan Lal Vs.

3

:

2l

Panchayat Samiti & anr., RLR 1999 (1) 793 Dhyan
Singh Vs. University of Raj., RLW 2006 (1) 287 Ram
Kishan Gurjar Vs. State of Rajasthan, RLR 1995 (1) 704
Chief Engineer, Irrigation Vs. Kamlesh & ors & HHA
H gfomifea far 2 |

12. S0 IS TRIAI & JAADT A Tg W
2 b #ffe & Ja1 fdd 9 4d U v § Iqb gRI
240 &7 @1 3@l # aRdfdd wU A RS & el
M AT ST SEedd ©, O fAAR A1 s
RGO PRl & o s folw 79gdl &1 gam
fear w2, wfwfea €1 aaaq 9w H osfe &
DU B AJAR [RSTH §RT SHS! 01.08.1998 BT
JATG AT P TS | A 399 SIdb 12 A Yd reHfd
T, 1982 ¥ Glolls, 1983 @ (@ ¥ #1fd gRT
TS YR 1 % AFAR 210 oA & & o g,
fOraH oFTRa, 1982, TIwR, 1982 UG S, 1983 # &
TE fFar) o a9 @ 5 oafe 9 Reie
01.08.1983 W Td 240 &9 a1 I8 Afd 9 Hr
T 81 @ 240 3T &1 R §RT S1WS BT FoTgRl
BT WA fdar T 8

13. 90 & fagm ol &1 96 € 5 sa9
B Hfel BT RS gRT @1 SR SR ®
RS BT gU SEHI BeAl @ TR A fRieE q
AR @ URT 25 (g) & WA &1 Seaig fdbar
21 39 Gdg # I IR W wd fhy MU =nle
g 1991 (1) AR, T, AR, USH 577 SRel HIoR
At Yerd = fieell a9 O WS d SRR B B
el H HEAR ORI S e | a8 HuiRa
foar 7 6 fafras & arT 25 (g) & UTaeT= M=Tad
&l Brax fdenets €| 3R #ifie gRT I8 wrfed &R
o o @ 5 Sow Bfas sffel & e SR
IR P Bedl faar fHd dRor gdqw & 78 & O vl
wel Y ', oy H quiqar |edd g1 g Arel
# o 6 fages feor mr 2 5 afde fa-d= §
I B R I AT, AR SHD BH WR el A B
SR B e T SS9 BW W A8 Y@l 39
FfaRaa s1fde 9 9% 01.08.1983 & B9 AT AT
qc I8 faqre SR 2, SUY I8 W g b 98 W
BT TR BT IR, 3R SHH! B TR WM B 3207 ff
gl ot | ot vt Reafa # i o9 W & wR A8
I AT S B RINTe B I8 W@ 8 B W
S @ SR AT 2 o W faAw wa H afie
BT Ig AT 9 O Bel @l 8, IR 9 8 Sud aRks
Y P BRUT SAD! A wI W JAG FHEIG BT 2 |

14, Jureft fEere & fag@ ufaf=fr & 9@ ®
& o1fe Wi o™ W T MmN IR SHA IE HHAT
HIg AT ¥ 9§ ForT 7, AR T T BT Pl
AT LAY UK 8l fBar 21 39 dey H
TSB! AR W wgd by 0 wnle geid wadl
fifder Re fafesm 9wR 5853 /1996 foiy fe=id
12.03.2010 ORI We RRER[RAT DHURIE  I919
SUSEIIT AR d I & dAHd § HEA™
ORI Sed gRTed + I8 (uiRa fear & f aw
T @ 918 IR fdare @A & a1 2 | f 7 SHdT
Shfad =81 <@1 &, a9 s ol W dRg & Agman
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YT B BT ARBRI 81 8, oIfhd PR faare Sshfad

T8 BT 2| o Iad a9 ¥ Ug W g 7 &

2 Ok N WHY q91¢ SOM BT ATANIT EEIBR]

aad ¥ fasie 9 i 01.08.1983 B e @b

U fBa1 & a1 o8 & PR E I FRET T8 B0
ST FhdT | 9™ " § SN fb fdes fear mar
& sifid i 01.08.1983 ¥ Td 1 T, 1982,
qqRR, 1982 UG S, 1983 H RSP & I8l &M W
&I AT B, 3R TP gNI AP 01.08.1983 B HNI
ad ¥ A Al IIfSd AT 918 IE AWCAT SSRT g, 3R
9 I BT Bl ARG BT TR 8l b g,
AR T TS oar ® b affw w1 "Hen av<a #
Shifad € 781 8T ©, 3R 98 et & I8 & de
P FTH T oA, W B BISHY TAT| 3 U
Refar § WX 9w 9 9 s1ff® &1 9 Be-r & ol
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