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PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii)

AR TR o HaATerdl (T AT ahi BIgeRt ) §RT SR fehw T |ifaferes 3mewr 3iv srfurgermg

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

fo= waTe™
( forefter Framet farsrr )
T feeett, 15 o, 2016
LM, 1618.— TTSTT FI 37T AT Foremrer S srfarfa=wr, 1981 (1981 =T 61) T 41T 6 T ITLTT (1)
F GUT (.) FIRT Y& ARRAT T TN F3d g0, Fra1 T TLHTE, TasgH, oteriea safea #1 famih 27.07.2016
A a9l Srate & o g HT i iy foewme 5% (AraTe) # e qved § e s Fiedt 8-
() T qed FiEa-Hg-FiY 3T A,
G AT UF FHT foram,
AT Ha,
Rty T
(i) o SeTe A O A,
F T FERTAT (FRETHT Td L9r freqree) f&ram,
T FLHTY,
T=ared, Thrare, gaErs-500 022

[ E. 7/1/2016-sta7-1 ]
JEAY T, 3R gied
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE
(Department of Financial Services)
New Delhi, the 15th July, 2016

S.0. 1618.—n exercise of the powers conferred by clause {eub-section (1) of Section 6 of the National
Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development Act, 191 of 1981), the Central Government hereby appdhe
following persons to be the Directors on the BoafdDirectors of National Bank for Agriculture anduRl
Development (NABARD) for a period of three yearg.27.07.2016-

i) Additional Chief Secretary cum Agriculture ProdoctiCommissioner
Food Security and Agriculture Department
Mannan Bhavan
Government of Sikkim

i) APC & Secretary to Government
Agriculture & Co-operation (Horticulture & Sericulie) Department
Government of Telangana
Secretariat, Saifabad, Hyderabad — 500 022

[F. No. 7/1/2016-BO-I]
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy.

% feeedt, 20 o, 2016

LI, 1619.— TSI FH T ATHIOT e S afer==w, 1981 (1981 FT 61) FT 4T 6 Fr I9-
1T (1) F @UE (T) G T& ARHAT HT TN Fd gU, Feald ALY, Tag ord 8% & qeHel w7,
TAsgN, AT T3, G & £ 92 AT A, Mel, IT-Taw, AT 5rd I il Iqehl = f<h il SAreg=er

FT TG & AIAT A AT T, ST AT Tger 2T, TSI FHU ¥ AT e o (A1) * Fgers qvee
H SrereRTioTe (Aaere ATHT wedl gl

[ . 7/2/2009-st3T-1 ]
A T, 3T gfaa
New Delhi, the 20th July, 2016

S.0. 1619.—n exercise of the powers conferred by clause {eub-section (1) of Section 6 of the National
Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development Act, 1981 of 1981), the Central Government, in consigitawith the
Reserve Bank of India, hereby nominates Shri R.dBarDeputy Governor, Reserve Bank of India as -pamt
Director on the Board of Directors of National Baok Agriculture and Rural Development (NABARD) frothe date
of notification and until further orders whichevsrearliervice Shri H.R. Khan.

[F. No. 7/2/2009-BO-I]
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy.

T feeelt, 22 e, 2016

I3, 1620.— AT e S (AT o) Afef==am, 1959 Fr gmer 25 Fit IT-e=T (1) F @Ue
(3.) BT Y& ATRIT HT TN Fd gU, Feald a1, Taggr, AT MR A, M, &= gam fEam,

o waTers &1 AT U SIS A o T 9T, TRt THTE 8 AT SR ARl a9, T2 9% A gavIaTs &
2o Av=S § R ATHAT e ATHd wedl gl

[ E. 6/3/2012-sta7-1 ]
AN [, TR qied

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2016

S.0. 1620.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause {§ub-Section (1) of Section 25 of The State
Bank of India (Subsidiary Banks) Act, 1959, the tta&ihGovernment, hereby nominates, Shri Mihir Kupiairector,
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Department of Financial Services, Ministry of Finapas Government Nominee Director on the Boardiggctors of
State Bank of Hyderabad with immediate effect amiil turther ordersiice Ms. Annie George Mathew.

[F. No. 6/3/2012-BO-I]
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy.

% feeedt, 22 9oE, 2016

I, 1621 —TEIAEHA 9 (T4 TS ThI0T 39aer) &hie, 1970/1980 F @< 3 F 3U-@< (1) F A1
afSa ST FAAT (STRAT T 3T T Fqeor) Ata=aq, 1970/1980 Fr &mer 9 Ft IT-4TT 3 F @ (W)
FTT W& QTRAT &1 AN T g0, el d T3ahTe, TASgNI, = &F 5 "l & F1aw (2) § e srfeat
T I<F IO F F1| (3) H fAfafds st & o o Fwew (1) § ARy 960 § qora a9ma T 69
IS AT T, TLRTLT ATIRAT fAgers arfaa wdt 8-

1. 2. 3.
TSI AT S oft erfRrer AT @, s A, ot waeer TH e
ERIREEISERIR
EREEEEILIMER] AT wamrer FATE T, 9w wfe, At fafgT Fam
ERREGEIERIR
iU et 9% ot Y ST fre, waeh e, =T, AT qT0S
RRAEKIN

[ E. 6/3/2012-sta7-1 ]
JEAY T, TR gied

New Delhi, the 22nd July, 2016

S.0. 1621.—n exercise of the powers conferred by clause {I9ub-Section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakjngst, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of ckaBsof The
Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneoosi§ions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Governnneméby
nominate the persons specified in column (2) of tddgle below as Government Nominee Director of Baaks
specified in column (1) thereof, in place of thegoms specified in column (3) of the said Tabléhwinmediate effect
and until further orders:-

(1) ) ®3)

Punjab National Bank Shri Anil Kumar Khachi, Additial Secretary, | Shri Madnesh Kumar Mishra
Department of Financial Services

Union Bank of India Shri Madnesh Kumar Mishra, d@ecretary, Shri Mihir Kumar
Department of Financial Services

Indian Overseas Bank Ms. Annie George Mathew, Joéttretary, Dr. Alok Pandey
Department of Expenditure

[F. No. 6/3/2012-BO-I]
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy.

% feeelt, 26 o, 2016

I, 1622 —TSAFT S (Tl 3fT ThI0T IUarer) =hiw, 1970/1980 F @< 9(2) F SU-EE (W) %
AT ST TFHTT FIAT (STHHAT HT AT AT FAL0r) ATA=TH7, 1970/1980 FT g 9 FT IT-LTT 3()
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FTRT & ThAl T TART Fd gU, Feald geahte, TageT, o @97 92 (= fafr: 10.08.1968) T It

fRrfer 7 srfergmmT & arfe § 9 3T £ stater 3 o storar serer st a9, S oft uge 8, difvged %
AE FTHEA F 9w qued § T9dT AGTRIE (AT THT3ee) FU F FqTq Sforehtiord fe-avawrr g
ATHT FEAT & |

[T 9. 6/51/2015-s137-1]
AR T, TR qied

New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016

S.0. 1622.—n exercise of the powers conferred by sub-se@ig) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 091080 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2)u# Nationalised
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisionsgi@eh 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby mates
Shri Sanjay Kapoor (DoB: 10.08.1968) as Part-thioa-official Director under Chartered Accountantegpory on the
Board of Directors of Oriental Bank of Commerce foperiod of three years, from the date of nattfan of his
appointment or until further orders, whicheveraslier.

[F. No. 6/51/2015-BO-I]
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy.

% feeelt, 26 o, 2016
HI, 1623 ITEAFT 3% (THE 7 Tt Iwaren) =i, 1970/1980 ¥ &< 9(2) ¥ 3-8 (F)
TATT qTST ShehT<t T (STFHHAT T 99 T FqLT) AA==aw, 1970/1980 Fr &m=T 9 Fit IT-LTT 3(F)
FTT Y& QThAT 3T AN F7d g0, Feald 9Ty, Taag, =T ST ol (S+A fafar: 28.12.1954) FT 3!
fAgfe &t srferg=mT &t arie & d19 a9 $7 srate F o 241 s reent ae, ST € 98 g1, TH 9F &
feer Aved § G99l AT (TS AFT3ea) Al F ST sferapTiors A-A¥arey fAers ara Fedt 2

ST R T 5% & JIE H FANR T2 FT 8 3 Hd Tgal<l 9 of. & IUTEAE & U8 | 3% AN
T LT g

[T, H. 6/49/2015-s137-1]
A @, TR qied

New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016

S.0. 1623.—4n exercise of the powers conferred by sub-se@i¢g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 091080 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2)u# Nationalised
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisionsgi@eh 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby mates
Shri Anil Sharma (DoB: 28.12.1954) as Part-timenhdficial Director under Chartered Accountant ¢gey on the
Board of Directors of UCO Bank for a period of dbaryears, from the date of notification of his dppoent or until
further orders, whichever is earlier. His appoiaiinis subject to his resignation from the Vice-@hanship of
Keshav Sahakari Bank Ltd. before joining the Boafrtd CO Bank.

[F. No. 6/49/2015-BO-I]
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy.

T feeett, 26 o, 2016
I3, 1624 —TSTHA doh (el ST Tehivl 3Tare) ThiA, 1970/1980 F @< 9(2) & IT-GS () F
AT II5T ST HFAAT (STHHAT HT TS ST FqL0T) Aterf==aw, 1970/1980 Fr amer 9 #H¥ IT-oT=T 3(F)
FRT Y& ARRAT T TART Fd gU, el T TEhTe, TKgHI, =T TITe FO07 SRETe (S fafer: 01.06.1962)

1 IRt i it srfergea it arig & S a9 1 srafdr o forg st sprer seert 9, S A age 2, JF

ATF TEIET & (e quee H A9l J@THe (ATeS AHT3c) AUt o qeiq A9rahTiord T-aLahmt Haerh
TR AT 2

[ E. 6/40/2015-s13T-1 ]
JEAY T, TR gied
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New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016

S.0. 1624.—n exercise of the powers conferred by sub-se@i¢g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, D91P80 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2)uf Nationalised
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisionsgei@eh 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby mates
Shri Gopal Krishan Agarwal (DoB: 01.06.1962) agtfieme Non-official Director under Chartered Acctant
category on the Board of Directors of Bank of Bardadr a period of three years, from the date difination of his
appointment or until further orders, whicheveraslier.

[F. No. 6/40/2015-BO-]
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy.

T feeett, 26 I, 2016

I, 1625 —TSAFT S (Tl 3T ThIvT IUarer) =hiw, 1970/1980 F @< 9(2) F SU-TE (F) F
TATT qTST ShehT<t FHOAT (STFHHT T 99 T FqLT) AA=aw, 1970/1980 Fr &m=T 9 Fit IT-LTT 3(F)
BT Y& QTRAT 3T TART F3d gU, sl d GhlY, TegH, #fT II9aaTe are (51 fafar: 08.06.1968) FT

3T AR T srfeRg=mT &t A & A9 a9 F qaty F o quar R sreernt I, S A 98 g, 9%
AME TETY F Lo guee § A< AETHe (ATES AFrsee) AUt F Siaa sfertiord T-aehl Ao
ATHT FLAT B

[ E. 6/42/2015-s13T-1 ]
AT T, TR qied

New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016

S.0. 1625.—+n exercise of the powers conferred by sub-se@i¢g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 091080 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2)u# Nationalised
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisionsgi@eh 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby mates
Shri Deendayal Agrawal (DoB: 08.06.1968) as HaretNon-official Director under Chartered Accourttaategory
on the Board of Directors of Bank of Maharashtra doperiod of three years, from the date of nmdiibn of his
appointment or until further orders, whicheveraslier.

[F. No. 6/42/2015-BO-I]
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy.

T feeett, 26 o, 2016

I, 1626.— TLIAFA a9 (TG AT THI0T I9aer) Thi A, 1970/1980 F BT 9(2) * IT-6< () %
AT IS ST FAAT (STHHAT HT TS ST FqL0T) Aterf==aw, 1970/1980 Fr gmer 9 FHt IT-oT=T 3(F)
BT Y& «hAl T YN F3d gU, Heald Gy, Taeg, =1 &. T (I At 09.10.1965) Fr It

AgRe FT sfag=eT & aE & q1F a9 6l Tare & 70 24T SErer aen a, S[r 9 98 g, siead
AATHIS % F FeorF guee § A9t @ (ATES dFrsce) Fuf F Ffaviaq storamtiers e-a<art e
ATHT FLAT Bl

[T E. 6/46/2015-s13T-1]
AT T, TR qied
New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016

S.0. 1626.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-se@ig) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, D21P80 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2)uf Nationalised
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisionsgi@eh 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby meates
Shri K. Raghu (DoB: 09.10.1965) as Part-time Ndficial Director under Chartered Accountant catsgon the
Board of Directors of Indian Overseas Bank for aique of three years, from the date of natificatioh his
appointment or until further orders, whicheveraslier.

[F. No. 6/46/2015-BO-I]
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy.
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% feeedt, 26 o, 2016

I, 1627.— TEIAFA 9 (T ST THI0T ITaer) ThA, 1970/1980 F @< 9(2) F IU-6T (W) %
TATT qTST ShehT<t FHaT (STFHHAT T 99 AT FqLT) AA==aw, 1970/1980 Fr &m=T 9 Fit IT-LTT 3(F)
BT Y& ARl T TN Fd gU, Feald G, TaggN, A &S FAR TEe (S [ 24.10.1964) Fr

IehT e T srferg=eT i A & AT ad i 7t F o srrar snrer sraert a9, S ot g2 gy, seaw

o F Feors gued # 99<T AGTHR (ATEE qFT3e) AV F FAT S9ThTiored AL-A¥arr<l Haork Artaa
FLAT Bl

[ E. 6/45/2015-s13T-1 ]

JEAY T, TR gied

New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016

S.0. 1627.—4n exercise of the powers conferred by sub-se@i¢g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, D2IP80 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2)luf Nationalised
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisionsgi@eh 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby meates
Shri Vijay Kumar Goel (DoB: 24.10.1964) as Paméi Non-official Director under Chartered Accountaategory on
the Board of Directors of Indian Bank for a perwfd three years, from the date of notification &f Appointment or
until further orders, whichever is earlier.

[F. No. 6/45/2015-BO-]
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy.

T feeett, 26 o, 2016

I, 1628.— TLIAFA a9 (T ST ThI0T I9aer) Thi |, 1970/1980 # BT 9(2) * IT-G< () %
TATT qTST ShepT<t AT (STFHHAT T o9 T FqLT) AA==aw, 1970/1980 Fr &m=T 9 Fit IT-LTT 3(F)
ZIT & TRRAT &1 TINT XA gU, Feald AT, Tasgi, =T 7ger are AT (51 fafr: 01.02.1959) #r
3T fRgfer it srfergmmr & ad & AT ad it srafer  forw sraEr serer sraelt e, S ft 98t gr, e
Foer d% % fAuF Avee ¥ T9aT AWTHRE (ATES AFTSS) AT o A SA9rapTiorsdh AT-aeat e

ATTHT FEAT gl ST I IS A= S & e | HAAT T FT H Td €Iq hided graast T, for. 7
IR AT * AT ZT

[ E. 6/47/2015-s13T-1 ]

JEAY T, TR gied

New Delhi, the 26th July, 2016

S.0. 1628.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-se@i¢g) of Section 9 of The Banking Companies
(Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, D2IP80 read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2)uf Nationalised
Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisionsgi@eh 1970/1980, the Central Government, hereby meates
Shri Mahesh Baboo Gupta (DoB: 01.02.1959) as titae-Non-official Director under Chartered Accoumttaategory
on the Board of Directors of Punjab National Bank & period of three years, from the date of reatifon of his
appointment or until further orders, whichever aslier. His appointment is subject to his resigomafrom Board of
Spurt Capital Services Pvt. Ltd. before joining Baard of Punjab National Bank.

[F. No. 6/47/2015-BO-I]
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy.
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(T fawm)
(HEa e Y AL )
% feeedt, 18 9o, 2016

|, 58/2016

T3, 1629.— TAATATII il ATAHIT % o107 ISR T AT =a a1 Srar g T o a9 grer
e AEETast, 1962 (3 Fagrach) & Hag 57 i 55, F A@ry utsa smawe AfafHaw, 1961 (S
srferte=m) it g 35 Fit ITLURT (1) F @ (i) F AT T AT AT AT U AT Teq,
HAIETT (- TUUUsrs 1781%.) TH e &l Rgiwor a¥ 2016-17 i zo9 o i srafy F oo
Aeaforfaa odt % orefie JEeT™ FFart § o “FreafEammes fies quEr 9= g i qoft #
FAITT AT STaT 8, AT -

(i)  STTEIET TMSA HT Taed 1L H STTRT FATE TTEeT o forg Bwar srosm,

(i) AT EMeT I T TEEIT ATAT AT ATHI R FTAT 6 ATEAT & IATAE ST
FAT;

(iii) SATHTRT ETSA IR ATHLT 6 [T THE FTT I (9 % Hael § ST o@r aigai T
TS e e 3 oI speray Trfey 2orTe 15 21, WHY @i aig i it 3o AT =g 7 4127

288 FT IT-ATT (2) F TICEFLU § TAT IRATOT FefY sramere & &@r 98T e si

IFd ATTHIT AT gTeT 139 T ITATT (1) 3 Stara o Fawolt S&=qa F & =aq [&fr a5
U JETRE g f&Afded geafig ve geareRa oar o R amma 8§ aarfaee @

AT SATAFL AT ATAT ATFL (HI90F T TET FT;

(iv) STTHIRT T TATAE AT 6 1T IToq T TAT TIFT T T ST &7 TR e
STFT @@t qirET fe & | dwEr aiesd g AfdEa gortua vE GEwer i 9 seqa
T

2. %% AYHIY A STAHIET ATTH of T ATS TR S5

(F) TTUTE 1 F IT-GT0TE (jii) & 747 SFeaAT@ra st orar af2at vaw o 9we Tgar g; 9

(@) TR 1 % IT-9TWTE (jii) § 747 IFeAted Ta=T J@r ILreT Rare Teqd Fed § THqw Tgar
ERCREI

(1) TRTE 1 F ST-IRETE (iv) § AT IeAarad aATeE aqEeT™ & O e 3\ ud TgEd
XTI T TEa<or Yo F § 6 gl &, dIqaT

() ST ATHLTT FEAFATAT T FHIAT F& FL AT g AT THh ATHATT FIAFATAT HI ATEA AR
el OTIT ST ; Srrar

(2.) S Rammeett & w57 i 55, F A1y ufsa Saq sfafazg £ amr 35 i s (1) %
@ (i) & YA & ATET qg! g TAT IAHT TTAT Tl HT

[®1. §. 203/33/2015-31.%.F.-11 ]

Jfeq mi, Su-wfaa
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(Department of Revenue)
(CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES)
New Delhi, the 18th July, 2016
No. 58/2016

S.0. 1629.— is hereby notified for general information thdilie organization M/s Indian Institute of
Science Education and Research, Mohali (PAN:- AAAAIL781K) has been approved by the Central Government
for the purpose of claug@) of sub-section (1) of section 35 of the Income-ax, 1961 (said Act), read with Rules
5C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rufesm Assessment year 2016-2017 and onwardsmder the
category of“University, College or other Institution” engaged in research activities subject to thdofahg
conditions, namely:-

0] The sums paid to the approved organizatiofl fleautilized for scientific research;

(i) The approved organization shall carry out stifec research through its faculty members or its
enrolled students;

(iii) The approved organization shall maintaseparate books of accountsn respect of the sums
received by it for scientific research, reflectréie the amounts used for carrying out research, ge
such books audited by an accountant as defindteiexplanation to sub-section (2) of section 288 of
the said Act and furnish the report of such audlydigned and verified by such accountant to the
Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director of In@stax having jurisdiction over the case, by the
due date of furnishing the return of income unddr-section (1) of section 139 of the said Act;

(iv) The approved organization shall maintaisegarate statement of donationseceived and amounts
applied for scientific research and a copy of sstitement duly certified by the auditor shall
accompany the report of audit referred to above.

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the apprifithe approved organization:-

(a) fails to maintainseparate books of accountseferred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1;
or

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to irbsparagraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or

(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donationsereed and sums applied for scientific research
referred to in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraphrl; o

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities oe#earch activities are not found to be genuine; or

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisioinslause (ii) of sub-section (1) of section
35 of the said Act read with rules 5C and 5E ofghigl Rules.

[F. No. 203/33/2015-ITA-I1]
ROHIT GARG, Dy. Secy.

T2 feeedt, 2 3R, 2016
|. 64/2016

T3, 1630.— TAATLTII I ATAHILT o (70 TAGGN A AT AT STrar g o g aeae grer
FraFe AEETast, 1962 (3 Fagrach) & Hag 57 i 55, F A7y utsa smawe Ataf=aw, 1961 (S
srferte=m) it g 35 &t ITLRT (1) F @ (i) F AT T AT AT AT U AT Teqm,
O (3 TS 1546 £.) ATE @A d fReier a9 2017-18 #iw zEE o f e=fy F fow
Aeaforfaa odt % srefie JEe™ FFar § o9 “fFreafEamnes fies quEr o= g i oft #
FAITT AT STaT 8, AT -

()  STIAIET TS HI Tqed 1L HT START AT AT o o0 FwgT ST,

(i) STTAIET EMod ATT T TIEIT ATAT AT ATHIT STAT 6 AIEAT & AATAS® ST

FLT;
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(iif)

(iv)

AAATET TS AT SATHTH o o1 THF FILT AT L9 o W § STRT oI@T qrg T T

o srgeeas e 3 forg sepe Tfer 2erts 8 &1, Uy @A atgdt i 3w afafaw f gy
288 FY IT T (2) F TAEHCOT | TAT qRATOT el AT | «@m T80T FT0T i
IFd AT AT gTeT 139 T ITATT (1) 3 Siara i Fawolt S&=qa F & =aq [&fr a%
U JGTRE g fEAfded geafig ve geareRa oaT o R amaa 8§ aarfaee @

T ATAHT ATLFT AT AR (ARLTF HT TEIT FT,

AIAIET TS AATF ATHITT 6 o7 ST I TAT TLFRT 19T T ST [Ga<0r T Y
ST @t qireT Rue % A o wiesd g AfdEa gt vE GEwer £ 9T e
T

2. %% GLH Ag ATHIGT ATTH o oR(T JS SATHIET 5.~

(F) TOUTE 1 F IT-92WTE (i) § 797 ITATET T T J@r AT W@ H THERA Ear g
SraT

(@) TR 1 % IT-GXETE (jii) & To7 SFeatera st o a7 R Joqa T § T9%
TEAT € AT

(1) RRITE 1 % IT-TTTE (iv) § 797 IeArad T STaeTT & [T ST &9 Ud TFT
STTRTTEr T F3aeor Jeqa e § STEheT TgdT &) AT

(F) TIT AT FH FATIT FT FAT 9% L AT g AAAT THE ATHATT FHTT FATAN H T
ATt Agl a7 SATdT &) ST

(2.) ¥ FRaumastt & A 57 3fiw 53, % A afsd s stfarfaara Y amer 35 F 37emT (1)
F GT (i) F TTALTAT 6 TET Al GIVT TAT IART ITAT Al T

[®. §. 203/38/2015-31..F.-11 ]
Tfed mi, Iu-wfem
New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2016
No. 64/2016

S.0. 1630.—lt is hereby notified for general information thhie organization M/s Indian Institute of
Science Education and Research, Pune (PAN:- AAAAIMBE) has been approved by the Central Government for
the purpose of clauddé) of sub-section (1) of section 35 of the Income-Aax, 1961 (said Act), read with Rules 5C
and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said RulEe)n Assessment year 2017-2018 and onwardsder the
category of“University, College or other Institution” engaged in research activities subject to thdofahg
conditions, namely:-

(i)
(ii)

(i)

(iv)

The sums paid to the approved organizationl $iealtilized for scientific research;

The approved organization shall carry out stifec research through its faculty members oreitsolled
students;

The approved organization shall maintai@parate books of accounts respect of the sums received
by it for scientific research, reflect therein thmounts used for carrying out research, get suchkso
audited by an accountant as defined in the expgtam&d sub-section (2) of section 288 of the saa A
and furnish the report of such audit duly signed eerified by such accountant to the Commissiorier o
Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax havinggdiction over the case, by the due date of fuingsh
the return of income under sub-section (1) of secti39 of the said Act;

The approved organization shall maintairseparate statement of donationseceived and amounts
applied for scientific research and a copy of swtatement duly certified by the auditor shall
accompany the report of audit referred to above.
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2. The Central Government shall withdraw the apaf@the approved organization:-
(a) fails to maintairseparate books of accountseferred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraplord;
(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to irbsparagraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or

(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donationsereed and sums applied for scientific research
referred to in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraphrl; o

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities oe#earch activities are not found to be genuine; or

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisiminslause (ii) of sub-section (1) of section 35
of the said Act read with rules 5C and 5E of thd &ules.

[F. No. 203/38/2015-ITA-I]
ROHIT GARG, Dy. Secy.

T vaTe™
(U, 9amT)
T2 feeeft, 2 o7, 2016
WL, 1631.—TSHS 3R Figel IR (399 T ®1E) & Afuf=m, 1948 (1948 1 41) i 4R 2 &
TE () & STER0 | qeh R |
TASENI, % TR 9IRd & qaer, fag & o erfasienn, gems oqam it ot st vam SR 9,
TErIsh SN st 1 i 2 3T, 2016 W Wed Higer S & dR R Higer daie & Fdet & fog
Wiferhd S € |
[E. €1-4330/01/2016]
TRl ==, U Gfed (HIgeR)
MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
(CPV DIVISION)
New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2016

S.0. 1631.—Statutory Order in pursuance of the clause (ah@efSection 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular
Officers (Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948, €entral Government hereby appoints (1) Shri blabahaman,
Assistant Section Officer and (2) Shri Shyam Kur8aha, Assistant Section Officer as Assistant CandDfficer in
the Embassy of India, Riyadh to perform the Conrssgavices with effect from 2nd August, 2016.

[No. T-4330/01/2016]
PRAKASH CHAND, Dy. Secy. (Consular)

Fifdeh, ol TTeRTad qer 49T Haterd
(mfifer 3T wfyreror fawmr)
T2 feeel, 5 37T, 2016

WM, 1632.— Fg GLFTY, faodt oy qform woamue sfafaaw, 1946 (1946 =T stfarfaaw =, 25) Fr
1T 6 & &7 Ifoq 9T 5 FT IT-GTT (1) FRT TS RAl & TINT Fd gU AETE 5T 93, [T
FEOMT T AT yaga Famn, =1 &1 "Jgafa & faamw 28 e, 2016 # srfesEET
T, 10/ATArE A EEU=-1016/2016 2258 F T TT TLHT % FHATAT, Rregi=r A 30T ATfeq forfaes
T ANE AACH g @A TST UG Fid § Hataq AT | HAaTel %l AT, it UL A9l & ga9 o
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T TAT ITYFT Hoqag¥ § Thval oIe ORI FT ST el & (o0 faee [ Fere qiere eImae & daeat
AT AAAT 3T ATAFRTE & & FAFqT I AEUE ST T2 FHdT gl

[W. §. 228/08/2016-T31.E1.~11 ]
. . v, R gfea
MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIO NS
(Department of Personnel and Training)
New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1632.—+n exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sedtigrof Section 5 read with section 6 of the

Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Aat.®b of 1946), the Central Government with the eonhof the
State Government of Jharkhand, Home, Prisons aisdsRir Management Department, Ranchi vide Notifinat
No.10/VIVIDH-1016/2016 2258 dated 2&\pril, 2016, hereby extends the powers and jucisoti of the members of
the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whofethe state of Jharkhand to investigate the wafleState
Government Employees who had processed the matéding to grant of mining lease for iron ore toS\MJsha Martin
Limited, the abetment and conspiracy in relatiomitan connection with the said offences and arhepbffences in
the aforesaid transaction.

[F. No. 228/08/2016-AVD-II]
L. P. SHARMA, Under Secy.

WA Ta URaR ShedruT HATerd
(TaTEe U URAR heAroT faumT )
vfeg-ud
% feeedt, 3 A4, 2016
I3, 1633 —39 faum &1 sAfe=m €. 9-12012/736/2015-THE-1 TS 15.12.2015 den AfEel ARd™
oM g s1fafTem, 1956 (1956 T 102) @t &R 11 T IU-URT (2) R USd W@l 1 TN & gL, 5
THR, TRAE AT IR F WA heeh okt rfufam st gorm ege o, fFrefafe ok genem s €, srufq
St ST -
‘gSfteRter & fau dfafaete’ (Fem 3) WY & Faid (TS wed foge dem, T s % wme
el (gmitees o fare siufy fomm/ametas oiufy fomm) iRk waet (wmiwerst) s@a A
A ST Bt S/ 98 THSuA Afgshal hicisl, Tol qrag & o=TC qerdl Mt Afesha hic, iR §
yirfera fere T BT % HWey o THSIUE e foae G, el qrg gR ggw g |
[®1. 9. 9-12012/736/2015-TH-| ]
. 1a, gy afea

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE
(Department of Health and Family Welfare)
CORRIGENDUM
New Delhi, the 3rd March, 2016

S.0. 1633.—4n continuation to this Department's NotificationoN U-12012/736/2015-ME-I dated
15.12.2015 and in exercise of the powers confdogesub-section (2) of the Section 11 of the Indiéedical Council
Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Governmentgratonsulting the Medical Council of India, heremmakes the
following further amendments in the First Scheduléhe said Act, namely :—

In the said Schedule—

Against “MGM Institute of Health Sciences, Navi Mbai” under the heading ‘abbreviation for Registmati
(column 3), the MD (Social & Preventive Medicinef@munity Medicine) and MD (Pharmacology) qualificatishall
be a recognized medical qualification when graftedIGM Institute of Health Sciences, Navi Mumbairaspect of
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students being trained at Mahatma Gandhi Missidesical College, Aurangabad instead of MGM MediCallege,
Navi Mumbai'.

[F. No. U-12012/736/2015-ME-I]
D.V.K. RAO, Under Secy.
% feeeft, 3 54, 2016
I, 1634, —ATLAT AEATT TRUS ATT=HAH,1956 (1956 FT 102) FiT T 11 3T IT 1T (2)
FTT W&cq ATt 7 TINT FEd U, Heg qYRY, AT A T0E & TR Fih 36 AT HTH hr
T AT H, Fefertaa, s dead T §, a9qiQ-

IH TIH AT H HIAT I A Tgar [P 9 o 1w (2) F2r 147 5] fivw F
Ffie “TT. U Ty s ferateemes, BeEarsT, aig geor & 9|y Sty yaf® & o9 6w
GSTTReOT o forw \terfaseor [ 38 T wrad (3) gl 7 g] | gated Iafe & gag §  [Autatag
I eqriue BT s, srata-

(2) (3)
St ot AR (Zaa7m) FUH (FIAIM)
(T T HIAAT T AT AT g ST 78

AT ATl e, doetiy, § gforfea fFo
TT AT & gae § ®La<d, 2012 &1 a7 972 H
gruadteme T fasm s,
TISTaTeT, ofier J=9r g e g

qe: 1. UHY S T wTEAT AtERaw 5 a9 o forw M ST SEE aT8 THT TR0l HLATHT T
qTeIAT & ‘Ao T TORAT Fgl g ST /AT TG F2 o oI aR] grdl gl
FUTSr WTeIaT T T80T & T H0T Fea § e g uw, afomy sy, Aeoars 9 & q6tea
TITATTH FIH H TALT §8 T SITUAT|

[®1. 9. 9-12012/736/2016-THE-| ]
Sffa feamg, ster 9fed
New Delhi, the 3rd June, 2016

S.0. 1634.—n exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sed@®)rof the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Council Act, 1956(102 of 1956), the Central Goveemty after consulting the Medical Council of Indigreby makes
the following further amendments in the First Salledo the said Act, namely:-

In the said First Schedule against “Dr NTR Univigrsif Health Sciences, Vijaywada, Andhra Pradesider
the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ [Giafter referred to as column (2)] after the kstry and entry
relating thereto under the heading ‘AbbreviationRegistration” [ hereinafter referred to as colu(8)i, the following
shall be inserted, namely:-

2 3)
“Doctor of Medicine (Cardiology)” DM (Cardiology)

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatidmew
granted by Dr NTR University of Health Sciences,
Vijaywada, Andhra Pradesh in respect of students
admitted at Narayana Medical College, Nellore on or
after 2012).
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Note: 1. The recognition so granted to a PostgradQatese shall be for a maximum period of 5 yearsnuphich
it shall have to be renewed.

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of resitign shall be same as applicable for the awanodgnition.

3. Failure to seek timely renewal @€agnition as required shall invariably result toppage of admissions
to the concerned Postgraduate Course.

[No. U.12012/736/2016-ME-I]
AMIT BISWAS, Under Secy.

7% feeelt, 30 54, 2016

I, 1635, —ATLA T AEATT TUS ATe=aH,1956 (1956 FT 102) T aT 11 FT IT-GTT (2)
FRT Y& AFadi &1 YA Fd g0, AT 3o AT, H3 T 2015 i R art=ewr (Frfee) 4.
23292, 21654 =¥ 28615 # faAT* 8.4.2016 30 29.4.2016 F U U [ & FqaR # Frg T,
AT AT TG | qXHIT Fh Sh AT AT 6l TIH AT |, Fetertad, oY qeree Fd g,
BRI

ST TAH AT H AT I8 AT Agar of i F Aefi [Frer(2) H] “FHeet s=reey &
rafaame, eI, FXA” F G ATaT AT F TATT T OSiw & o gferawar [#aw(3) #] &
Tafera wtafe & gag § Aeferfad siaemiud BT S, soid:-

(2) (3)

T AE AR i F=ere AfE oy g, ot Y. TE.

(TZ TF HIFAT ITH AL ARl SR e T8
AT AiSHwe Fierst o |+ Fe, e,

T | giAterd 7 T w9 § 2010-

11 3T 2011-12 F AT AR H (100 BT TAF)

A e AAm Arateeed, e,
TRET G Y& g

[ 9. F-12012/79/2015-THE-| (¥F1-2) ]

2. o, &, @, Ty qrE

New Delhi, the 30th June, 2016

S.0. 1635.—-4n exercise of the powers conferred by sub-seq®)rof the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), and in compliatce¢he orders dated 8.4.2016 and 29.4.2016, of blemligh Court
of Kerala in W. P. © Nos. 23292, 2154 and 28612015, the Central Government hereby makes thewviaig
further amendments in the First Schedule to the Aaf, namely;-

In the said First Schedule against “Kerala Unsitgrof Health Sciences, Thrissur, Kerala” undee heading
‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ [in column (2dhd under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registratifin column
(3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:-

(2) 3)
Bachelor of Medicine and Bachelor of Surgery M.B.B.S.

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatidmew
granted by Kerala University of Health Sciences,
Thrissur, Kerala in respect of students of batchs o
2010-11 and 2011-12 (100 students each) beingettain
at Malabar Medical College and Research Centre,
Calicut, Kerala.

[F. No. U-12012/79/2015-ME-| (Pt. 2)]
D. V. K. RAO, Under Secy.
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T feoeft, 5 e, 2016

LI, 1636.—TTATT AT TRE A==, 1956 (1956 FT 102) #Ft g 11 FY IT-oTT (2)
ZT Y& ATRIT T TN Fd gU, g ALY, AT AT TRUE & TRrHel e 39 AT =a Hf
AW AT #, AeAferfeT, siw Femes F3dl €, ofoiq : -

3FT VAT ATLAT | AT I A AT rgar [SrF =8 T wraw(2) F-7 74T 8] ofid+ =+
Fefi “TT. TR Ty fase ReafEmner, AegEreT, aigvser” & amq sfaw IEfe F g 6w
ISt & foro wferfaseor [ 38 9T w1 (3) el 7 g | dateq gare & g § Ao
s eqriue R S et -
(2) (3) .
“giFa AT AR (AR Tedrizias) STuH (Hfeehet Tegrigiersir)
(T T HTAAT VTH ATAATH T2aT gl a0 Tg
AT ATl i, deetiy, § gforfea o

T T & gae § ®La<d, 2012 &1 a7 972 H
T, THAMR @@ fBEm EaEeme,
TISTaTeT, ey J=9r g e g
Aforeee ot (Aforeher egruetars) Y. HUST (FSTReT Tegrugiarsir)
(I TF AIAAT VT AIE A Teal gt o I8
AT HIEFA Ficrsl, doare, § gferfera &y
T AT F dae § ®La<d, 2012 &1 a7 972 |
T, THHMR @@ fAEm EaEeme,
TSTaraTeT, Stier Jeer FIRT Y& gri”

qAe: 1. UHT X T AIIAT ATTFHAR 5 A 6 o7 ZRIT Sl SHeh d18 THHT A hL0T HLATAT T
2. HIHAT & TR AT TOHAT agl gt ST JTFAT TG FI o o0 AR gl gl
FUTT AT T THT & TR0 FLA™ § (G g %, TR ey, Feaars 9 & q@6teaq
HITATTH FIH H TA9T §7 T SATUAT|

[W. 6. J-12012/736/2016-TH-1 ]
21 . &, T@, IR giea

New Delhi, the 5th July, 2016

S.0. 1636.—n exercise of the powers conferred by sub-seg®)rof the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Gaweent, after consulting the Medical Council of mdhereby
makes the following further amendments in the Fcliedule of the said Act, namely :-

In the said First Schedule against “Dr. NTR Umsity of Health Sciences, Vijaywada, Andhra Pradesh
under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualificatitvereinafter referred to as column (2)] after thst entry and
entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreeiatfor Registration” [hereinafter referred to aslumn (3)], the
following shall be inserted, namely :-

(2) (3)

“Doctor of Medicine (Medical Gastroenterology) DWedical Gastroenterology)

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiomew granted
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijaywadadhra
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Pradesh in respect of students being trained atydaa
Medical College, Nellore on or after 2012)

Magistrar Chirurgiae (Surgical Gastroenterology) @h. (Surgical Gastroenterology)

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiomew granted
by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijaywadadhra
Pradesh in respect of students being trained atydaa
Medical College, Nellore on or after 2012)”

Note: 1. The recognition so granted to a PostgradQatese shall be for a maximum period of 5 yearsnuphich
it shall have to be renewed.

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of resitign shall be same as applicable for the awangodgnition.

3. Failure to seek timely renewal @€agnition as required shall invariably result toppage of admissions
to the concerned Postgraduate Course.

[No. U-12012/736/2016-ME-I]
D. V. K. RAO, Under Secy.

T feeett, 27 e, 2016

WL, 1637.—TATELATA Sf¥as]e AF Tee Iue Afewe usghee te fa= srfafaaw, 2008

(2008 T 19) T &T<T 24 F FLTT AL, 2008 FT FATAT IFAF  TLATT TATGLATH SRES[E AT TEe AU

AfFa TsgHe UT REE, [ggadt g yae A 15 Aeferfaa s sgar, ardT srgEs

qRwE AfATIH, 1956 F TASH gq AT IToq AGEAT dgar AT 0T AR Tqq A= H

qTeIAT ST AT Aear [ S0 AT FTerH(2) F27 747 2] i+ & refie & & sifaw wfafe &

TEATT 3T ‘ST # forw wferfaseor [Sr T8 AT F1erd (3) Fa7 747 8], § AT AT STy -

() (3)

T A AR {7 g9 A a9 uh. ..
(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar gRir STa
TE TATGLATA SeeE]E AT TIee ISue JieHeT
TSR U REE, qEged § Tied st &
Teer | TEHT T T T&d gftl)

Ao FEGl (FIR - T U2 J5gaT 99ii])  UH.HIUS (FISAT-THE U I5Fe? qoidl)

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar gl e
g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Teer | TEHT T T T&d gitl)

“HiSrER St (TS TH.HU (TS
(T2 TF WAAT AT AFAAT FEAT AT ST

Tg TATELATT Sees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS U R, TEgedt § wifea st F
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)
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“qiSreeT Rt (77T J9idt)”

wfiregre Rt (fi fedgetsh)”

“gfoee el (AfRufes o)’

“gfsree el (wiffes aei)”

“afsregre FrEatt (SR =)

“gioreee el (i AiqsiarsT)”

“atFaT otE AR (Eh—lﬁbl'l?’ﬁﬁﬁ'v S )u

TR (L )
(T2 TF WAAT AT AFAATT FEAT AT ST

g TATELATT Sfees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSR U R, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Taer | THT AT T Yo gitl)

T H U (AShe Aegrugrdisir)”

(I TF AAAT I AEATT STear gt
TE TATETAT St Al e Iue Afewa
TSR U R, qEgadt # wiafea gt &
Teer | THT AT T Yo geitl)

Ty HU= (ARuleE Tei)”

(T2 TF ATIAT I AT Fgar Rt 5
TE TATETAT St AT e Ique Afewa
TSIHAE UT REH, qagasl § Tiea s &
Teer | TEHT HEATH T T&d gftl)

U, H U (Aie® qoii)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar gRir STa
g TATELATT Sees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSI U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Teer | THT T T T& gftl)

THHTT (SRR qeii)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIATATH Agar il STa
g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSR U e, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Teer | TEHT T T T& gftl)

uH Hiue (T AAwRiArsi)”
(T2 TF AIAAT T AGAAH SHEAT gRAT ST

g TATELATT Sees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSR U e, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Taer | THT AT T Yo geitl)

THET (FiTEATATST)”

(TE TF AT IToq ATAATT Agdl T STaT
TE TATETAT e[ AT Tree Ique Afewa
TSR U R, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Teer | THT AT T Yo geitl)
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“TiFeT AE AR (FAAFa sFgATers)”

“giFa? i Ao (Fffawe wratwiest)”

et s AR (Rt

“Tiaa? A Ao (UfRUfes Ffiiawe Ha%)”

“TieFeT AE AR (FIAS)”

“TTFe AT AR (FATTHher gHTe TSI

“ZieeT A AT (AT ARSI

gt s AR ()

THET (FAAFA THLATATSI)”

(2 T WITAAT ST A ST gRil

g TATELATT Ses]e AT e IS[Ue HISHA
TS UT e, qagesy § wiotea s &
Teer | TEHT T T T&d gitl)

o (SR} Oy
U (FAARA FIHTRIATSIT)

(T2 TF WIEAAT AT AFAAT FEAT AT ST

g TATELATT Ses]e AT e IS[Ue HISHA
Tsgehee U e, qagedt # winfeaa st F
Teer | TEHT AT T T& gftl)

e (Faeetst)”

(I TF AEAT I AGEATT STgar gt S

g TATELATT Sees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSR U e, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Teer | THT AT T Yo gitl)

U (FAAHA SHATATSIT)”

(TE TF AT IToq AT Agdl gRiT STaT

g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSR U e, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Tae H THT SHATT G T8 gl)

e ()

(TE TF AT IToq AT Agdl T e

TE TATGLATA SeeE[E AT TIee Iue HfSH
TSR U R, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
e W THT HEATT FTT J&T arill)

U (FAAHA gHTSIATST)”

(T2 TF ATIAT I AT Fgar gRir S

g TATELATT Sfees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Tae H THT ST G 98T gl

U (AfSFe AAFiars)”

(& TF AT AT AL FRAT gL S
g TATELATA Seeale A Tree IS[uz HiTwher
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)

IUH (FRIATST)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar gRir STa
Tg TATGLATT Sftesle A Tee ISue Hiwa
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Ty § THT HEATT FTET Y& giT1)
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st s AR (TET)”

gt s AR (et

“Tiaa? A AR (FTHTHRIATST)”

st it AR (Rt

st it AFR ()

“giFay i Ao (S afeam)”

“TiFay A et (afRulewa)”

SLGRUSIETIEIETE

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar g e
g TATGLATA See]E AT qree Iue AfSFer

e Ue fee, et § wfafae st
Teer | TEHT T T T&d gftl)

THET (Trversit)”

(& TF AT AT AL FRAT g S

g TATELATT SRese AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSR U R, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Taer | THT AT T Yo geil)

THST (FTHTHIATSIT)”

(TE TF AT IToq AT Agdl gRiT STaT
TE TATETAT SfeeS[e AT Tree Iue Afewa
TSR U R, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Taer | THT AT T Yo gil)

SN (EAERIEIETS

(TE TF AT IToq ATAATT Agdl T e
TE TATETAT SfeeS[e Al Tree Ique Afewa
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Taer ® THT AT FIRT Yo geitl)

THST (STFTHIEET)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar il e
g TATELATA Sfeeale A Jree IS[uz HiTwher
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Teer | TEHT HEATH T T&d gftl)

TS (S afeHe)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Fgar gl e
g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Teer | TEHT T T T&d gitl)

et (i)
(T2 TH AT AT A AT FAAT

g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS U T, TEgedt § wifea st
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)
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“TiFeT A it (FFafaiarst)”

“giaay i At (wAtady)”

st s AR (ARt

gt s SRR (AT

Srrersh)”

“TiFeT AE AR (FFgAr 7fzaw)”

“TiFeT A wisfaa (TRAT stmntEE)”

TS (SR TEtAe)”

(TE TF AT IToq ATAATT Agdl gRiT STaT
TE TATETAT SfeeS[e Al e Iue Afewa
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Teer | THT AT T Yo geitl)

THST (TATEHT)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar gl e
g TATELATT Sees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSI U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Teer | TEHT T T T&d gftl)

THET (TS

(TE UF AT ITeq ATIAATH FAgar il e
g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSR U R, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Teer | TEHT AT T T& gftl)

TS (ATSHETETS)”
(T2 TE AT AT A AT AT

g TATELATT Sees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSR U e, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Teer | THT AT T Yo geitl)

THST (SHTATST ATLATST U AT TAS(T)”

(TE TF AT IToq ATAATT Agdl gRiT STaT
TE TATETAT SfeeS[e AT Tree Ique Afewa
TSR U R, qEgadt # wiafea gt %
Taer ® THT AT T Yo geitl)

THET (FHAET A E)”

(TE TF AT IToq AT Agdl gRiT STaT
TE TATETAT SfeeS[e Al e Ique Afewa
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea a=r &
Teer | THT AT T Yo geitl)

TSt (A=A TR

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar g e
g TATELATT Sfee]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS UT e, qageeT # wiorferd g
Teer | TEHT T T T&d gftl)
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st s AR ()

st s AR (AR’

“TiFe? A et (e Afefam)”

st s AR ()

BTt

“gie? At wfsfaa (wfEw afefom)”

“TieFex AF AR (AT 9 E)”

st i AR (e Afe )

T (RS
(T2 TE AT AT AT AT AT

g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS U T, TEgedt § witea st
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)

THET (ATSHe)”
(T2 TF WIEAAT AT AFAAT FEAT AT ST

g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSR U R, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Taer | THT AT T Yo geitl)

THET (AT HiS ()"

(TE TF AT IToq ATAATT Agdl gRiT STa

g TATELATT Seese AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSR U R, qEgadt § wiafea gt &
Teer | THT AT T Yo gitl)

ST (TR

(TE TF AT IToq ATTAATT Agdl T e

g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSI U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)

THET (7S ZIEWISA U THHT gareiers)”
(T8 TF WA I AN AEAT A ST
g TATELATA Sfeeale A Tree IS[ue Higwher
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Tae H THT ST G 98T gtl)

THST (RS AR )’

(T8 TF WA I AN AEAT A ST
g TATELATA Seeale Al Jree IS[uz HiTwher
TS U e, TEgadt § uidfea =t &
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)

THET (AT giefEE)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar g STa
g TATELATA Seeale A Jree IS[ue HiTwher
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)

TSt (zHeHT AR )

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar gRir STa
g TATELATA Sfeeale A Jree IS[ue ATt
TSI U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)
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“TiFaT AF Ty (ST Toiey)”

“HTET ATE T (AeHeieaT U TR A T)”

“HTET ATE ToiLT (SUAET)”

“HTEeT ATE Tt (A fafe)”

“HTEET AT qoiLl (ATFiawiersi)”

“otFaT 3t TRy (ﬁ’?&l’ﬂ'l?vﬁ?ﬁ'v )’

“=tFaT AE TRty (W@ﬁ?ﬁv )u

“tFaT 3t TRy (.Q:n_d_ﬁ.v )’

THUH (AL q1<)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar gl e
g TATGLATA See]E AT qree ISue AfSFHer

TSIHAE UT e, qagasl § Tiea s &
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)

THUH (ATeH oo U Tl is)”

(T2 TF WAAT AT AFAATT FEAT AT ST

g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSIHE Ue e, qagasl § Tiea s &
qae W THT HEATT FTT T8 arill)
Ww)”

(TE UF AT ITod ATIAATH Agar gRir STa
TE TATETAT SfeeS[e AT Tree Iue Afewa
TSR U R, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Teer | TEHT T T T& gitl)
THUH (A aEE)”

(T2 TF WIEAAT AT AT FZAT AT ST

g TATELATT SRese AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSIHE UT e, qagasl | Tiea s &
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)

THUH (Sffeaiars)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar g e
TE TATETAT St AT e Iue Afewa
Tsgehee U e, qaged # winfead st F
Teer | THT TEATH T T& gftl)

o= 21 (FRfrtesT)”

(T2 TF WIAAT AT AFAAT FEAT EAAT ST

Tg TATELATT Sees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSIHAE UT e, qagasl | Tiea s &
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giTl)

fro= St (AT s’

(TE UF AT ITod ATIAATH Agar g e
TE TATETAT SfeeS[e AT Tree Iue Afewa
Tsgehee U e, qagedt # winfead st F
Teer | THT T T T&d gftl)

o= 3T (TAteHT)”

(T2 TF WAAT AT AFAAT FEAT FAAT ST

g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSIHAE UT e, qagasl § Tiea s &
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)
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“=tFaT ATE TRertaTEy (wﬁw )n

“=tFaT ATE TRertaTEY (a.w £ )u

“FeT AT Therrardt (Fartersi)”

“tFe AE TRerardhr (FhHed seAias)”

“gTea? AT fherrarhr (Ufufes)”

st st Freter (AR

o= S (RIATRATST)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar il e
TE TATETAT St AT Tree Iue Afewa
Tsgehee U e, qegedt # winfead st F
Teer | TEHT T T T&d gftl)

o= S (FTFreRiEE)”
(TE TF AT IToq AT Agdl gRiT STaT

g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSR U e, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Teer | THT AT FIT Yo geitl)
o= 2T (Tt

(TE TF AT IToq AT Agdl gRiT STaT
TE TATETAT SfeeS[e AT e Ique Afewa
TSR U R, qEgadt § wiafea gt %
Taer | THT AT T Yo gitl)

o=, 3 (Ff e segaiars)”

(T2 TF AT ITed AT STear gl S
TE TATETAT St AT Tree Iue Afewa
TSR U REE, qEged § Wi st &
LEEE LI IR IE R ES L))

o= 31 (FfRufer)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar gRir STa
g TATELATA Seeale A Jree IS[uz ATt
TS U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Teer | THT HEATT T T&d gftl)

o= (AfRfEE)”

(TE UF AT ITed ATIAATH Agar g e
Tg TATELATT Seese AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS U e, TEgadt § uidfea =t &
Teer | THT HEATH T T& gftl)

(TE TF AT IToq AIAATT Agdl gRiT STaT

g TATELATT Sees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS U A, TEgedt § witea st
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)




[ Il —'vs 3(ii) ] HRA <pl TS 2 3TTE 13, 2016/41901 22, 1938 3687

“HATTAT T HISHA SATAFRIATSHT

“THATTIT =7 AR Ufeay Fefiaee U THIAAT a7

“THATTAT T ZTsher TTETE TSI

“HTEST ATE AT (HSHer TIATRATT)”

“HTET ATE AT (Hiewe hstrairsiT)”

I o\ ] ] o y
AT ATZHT ATARIATS

(TE TF AT IToq ATAATT Agdl gRiT STaT
TE TATETAT St Al Tree Iue Afewa
TSI U e, TEgadt § widfea =t &
Taer | THT AT T Yo geil)

AT = UfRufeds afifaea U Ui
E L

(T2 TF AT I AT SARAr 2t S
g TATELATA Seeale Al Jree IS[ue Afewher
TSR U R, qagad § aiaferd e %

Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giTl)
(I TF ATIAT AT AL EATT STedl gt S

g TATELATT Sees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS 1T R, qagedt # wfafed s F
Teer | TEHT TEATH T T& gitl)

(TE TF AT I AT Agar gt s
g TATELATT e dAF TIee IS[Ue HISHA

TSIHE UT e, qagasl § Tiea s &
Teer | THT T T T&d gftl)

“THATTAT T ZITUsher TTETE TSt

(T2 TF AT I AT SARAr anir S
Tg TATEATA Stecle dAih qIee IS[Ue HigaHe
TSR U R, qagad § aiaferd e %
Teer § ZfT T g ya 2ih)

TH UHET (AfEHe araTHaed)”

(T2 UF WAAT AT AFAATT FEAT AT ST

g TATELATT Sfees]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS U T, TEgedl § witea st
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)

TH THAT (Hfeher fhstratersiT)”
(TE TF AT IToq AT Agdl T e

g TATELATT Sfes]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSIHE UT e, qagael § Tiea s &
Teer | THT T T T&d gitl)
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“HTET AE AT (WEaher Tohiore)”

“HTEeT ATE ATeH-UHUAL (AT aArsT)”

“HTEST AF ATSH-UHUALT (ATl Foiearsiy)”

TH THHT (Hfeher fhisrr)”
(TE TF AT IToq AT Agdl gRiT STaT

g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSIHAE UT REH, qagasl § Tiea s &
Teer | TEHT HEATH T T&d gftl)

TH THH THUAST (AT aersir)”

(T2 TF WA AT AT FEAT AT ST

g TATELATT Ses]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TS U A, TEgedt § witea st
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)

TH THH TqUAST (ATEer Gierrsil)”
(TE TF AT IToq AAATT Agdl gRiT STaT

g TATELATT Sftee]e AT TIee IS[Ue HISHA
TSHe U A, TEgedt § witea st
Ty § THT HEATT FTT Y& giT1)

[¥. T-12034/03/2014-T5E-11]]

TAF. T, A7 g

New Delhi, the 2 July, 2016
S.0. 1637—n terms of Section 24 of Jawaharlal InstitutdPokt-Graduate Medical Education and Research

Act, 2008 (19 of 2008), the following medical gtiaftions granted by Jawaharlal Institute of Postdbiate Medical
Education and Research, Puducherry on or after R238 are recognized as Medical Qualificationstlierpurpose of
the Indian Medical Council Act, 1956 and shall teehed to be included in the first Schedule underhiading
“Recognized Medical Qualification” [hereinafteeferred to as column (2)] after the last entry amtky relating

thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registn’ [hereinafter referred to as column(3)] :

)

3)

“Bachelor of Medicine and Bachelor of Surgery

M8B

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Punducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.

“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Cardio-Thoracic and Vasculavl. Ch (Cardio-Thoracic and Vascular Surgery)”

Surgery)

“Magistrar Chirurgiate (Urology)”

“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Neuro-Surgery )”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in
students being trained at the institute.

M. Ch. (Urology

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in
students being trained at the institute.

M. Ch. @diro-Surgery )”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in
students being trained at the institute.

respect

respect

respect
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“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Surgical Gastroenterology )

“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Pediatric Surgery )”

“Magistrar Chirurgiae ( Plastic Surgery)”

“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Genitourinary Surgery )

“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Surgical Oncology )”

“Doctor of Medicine (Cardiology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Clinical Immunology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Clinical Pharmacology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Neonatology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Pediatric Clinical Care)”

M. Ch. (Surgical Gastroenterology )”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

M.hC(Pediatric Surgery )”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

M. ChPlastic Surgery)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.

MCh. (Genitourinary Surgery )”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

M. Ci§Surgical Oncology )”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Cardiology)

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

DM (Qhical Immunology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.

DMGlinical Pharmacology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

DM (Neonatolyy’

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

DMPediatric Clinical Care)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of
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“Doctor of Medicine (Neurology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Clinical Hematology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Medical Oncology)

“Doctor of Medicine (Nephrology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Endocrinology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Pathology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Pharmacology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Physiology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Bio Chemistry)”

“Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine)”

MD (Neurology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

DM (Clinical Hematology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

DM (Medial Oncology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

DM (Nephrology)

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

DM (Endocrimlogy)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Pathology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Pharmaagy)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Physiology)

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Bio Cheimstry)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (GenarMedicine)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of
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“Doctor of Medicine (Pediatrics)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Bacteriology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Anatomy)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Anesthesiology)

“Doctor of Medicine (Microbiology)”

MD (Pediatrics)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Bacteriology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Anatomy)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Anestl@logy)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Microbiobgy)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

“Doctor of Medicine (Dermatology Venerology andvD (Dermatology Venerology and Leprology)”

Leprology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Community Medicine)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Radio Diagnosis)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Radiology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Psychiatry)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Comunity Medicine)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Radibiagnosis)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Radiology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Psychiatry))

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of
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“Doctor of Medicine (Pulmonary Medicine)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Radiotherapy)”

MD (Pulmonary Medicine)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Radiotherapy)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

“Doctor of Medicine (Blood Transfusion and ImmunavD (Blood Transfusion and Immuno Hematology)”

Hematology)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Forensic Medicine)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Nuclear Medicine)”

“Doctor of Medicine (Emergency Medicine)”

“Master of Surgery (General Surgery)”

“Master of Surgery (Obstetrics and Gynecology)

“Master of Surgery (ENT)”

“Master of Surgery (Orthopedics)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Fensic Medicine)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Nuckr Medicine)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MD (Emgency Medicine)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MS (Genegalrgery)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvéed
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

SMObstetrics and Gynecology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MS (ENT)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

MS (Orthoped)t

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of

of
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“Master of Surgery (Ophthalmology)”

“Doctor of Philosophy (Physiology)”

“Doctor of Philosophy (Microbiology)”

“Doctor of Philosophy (Anatomy)”

“Doctor of Philosophy (Pharmacology)”

“Doctor of Philosophy (Biochemistry)”

“Doctor of Philosophy (Pathology)”

“Doctor of Philosophy (Clinical Immunology)

“Doctor of Philosophy (Pediatrics)”

“Doctor of Philosophy (Medicine)”

“Fellowship in Diabetology”

MS (Ophthaliogy)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

Ph. D (Physamgy)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

Ph. D (Miarbiology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

Ph. D (Anatomy)’

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

Ph. D (Phaacology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

Ph. D (Bitemistry)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

Ph. D (Pathalp)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

P (Clinical Immunology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

Ph. D (Pettias)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

Ph. D (Medicije

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

“Fellowship in Diab®logy”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)
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“Fellowship in Medical Oncology”

“Fellowship in Pediatric Clinical and Emergencyréa

“Fellowship in Cardiac and Neuro Anesthesiology”

“Fellowship in Clinical Care”

“Fellowship in Tropical Parasitology”

“Master of Science (Medical Biochemistry)

“Master of Science (Medical Physiology)”

“Master of Science (Medical Physics)”

“Master of Science-MLT (Microbiology)”

“Master of Science-MLT (Cyto Pathology)”

“Fellowship irMedical Oncology”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

“Fellowship in Pediatric Clinical and Emergey Care”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.

“Fellowship in Cardiac and Neuro Anesthesiology”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

“Fellowship in Clnical Care”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

“Fellowslp in Tropical Parasitology”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

M. SfMedical Biochemistry)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

M. Sdvédical Physiology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

M. Sc. (Medl Physics)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibvée
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

M. Sc.-MI (Microbiology)”

(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibéd
Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute.)

M. Sc.-M (Cyto Pathology)”
(This shall be a recognized medical qualificatiohew
granted by Jawabharlal Institute of Post-Graduatelibve

Education and Research, Puducherry in respect
students being trained at the institute. )

[No. A. 12034/03/2014-ME-III]
D.V.K. RAO, Under Secy.
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T feeett, 29 o, 2016

T3, 1638.—TdTah AT AT TR (FATe) TeATI9T, 2013 T 9T 3F H IT-4TT (1)

FTT 9&T ATRAT T TN Fd g0 f&d® 6 qaaY, 2013 & AR AGGATT TUE FHT A5 (AT 747
o

3T STt AT ARG A=, 1956 (1956 T 102) FT a7 3 &l IT-TT (1) F B () *
AECO H qAT "etdq Eeataamedi/carey FEm Aeteemed g gba aqEr Retated @ v
05.11.2018 T T AT TF AT AT TRUR & TaeT 6 &9 H TH ATILAAT 6 ST &I F 00T
T ST 2

A, THIT, SUgad At & gT 3 F IT-gIT (1) F TTELTT F ATAT § 6x ALY Tag
FT AT AT qehTol | Tareed AT & oA 9 S9ast, 1960  F.30.d. 138 § =+ deras Fadr
g, AT -

TTE TE AT FEAT HATAT, T GhTe AT faqisw 6 d9a¥, 2013 &t Fr.3m. 3325 (31) Hir
STERAT AT TEH 0T U FemredT § w7 Wiafe & 978 a97 269 qatdq viare § [Aefated &7 araa
ERISIACIE R

FH | ST GEHTE AT ATH AT T&eT F7 oo EREICIED
9.
12. | et fAeata=mes =}, SR T, FHECEHT, TEAF TEET qAT | AT G qEEe
e, e fT, T AR e |

FrTTere, AT

[/. &Y. 11013/02/2015-1H=]

i faeam, sraw at=e

New Delhi, the 29 July, 2016

S.0. 1638.—Whereas on 6th November, 2013, the Medical Cowfdditdia was re-constituted in exercise of
the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of se@idrf the Indian Medical Council (Amendment) Ordica, 2013;

And, whereas the Central Government, in pursuah&dause (b) of sub-section (1) of section 3 &f thdian
Medical Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) and as infed by the respective universities/health scienregersities,
the following has been elected to be a membereofbdical Council of India for the period upto 05-2018 from the
date of issue of this notification.

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision alb-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, thenica
Governemnt hereby makes the following amendmenthé Notification of the Government of India in thieen
Ministry of Health number S.O. 138 datell Banuary, 1960, namely :-

In the notification of the Government of Indiatime Ministry of Health and Family Welfare numbeOS.
3325(E) dated '8 November, 2013 and amendments thereto, afteagiiehtry and entry relating thereto, the following
shall be inserted, namely :

S. Name of the University Details of the Elected Membe Mode of Election
No.
12. Goa University Dr. Jagadish A. Cacodcar, AsgecProfessor Elected unanimously by

and HoD, Dept. of PSM, Goa Medical CollegeCourt.
Bambolim, Goa.

[No. V. 11013/02/2015-MEP]
AMIT BISWAS, Under Secy.
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% feeedt, 29 o, 2016

LI, 1639.—TdToh AT ATIIAATT TR (FTe) reATaer, 2013 F¥ 9T 3% H IT-41T (1)

ZT Y&T ATRIT T TN Fd g0 f&d% 6 qaa¥, 2013 &l WA SAAGATT T0E T [A95 FhaT 747
oI

3T STafeh A AEs AT =g, 1956 (1956 FT 102) & g 3 it IT-41T (1) F &< (F) %
ATELO H JAT HATd TS T F T & Heferad & 05.11.2018 TF #it afd I WA
AT IRUR & qae & € ATH 6T S1ar 8 S & 29 Sfesg=er & S g A @t & gt g

A, THMT, IUgad AT & gT 3 F IT-gIT (1) F TTFLTT F AT § 6x ALY Tag
ST AT 9T dohTelle T HATAT & fodTh O a9, 1960 F FT.3m.d. 138 § v Hemryga Fr
&, AT

TTE TE AT FEATT HATAT, AT GhTe T faqiw 6 d9a¥, 2013 &t Fr.3m. 3323 (31) Hi
ATEHAT AT TEH o7 U FomrerdT § ffaw wiaf® F arg a9r o9 qatdq vfafe § Refated &7 oarfie
ERISIAC I

F TS TR T ATH TR g2=g 7 e
T.
6. | ar =T, TEIT S, ATSF, S, a7 ATl FHierT, S, Tar

[. &T. 11013/01/2015-THEHI(TTE)]

g fawar, e o=

New Delhi, the 29 July, 2016

S.0. 1639.—Whereas on 6th November, 2013, the Medical Cowfditdia was re-constituted in exercise of
the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of se@idrf the Indian Medical Council (Amendment) Ordica, 2013;

And, whereas the Central Government, in pursuah€dause (a) of sub-section (1) of section 3 ef lidian
Medical Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) and in coltetion with the respective State Government hasinated the
following to be a member of the Medical Councillodlia for the period upto 05-11-2018 with efferh the date of
issue of this notification.

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision alb-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, thentta
Governemnt hereby makes the following amendmenth@ Notification of the Government of India in thieen
Ministry of Health number S.O. 138 datel Banuary, 1960, namely ;

In the notification of the Government of Indiatime Ministry of Health and Family Welfare numbeS.
3323(E) dated 06 November, 2013 and amendments thereto, after asedntry and entry relating thereto, the
following shall be inserted, namely :

S. Name of the University Details of the Elected Membe
No.
6. Goa Dr. Pradeep G. Naik, Dean, Goa Medicalggell Bambolim, Goa.

[No. V. 11013/01/2015-MEP(Pt.)]
AMIT BISWAS, Under Secy.
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I3, 1640.—=d =TT A=, 1948 (1948 FT 16) F¥ &< 3 F AR Td Y& oTRFAT T TTRT
FIA gU g ALY, TITESA UF TRATE FeA 10 HATA, AT AR 6l (a1 24 e, 1948 Fr stterg==r
. 1.3, 430 H TagrT HFT dera Fdt g, 70
2. 3FT ATTGAAT | “gTT 3 F G2 (F) % dgd Harraa’ ofi¥ & siavia sad At &1 siatase T
STTURTT, AT
TrEv, (st) avesta e wefiw, | FEEE | e @ seenfia, 75 e | 30.11.2015

9 9 AT eedr, S

farferaT zeartaaT, 7% fReem

[FT.5. Y. 12025/144/2015-E1E]
TR FHIL T, AT qi=a

New Delhi, the 1st August, 2016

S.0. 1640.—In exercise of the powers conferred under SectiofitBe Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 1948), the
Central Government hereby makes the following ameand in the notification of the Government of Indiathe
Ministry of Health and Family Welfare No. SO 43Qeth24th January, 1984, namely :

2. In the said notification under head “electedlenclause (d) of Section 3”, the following shiad inserted
therein, namely :

Prof. (Dr.) Saranijit Singh Bhasin Degn, Elected Jamia Millia Islamia, New Delhj. 30.11.2015
Fuculty of Dentistry, Jamia Millia
Islamia, New Delhi.

[F. No. V. 12025/144/2015-DE]
PRADIP KUMAR PAL,Under Secy.

HIIT AT
¢ feoett, 8 31T, 2016

I3, 1641.—Fva 1T TLRTL A, HIAAT €TF &7 (I e o) srfarf=aw, 1957 (1957 =t 20)
#¥ €T 4 FF IT-LTT(1) F TN TN, AT F o9, 9 |, @2 3, Iu-EE (i), arE 21 St 2016 §
THRTTAT AT FLHTL 6 HIAAT HATAT T ATAG=AT HEAT 1. 37.201(3), @ 27 3[+d,2015 FIRT, 3T
AT | "y dqgAT § AfAfdee aes § 2.91 g9 (FORT) A7 7.19 UFHE (FRTAT) 707 6 I §
T T TAEAT FEA o O AT AT T=AT & o,

AT, FelT T T A THTLT 21 AT ¢, o6 =6 ATIg=T | Forq gt ° AR s qw %
AT & et Af e 2;

A, T, Feald TLHIT IFA ATATHIH 0l €T 7 3 ST (1) FIT T TFTAT T TIET Fd g0,
THH A AT § AT 2.91 ZFeL (A7) AT 7.19 UFHE (ATHT) FIT ATAT G AT IH I 5 STLHT HT
ST T o, ST A9 T AT <l 2 |
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froqur 1 ;=9 srferEaT % el s ATy & % Y et SHue/ smstieew / shuw (s AT /M uve
/AT (Er-X1)/78, arE 5 |72, 2016 IuTIE, ST M (FEs) F waiead § 1wt [, 1,
FISHA IS TIe, FHAwErl - 700 001 F FATAT H AT F3e® Tadrehl (TATA), T Hiahieed
forfies, gaaifzam, sreee fReawre, e agam-713 333 (afe=w svme)  Frata § B ST asar 2 |

feoqor 2 : s srfarfRam it g 8 F SuEEt it A AT s T srar 8, e et swEa § -
S it FTEA Aol .-

“8. (1)  FIs =T ST et A ®, Freeht amaq oy 7 % siefiw stferg=mn At 72 8, Ra9s T,
Aterg=aT el S 7 d19 & % fiae aeqer i =1 3ae BT anT ar o 9 § a7 39 92 F el
STTERTIN T (ST TohT ST o AT H S e T FehT |

TEEHIU.-  TH G & A TG ATq(eq Agl AT ST, T3 HS ot TRl i § HIEr 3cTed &
T T @9a S0RAT0 AT ATgar g i UHT §hRaTT ek |ante AT TRET o= Sataa &l dgi wedAl
Sl

(2) 3TUTr (1) F [ weaw arafeq germ st 7 ofea =0 & it ot siw gem sfeer,
Aqfeqshdl &1 Tad g9 S, [t s7aart g7 g9aTs &7 S@|y a7 i UHT a9 s feadi &1 g9+ &
AT AT UHT SATA T ST, A HIS 2l, FA 6 AT S a4 AATF qHAAT &, g AT al &0 7 i
ST (1) F T srtergf=ra i % 7 VLT 7 & AT IT 92 & ATIHRA & qa9 § T (90 J7 UHT 7 5
fafere Zhet T UHT G | A7 39 9% F ATIHR F qag § afeqadi U AT HORTen T IHE g A
TS FHATE! o ATHerg giga s ROrE FeiT aea &1 39+ fafae=g & forw |

(3)  =TH U % TAISHL & forw ag =afaa et sgfo § Raas awe= 1 S S s § 2a #7 3167 F3
FT ghaTe gl, TTx g AT THT 7 § 77 39 9% & AT =6 Ataf==am & q¢i= sforg #2 fore ST 817

faroqur 3 : e TR g T e, 1, FTS 2189 T©ie, wiaswrdr - 700001 1 3 srferfary
1T 3 o ST SATEEEAT HedTh . 3. 2520, A 11 A, 1983 FIRT AR TLHT & TSI AN |1, TS
3, SUEE (i) ® TERTIT it AT ofF, FRT HEAH ATTEwTT Hgera 17 oA 2 |

AL
AAHTEAT It @A st (F07- X)
SeT- TgT (FATTETR)
(T TedT Sehue/ Arestrerua/stua(ers /&) /A vre g (37r-XI)/78, a5 w<,2016)
oyt srfererTe:

el
, o g § , .
F | HSATH AT T T&aT KL TFHE H fecoforat
(FTT)
GEERY
1. TEIETT AT AT 32 TET 2.91 7.19 AT
GER 2.91 7.19
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HISIT UgTER 7. 32 § orfSia favg 9o a1t wefme e = 1 9 13,
T - o7

F1-%2 Y@, HIST 9RTEY €edT 32 ¥ HIST 97 e §edi® 18 & et g1 9 oo fawg
1 F B, HIST TgISqY §edi® 32 H wie §eqi® 01, FT ITAL-TI%FT HHT & [od g0
HISIT TETS Y 9T 32 FT Wle §&qis 01 & TrerHT T q¥ fford fovg 72 o< et 2|

F2-%3 @, HIST TR 9l 32 FT (e q&qis 01 & qreret Hr 9% oo farg 2 & & g
e Jedatdh 01 FT (e AT H [ gU, HIST TgreqT §edi® 32 & Il Tle qeiT &l
FIUT-TAT AT U¥ o farvg %3 uw et 2

F3-T4 @, WIS TEIE X §&1® 32 & (e §&qi®w 01 & ILL0-TAT HAT 9T #oq &g #:3 ¥ &
B, ST “oAle H&TTs & I(e0-0d1 3T AT HHT F [oId gU, HIST TZEE H&qi® 32 Ud
FET TS HE&T1F 18 FT qiAferd HrT 12 Ruq farg 74 uw ey 21

F4-F1 Y@, WIS TR S 32 3i¥ |IST 97 HIST §&i® 18 &7 gieAtera AT av fouq faeg
T4 H F grHT I AREATIT HHAT & oA gU, HIST TG Sedi® 32 3T 87 JE™
T 18 &1 aieafera ST o2 o foeg F1 9% et 2

T1-g2 Y@, HIST TSR §&AiF 32 U JgT WIS §eqi® 18 &7 gi¥afera AT 9¥ Rug e @1 7
IF BT HIST TSR H&TH 32 FT Wie T 2 % IA-TIHT U TSt Ty & Tored
g0, JHT wie €A1 FT AT TRIEYT §&di® 32 IL0-aferdT wFT 9¥ fuq fawg @2
et 21

T2-93 @, HIST TZIEY Hedi® 32 T Tl HEdiH 2 & I(e0-Irdt wFT a¥ foq foeg @2 & %
B, IV TAlE HATHh AT Z(e707 HIAT F T[oId gU, AT TRIET ST 2 FT Wi HEih 2
o FA-TAT T 9 Faq faeg @3 9 et 2l

T3-g4 @, ST TgIE Y §&di® 32 & Wic Hedi® 2 & Iero-d1 HiAr 9 g fag @3 7 9=
Y, I Wie H&qi® F TAT AT & Tod gU, WISl TgE Y §&di® 32 Ud |iom a7
ST Tei® 18 F7 aivafera €wr 97 fRuq farg @4 9 ferdT 8

T4-71 @, AT TgTEE Hedis 32 3% 98T AIS §e&i® 18 1 qfraferd #iar 97 ffuq g @4 &
% BT IHT FiEATerd HAT & (ST gU, HIST TZEE Sedi® 32 37 927 @Iy 9edis 18
T girgfera FHT 92 g foaeg =1 aw Hedt 8

T1-T12 @, |IST T2T AT §&q7% 18 3T HIST T §edis 32 FT greafad JH7 92 f2aq g
T & ¢F BT AT TEIEX 9l 32 & Wie §eaid 03 & Tl & Iod gu HIsT
TS HEATF 32 % IHI Wlle Teqish T Fr0-qi2rdT FMT 9% RRuq favg 72 uw At 2|

T2-T3 @, HIST TgTE §&qi% 32 & Wie gedi® 03 & IA-THHT HHET 9 Faq faeg 12 7 4%
BT JET TAle HEATH o IET07 | [oIed gU HIST TgIET HE&AT 32 F TAle HediF 3 % Z(erul-
AT T 9¥ Forq favg 13 9% et 2l

T3-T4 @, WIS TgIEYY 9l 32 & wie geqisw 03 % IAA-gat T a2 faq forg 13 7 9=
B, SHT TAle T & TAT 3T ITL0-TAT HIAT & Tod g, Tgle¥ §&d® 32 Ud HIST
FET WIS Te&TiF 18 FT qiEAferd Har ¥ fRuq famg 14 9 ferdT 81
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T4-771

T1-92

72-93

T3-74

T4-1

$1-32

$2-23

s3-34

4-55

$5-36

$6-37

$7-38

8-39

Y@, WIS UgIE Y Hedis 32 Si¥ |1 987 SIS 9edis 18 & afeafora €1 ¥ foud faeg
T4 q 9F BrAL ST giEAferd HWT F TR g0, TETE dedi 32 T JieT 987 =™
T 18 F Firafera ST ux R famg 71 o2 et 8

Y@, HINT TgTEYY " 32 3 I=T AIST 9&dih 18 F qieAterg €ia7 o2 g farg 71 7
IF I HIST TBTEYT H&ATsh 32 F wiie Hedi® 4 FT Iq-Ai2rft T & [oed gu wier
TS HEATF 32 & Tl HEATh 4 % Irrdt wET 9 fRuq famg 92 9% et 21

@, HIST TR §&AT® 32 & Tl &l 4 % TrHT wET1 97 T aeg 72 7 & g
AT HEATH 4 FT feroft FHT F Tod g0 HIST TRI2X 32 & ST wle H&ATH HT a(aroT-Tdt
T 9¥ fourd favg 913 ¥ et g

@, HIST TgIE R 9T 32 F wie §edi® 4 % (a0 AT 9¥ *9q f6vg 73 7 = grae, AT
wie HEAT® & ILO-JAT U AT HAT IO gu, WIS TgeY §&di® 32 U JiAT a=T
AT T&AiF 18 F7 qivAferd €T a¥ RRuq faeg =14 9% et 8

Y@, WIS T S 32 3i¥ HIST 97 HIST §&i® 18 &7 gieAtera AT uv g faeg
T4 F F gIHT, I ARATIT HHAT T T[Od g0, HIST TSI d&li® 32 T #ISm a=7
AT T&AiF 18 F7 givAferd €T a¥ Ruq faeg =1 9% et 8

Y@, AT TSR Hedi® 32 3 /IS 927 WIS §&ai® 18 &7 gieaford AT ¥ & g7
HIST TR X §&A1® 32 & wie g 05 % TrEEt €97 & [od gu, HIST TgE Y 9&iF
32 % JHT Ale T&TTH & FAU-TI2rHT F FHAT 92 g faeg 2 uw et 2

@, HIST TRIEY 9T 32 & Wie §edi® 05 T I(e0-Ir2dT FAT o2 Faq g =2 ¥ 4%
BT, Tl ST 06  TrerHT ST & [od gU, RISl T HediF 32 % Wic §eqiF 6
T -2t T 9 g foeg =3 7 et 2

@, WIS TEIE X §&A1® 32 & Wic §&di® 6 % Tu-qiardl &1 9¥ fogq fawg 3 ¥ 4%
BT ST TAlE HEATH & SIEOT-IHT HIHT & T[oIed gu, I Wie Hedish FT FTeTor-aie
AT 9% R favg T4 ww ey g

Y@, WIS TIEYY Hedi® 32 & Tl 9edi® 6 F7 Au-7d1 AT 97 g faeg 4 7 =
BT TAle Tl 7 % IA-TIEET HHT & [d g, Tl §&id 7 & afAu-ai2rft FEr
a7 fRorg favg w5 X et &)

@, Tl HEATH 7 HT IEO-THT HET 9T Fuq favg o5 ¥ 4F gy, SHI WAle g TiF
FrErofT HIHT § oI g0 S¥ T (e Hedih 7 & a0 AT 9¥ #9q f6vg 6 9% e g

YT, HIST TEIEIE Sl 32 & wie §&di® 07 FT (a0 AT 92 Fuq fawg 56 & 9= 2,
IHT wTie HeFTh hT TARIO-AT HIHT & o gu, ZA0-gi i1 9% o faeg =7 9% ferdt
2|

@, WIS TgIETX 9. 32 & Wle §ei® 7 & (e0-0dl AT 9¥ fuq favg 7 & % g,
T wAle dediE FT QAT HAT F [ gU, Wie §e&di® 7 % At a7 9% g fag ¥8 o
et 21

T, WIS 9gIEX 4. 32 & w(e §&di 7 1 @i qiAr1 a7 fPurq fawg 8 & 4% e, =l
AT 12 FT (&7 HIAT & [ gU, (e qedqih 13 FT TrT S91 07 fod 9 2 et
El
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9-10 @, WIS TBIEYE 4. 32 & wiie §edi® 13 F7 arEHr a7 o2 fouq fomg 9 @ 4% g,
wie HeTE 13 FT TIEET H9T & [Eed gu, I wlie q i 13 FT Iq-aiw T FET 1w
R =10 9% et 21

$10-11 Y@, AT 92IEYY . 32 % (e §&qi® 13 & I[L0-ai2H! HHT 97 fford a5 10 ¥ 4=
BT, Tle HET® 13 T (eI HIAT & [od gU, AT ie Hedis 1 (er0-qd1 AT 97
R =11 9 et g

T11-312 @, "9 TgIEY 4. 32 & wle "@eqisw 13 FT I(eO-gdi T 97 Faa f{aeg =11 ¥ g%
B, IHT Wle ST il TAT HIAT & [T U IT-TAT T 92 (#9d =12 9% ey 2

$12-313 @I, "9 TIEY 1. 32 & T §edi® 13 FT IAL-TAT HAT 9¢ #9q faeg T12 & & g%,
wie HEATE 12 T QAT HAT F oA gU e Hedidh 12 FT IA-Td1 HET 9T faq 13 7
et 8

T13-314 @I, HIWT TZIET 9. 32 % Wle H&di® 12 T IT-TAT %7 92 Baq favg 13 7 9% g4,
Al HEdiE 12 T I HAT F T[od g0 wle qedisw 12 F7 I A7 92 fBorq faeg =14
9 et gl

T14-315 @I, HIST TSR §CT1F 32 & Wie §eqis 12 FT I HHT 9 Ruq favg 14 7 = a7
e §&TTH 11 % TAT ST & [ g0 HIST TEIEE 9edi® 32 3T HIST a7 SETT 9ei®
18 =1 Fefera HAT 92 fourd favg =15 o7 ferd g

T15-31 @, TRIEYY Hedi® 32 3T J€T A 9edi® 18 & AieAtard #HAT a2 Faq foeg 15 4=
gAY, TS §&di® 32 ¥ 9T AIS §ear 18 &t 3T qiAfera AT & [od g0
Tftafera #HT 12 fug &g =1 0¥ edt 2|

[FT.5. 43015/10/2015-41.317%. 31 . T5e-1]

TSI FHTT, AT A=

MINISTRY OF COAL
New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1641.—Whereas by the notification of the Government afidnin the Ministry of Coal number S.O.
201(E), dated the 37August, 2015 issued under sub-section (1) of sectiof the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition
and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereimaftderred to as the said act ), and publishetiénGazette of India
Part II, section 3, sub-section (i), dated th& 2anuary, 2016, the Central Government gave nofiis intention to
prospect for coal in 2.91 hectares (approximatetyy.19 acres (approximately) of the lands in twlity specified in
the Schedule annexed to that notification;

And, whereas, the Central Government is satisfiadl €Coal is obtainable in a part of the said lgmadsscribed in the
Schedule appended to this notification;

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers confelngdub-section(1) of section 7 of the said Act @entral
Government hereby gives notice of its intentioratguire the land measuring 2.91 hectares (appedgiy) or 7.19
acres (approximately) and all rights in or overldmed described in the said Schedule appendedaheret

Note 1: The plan bearing numb&CL/ RGOM/ GM(I/C)/ PCD&E/ CBA(Phase — XI) /78, w4 the & May, 2016
of the area covered by this notification may bepétied in the office of the Deputy Commissionerstidiit Godda
(Jharkhand), or in the office of the Coal contnlll, Council House Street, Kolkata — 700 001nahe office of the
Director Technical (Operation), Eastern Coalfieldsnited, Sanctoria ,P.O. Dishergarh, District Bwedh -713
333(West Bengal).

Note 2. : Attention is hereby invited to the provisionsS#ction 8 of the said Act which provided as follows
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Objection to acquisition.-

“8 (1) Any person interested in any land in retp&f which a notification under section 7 has bé&sued, may,
within thirty days of the issue of the notificatioobject to the acquisition of the whole or anytpdrthe land or any
rights in or over the such land.

Explanation .-It shall not be an objection within the meaningtloE section for any person to say that he himself
desires to undertake mining operation in the laodtlie production of coal and that such operat&msuld not be
undertaken by the Central Government or by anyrgibeson.

(2) Every objection under sub-section (1) sballmade to the competent authority in writing, #mel competent
authority shall give the objector an opportunitybeing heard either in person or by a legal piacgr and shall, after
hearing all such objections and after making suwecthér inquiry, if any, as he thinks necessarheziimake a report in
respect of the land which has been notified undbrsection (1) of section 7 or of rights in or ogech land, or make
different reports in respect of different parcels such lands or of rights in or over such land,ttte Central

Government, containing his recommendations on tjections, together with the record of the procegsliheld by

him, the decision of that Government.

3) For the purposes of this section, a pewall be deemed to be interested in land who dvbel entitled to
claim an interest in compensation if the land or @ghts in or over such land were acquired untier Act.”

Note 3: The Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, K¢k 700001 has been appointed by the Central Gonent
as the competent authority under section 3 of#id Act, vide Notification number S.O. 2520, dhbtke 11" June,
1983 published in part I, section 3, sub-sectigndf the Gazette of India.
SCHEDULE
Lalmatia Coal Mining Block (Phase — XI)
District Godda (Jharkhand)
( plan bearing number ECL/RGOM/GM(I/C)/PCD&E/CBA@e — X1)/78,dated thé"say, 2016 )

All Rights:

Areain Areain

Sl. M_ouza/ Thana Village District hectare_s acres Remarks
No. | Village number (approxi- (approxi-
mately) mately)

1. Paharpur| Lalmatia 32 Godda 291 7.19 Par
Total Area: 291 7.19

Plot numbers to be acquired in Mouza Paharpur No.3: 1to 13.

Boundary description:

Al-A2 Line stars from point No. Al situated on coommmouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara
Bhorai No. 18, passes along north-western boundamplot No.1 of mouza Paharpur No. 32 and
meets at point No. A2 situated at western corngiaifNo. 1 mouza Paharpur No. 32.

A2-A3 Line starts from point No. A2 situated on tera corner of plot No. 1 of mouza Paharpur Ng. 32

passes along southern boundary of plot No. 1 angtsveg point No. A3 situated at south-eastern
corner of the same plot of mouza Pharpur No. 32.
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A3-A4

A4-Al

B1-B2

B2-B3

B3-B4

B4-B1

Ci1-c2

C2-C3

C3-C4

C4-C1

D1-D2

D2-D3

D3-D4

D4-D1

E1-E2

Line starts from point No. A3 situated at #oeastern corner of plot No. 1 of mouza Pharpur 3
passes along southern-eastern boundary of the poh@nd meets at point No. A4 situated on
common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and BaoaaB No. 18.

Line starts at point No. A4 situated on conmmouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhorai
No. 18, passes along the same common mouza bguaddrmeets at point No. Al situated on
common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and BaoaaB No. 18.

Line starts from point No. B1 situated on enam mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara
Bhorai No. 18, passes along north-western and wesieundary of plot No. 2 of mouza Paharpur

No. 32 and meets at point No. B2 situated at soughtern corner of the same plot of mouza

Paharpur No. 32.

Line starts from point No.B2 situated at $puestern corner of plot No. 2 of mouza PaharpuiB®o
passes along southern boundary of the same plotnaets at point No. B3 situated at south-eastern
corner of plot No. 2 of mouza Paharpur No. 32.

Line starts from point No. B3 situated at theeiastern corner of plot No. 2 of mouza Paharpor N
32, passes along eastern boundary of the samamdomeets at point No. B4 situated on common
mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara BharailR.

Line starts from point No. B4 situated on enam mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara
Bhorai N0.18, passes along the same common mouralboy and meets at point No. B1 situated on
common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and BaoaaB No. 18.

Line starts from point No. C1 situated on omn mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara
Bhorai No. 18, passes along western boundary af\ido 3 of mouza Paharpur No. 32 and meets at
point No. C2 situated at south-western corner efshime plot of mouza Paharpur No. 32.

Line starts from point No. C2 situated attkewestern corner of plot No. 3 of mouza Pahaiyaor
32, passes along southern boundary of the sameaptbimeets at point No. C3 situated at south-
eastern corner of plot No. 3 mouza Paharpur No. 32.

Line starts from point No. C3 situated atteeeastern corner of plot No. 3 of mouza PaharpuBR,
passes along eastern and south-eastern boundtdry same plot and meets at point No. C4 situated
on common mouza boundary of Paharpur No.32 and Blavaai No.18.

Line starts at point No. C4 situated on commmuza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhorai
No. 18, passes along the same common mouza bouaddryneets at point No. C1 situated on
common mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and BaoaaB No. 18.

Line starts from point No. D1 situated on ecoom mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara
Bhorai no. 18, passes along north-western boundaplot No. 4 of mouza Paharpur No.32 and
meets at point No. D2 situated at western corn@taifNo. 4 of mouza Paharpur No. 32.

Line starts from point No. D2 situated at tees corner of plot No. 4 mouza Paharpur No. 38spsa
along southern boundary of plot No. 4 and meetsoatt No. D3 situated at south-eastern corner of
the same plot of mouza Paharpur No. 32.

Line starts from point No. D3 situated at tbeeastern corner of plot No. 4 mouza Paharpur329.
passes along south-eastern boundry of same pibtr@ets at point No. D4 situated on common
mouza boundary Paharpur No. 32 and Bara Bhordi\o.

Line starts from point No. D4 situated on coom mouza bounadry of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara
Bhorai N0.18, passes along the same common mouralboy and meets at point No. D1 situated on
common mouza boundary Paharpur No. 32 and BarsaBNo.18.

Line starts from point No. E1 situated on own mouza boundary of Paharpur No. 32 and Bara
Bhorai No0.18, passes along the western boundapjobfNo. 5 situated of mouza Paharpur No. 32
and meets at point No. E2 situatedat south-westemer of the same plot of mouza paharpur No.
32.
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E2-E3

E3-E4

E4-E5

E5-E6

E6-E7

E7-E8

E8-E9

E9-E10

E10-E11

E11-E12

E12-E13

E13-E14

E14-E15

E15-El1

Line starts from point No. E2 situated attBewestern corner of plot No. 5 of mouza Pahafpor
32, passes along the western boundary of plot Nandbmeets at point No. E3 situated at south-
western corner of plot No. 6 of mouza paharpur 3.

Line starts from point No. E3 situated attBewestern corner of plot No. 6 of mouza Pahaiyar
32, passes along the south- western boundary ofapld meets at point No. E4 situated at south-
eastern boundary of the same plot.

Line starts from point No. E4 situated atteerastern corner of plot No. 6 of mouza PahaNmr
32, passes along the south- western boundary ofNwo 7 and meets at point No. E5 situated at
south-western corner of plot No. 7.

Line starts from point No. E5 situated atitkewestern corner of plot No. 7, passes along the
southern boundary of plot and meets at point Nositfted at southern corner of plot No. 7.

Line starts from point No. E6 situated attBetn corner of plot No. 7 of mouza Paharpur N&. 3
passes along the south- eastern boundary of the gltand meets at point No. E7 situated at south-
eastern corner of plot No. 7.

Line starts from point No. E7 situated atteerastern corner of plot No. 7 of mouza PahaNmr
32, passes along the eastern boundary of plot asdsnat point No. E8 situated on eastern boundary
of plot No. 7.

Line starts from point No. E8 situated ont@asboundary of plot No. 7 of mouza Paharpur 3&.
passes along the southern boundary of plot No.ntRnaeets at point No. E9 situated on western
boundary of plot No. 13.

Line starts from point No. E9 situated agstern boundary of plot No. 13 of mouza Paharpur N
32, passes along the western boundary of plot R@ntl meets at point No. E10 situated on south-
western corner of plot No. 13.

Line starts from point No. E10 situatedsonth-western corner of plot No. 13 of mouza Palrarp
No. 32, passes along southern boundary of plotilS@and meets at point No. E11 situated at south-
eastern corner of the same plot.

Line starts from point No. E11 situateda@ith-eastern corner of plot no. 13 of mouza Painaxp.
32, passes along the eastern boundary of the pibireets at point No. E12 situated at north-eastern
corner of the same plot.

Line starts from point No. E12 situated@tth-eastern corner of plot no. 13 of mouza Palraxp.
32, passes along the eastern boundary of the ploLtRand meets at point No. E13 situated at north-
eastern corner of plot No. 12.

Line starts from point No. E13 situated@tth-eastern corner of plot no. 12 of mouza Palraxm.
32, passes along the northern boundary of theNot12 and meets at point No. E14 situated at
north-eastern corner of plot No. 12.

Line starts from point no. E14 situatednorthern boundary of plot No. 12 of mouza Pahaiyor
32, passes along eastern boundary of plot No. #iln@ets at point No. E15 situated on common
mouza boundary of Paharpur No.32 and Bara BhorailRo

Line starts from point no. E15 situated ommon mouza boundary of mouza Paharpur No. 32 and
Bara Bhorai No. 18, passes along same common bouata meets at point No. E1 situated on
common mouza boundary of Paharpur No.32 and BaoaaBMo. 18.

[F.No. 43015/10/2015-PRIW-I]
SUJEET KUMAR, Under Secy.
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oI UE TSR AT
¢ feeedt, 5 37T, 2016
WM. 1642, 3TEfies foa sfufem, 1947 (1947 1 14) 1 91 17 & STEO | H=9 ThR HEwa
% YEUad & Heg el IR S wHARl % oE, ey o e sl foar o ewia R st
AR I A 7. 1, UFEE H g (Hed @A 50/2006) 1 GHIIE HE 2, S B THR H 05.08.2016
I YT g3 ol

[E. TA-20012/213/2005-3TE3TR (FwH-1) ]
™. %. fog, sam sifysr

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT
New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1642.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8out. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 50 of 2006) as shown in Annexure, in the indaktispute between the employers in relationhi® tanagement
of M/s. CCL and their workmen, which was receivgtthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/213/2005-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0O.1, DHANBAD

In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) @.lAct, 1947

Ref. No. 50/2006
Employer in relation to the management of B & K &r#l/s. CCL
AND

Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate
For the workman : Shri U.N. Lall, Advocate
State : Jharkhand Industry:-Coal
Dated 18.04.2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012/213/2005-IR (C-1) dated 012086, the Central Government in the Ministry obbar has, in
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (dubf-ssection (1) and sub-section (2A) of sectiorofLéhe Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 referrded the following dispfaeadjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand of the Union from the managemé®s.M.Unit B&K Area of M/s CCL to provide
employment to Rubia Khatoon, dependent daughteatsf Md. Idris , deceased workman of G.M. Unit B& K
Area under the provision of Para 9.4.2 of NCWAegdl and justified? If so, to what relief is tledsRubia
Khatoon entitled?

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Laboar20.06.2006. After receipt of reference, bothtiBs are
noticed, The workman files his written statement0dn09.2006. The management files their writtetest@nt-cum-
rejoinder on 30.09.2008. One witness from each ls&debeen examined . Document of workman is maaked/-1 to
W-3 as exhibit..
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3. The case of the workman is that Md. Idrish wap@rmanent employment of B&K Unit of M/s. CCL ane
was appointed as Tole Fitter on 15.09.1964 but rtunfiately Md. Idrish died on 03.11.1998 during tenof his
service.

4. As per terms of settlement of NCWA the dependeintMd. Idrish was entitled for employment but
unfortunetaly Late Md. Idrish had no son but he had daughters namly Smt. Sabia Khatoon and MisbidRu
Khatoon. Entire family of late Idrish was whollygendent on the earning of Md. Idrish, deceasednvan.

5. The management of M/s. CCL was reluctant to ipmemployment to female dependant, for which the
family of late Idrish represented before the manag® to provide emplyment to dependant son-in{k@mly Md.
Nausad. But the management by orffice order dafe@522000 rejected the prayer of Nausad the sdamirand after
that his appeal for reconsideration , wasl algected by the management.

6. It is further submitted by the workman that tamily of late Idrish again represented beforertaagement
for providing employment to dependant daughter gafubia Khatoon. But the management instead dafivewy the
prayer for employment for daughter advised themursue the employment of son-in-law. But managémeither
provided employment to dependant daughter nor sdaw of the deceased workman. Hence Industisgiude arose.

7. On the other hand, the case of the managemehtisRubia Khatoon daughter of late Md. Idrish arev
applied for compassionate appointment under theigion of NCWA after the death of his father. Mdrish died on
3.11.1998 and at that time there was a limitatibrsio month for filing an application. But the amming Union
raised an Industrial Dispute in the year 2004 aewda@hded employment of Rabia Khatoon .

8. The present Industrial Dispute was raised leygonsoring union after lapse of six years froemmdhte of
death of the deceased employee i.e much afteirtiiiation fixed by the company for filing applicati for dependant
employment on compassionate ground. Hence Raladokih is not entitled to get appointment under NC##A she
has not applied within the prescribed period oftltion circulated by the company.

9. This is a case of dependant employment. Thane dispute that the applicant is the daughtehefdeceased
workman of CCL The Union stated that after hehdas death her brother —in-law applied for jold ahat was
rejected. Thereafter the applicant applied forgabthat has not been accepted or communicatedrto

10. The management has not filed any paper to shewpplicant is not the dependant of the deceasekinan
but the union has filed four documents which isked as W-1 to W-3 .

11. As per Ext. W-2 Rubia Khatoon is the daughfedereased workman and she is unmarried. This yaingie
certificate is issued by B.D.O Bermo . Anothdation has been filed by the workman of JharkhaighHCourt,
Ranchi in CWJC No. 132/2000 in Phagu Bouri Vs. GXod others. Zeash of said order is quoted below :-

XXXXX

“The claim of the petitioner for compassionate dppoent was rejected merely on the ground that the
applicant for such appointment was filed aftelap gf six months between the death of the emplagdrthe
date of application. The decision of the CCL auties appears to be irrational because it is bturahthat if

an employee dies in harness, his dependants, éhefemoruning the sad demise of the bread earnemaet
supposed to immediately rush to the employer asfdngzompassionate appointment. The reason given is
quite unreasonable, illegal and without jurisdiotfo

XXXXX

12. Considering the facts and circumstances ofcdige, | hold that in rural area appling promptllyjbb may not
be possible due to many hurdles, Therefore deménideoUnion from the management of G.M.Unit B&K Aref
M/s. CCL to provide employment to Rubia Khatoorpendent daughter of Late Md. Idris , deceased nmvarkof
G.M. Unit B& K Area under the provision of Para 24f NCWA is justified. Hence the managementiieaed to
provide her job condoning delay.

This is my Award.
R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer

7 feeedt, 5 o7, 2016
I3, 1643, 3TENfTR foars sifafm, 1947 (1947 &1 14) T 91 17 & A § 19 WHR AEEiwea
* Yeuad & Heag e o STk wHeRl & o, orgey ¥ i simife foag § Sia weR Siwifre
Aoy o0 A |, 1, ¥FER & g9 (e GEA 3/2009) H YR HIdl 7, S T GWHR HI 05.08.2016
T g3 el
[H. TA-20012/111/2007-3TER (FwH-1) ]
™. %. fog, sam sifysr
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New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1643.—4n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8owt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 3 of 2009) as shown in Annexure, in the indakttispute between the employers in relation srtfanagement of
M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was receivedtry Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/111/2007-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) @.1Act, 1947
Ref. No. 03 of 2009
Employer in relation to the management of C.V. Atdés. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : Shri S.N. Ghosh, Advocate
For the workman : Shri R.R. Ram, Rep.
State : Jharkhand Industry:-Coal
Dated 20.07.2016
AWARD

By order No.-L-20012/111/2007 IR-(CM-I), dated/@1/2009 the Central Govt. in the Ministry of loaip
has, in exercise of powers conferred by clauseo{djub —Section (1) and Sub-Section (2A) of Secti® of the
Industrial Disputes Act.1947, referred the follogidisputes for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Basaréiroalliery under Chanch Victoria Area of M/s. BCGL
terminating Shri Dina Nath Gorai UG Loader w.eX.(39.2005 is legal and justified? i) To what eélis the
concerned workman entitled ?”

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Laboar13.02.2009 After receipt of reference , bothips are
noticed. The Sponsoring Union files their writtetatement on 23.03.2009. The management files thditen
statement -cum-rejoinder on 21.01.2010 No evidewitkiced by either side.

3. The short point involved in the reference thiat the workman has been dismissed from his cegvon
absenteeism.

4. During Preliminary hearing, itis revealed ttie case is dismissal of workman for long absemcduty. But
he has already out of service for last 11 yedrss felt to give another chance to the workrt@ageerve.

5. Considering the facts and circumstances ofdage, | hold that he be taken into job as a frespleyee as
under ground general Mazdoor cat-l scale. Butibekman be kept under probation for a period twary. Therefore
the question of granting back wages does not atiad.

This is my award.
R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
T2 feeeft, 5 97, 2016

I3, 1644, 3Tl foarg sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) € 17 % STHRO § h=a THR Edwe
% YEUad & Helg el IR S wHRRl % ow, ey o ffde ol foar o w=ia R st
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SO 51 =T A, 1, gEE & Tae (Hed S 172/1994) F YR A 2, S hEd TER H 05.08.2016
I YT g3 ol

(9. TA-20012/166/1994-3TEAR (Hwq-1) ]
™. &, fHg, sgam At

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1644.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DiggufAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8oist. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 172 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the indaisdispute between the employers in relatioth® management
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was receilmdthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/166/1994-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) @.l1Act, 1947
Ref. No. 172 of 1994
Employer in relation to the management of Bhowraatof M/s. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : Shri U.N. Lall, Advocate
For the workman : None
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated 11.07.2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012 /166/1994-IR(CM-1) dated @51994, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferredlayse (d) of sub —section (1) and sub-section (#Aection 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred thedading dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Jealgamiie®y of M/s. BCCL, in dismissing Sri A.K.Saraka
Nagazine Incharge w.e.f. 28.06.1993 is justifieldl rPot, to what relief is the concerned workmarertitled
to ?”

2. After receipt of the reference , both partiee aoticed. But appearing for certain dates noneeansp
subsequently. Case remain pending. It is fettttiedisputes between the parties have been ezsaivthe meantime.
Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate.

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
¢ feeedt, 5 37T, 2016
WA, 16453l oo efuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) & 9”17 & WO d H=d TWHR
AT & WaEds & Hoag FEE SR 3T wHel & drE, egey o ffie sl foer § S @R
it Aoy sm =Eer |, 1, SR % YEe (e e 34/1994) T HA T, S S TR H 05.
08.2016 <! I T ol
[E. TA-20012/299/1992-3TE3TR (HTH-|) ]

™. %. fog, sam sifysr
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New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1645.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8owt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 34 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the indaktispute between the employers in relationhi® thanagement
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was receilmtthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/299/1992-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (d) (2A) &f.1Act, 1947
Ref. No. 34 of 1994
Employer in relation to the management of Bhowraa*of M/s. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : None
For the workman : None
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated 19/07/2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012 /299/1992-IR(C-1) dated 241894, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferredlayse (d) of sub —section (1) and sub-section (#Aection 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred thedading dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand of the union for regularizatdérshri Godhan Saw and 2 others by the manageaient
Tisra Colliery of Bhowra Area No. XI of M/s. BCCLI&ming equal treatment in the matter of regulditza
with  Shri fakie Bhandari, Babulal Bouri, and PahIMullick is justified? If not, whether the conoed
workmen are entitled to any relief ?”

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties amgiced. But appearing for certain dates none aspe
subsequently. Case remains pending. It is fedt the disputes between the parties have beenveesah the
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Conoatmi

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
T feeeft, 5 314, 2016
WA, 16453l faa efuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) & 9”17 & WO d H=d TWHR
et & geuda & dag el iR S wien % w9, erey ¥ ffie Simiften faeg § s @R
SAraifiter stfeeRtoysm =mEmed . 1, Y9eE % g9 (el @A 131/1994) i YHIRE HLt €, S H5d THR i 05.
08.2016 ! I T ol
[E. TA-20012/196/1993-3TE3TR (HTH-|) ]
™. %. fog, sam sifsr
New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1646.—4n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8oit. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
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No. 131 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the indaisdispute between the employers in relatioth® management
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was receilmdthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/196/1993-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/s 10(1) (d) (2A) &f.1Act, 1947
Ref. No. 131 of 1994
Employer in relation to the management of AkashkiAaea of M/s. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : Shri U.N. Lall, Advocate
For the workman : None
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated 20/07/2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012 /196/1993-IR(C-1) dated &l1®94, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferredlayse (d) of sub —section (1) and sub-section (#Aection 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred thedwaiing dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management, Akashkir@@oiliery of Govindpur Area of M/s BCCL, P.O
Sonardih, Dist, Dhanbad in refusing to refer Star@m Dusadh, Drillman to the Appex Medical boaod f
assessment of his age is justified? If not, to wakef is the concerned workman entitled?”

2. After receipt of the reference, both partiesrasticed. But appearing for certain dates from lzitle . None is
present on behalf of the workman subsequently. @asains pending. It is felt that the disputesveen the parties
have been resolved in the meantime. Hence No Bispwird is passed. Communicate.

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
T fReedt, 5 o7, 2016
I3, 1647, 3feifies foare iff@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 €1 17 & SO § Hid SWHR HETe
* YEUad & Helg el IR S wHRR % o=, oqey o e ol foar o w=ia R st
ARty | = |, 1, SFEIE % YEe (HeH W@ 40/2013) W1 YRR HA €, S heid SR i 05.08.2016
I YT g3 ol

(9. TA-20012/49/2013-3TEAR (FwA-1) ]
™. &, fHg, sam At

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1647.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8oist. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 40 of 2013) as shown in Annexure, in the indaktispute between the employers in relationhi® thanagement
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was receilmdthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/49/2013-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0O.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) @.lAct, 1947
Ref. No. 40/2013
Employer in relation to the management of BaroragAiM/s. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate

For the workman : Shri S.C. Gour, Advocate

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal

Dated 21/07/2016

AWARD

By order No. L-20012/49/213/2013-IR (CM-1) date2f9/2013, the central Government in the Ministfy o
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferredlayse (d) of sub —section (1) and sub-section (#Aection 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred thedwaiing dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of MadhubalieCy under Barora Area of M/s. BCCL in denying
employment to shri Dharambir Beldar son of Late ika Kamin in violation of agreement dt. 10.04.1$92
fair and justified? To what relief the dependant ebdeceased workman is entitled?”

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Labour24.09.2013. After receipt of reference, bothiPs are
noticed, The workman files his written statement0dn11.2013. After long delay the management fitessr written
statement-cum-rejoinder on 16.07.2015. One witegasnined on behalf of the workman. And documenwafkman
is marked as W-1 to W-9 and M-1 of management’sidamnts.

3. Case of the workman is that Smt. Dhanwa Kamis iwgpermanent employment of Madhuban Colliery unde
Barora Area of M/s. BCCL working as wagon Loaded her date of appointment is 15.11.1982.
4, On 06.04.1992, while on duty, she met an actidesulting in instant death. At the time of fadakident of

smt. Dhanwa Karmin her son Sri Dharambir Beldar wasor in 1992, and he was fully dependant on #mmiag of
his mother and residing with her mother.

5. A Memorandum of settlement was arrived on 108992 in between the General Manager Barora Area and
Union agreed that Sri Dharmbir Beldar S/o Late DteaikKamin shall be taken into employment when heldvaitain
the age of 18 years.

6. It is further submitted by the workman that 1898, when Dharambir Beldar attained the age ofjelis as
per memorandum of settlement he filed employmemiepa he was sent to the medical board and allrpaps
forwarded to BCCL HQ at Koyla Bhawan in April, 20@Gth recommendation to honour M.O.S. and provide
employment as being the case of fatal accident,BLEL HQ rejected the claim as belated case. Thi®m in
denying employment even after MOS is neither fair proper. Hence Industrial dispute arose.

7. On the other hand, the case of the managemermtcording to the circular employment claim haséo
submitted within a period of 18 months from theedaf death of the deceased employee. Smt. DhanwarKaas
permanent employee of Madhuban Colliery died od98992. But at the time of death of the deceaseplayee,
Dharambir Beldar was 10 years old, therefore he eligible to kept on live roster for employment endhe above
provision of NCWA.

8. Shri Dharambir Beldar applied for employmeng thanagement considered his application and fobad t
Dharambir Beldar is not eligible for employment andhe provision of NCWA which was in vogue at tiree of
death of the deceased employee and accordinghgdpigest was turned down.
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9. It is further submitted by the management thatdar 2007 the applicant filed writ petition befdhe Hon'ble
Jharkhand High Court, Ranchi vide WP(S) No. 5262@d7. After hearing the parties the Hon’ble Highu@ hold
that the petitioner is not entitled for employmenter the provision of NCWA and dismissed writ fieti vide order
dated 01.07.2010. Now the Hon’ble High Court alsedecided the issued and dismissed the writ patitb the
applicant therefore the present industrial disgat@ot competent for adjudication as principle e$-judicata will
apply. In view of the matter the applicant is notitted for employment.

10. The short point to be decided in this refereiscehether, the applicant who is the son of theedsed is
entitled to get job in place of the deceased.
11. It is the case of the workman that his mothed dn a accident, while in work in mines and thimon was

assured to be given job and a memorandum of settiemas arrived. The said MOS has been admittexiogence.
The applicant applied for job on the basis of &S and that was regretted. The applicant apprabtligh Court of
Ranchi numbered as WP(S) 5267 of 2007 which wad tiglt the claim of job is not a matter of rightdaon the
ground of delay dismissed his claim. It has beemtibeed on Hon’ble court’s order, the case is ahpassionate
employment only.

12. It is not a case of compassionate employmemplsiiter. The applicant’s mother died in minesideat and
assurance was given to a minor though MOS to give job after the boy attaining majority. His cas swa
recommended and it was illegally regretted.

13. Hon’ble Court has not considered the MOS, CiSldompetent to decide the reference referred fthi case
which was decided by the Hon’ble Court under nauinstance, limit the jurisdiction of this Tribur@l restrict the
workman to raise ID. Moreover MOS was not the idsefore the Hon’ble High Court.

14. With great respect to the order’'s of Hon’blegiiCourt, the humble view of the Tribunal is théerof
resjudicata will not bar a fresh litigation and therkman is entitled to get employment as per MOS.
15. Considering the facts and circumstances ot#se, | hold that the action of the management afiMiban

Colliery under Barora Area of M/s. BCCL in denyiegnployment to Shri Dharambir Beldar son of Late Dha
Kamin in violation of agreement dt. 10.04.1992 @4 fair and justified. Hence he is entitled to gatployment within
30 days from the publication of the award.

This is my award.
R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer

T feeft, 5 31, 2016
I3, 16483 faars sifuf=m, 1947 (1947 1 14) T 91 17 & SFTHRT § H=ia TWHR THwet &
yEEad & Heag e 3R ST FHAR & offw, ody o e oimifte foa ¥ #sim wer stenfie
HAfERToy/ | = |, 1, SFEIE % YEe (HeH W@ 34/2013) W1 YRR H €, S hesid SR i 05.08.2016
I YT g3 ol

[E. TA-20012/40/2013 3R (Hwg-1) ]
. &. g, egam sifw
New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1648.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DiggufAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8out. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 34 of 2013) as shown in Annexure, in the indaktispute between the employers in relationhi® tanagement
of M/s. ECL and their workmen, which was receibgtthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/40/2013-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N O.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (d) (2A) &f.1Act, 1947
Ref. No. 34/2013
Employer in relation to the management of Mugmaaiid/s. ECL
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding officer
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Appearances:
For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate
For the workman : Shri Subhash Kr. Singh, Rep.
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated 19/07/2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012/40/2013-IR (CM-1) dated 222013, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferredlayse (d) of sub —section (1) and sub-section (#Aection 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred thedading dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of MugmaaArEM/s. ECL in denial to regularise Sri Atwari i
as Pit Clerk is fair and justified? To what relibé concerned workman is entitled to ?”

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Labon 04.09.2013. After receipt of reference, botnties are
noticed, the workman files their written statement29.01.2014. The management files their writtatesnent-cum-
rejoinder on 22.05.2014. Workman himself examiagavitness .

3. The case of the workman is that the concernedkman Sri Atwari Kurmi , Timber Mazdoor of Khudia
Colliery under Mugma Area of M/s. ECL has beenkirg as Pit Clerk Since last 10 years with duempssion/order
of his controlling authority since 1992.

4, It is also submitted by the workman that as gtanding order of a permanent workman who has been
completed more than 6 months service in anotheangeent post of the company with due authorisatioleoof the
competent authority , then workman concerned igtleditto be regularised on the post in which theywenh been
completed more than six months continuously.

5. On the other hand the case of the managemehatishe workman concerned was appointed as titeg ra
mazdoor. The workman concerned was never seleotatid post of clerk according to the provisiorcafire scheme
hence the demand made by the sponsoring unionefqularisation of workman concerned as a clerkeghar
justified nor correct.

6. It is further submitted by the management thatmandatory provision of the consititution thevGof india,
Ministry of Coal constituted joint Bipartite comnge for coal Industry and said committee formadatadre scheme
for the post of clerk.

7. According to the aforesaid cadre scheme thegfaderk is a selection post and only a perstio Wwas been
selected for the post of clerk can be appointedex& and follow the presidential directives e§ervation for SC/ST
and OBC.

8. The workman who is working as Timber Mazdoad getting scale of Cat-V as per his evidence clagmo
be regularised as Pit Clerk Grade Il , on theugtbthat he is continously working as Pit Cletksihce last ten years
and his name was recommended for regularisatiothieutigher management has sat over the matter.

9. The management submitted as regularisation doegome as per the cadre scheme, the workmantis no
regularised and there is legal hurdles, and workonginuously in a post is not a ground for regaktion.

10. But as per the evidence of the workman it apgpehat scale of Pit clerk Grade-lll is lessarttCat-V in
which post the workman is presently working .

11. Therefore it is felt proper not to regularibe tworkman shri Atwari Kurmi as Pit Clerk-Ill orvimg any
direction to the management to that effect, Tharcla the workman is regretted.

This is my award.

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
2 feeedt, 5 374, 2016

I3, 1649, 3fEifites foare iff@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 €1 17 & TGO § Hid SHR HEETe
% YEUad & Helg el IR S wHRRl % o=, oqey o e ol foar o w=ia R st
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SO 51 = 1. 1, gEE & gae (Hed S 205/1994) 1 YRV A 2, S HET TEHER FH 05.08.2016
I YT g3 ol

(9. TA-20012/42/1991-3TEAR (FwA-1) ]
™. &, fHg, sgam At

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1649.—4n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8oist. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 205 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the indaisdispute between the employers in relatioth® management
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was receilmdthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/42/1991-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) @.l1Act, 1947
Ref. No. 205/1994
Employer in relation to the management of Mudidiiliéry of M/s. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : None
For the workman : None
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated 15/07/2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012 /42/1991-IR(C-1) dated 121@®4, the Central Government in the Ministry of bab
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clddy®f sub —section (1) and sub-section (2A) oftisacl0 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the follogidispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the claim of Shri Naroo Roy and 12 othémss per the list annexed) for regularization fudirt
services with ful back wages from the year 197%H®y management of Mudidih Colliery of M/s. BCCL,
Dhanbad is justified? If not, what relief are thmee said individuals entitled to?”

List of the Workman

Shri Naroo Roy, S/o Jagat Ch. Roy, Vill- Sankra . FR@mbharipur, Dist. Bankura.

Shri Lalan Ram, S/o. Ramjhwar Ram Vill- Parsu RampuO. Palasi Dist. Gaye

Shri Rajkumar Paswan, S/o Maheswar Paswan, Vilkftpur P. O. Pakri Barawa dist. Nawade.
Shri Kisun Yadav S/o- Ram Swarup Yadav , Vill- Mafjitpur , P.O. Pakri Barawa, Dist. Nawada.
Shri Dayachand Paswan S/o Solar Paswan, P. O. Pariva,D ist. Nawada .

Shri Balso Paswan, S/o-Jageshwar Paswan, Vill-Mdjigpar, P.io-Parki Barawa, Distt-Nawada.
Shri Moti Paswan, S/o- Chamari Paswan, Vill- Hagtj P. O. Ore Dist. Nawada.

Shri Kishori Paswan, S/o Karu Paswan Vill- Mahmmjit P.O. Pakri Barawa. Dist Nawada.

Shri Khar Patu Kumar S/o Shyamdeo Kumhar, Vill- Matlinda P.O. Roypur, dist Gazipur.

© © N o gk~ w Dd e
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10. Shri Baldeo Paswan, S/o Bhajwar Das, Vill- 22/12ilmeari P.o. Sijua, Dist- Dhanbad.

11. Shri Rajendra Paswan S/o Maheswar Paswan Vill-22&tulmari P.O. Sijua, Dist. Dhanbad.
12. Shri Atama Koley, S/o Krishna Mohan Koley, Vill- Migdih Colliery P.O. Sijua, Dist. Dhanbad.
13. Shri Samber Saran Pandey, S/o- Jaget PandeyMitlidih Colliery P.O. Sijua, Dist. Dhanbad

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties amgiced. But appearing for certain dates none afpe
subsequently. Case remains pending. It is feltttretlisputes between the parties have been rekimitbe meantime.
Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate.

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
2 feeedt, 5 374, 2016

1.3, 1650, 3fenfires foare eiff@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 €1 17 & 0T § Hid TWHR HETe
% YT % Heg ARl SR ST el % ootw, oed § e i faag W e weR sl
AT/ S =T F. 1, ¥FEE & e (Hed WA 137/1994) 1 RN R €, S hwid TR i 05.08.2016
I YT g3 ol

[H. TA-20012/113/1993-3TER (HwH-1) ]
™. %. fog, sam sifysr

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1650.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DiggufAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8out. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 137 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the indaisdispute between the employers in relatioth® management
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was receilmdthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/113/1993-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) @.l1Act, 1947
Ref. No. 137/1994
Employer in relation to the management of Lohapadtiiery of M/s. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : None
For the workman : None
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated 21/07/2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012 /113/1993-IR(C-1) dated J1®94, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferredlayse (d) of sub —section (1) and sub-section (#Aection 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred thedading dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Lohagaittiery of M/s. BCCL P.O Ramanagargarh via Mohuda,
Dist. Dhanbad in denying to give employment to $/Sanaki Mahato and 181 others ( as per list aghex
justified ? If not, what relief is the concernedniumen entitled?”
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Sl. No. | Name of the workman Sl. No.| Name of the wlonan
1 Sh. Janki Mahato 39 Sh. Ram Sakal Singh
2 Sh. Jagnarayan Choubey 40 Sh. Narayan Mahato
3 Sh. Teju Mhato No. Il 41 Sh. Tribhuban Singh
4 Sh. Akhilesh Kumar Panday 42 Sh. Tejbali Singh
5 Sh. Pradeep Mishra 43 Sh. Parasnath Singh
6 Sh. Bodha Mehara 44 Sh. Mahadev Banarjee,
7 Sh. Uchit Mehara 45 Sh. Asha Ram Singh
8 Sh. Nand Kishor Pandey 46 Sh. Madhav Ray,
9 Sh. Chotelal Biswkarma 47 Sh. Kamlakant Pathak
10 Sh SriArun Kumar Choubey 48 Sh. Gayan PrakasghSi
11 Sh. Manoj kumar Manjhi 49 Sh Nag Narayan Upaghya
12 Sh. Panchu Rawani 50 Sh. Muneshwar Thakur
13 Sh. Shailesh kumasr Mishir 51 Sh. Hari Shankagts
14 Sh Rama Shankar Singh 52 Sh. Bihari Jee Pandey
15 Sh. Bindhyachal Pandey 53 Sh. Jay Singh
16 Sh. Bhuneshwar Thakur 54 Sh. Iswar Pd. Mahato,
17 Sh . Om Prakash Singh 55 Sh. Parasuram Mahato
18 Sh. Shashi Bhusan Pathak 56 Sh. Binod KumagRath
19 Sh Bikash Kumar Pandey 57 Sh. Ram Bhajan Yadav
20 Sh . Banarsi Singh 58 Sh. Baijnath Biswkarma
21 Sh. Prabhu Narayan Singh 59 Sh. Gokhul Mahato
22 Sh Arbind kumar Jha 60 Sh. Rejesh Kumar Choubey
23 Sh. Lalu Mahato 61 Sh. Anil Kr. Singh
24 Sh. Rabi Kumar Choubey 62 Sh. Rathu Nahato
25 Sh. Hali Mahato, 63 Sh. Yashwat Singh,
26 Sh. Nageshwar Pandey 64 Sh. Rabindra Nath Chpube
27 Sh. Jagat Mahato 65 Sh. Rati Lal Mahato
28 Sh. Jagat Mahato, 66 Sh. Manik Chand Mahto
29 Sh. Satyendra Kumar, 67 Sh. Sanju Mahato
30 Sh. Anand Gorain, 68 Sh. Ram Singh
31 Sh. Gobardhan Mahato No. IX 69 Sh. RameshamaRath
32 Sh. Paramhansh Pandey 70 Sh. Brijraj Singh
33 Sh. Guna Mahato 71 Sh. Bhikhu Mahato
34 Sh. Rajesh Singh, 72 Sh. Tripurari Singh
35 Sh. Deo Narayna Dubey 73 Sh. Budhan Mahato
36 Sh. Bandhulal Singh 74 Sh. Deo Prakash Ojha
37 Sh. Chandra Kesh Singh, 75 Sh. Shyam Sundgh Sin
38 Sh. Kamlesh Kumar Mishra 76 Sh. Sanjay Kumarafyw
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Sl. No. Name of the workman SI. No.| Name of the wanan
77 Sh. Lakhi Ram Deshwali 115 | Sh. Binod Kumar Singh
78 Sh. Jay Prakash Singh 116 | Sh. Ajay Kumar Pandey,
79 Sh. Sanjay Kumar Choubey 117 | Sh. Motilal Singh
80 Sh. Ashok Kumar, 118 Sh. Bidlyasagar Tiwary,
81 Sh. Sadhan Ray, 119 Sh. Rajendra Kumar Singh
82 Sh. Ganesh Pd., Singh, 120 | Sh. Nandlal Singh,
83 Sh. Nandjee Choubey, 121 | Sh. Achaibar Ojha
84 Sh. Magan Mahato Il No. 122 | Sh. Sarju Mahato no. Il
85 Sh. Kedar Nath Pathak 123 | Sh. Ram Singh
86 Sh. Durga Mahato 124 Sh. Bijay Kumar Mahato
87 Sh. Gopal Mahato 125 Sh. Ram Milan singh
88 Sh. Bijay Narayan Pathak 126 Sh. Dharmendra Kumar Mishra
89 Sh. Jagdish Rawani 127 | Sh. Guja Mahato,
90 Sh. Maahabir gorain, 128 | Sh. Dharamdeo singh ,
91 Sh. Baban Choubey 129 Sh. Chota Hari Lal Mahto Il
92 Sh. Shib Pd. Gope 130 Sh. Hareram Tripathi
93 Sh. Sudhir Kumar Pandey, 131 | Sh. Pawan Chandra Nayak,
94 Sh. Jai Sankar, 132 Sh. Shree Kant Pandit
95 Sh. Ajay Kumar Mishra, 133 Sh. Subbasish Banarjee,
96 Sh. Surat Singh, 134 Sh. Kamal Deo Singh
97 Sh. Birendra Kumar Ojha, 135 | Sh. Om Prakash Mishra,
98 Sh. Panch Dew Singh, 136 | Sh. Wamdoo Singh,
99 Sh. Shiw Pukar Ojha 137 | Sh. Amarnath Singh,
100 Sh. Teju Mahato 138 Sh. Shive Pd. Mahato,
101 Sh. Deepak Choubey 139 Sh. Deonaryayan Choubey
102 Sh. Dip Chand Singh 140 Sh. Chote Lal Mahato,
103 Shri Hanif Mia, 141 | Sh.Kalpy,
104 Sh. Surendra Nath Choubey 142 | Sh. Ramchandar Singh
105 | Sh. Bijay Kumar Singh 143 | Sh. Umashankar Ojha,
106 Sh. Mala Mia 144 Sh. Jokhan singh,
107 Sh. Sia Ram Tiwary 145 Sh. Dadan Kumar Choubey
108 Sh. Kishore Gopoe 146 Sh. Nagendra Pd. Singh ,
109 | Sh. Omprakash Singh, 147 | Sh. Hasina Mia,
110 | Sh. Shive Pujan Kahanr, 148 | Sh. Raaajeet Mahato,
111 Sh. Hira Lal, 149 Sh. Sambhunath Choubey,
112 | Sh. Satya Narayan Prasad 150 | Sh. Sunil Kumar Singh,
113 | Sh. Akhilesh Kumar Singh 151 | Bhim Raj Mishra,
114 Sh. Ashok Kumar Singh 152 | Sh. Suresh Kumar Singh
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Sl. No. | Name of the workman Sl. No.| Name of the wlonan
153 Sh. Ajit Kumar Singh 168 Sh. Dairendra Kr. Ulpyaly,
154 Sh. Sadhan Kumar Singh, 169 Shry Gopal Chaviddak
155 Sh. Harendra Kumar Pathak, 17 Sh. Mangaalay
156 Sh. Jiwan Singh, 171 Sh. Dunia ral singh
157 Sh. Mahadeo Mahato 172 Sh. , Om Prakesh Gupta
158 Sh. Shiw Sambhu Dubey, 173 Sh. Anil Kr. Singh
159 Sh. Rabindra Nath, 174 Sh. Bisesh Singh,
160 Sh. Huma Chandra Mahato, 174 Sh. Karuna Shafikara
161 Sh. Kanhaiya Misir, 176 Sh. Jabaju MahatolINo.
162 Sh. Subash Singh, 177 Sh. Yashwant Sing
163 Sh. Rajendra Pd. Pandey, 178 Sh. Dilip Kshvé
164 Sh. Magan Mabhato, 179 Sh. Manject Kr. Singh,
165 Sh. Ashok Singh, 180 Sh. Tarkeshwar Tiwary,
166 Sh. Pashuram Tiwary, 181 Sh. Ashok Kr. Choudhr
167 Sh. Muneshwar Yadav, 182 Sh. Gopaljee Pandey.

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties amgiced. But appearing for certain dates none afpe

subsequently. Case remains pending. It is falt the disputes between the parties have beenveesah the
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Conoatmi

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
2 fewett, 5 o0, 2016

I3, 16513t foarg sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) € 17 % STHRO § H=a THR Edee
% YEUad & Helg el IR S wHRRl % o=, ogey o e ol faar o w=ia R st
ATehToy/ | =IETerd |, 1, UFeTE &% e (Hed WEA 154/1994) 1 YR Il €, S Hid TR S 05.08.2016
I YT g3 ol

[E. TA-20012/203/1993-3TE3TR (FwH-1) ]
™. &, fHg, sTgam At

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1651.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8oit. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 154 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the indaisdispute between the employers in relatioth® management
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was receilmtthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/203/1993-IR (CM-I)]

M. K. SINGH, Section Officer

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) @.1Act, 1947
Ref. No. 154/1994
Employer in relation to the management of Sudamdéa of M/s. BCCL
AND

Their workman
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Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : None
For the workman : None
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated 18/07/2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012 /203/1993-IR(C-1) dated I111®94, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferredlyse (d) of sub —section (1) and sub-section (#Aection 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred thedwafing dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the employer, General Mama§udamdih Area of BCCL in denying Proper fixatio
of excavation of Grade B to Shri Ram Jivan Mistrgain. Helper DOCP is justified or not? if not, whelief
should be granted?”

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties amgiced. But appearing for certain dates none afspe
subsequently. Case remains pending. It is fettttieadisputes between the parties have been ezsoivthe meantime.
Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate.

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
8 feoeft, 5 37T, 2016

WM, 1652 3iEifeh faag sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) 1 9R 17 & SO § S5 TWHR
T & wEudd & Hag e o ST wHenl & o, oy | e oimife faag § s @R
TNfiTer SAfeshoy o = |, 1, ¥FeE % Y= (Had e 207/1994) T YR B §, S hd FER H 05.
08.2016 = I 2T oI

[E. TA-20012/147/1993-3TE3TR (HTH-|) ]
™. &, fHg, sIgam At

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1652.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8oist. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 207 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the indaisdispute between the employers in relatiotht® management
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was receilmdthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/147/1993-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) @.l1Act, 1947
Ref. No. 207/1994
Employer in relation to the management of Baghditli€y of M/s. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : None
For the workman : None

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
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Dated 14/07/2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012 /147/1993-IR(C-1) dated BII®94, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferredlyse (d) of sub —section (1) and sub-section (#Aection 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred thedwaiing dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the Management of BaghidHli€y of M/s BCCL in not regularizing the servicd
workman Shri Chandradeep Mahato and 12 othergpéthe list attached )is justified. If not, whetief are
the concerned workmen entitled to?”

1. Chandradeep Mahto 2. Nageshwar Paswan
3. Kishory Ravidas 4. Naresh Paswan
5. Balchander Kurmi 6. Prabhu Paswan
7. Alakhdev Saw 8. Lakhan Paswan
9. Mateen Khan 10. Ramroop yadav
11. Kaleem Khan 12. Kamlesh paswan
13. Dilip Rout
2 After receipt of the reference, both parties amgiced. But appearing for certain dates none aspe

subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt the disputes between the parties have beenveesah the
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Conoatmi

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
T feeeft, 5 314, 2016
WM, 16533l faarg aifufmm, 1947 (1947 1 14) 1 91 17 & W0 | g TWhHR g
% YEUdT % Heag Sl R ST HUeR % ooE, oed ¥ fHEw i foar 6 ey W s
ATRTO I e |, 1, Y9EE % YEe (Hed W@ 135/1994) 1 YRR Tl €, S HEd TR B 05.08.2016
I YT g3 ol

[H. TA-20012/123/1994-3TER (Hwd-1) ]
™. %. fog, sam sifysr

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1653.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DiggufAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8out. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 135 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the indaisdispute between the employers in relatioth® management
of M/s. CCL and their workmen, which was receivgtthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/123/1994-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0O.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/S 10(1) (D) (2A) @.lAct, 1947
Ref. No. 135/1994
Employer in relation to the management of Bhurku@ddiery of M/s. CCL
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer
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Appearances:
For the Employers : None
For the workman : None
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated 15.07.2016
AWARD

By Order No. L-20012 /123/1994-IR(C-1) dated 011984, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferredlayse (d) of sub—section (1) and sub-section (ZAection 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred thedwaiing dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of management of Bhurkunda i@gllof M/s. Central Coalfields Ltd. P.O. Bhurkunda
District Hazaribagh is justified in not paying wagand other benefits for the period from 15.06.1892
13.08.1993 to workman Shri Jagdish Sao, Generatlawa? If not, to what relief the workman is entitpé

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties amgiced. But appearing for certain dates none aspe
subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt the disputes between the parties have beenveesah the
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Conoatmi

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
78 feoett, 5 31T, 2016

LM, 1654, —3ifTeR faamg aifufmm, 1947 (1947 1 14) 1 91 17 & W0 | g TWhHR HiEwa
% yeudd & Heag e SR STk wHeRl & o, orgey ¥ i simife foag § Sia weR S
ATehTo/ 5| =T |, 1, ¥ER % gEe (W TEA 272 % 1994) i YRR Il €, S g TR i 05.08.
2016 ! U= G ol

[H. TA-20012/348/1993-3TEAR (1) ]
™. %. fog, sam sifysr

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1654.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Diggufct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8out. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 272 of 1994) as shown in Annexure, in the indaisdispute between the employers in relatioth® management
of M/s. CCL and their workmen, which was receivgtthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/348/1993-IR (C-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/s 10(1) (D) (2A) @.lAct, 1947
Ref. No. 272/1994
Employer in relation to the management of M/s. CBQ
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : None
For the workman : None

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
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Dated 13.07.2016
AWARD

By Order No. L-20012 /348/1993-IR(C-1) dated 091884, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferredlyse (d) of sub —section (1) and sub-section (#Aection 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred thedading dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the workmen employed at M/s. Central dell§ Ltd. Headquarter at Ranchi are entitled for
holidays as declared under N.I. Act by the Govemin@# India on 14/04/1992? If not, to what reliéket
workmen are entitled?”

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties amgiced. But appearing for certain dates none afspe
subsequently. Case remains pending. It is falt the disputes between the parties have beenveesah the
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Conuatmi

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
T feeeft, 5 31, 2016
WA, 1655, il faag afuft@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) & &R 17 & WO d H=d TWHR
et & geuda & dag el iR S wien % o9, erey ¥ ffie oimiftr fae F s weR
HAreifiTeh SATeeRToy/ oM =™ F. 1, U9aT & Y=e (el §'a 72 3% 2006) 1 YR w8, S S THR i
05.08.2016 ! U= G oI

[E. TA-20012/27/2006-3TEAR (F-1)]

™. %. fog, sam sifysr

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1655.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DiggufAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the G8out. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Dhadl{Ref.
No. 72 of 2006) as shown in Annexure, in the indaktispute between the employers in relationhi® thanagement
of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was receilmdthe Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-20012/27/2006-IR (C-1)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL N 0O.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of Reference U/s 10(1) (D) (2A) @.IAct, 1947
Ref. No. 72/2006
Employer in relation to the management of Kusundesa/of M/s. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present:- Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : Shri S.N. Ghosh, Advocate
For the workman : Shri D. Mukherjee, Advocate
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated 20.07.2016
AWARD

By Order No. L-20012/27/2006-IR (C-1)) dated 2820®6, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferredlayse (d) of sub—section (1) and sub-section (fAection 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred théofwing dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:
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SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of management of Kusunda AoéaM/s. BCCL, in not giving employment to
Shri Santosh Kumar, S/o Late Pradeep M.G under Nd@Vjstified? If not, to what relief is Sri Sankos
Kumar entitled?”

2. After receipt of the reference , both parties moticed. Appearing for certain dates, Ld. Celifier the
workman submits that workman is not mterestedcmtest the case. ltis felt that the disputes betwthe parties have
been resolved in the meantime. Hence No Disputerdgapassed. Communicate.

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
2 feeett, 5 374, 2016

I3, 1656, 3iEliTeh foarg sifufam, 1947 (1947 1 14) 1 O 17 & STHR H S=19 TR Afed
AT FHHYH TS oK & Jauad & Gag el IR I HueR & o=, oey o e dmiften foer o
H1d TR AR SRR Ud oW e -2, WEe % wEe (HeH TeHiy | 4/2014) i Y@ it §, S
T TR Al 04.08.2016 Tl T 3T oI

[T, TA-42025/03/2016-3TER (E19)]
i, . JUFTIT, S5k AR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1656.—+ pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA M{014) of the Central Government Industrial Triblicum-
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown inAheexure in the Industrial Dispute between the aygis in
relation to the management of the Ministry of Comination and others and their workman, which wa®ired by
the Central Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer.
LCA No. 4/2014
Registered on 28.10.2014

Smt. Guddan wife of Late Sh. Kamal Resident of
House No. Para Mohalla near Balmiki Mandir,
Rohtak, District Rohtak ...Petitioner

Versus

1. Through its Secretary Ministry of Communication,
Government of India, New Delhi.

The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle, Ambal

3.  The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices,

Rohtak Division, Rohtak ...Respondents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on:-15.06.2016

Smt. Guddan has filed this application under Sec3®(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947r@irafter
called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the avermeritsat she was appointed as Sweeper on 14.06.1997van
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governed by the EDA Conduct Rules and now by thentan Dak Sewak (Conduct and Engagement) Rules Zi0it.
she is entitled to bonus from the very beginningesletter dated 16.03.1994 which read as follow:-

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be madéhawut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents reot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed seyiduglthe Directorate. | am therefore directed tquest
you to issue necessary instructions to all conckiméuture and when orders for DA/Bonus etc aseiésl by

the Directorate, the payment are made promptlyDcAgents.

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also dechliEdspecial watch may be kept on the payment beade
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurettieat is no delay on this score.

3. To ensure that payments are not delayed initbles, all heads of circles etc are requesteditoish a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordérs
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the neetifad been done in their circles vide A-2.”

That she performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m.vms treated as part time worker. That she tilezhto
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-managediémot pay.

The respondent-management filed written reply, diteg that the workman was engaged as part time
Sweeper. That the workman being working as pant t8Bweeper, is not covered under the rules andsshet ientitled
to get any bonus.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidenceblotih the parties closed their respective evidence.
| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman ands&hjeev Sharma for the management.

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned coumsd¢hé workman that the workman used to work fromra.
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was ettitb get bonus from the date of his appointmentl4.06.1997.

The workman was required to lead cogent evidencerove that she was appointed as Sweeper by the
respondent-management which she failed. It is #feite case of management that workman was engagdéart
Time Sweeper which is not rebutted. Therefore, wak is held to be working as Part time Sweepert flae
Sweepers are not covered under the Posts and @plegExtra-Departmental Agents(Conduct and SeRide},
1964 or under the Gramin Dak Sevaks(Conduct andagament)Rules, 2011 and therefore, the workmarois n
entitled to claim any bonus being worked as a fiaet worker.

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent éoGkntral Government for further necessary actoreguired
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
T2 feeeft, 5 97, 2016
I, 1657, 3N foarg sifuf=m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 9K 17 & TR § ST WHR 9
Tetres fafiee & weuds & Heg (e @iX S e % o=, egay § i i faar § s wer
aArenfiter etfrentor U sm =2, WEE & due (e | 336/2013) il W I €, S g TR i 04,
08.2016 <! II 3T ol

[H. TA-42012/153/2013-3TESR ()]
i, . JUFTIT, S5k AR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1657.—+ pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (1.D. No./2863) of the Central Government Industrial Triblucwam-
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown inAheexure in the Industrial Dispute between the aygis in
relation to the management of the M/s. Soma Ensaprtd. and their workman, which was received liy €entral
Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42012/153/2013-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
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ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer.
Case No. |.D. No. 336/2013
Registered on 25.02.2014

Sh. Baldev Singh Kallar, S/o Sh. Ishwar Singh Kalla
R/o H.No0.464, Near Uccha Khoo, VPO Bija,
Tehsil Khanna, District Ludhiana. ...Petitioner

Versus

1. M/s. Soma Enterprise Ltd., Village Kot Panaich,
Opp. Gurudwara Maniji Sahib, Post Office Varmalipur,
Tehsil Khanna, District Ludhiana, through its
Project Manager (Contractor of Central Govt.).

2.  M/s. Soma Enterprise Ltd., Corp. Office at 14,
Avenue-4, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad -500034,
A.P., India, through its Managing Director.

(Contractor of Central Gowt.). ...Respondents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Workman ex parte
For the Management : Sh. Arun Batra, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on:-24.05.2016

Vide Order No.L-42012/153/2013-IR(DU), dated 10214 the Central Government in exercise of the
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section ftl) Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial @ites Act, 1947
(in short Act) has referred the following industidéspute for adjudication to this Tribunal.

“Whether action of termination of service of Skaldev Singh Kallar w.e.f. 29.10.2012 by the managanof
M/s. Soma Enterprises Ltd., is legal, just anddzlif not, to what relief the workman is entitledand from
which date?”

In response to the notice, the workman submittatesent of claim, pleading that he was appointe v
letter dated 12.11.2009 as Coordinator(Electrical Maintenance); though, he performed only techrdcdies. His
last drawn salary was Rs.34,900.

That respondent No.1 terminated his services wider dated 29.10.2012, by giving only 7 days mo#od
the termination of his services is illegal as heswat paid any retrenchment compensation and trsop® junior to
him, were retained in service. That no charge-sivastserved on him. His termination being illedy be reinstated in
service.

The management filed written reply admitting tiiee workman was employed as Coordinator and he was
required to possess high quality skills of managenmeersuasion, communication and leadership amdote was that
of supervisor and manager. Being so, he is notakman’ as defined under the Act and his salary mase than
Rs.30,000 per month. He was appointed only on teanpdoasis and was given 7 days notice for theitertion of his
service. He received Rs.38,694 as full and fintlesaent and executed a receipt. He cannot aghatenatter now and
his termination is legal and valid.

None appeared on behalf of the workman on 9.9.2@0t5he workman was proceeded against ex parte.
| have heard Sh. Arun Batra for the management.

It is not disputed that the workman was given terapy employment as Coordinator as is evident from
Annexure R1 containing a clause that his servicasldvbe terminated without assigning any reason.

He was served with a notice dated 29.10.2012(AmmeR?2) for termination of his service. He execused
receipt (Annexure R3) that he received Rs.38,69fulasnd final settlement and further undertakimgf to raise any
dispute in any Court. Thus, as per documents dlailan file, the services of the workman were lggarminated.
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It may also be added that the workman was appbideCoordinator and he was performing duty as geana
and Supervisor and his salary was more than R8{@8r month and being so, he cannot be termedag&man’ as
defined under the Act to invoke the jurisdictiontlois Court.

The workman has not lead any evidence to rebuavieements made by the management and he himdelf di
not appear in the witness-box in support of hiecaherefore, the averments made by the managesupported by
documents are taken to be as correct.

Being so, the termination of the services of tloekman cannot be termed as illegal and invalid.
In result, the workman is not entitled to anyetlnd the reference is decided against the workman
KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer

T2 feeedt, 5 3, 2016

I3, 1658, 3Tl foarg sifufm, 1947 (1947 &1 14) HT 91 17 & IRV § F=19 TWhHR HE G
AR SR RAT dffhet & weuda & Gag FEN @R ST FHER & o, ey o ffe sieifie foag o
HET THR SEiTen e T 50 <Eed-2, 9ee & e (Hed et TeHiT §. 289/2013) ohl WehT¥Td it
2 S H TR 1 04.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[H. T&-42025/03/2016-3TEAR (S1)]
o, . JUPTITE, SR TSR
New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1658.—+ pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA 1289/2013) of the Central Government Industrialbiinal-
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as showtinénAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute betweenghwloyers
in relation to the management of the Chief PosttbtaSeneral Haryana Circle and their workman, whiels received
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer
LCA No. 289/2013
Registered on 14.05.2013

Sh. Sita Ram S/o Sh. Mam Raj, H.N0.2161/20,
Rajiv Nagar, Near Ekta Colony, Rohtak ...Petitioner

Versus
1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle, Ambal
2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Rohtak, Dividkmhtak.

3.  The Senior Post Master Head Post Office, Rohtak. esp@ndents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on:-27.06.2016

Sh. Sita Ram has filed this application under $ac83(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 194 t@ipafter
called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the avermertitst he was appointed as Mali on 21.06.1985 arslgeaerned by
the EDA Conduct Rules and now by the Gramin Dak&&@onduct and Engagement)Rules 2011. That hetittedn
to bonus from the very beginning as per letterdld®03.1994 which read as follow:-
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“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be madéhawut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents reot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed sesidaysthe directorate. | am therefore directed tpuesst you

to issue necessary instructions to all concernddtire and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are isdmethe
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ERs}

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decliEdspecial watch may be kept on the payment beade
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurethieat is no delay on this score.”

3. To ensure that payments are not delayed initbkes, al heads of circles etc are requestedriuish a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordérs
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the neetifad been done in their circles vide A-2.”

That he continued to perform duty for six hours Was treated as part time worker. That he isledtib get
benefit of bonus which the respondent-managemeniali pay.

The respondent-management filed written reply, ditga that the workman was engaged as part time Mali
vide memo dated 06.02.2012(Annexure R1). That thekmvan has resigned on 10.01.2013. That the workpe#rg
working as part time Mali, is not covered underthies and he is not entitled to get any bonus.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

The workman has appeared in the witness-box &l liis affidavit supporting his case as set oth@claim
petition.

On the other hand, counsel for the managemematidxamine any witness.
| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman andS&hjeev Sharma for the management.

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned courmselhie workman that the workman used to work far si
hours and was a full time worker and was entitteddt bonus from the date of his appointment 1e0&.1985.

The workman was required to lead cogent evidemgedve that he was appointed as Mali by the redgota
management which he failed. Rather, he admits duninss-examination that he was appointed as ipaetMali and
part time Malis are not covered under the Posts ametegraphs Extra-Departmental Agents(Conduct and
Service)Rules, 1964 or under the Gramin Dak SeGdsfuct and Engagement)Rules, 2011 and therefbee, t
workman is not entitled to claim any bonus beingked as a part time worker.

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent éoGkntral Government for further necessary actoreguired
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
7 feeedt, 5 o7, 2016
WM, 1659, 3Tl faamg sifufm, 1947 (1947 &1 14) HT 91 17 & IR0 § F=19 TWhHR HE G
AR S BT Wi # Yeudd @ Heag PR R 39 wHeR & o=, srey § ffe siwifie foar

HT TR SR ATl T | EeE-2, SEhg % e (W oMt TeHiu |, 290/2013) i TR e
2 S H= TR 1 04.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[€. Tel-42025/03/2016-3TER (17)]
. . JUPTITE, S TSR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1659.—+ pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA 1260/2013) of the Central Government Industrialblinal-
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as showtinénAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute betweenghwloyers
in relation to the management of the Chief PosttBtaSeneral Haryana Circle and their workman, whiels received
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
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ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer
LCA No. 290/2013
Registered on 14.05.2013

Sh. Bijender Singh S/o Sh. Rattan Singh Chowkidar,
R/o V&PO Dhighal, Tehsil Beri, District Jhajjar. .eftioner

Versus
1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circle, Ambal
2.  The Superintendent of Post Offices Rohtak, Dividkmhtak.

3.  The Senior Post Master Head Post Office, Rohtak. esp@ndents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on : 27.06.2016

Sh. Bijender Singh, has filed this application un@&ection 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), on the avernserthat he was appointed as Chowkidar on 13.01.29®0D is
governed by the service rules applicable to Extepddtmental Agents and now designated as Graming2akaks,
that Chowkidars fall in the category of EDA/GDS amel is entitled to bonus from the very beginningpas letter
No0.26-1/93 PAP dated fviarch, 1994 which read as follow:-

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be madéhawut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents reot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed sesidaysthe directorate. | am therefore directed tpuesst you

to issue necessary instructions to all concernddtire and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are isdwethe
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ERs}

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also dechltEdspecial watch may be kept on the payment besde
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurethieat is no delay on this score.”

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed inithkes, al heads of circles etc are requestedrnuish a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordérs
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the neetifad been done in their circles vide A-2.”

That the workman has been performing the duty feomm. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part time & h
entitled to get benefit of bonus from the date isfappointment.

The respondent-management admitted that the workwesn working as part time Chowkidar. He was
conferred temporary status of casual labourers mdmo dated 28.3.2013(Annexure R1) in pursuandkeobrder of
the Central Administrative Tribunal dated 14.09 203%ince the workman was engaged as part time Gdawke did
not fall within the category of Extra Departmentaent/Gramin Dak Sewak as defined under the Grabak
Sevaks(Conduct and Engagement)Rules 2011 andnio¢ éntitled to get any bonus being a part timaigblsbour.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

Sh. Bijender Singh workman has appeared in thees#-box and filed his affidavit supporting hisecas set
out in the claim petition.

On the other hand, counsel for the managemematittad any evidence.
| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman andS&hjeev Sharma for the management.

Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workmarnezhme through the letter dated 16.8.1991 andngtdxd
that Extra Departmental Agents are entitled to Iscamd further carried me through the letter dated®@2015 issued
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by the Government of India, providing for produétMinked bonus and submitted that the workmaa i&ramin Dak
Sevak’ and therefore he is entitled to bonus.

Opposing this contention the learned counselferrespondent-management has argued that theoepiesh
of Chowkidar in the Department who do not fall witithe definition of ‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ and as suthe
workman is not entitled to any ‘Bonus’.

| have considered the respective contentions.

‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ has been defined in Section) 3¢ the ‘Gramin Dak Sewaks’(Conduct and
Engagement)Rules 2011 and it reads as follow:-

(d) “Gramin Dak Sevak” means-
0] A Gramin Dak Sevak Branch Postmaster;
(i) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Deliverer;
(iii) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Carrier;
(iv) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Packer;
(v) A Gramin Dak Sevak Stamp Vendor.

Chowkidar is not covered in the said definition ahdrefore the workman cannot claim himself to be a
‘Gramin Dak Sevak'. Faced with this situation ShPRMehra has drawn my attention towards Extra Bepmntal
Agents(Conduct and Service)Rules 1964 wherein tkiea edepartmental Chowkidar is defined as a ‘Extra
Departmental Agent'. It is not disputed that cortdaied service rules are being amended from timtérte and now
‘Gramin Dak Sevaks’'(Conduct and Engagement)Ruleksl Zire in force which do not have the post of Chdeuk
Even if it is taken that ‘Conduct Rules of 1964¢é applicable, the workman himself admitted durirass-examination
that he was appointed as part time Chowkidar 06113990 who is not covered under the said rulesrdfbre, the
workman cannot claim bonus from 13.01.1990 onwards.

However it is the case of the respondent-managertent workman was conferred temporary status of
‘Casual Labourer’ vide memo dated 28.03.2013 irspance of the orders of the Court dated 14.09.2012.

The Government of India issued letter F.No. 26-018PAP dated 07.10.2015 and the opening paraeof th
said letter read as follow:-

“The undersigned is directed to convey the sanatibthe President of India to the payment of Praigditg
Linked Bonus for the accounting year 2014-15 edaiviaor emoluments of 60(sixty) Days to the empésye

of Department of Posts in Group ‘D'/MTS, Group ‘@hd non-gazetted Group ‘B’. Ex-Gratia payment of
bonus to Gramin Dak Sevaks who are regularly apgediafter observing all appointment formalitiesy @u-

hoc payment of bonus to Casual Labourers who haes lconferred Temporary Status are also to be paid
equivalent to allowances/wages respectively fos&@f) Days for the same period.”

Thus the Government itself has sanctioned payroémroductivity linked bonus for the accounting yea
2014-15 to several employees including ad-hoc paynoé bonus to casual labourers who have been oedfe
temporary status for 60 days. The workman has beaferred temporary status of casual labourer vidier dated
28.03.2013(Annexure R1l)and therefore the workmaenstled to get ‘Bonus’ for the year 2014-15 ag fee
following formula given in the said letter.

(Notional monthly wages of Rs.1200) X Number of dayof Bonus

30.4 (Average No. of days in a month)

Thus, the workman is entitled to reco@&t22%58  days which comes to about Rs. 2,368 which @uad off

B4

as Rs. 2,370/- and as such the workman is entitlget a bonus of Rs. 2,370 for the year 2014-15.

The respondent-management has neither pleadedomedohow the workman is not entitled to bonus es p
above said letter.

Since the workman was working as part time workmaar to the conferring of temporary status of asu
labourer vide order dated 28.03.2013 and therdferis not entitled to any bonus prior to that daggain no letter has
been placed on file to show that the Governmentdinasn any bonus for the year 2015-16. Thus thekman is
entitled to only Rs.2,370 as bonus for the accogngear 2014-15.
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In result, the application is partly accepted dmelworkman is held entitled to Rs.2,370 as bonustwhe is
entitled to recover from the respondent-managemanotshall pay the same within 3 months from todsljnig which
the workman shall be entitled to recover intergstie said amount @ 6% per annum from today &lrdalization.

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent toQbstral Government for further necessary actioregsired
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
T2 feeeft, 5 97, 2016

I3, 1660, 3T faamg sifuf=m, 1947 (1947 1 14) & ¥R 17 % WU § F5 TWHR HF T
AN STl SRAT |ihel & gauda & dog Fansl oK 9 FHaR & o=, orgay | ffie sienfie foa o
HTd TChR AR Aol U o =Ee -2, SEhg % gue (Hed oEEl WorHiT |, 293/2013) i WehIT¥Td LAt
2 S =i TR 1 04.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[¥. TA-42025/03/2016-3TE3TR (E1)]
i, . JUFTIT, S5k AR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1660.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA 1263/2013) of the Central Government Industrialblinal-
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as showtinénAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute betweeneghwloyers
in relation to the management of the Chief PosttBtaGeneral Haryana Circle and their workman, whiels received
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer
LCA No. 293/2013
Registered on 14.05.2013

Sh. Raj Kumar S/o Sh. Roora Ram, Chowkidar, Suti-Bffice,
Pehowa, District kurukshetra, R/o V&PO Sarsa viamh Kurukshetra ...Petitioner

Versus
1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circlebalam
2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Kuruksheirasipn Kurukshetra.

3.  The Post Master Head Post Office, Kurukshetra. Respondents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on : 15.06.2016

Sh. Raj Kumar has filed this application under t®ec 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), claiming bonos the averments, that he was appointed as Chowkida
24.12.1985 and was governed by the EDA Conduct Raled now by the Gramin Dak Sewak(Conduct and
Engagement)Rules 2011. That he is entitled to bénons the very beginning as per letter dated 16834 which read
as follow:-
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“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be mad#eut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents reot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed sesidaysthe directorate. | am therefore directed tpuesst you

to issue necessary instructions to all concernddtire and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are isdwethe
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ERs}

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decltEdspecial watch may be kept on the payment beade
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurethieat is no delay on this score.”

3. To ensure that payments are not delayed initbkes, al heads of circles etc are requestedriuish a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordérs
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the neetifad been done in their circles vide A-2.”

That he performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.ot.\Weas treated as part time worker. That he igledtto
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-managediémot pay.

The respondent-management filed written replyagileg that the workman was engaged as part time
Chowkidar vide memo dated 24.12.1985(Annexure Rt the workman worked continuously and his sexiwere
terminated on 31.01.1992. That the workman beingking as part time Chowkidar, is not covered urttierrules and
he is not entitled to get any bonus.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

The workman has appeared in the witness-box #eul liis affidavit supporting his case as set oth@claim
petition.

On the other hand, counsel for the managemematidxamine any witness.
| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman ands8hjeev Sharma for the management.

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counse¢hé workman that the workman used to work fromra.
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was editb get bonus from the date of his appointmen®i4.12.1985.

The workman was required to lead cogent evidencprove that he was appointed as Chowkidar by the
respondent-management which he failed. Ratheretter [dated 24.12.1985(Annexure R1), placed orfikady the
department shows that he was appointed as partGimosvkidar and part time Chowkidars are not coveneder the
posts and Telegraphs Extra-Departmental Agents(@zindnd Service)Rules, 1964 or under the Gramin Dak
Sevaks(Conduct and Engagement)Rules, 2011 andfdheréhe workman is not entitled to claim any berheing
worked as a part time worker.

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent éoGkntral Government for further necessary actoreguired
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
T feeft, 5 31, 2016
W3, 1661, STl foar sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) H 4R 17 F STHRO § ST TWHR Ik G
AR S B Wik # Yeudd @ Heag PR 6k 398 wHeR & o=, srey § ffe siwifie foar

T TChR AR Aol U o e -2, SEhg % gue (WY oEEl WorHiu |, 294/2013) o WehIT¥Td LAt
2 S = TR 1 04.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[T, TA-42025/03/2016-3TER (E19)]
o, . JUPTITE, SEh STHRT

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1661.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA 1284/2013) of the Central Government Industrialbiinal-
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as showtinénAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute betweenghwloyers
in relation to the management of the Chief PosttbtaSeneral Haryana Circle and their workman, whiels received
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
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ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer
LCA No. 294/2013
Registered on 14.05.2013

Sh. Prem Chand S/o Sh. Hawa Singh, Chowkidar,Pagh-Office Jhajjar,
House No. 425, Ward No. 17 near jawahar Bagh né#b Rest house Jhajjar ...Petitioner

Versus
1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circlebala
2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Rohtak, DivisRohtak.

3.  The Senior Post Master Head Post Office, Rohtak. ...Respondents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on : 27.06.2016

Sh. Prem Chand, has filed this application undecti®@® 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), on the avernserthat he was appointed as Chowkidar on 01.01.X9%P is
governed by the service rules applicable to Extepddtmental Agent and now designated as Graminggakak. That
Chowkidars fall in the category of EDA/GDS and lseeintitled to bonus from the very beginning as letter
No0.26-1/93 PAP dated f8viarch, 1994 which read as follow:-

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be madéhawut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents reot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed segiduysthe directorate. | am therefore directed tpuesst you

to issue necessary instructions to all concernddtire and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are isdwethe
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ERs}

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also dechiEdspecial watch may be kept on the payment beade
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurethieat is no delay on this score.”

3. To ensure that payments are not delayed initbkes, al heads of circles etc are requestedriuish a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordérs
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the neetifad been done in their circles vide A-2.”

That the workman has been performing the duty feomm. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part time & h
entitled to get benefit of bonus from the date isfappointment.

The respondent-management admitted that the workwesn working as part time Chowkidar. He was
conferred temporary status of casual labourers mdmo dated 28.3.2013(Annexure R1) in pursuandbeobrder of
the Central Administrative Tribunal dated 14.9.20%hce the workman was engaged as part time Claawkhe do
not fall within the category of Extra Departmemaent/Gramin Dak Sewak as defined under the Grdbaik Sevaks
(Conduct and Engagement) Rules 2011 and he isntitled to get any bonus being a part time casalabur.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

Sh. Prem Chand workman has appeared in the wibi@sand filed his affidavit supporting his casesasout
in the claim petition.

On the other hand, counsel for the managemematittad any evidence.
| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman andS&hjeev Sharma for the management.

Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workmarnezhme through the letter dated 16.8.1991 andngtdxd
that Extra Departmental Agents are entitled to Iscswd further carried me through the letter daté@.2015 issued
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by the Government of India, providing for produiiMinked bonus and submitted that the workmaa i&ramin Dak
Sevak’ and therefore he is entitled to bonus.

Opposing this contention the learned counselferrespondent-management has argued that theoepiesh
of Chowkidar in the Department who do not fall witithe definition of ‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ and as suthe
workman is not entitled to any ‘Bonus’.

| have considered the respective contentions.

‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ has been defined in Section) 3¢ the ‘Gramin Dak Sewak’(Conduct and
Engagement)Rules 2011 and it reads as follow:-

(d) “Gramin Dak Sevak” means-
0] A Gramin Dak Sevak Branch Postmaster;
(i) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Deliverer;
(iii) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Carrier;
(iv) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Packer;
(v) A Gramin Dak Sevak Stamp Vendor.

Chowkidar is not covered in the said definition ahdrefore the workman cannot claim himself to be a
‘Gramin Dak Sevak'. Faced with this situation ShPRMehra has drawn my attention towards Extra Bepmntal
Agents(Conduct and Service)Rules 1964 wherein tkiea edepartmental Chowkidar is defined as a ‘Extra
Departmental Agent'. It is not disputed that cortdaied service rules are being amended from timtérte and now
‘Gramin Dak Sevaks'(Conduct and Engagement)Ruleksl 28re in force which do not have the post of Chdeuk
Even if it is taken that ‘Conduct Rules of 1964¢é applicable, the workman himself admitted durirass-examination
that he was appointed as part time Chowkidar 08101992 which is not covered under the said rdiégrefore, the
workman cannot claim bonus from 01.01.1992 onwards.

However it is the case of the respondent-managerent workman was conferred temporary status of
‘Casual Labourer’ vide memo dated 28.03.2013 irspance of the orders of the Court dated 14.09.2012.

The Government of India issued letter F.N0.26-01822PAP dated 07.10.2015 and the opening para of the
said letter read as follow:-

“The undersigned is directed to convey the sanctmfithe President of India to the payment of Prodivity
Linked Bonus for the accounting year 2014-15 equieat or emoluments of 60(sixty) Days to the empleyeof
Department of Posts in Group ‘D'/MTS, Group ‘C’ andon-gazetted Group ‘B’. Ex-Gratia payment of bonts
Gramin Dak Sevaks who are regularly appointed aftdvserving all appointment formalities, and Ad-h@ayment
of bonus to Casual Labourers who have been confdrif€emporary Status are also to be paid equivalent t
allowances/wages respectively for 60(sixty) Daystf@ same period.”

Thus the Government itself has sanctioned payroémroductivity linked bonus for the accounting yea
2014-15 to several employees including ad-hoc paynoé bonus to casual labourers who have been oedfe
temporary status for 60 days. The workman has beaferred temporary status of casual labourer vidier dated
28.03.2013(Annexure R1) and therefore the worknsarrititled to get ‘Bonus’ for the year 2014-15 a&s fthe
following formula given in the said letter.

(Notional monthly wages of Rs.1200) X Number of dayof Bonus

30.4 (Average No. of days in a month)

Thus, the workman is entitled to reco#&EE2*52  days which comes to about Rs. 2,368/- whichrauad

BD.4

off as Rs. 2,370/- and as such the workman isleaitib get a bonus of Rs. 2,370/- for the year 2034

The respondent-management has neither pleadedonedpwhy the workman is not entitled to bonus @s p
above said letter.

Since the workman was working as part time workmaar to the conferring of temporary status of asu
labourers vide order dated 28.03.2013 and therdieiie not entitled to any bonus prior to that dagain no letter has
been placed on file to show that the Governmentdinasn any bonus for the year 2015-16. Thus thekman is
entitled to only Rs.2,370/- as bonus for the actiogryear 2014-15.
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In result, the application is partly accepted amel workman is entitled to Rs.2,370/- as bonus wiiehs
entitled to recover from the respondent-managemanotshall pay the same within 3 months from todslnig which
the workman shall be entitled to recover intergsti@ said amount @ 6% per annum from today &lrdalization.

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent toQbstral Government for further necessary actioregsired
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
T2 feeeft, 5 97, 2016

LI, 1662, ST foar sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) 4R 17 F STHRO § Sl THR I G
A S e affet & Weuds & Hag FEsel 3R 9 SHar & o, orey § e siifie fae o
H1d TChR AR Aol U o =EeE -2, SEhg % gue (Hed oEEl WoriT |, 295/2013) o WehlT¥Td it
2 S = TR 1 04.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[¥. TA-42025/03/2016-3TE3TR (E1)]
i, . JUFTIT, S5k AR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1662.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA 1265/2013) of the Central Government Industrialblinal-
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as showtinénAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute betweeneghwloyers
in relation to the management of the Chief PosttBtaGeneral Haryana Circle and their workman, whiels received
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer
LCA No. 295/2013
Registered on 14.05.2013

Sh. Dalbir Singh S/o Sh. Manphool Singh, Chowkidar
Sub-Post Office Dhakla, District Jhajjar ...Petitioner

Versus
1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circlebala
2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Rohtak, ovisRohtak.

3. The Senior Post Master Head Post Office, Rohtak. ...Respondents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on : 27.06.2016

Sh. Dalbir Singh, has filed this application und&ection 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), on the avernsgerthat he was appointed as Chowkidar on 06.05.29®P is
governed by the service rules applicable to Extepddtmental Agent and now designated as Gramingeakak. That
Chowkidars fall in the category of EDA/GDS and keentitled to bonus from the very beginning asletter No.26-
1/93 PAP dated #6March 1994 which read as follow:-
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“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be madéhawut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents reot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed sesidaysthe directorate. | am therefore directed tpuesst you

to issue necessary instructions to all concernddtire and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are isdmethe
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ERs}

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decliEdspecial watch may be kept on the payment beade
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurethieat is no delay on this score.”

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed inithkes, al heads of circles etc are requestednuish a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordérs
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the neetifad been done in their circles vide A-2.”

That the workman has been performing the duty ffojm. to 9 a.m. but was treated as part timehenis
entitled to get benefit of bonus from the date isfappointment.

The respondent-management admitted that the warkwes working as part time Chowkidar. He was
conferred temporary status of casual labourers mdmo dated 22.3.2013(Annexure R2) in pursuandbeobrder of
the Central Administrative Tribunal dated 14.9.20%hce the workman was engaged as part time Claawkhe do
not fall within the category of Extra Departmentayjent/Gramin Dak Sevak as defined under the Grabak
Sevak(Conduct and Engagement)Rules 2011 and lu¢ éntitled to get any bonus being a part time akisibour.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

Sh. Dalbir Singh workman was appeared in the s#&rtwox and filed his affidavit supporting his caseset
out in the claim petition.

On the other hand, counsel for the managemematittad any evidence.
| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman andS&hjeev Sharma for the management.

Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsel for the workmarnezhme through the letter dated 16.8.1991 andnétdxd
that Extra Departmental Agents are entitled to Isoswd further carried me through the letter daté@.2015 issued
by the Government of India, providing for produdiMinked bonus and submitted that the workmaa i&ramin Dak
Sevak’ and therefore he is entitled to bonus.

Opposing this contention the learned counselferrespondent-management has argued that theoepiesh
of Chowkidar in the Department who do not fall witithe definition of ‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ and as suthe
workman is not entitled to any ‘Bonus’.

| have considered the respective contentions.

‘Gramin Dak Sevak’ has been defined in Section) 3¢ the ‘Gramin Dak Sewak’(Conduct and
Engagement)Rules 2011 and it reads as follow:-

(d) “Gramin Dak Sevak” means-

0] A Gramin Dak Sevak Branch Postmaster;
(i) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Deliverer;

(i) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Carrier;

(iv) A Gramin Dak Sevak Mail Packer;

(v) A Gramin Dak Sevak Stamp Vendor.

Chowkidar is not covered in the said definitiordaherefore the workman cannot claim himself toabe
‘Gramin Dak Sevak’. Faced with this situation, $1P. Mehra has drawn my attention towards Extraditegental
Agents(Conduct and Service)Rules 1964 wherein tkiea edepartmental Chowkidar is defined as a ‘Extra
Departmental Agent'. It is not disputed that cortdaied service rules are being amended from timtérte and now
‘Gramin Dak Sevaks'(Conduct and Engagement)Ruleksl 2ire in force which do not have the post of Chdeuk
Even if it is taken that ‘Conduct Rules of 1964¢ applicable, the workman himself admitted durirass-examination
that he was appointed as part time Chowkidar 08306982 which is not covered under the said rdiégrefore, the
workman cannot claim bonus from 06.05.1982 onwards.

However it is the case of the respondent-managemtet workman was conferred temporary status of
‘Casual Labourer’ vide memo dated 22.03.2013 irspance of the orders of the Court dated 14.09.2012.

The Government of India issued letter F.N0.26-0182PAP dated 07.10.2015 and the opening paraeof th
said letter read as follow:-
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“The undersigned is directed to convey the sanatibthe President of India to the payment of Praiditg
Linked Bonus for the accounting year 2014-15 edaiviaor emoluments of 60(sixty) Days to the empésye

of Department of Posts in Group ‘D'/MTS, Group ‘@hd non-gazetted Group ‘B’. Ex-Gratia payment of
bonus to Gramin Dak Sevaks who are regularly apediafter observing all appointment formalitiesy &-

hoc payment of bonus to Casual Labourers who haes lconferred Temporary Status are also to be paid
equivalent to allowances/wages respectively fos&@f) Days for the same period.”

Thus the Government itself has sanctioned payroémroductivity linked bonus for the accountingaye
2014-15 to several employees including ad-hoc paynoé bonus to casual labourers who have been oedfe
temporary status for 60 days. The workman has beaferred temporary status of casual labourer vidier dated
22.03.2013(Annexure R2) and therefore the worknsamrititted to get ‘Bonus’ for the year 2014-15 a&s fhe
following formula given in the said letter.

(Notional monthly wages of Rs.1200) X Number of dayof Bonus
30.4 (Average No. of days in a month)

Thus, the workman is entitled to recow days which comes to about Rs. 2,368/- whichraned

off as Rs. 2,370/- and as such the workman isleaitib get a bonus of Rs. 2,370/- for the year 2034

The respondent-management has neither pleadedoarptoved why the workman is not entitled to boass
per above said letter.

Since the workman was working as part time workrmpdar to the conferring of temporary status ofuas
labourers vide order dated 22.03.2013 and theréfeiis not entitled to any bonus prior to that dagain no letter has
been placed on file to show that the Governmentdinasn any bonus for the year 2015-16. Thus thekman is
entitled to only Rs.2,370/- as bonus for the actiogryear 2014-15.

In result, the application is partly accepted #@mgl workman is held entitled to Rs.2,370/- as bosud is
entitled to recover from the respondent-manageméntshall pay the same within 3 months from todalnig which
the workman shall be entitled to recover intergsti@ said amount @ 6% per annum from today &lrdalization.

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent toGbetral Government for further necessary actioregsired
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
7 feeedt, 5 o7, 2016
I, 1663, 3T faamg ifuf=m, 1947 (1947 1 14) & ¥R 17 % I § F5 TWHR HF T
A S SR affet & geuds & Hag FEsel 3R 9 SHar & o, orey § e siifie fae o
H1d ThR AR AfUehol U o1 =EeE -2, SEhg % gue (Hed oEEl WorHiT §. 298/2013) o WehIT¥Td YAt
2 S F TR 1 04.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[T, TA-42025/03/2016-3TE3R (E19)]
o, . JUFTITE, Sk TR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1663.—+ pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA 1268/2013) of the Central Government Industrialbtinal-
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as showtinénAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute betweenghwloyers
in relation to the management of the Chief PosttbtaSeneral Haryana Circle and their workman, whiels received
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
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ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer
LCA No. 298/2013
Registered on 25.09.2013

Sh. Rajbir Singh S/o Sh. Tara Chand, V&PO GudhaGharaunda,
District Karnal, Farash in the office of the Pogfic2 of
The Post Master Panipat, District Panipat : ...Petitioner

Versus

1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circlebala
2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Karnal, DoriKarnal.

3.  The Assistant Superintendent of Post OfficeggadrDistrict Panipat. ...Respondents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on : 15.06.2016

Sh. Rajbir Singh has filed this petition under 88tB83(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 194&i(inafter
called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the avermeiist he was appointed as Farash on 11.07.199Wasgaid bonus
for few years. That the Government had issuedrlddted 16.03.1994 granting bonus which read é&swol

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be mad#eut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents reot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed sesidysthe directorate. | am therefore directed tpuest you

to issue necessary instructions to all concernddtire and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are isdwethe
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ERs}

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also declisdspecial watch may be kept on the payment basde
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurethigat is no delay on this score.”

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed inithkes, al heads of circles etc are requestedrnuish a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordérs
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the neetifad been done in their circles vide A-2.”

That he performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.nt.\isas treated as part time worker. That he igledtio
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-managediémot pay.

The respondent-management filed written reply, giteg that the workman was engaged as part timeskara
That the workman being working as part time Failiashot covered under the rules and he is not edtib get any
bonus.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

The workman appeared in the witness-box and filisdaffidavit supporting his case as set out indlaém
petition.

On the other hand, counsel for the managemematidxamine any witness.

| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman andS&hjeev Sharma for the management.

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counsd¢hé workman that the workman used to work fropré.
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was ettitb get bonus from the date of his appointmentlil.07.1991.

The workman was required to lead cogent evidewoc@rove that he was appointed as Farash by the
respondent-management which he failed and ratheiiteidn cross-examination that he was appointegaas time
Frash and part time Farash are not covered undePdists and Telegraphs Extra-Departmental Agentsii@n and
Service)Rules, 1964 or under the Gramin Dak Se@ksfuct and Engagement)Rules, 2011 and therefbee, t
workman is not entitled to claim any bonus beingked as a part time worker.

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent éoGkntral Government for further necessary actorequired
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
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¢ feoett, 5 31, 2016

I3, 1664, ST foar sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) H 4R 17 F STHROT § S TWHR I G
AN ST BRAT |ihel & gauda & dog Fansl oK 9 FHaR & o=, orgey | ffie sienfie foa o
HET THR S o T 50 <Eed-2, 9eie & e (e TESt TeHiT E. 300/2013) 1 TehIET it
2 S =i TR 1 04.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[¥. TA-42025/03/2016-3TE3TR (E1)]
i, . JUFTIT, S5k AR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1664.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA 1860/2013) of the Central Government Industrialblinal-
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as showtinénAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute betweeneghwloyers
in relation to the management of the Chief PosttBtaGeneral Haryana Circle and their workman, whiels received
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer
LCA No. 300/2013
Registered on 25.09.2013

Sh. Ram Niwas S/o Sh. Manipal Singh, Ex GDS MD/M@lage Neola,
PO Tumbabheri, Tehsil and District Jhajjar. ...Petitioner

Versus

1. The Chief Post Master General Haryana Circlebala

2. The Superintendent of Post Offices Rohtak, ovisRohtak. ...Respondents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on : 15.06.2016

Sh. Ram Niwas has filed this claim application en&ection 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), on the avernserthat he was appointed as Post Man in 2006 antinced in
service till August, 2013. That he is entitled tinbs from the very beginning as the Governmentahasdy issued an
instruction vide letter dated 16.03.1994 to disbut® bonus immediately which read as follow:-

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be mad#heut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents reot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed sesidysthe directorate. | am therefore directed tpuest you

to issue necessary instructions to all concernddture and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are isduethe
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to E@rs}

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also declisdspecial watch may be kept on the payment basde
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurethigat is no delay on this score.”

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed initbkes, al heads of circles etc are requestedrish a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordéss
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the neetifad been done in their circles vide A-2.”
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That he worked from 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. and was béieated as part time and was not given bonus. fiddgs
entitled to get benefit of bonus.

The respondent-management filed written reply rowetrting the averments and pleaded that the wonkma
worked as substitute for short periods in the y##Hr2-2013 against leave arrangements of Sh. Siestar and as
such he is not entitled to claim any bonus asgiéer dated 16.03.1994.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

In support of his case, the workman was appeardatié witness-box and filed his affidavit reitengtithe
stand taken in the claim application.

On the other hand, the respondent-managemenbtlidad any evidence.

| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman andSahjeev Sharma for the management and perused the
documents placed on file.

It is the case of the workman that he was appdiatePost Man in 2006 and continued in servicétiljust,
2013 but was not paid bonus.

The respondent-management has taken a definitd #tat the workman worked only for short periadshe
year 2012-13 and that too against leave arrangenwnSh. Suresh Kumar. The workman while appeairinthe
witness-box admits that he worked as a substitughoSuresh Kumar from 2010 to 2013, probablishegcase of the
respondent-management that he only served thetdegraras a substitute of Sh. Suresh Kumar. The wankdid not
lead any cogent evidence on file that he was dgtsgdpointed as Post Man in 2006 and did not predany
appointment letter and therefore, it cannot be #&itihe was actually appointed in the year 2006.

Since the workman worked as a substitute for spered, as pleaded by the respondent-management, an
therefore, he is not entitled to claim any bonud emore particularly in view of the letter dated %1994, reproduced
above.

In result, there is no merit in this applicatiordahe same is dismissed.
Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent toGaetral Government for further necessary actioregsired

under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.
KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer

7 feeelt, 5 @, 2016
I3, 1665, 3T faamg Ifuf=m, 1947 (1947 1 14) & ¥R 17 & I § F5 TWHR HF T
X Sl SR Hishel & FaUds & Hog Al 3R 39 HHaR & o=, ey o fHiie i foer o
Hd ThR AR AfUehol U o =Ee -2, SEhg % gue (Hed oEEl WorH T |, 302/2013) i Yol LAt
2 S =i TR 1 04.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[T, TA-42025/03/2016-3TER (E19)]
o, . JUFTITE, Sk TR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1665.—+ pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA 1862/2013) of the Central Government Industrialbiinal-
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as showtinénAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute betweenghwloyers
in relation to the management of the Senior Supanaent of Post Offices Karnal Division and theworiaman, which
was received by the Central Government on 04.08.201

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
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ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer
LCA No. 302/2013
Registered on 22.11.2013

Sh. Vijay Kumar S/o Sh. Om Parkash, R/o H.No. B-13
Sadar Bazar, Karnal, serving as Sweeper
with the SSPO Office, Karnal ...Petitioner

Versus

1. The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Kaibalision Karnal

2. The Chief Post Master General, Haryana Circtapala. ...Respondents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on : 15.06.2016

Sh. Vijay Kumar has filed this application undercen 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), claiming borms the averments, that he was appointed as Sweefter year 1987
and was governed by the EDA Conduct Rules and npithé Gramin Dak Sewak(Conduct and Engagement)Rules
2011. That he is entitled to bonus from the veryitwging as per letter dated 16.03.1994 which resafbliow:-

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be madéhawut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents raot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed sesidysthe directorate. | am therefore directed tpuest you

to issue necessary instructions to all concernddture and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are isduethe
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to E@rs}

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also dechtEdspecial watch may be kept on the payment beade
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurettteat is no delay on this score”

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed inithkes, al heads of circles etc are requestednuish a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordérs
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the neetifad been done in their circles vide A-2.”

That he performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.nm.vieas treated as part time worker. That he idledtio
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-managediémot pay.

The respondent-management filed written reply, dilea that the workman was employed as part time
Sweeper. That the workman being working as pag Sweeper, is not covered under the rules and &t isntitled to
get any bonus.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

The workman has appeared in the witness-box & iis affidavit supporting his case as set oth@claim
petition.

On the other hand, counsel for the managemematidxamine any witness.

| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman andS&hjeev Sharma for the management.

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counse¢hé workman that the workman used to work fromra.
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was eitb get bonus from the year 1987.

The workman was required to lead cogent evidencerove that he was appointed as Sweeper by the
respondent-management which he failed. He admitsglicross-examination that he was appointed at tpae
Sweeper and part time Sweepers are not covered thmel®osts and Telegraphs Extra-Departmental A¢@onduct
and Service)Rules, 1964 or under the Gramin Dalal@fConduct and Engagement)Rules, 2011 and theretfue
workman is not entitled to claim any bonus beingked as a part time worker.

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent éoGkntral Government for further necessary actoreguired
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
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T2 feeedt, 5 3, 2016

I3, 1666, 3T faarg sifufm, 1947 (1947 1 14) HT 91 17 % AU § F=19 TWhHR HE G
AR SR RAT dffhct & weuda & Gag FEN @R ST FHER % o, egey o ffe sieifie foag o
HT TR SR Aol T oW EeE-2, SEhg % e (W oMt ueHiu |, 303/2013) Wi WehITITd e
2 S H= TR 1 04.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[T, TA-42025/03/2016-3TE3R (E19)]
o, . JUPTITE, SR TSR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1666.— pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA 1863/2013) of the Central Government Industrialblinal-
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as showtinénAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute betweenghwloyers
in relation to the management of the Senior Supamaent of Post Offices Karnal Division and theariaman, which
was received by the Central Government on 04.08.201

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer
LCA No. 303/2013
Registered on 22.11.2013

Sh. Ashok Kumar S/o Sh. Nanak Chand, R/o Chhotkista
Valmiki Colony, Model Town Karanl,
Sweeper office the SSPO, Karnal ...Petitioner

Versus

1.  The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Kafbadision Karnal.

2. The Chief Post Master General, Haryana Circtapala. ...Respondents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on : 27.06.2016

Sh. Ashok Kumar has filed this application underct®® 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), claiming borms the averments, that he was appointed as Swaefier year 1988
and was governed by the EDA Conduct Rules and nothdé Gramin Dak Sewak (Conduct and Engagemeng<Rul
2011. That he is entitled to bonus from the veryitnéing as per letter dated 16.03.1994 which resafbliow:-

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be madéhawut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents reot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed sesidaysthe directorate. | am therefore directed tpuesst you

to issue necessary instructions to all concernddtiure and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are isdwethe
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to ERs}

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also decltEdspecial watch may be kept on the payment besde
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurethieat is no delay on this score.”
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3. to ensure that payments are not delayed inithkes, al heads of circles etc are requestednuish a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordéss
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the neetifad been done in their circles vide A-2.”

That he performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.nm.vieas treated as part time worker. That he idledtio
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-managediémot pay.

The respondent-management filed written reply, dilea that the workman was employed as part time
Sweeper. That the workman being working as pai Sweeper, is not covered under the rules and at isntitled to
get any bonus.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

The workman has appeared in the witness-box & iis affidavit supporting his case as set oth@claim
petition.

On the other hand, counsel for the managemematidxamine any witness.
| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman andS&hjeev Sharma for the management.

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned counse¢hé workman that the workman used to work fromra.
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was ettitb get bonus from the year 1988.

The workman was required to lead cogent evideoncerbve that he was appointed as Sweeper by the
respondent-management which he failed. Rather glerioss-examination he admits that he was appoagqzhrt time
Sweeper and part time Sweepers are not covered threl®osts and Telegraphs Extra-Departmental Agg&unduct
and Service)Rules, 1964 or under the Gramin DaklE&eyConduct and Engagement) Rules, 2011 and therehe
workman is not entitled to claim any bonus beingked as a part time worker.

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent éoGkntral Government for further necessary actoreguired
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
7 feeedt, 5 o7, 2016
I, 1667, 3T faarg sifufm, 1947 (1947 &1 14) HT 91 17 % IR0 § F=19 TWhHR HE G

AR S B Wik # Yaudd & Heag PR 6k 398 wHeR & o=, srey § ffe siwifie foar
H1d ThR AR Aol U o =EeE -2, SEhg % gue (Hed STEEl WorHiT |, 304/2013) o WehIT¥Td LAt
2 S H= TR 1 04.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[T, TA-42025/03/2016-3TE3MR (E19)]

. . JUPTITE, SEh STHRT

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1667.—+ pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA 18064/2013) of the Central Government Industrialblinal-
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as showtinénAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute betweenghwloyers
in relation to the management of the Senior Supanaent of Post Offices Karnal Division and theworiaman, which
was received by the Central Government on 04.08.201

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
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ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer
LCA No. 304/2013
Registered on 22.11.2013

Smt. Kanta Rani W/o Sh. Narinder Kumar, R/o H.Re31,
Sadar Bazar, Karnal, serving as Sweeper
with the SSPO Post Office, Karnal, Division Karnal. ...Petitioner

Versus

1.  The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices Kafdalision Karnal

2. The Chief Post Master General, Haryana Circtabala ...Respondents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on : 15.06.2016

Smt. Kanta Rani has filed this application underct®@ 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947(hereinafter called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus the averments, that she was engaged as EDOHeigigar 1974
and was entitled to get bonus as per letter dd@€@B11994 which read as follow:-

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be mad#heut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents reot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed sesidysthe directorate. | am therefore directed tpuest you

to issue necessary instructions to all concernddture and when orders for DA/Bonus etc. are idduethe
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to E@rks}

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also declisdspecial watch may be kept on the payment besde
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurethigat is no delay on this score.”

3. to ensure that payments are not delayed inithkes, al heads of circles etc are requestedraish a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordéss
Payment of Bonus/DA etc. confirming that the nekt&s been done in their circles vide A-2.”

That she had not been paid bonus by the respontiTdgement.

The respondent-management filed written reply, #ihmgi that Smt. Kanta Rani was engaged as part time
Sweeper and being a part time workman is not edtith get any ‘bonus’.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

Smt. Kanta Rani, workman as appeared in the wstbeg and filed her affidavit reiterating the staasltaken
in the claim petition.

On the other hand, counsel for the managemematidxamine any witness.
| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman ands8hjeev Sharma for the management.

According to the workman she was appointed as EDDthe year 1974. Respondent-management has denied
this fact and pleaded that the workman was engagedpart time Sweeper. Smt. Kanta Rani has adhiitteer cross-
examination that she was a part time employee.,Tieiag a part time employee, she cannot claimaangunt by way
of bonus and moreover, no instructions have besretsto pay bonus to part time workers and thezetbe workman
is not entitled to claim any bonus.

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent toGbetral Government for further necessary actioregsired
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer
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¢ feoett, 5 31, 2016

I3, 1668, 3T faamg Ifuf=m, 1947 (1947 1 14) & ¥R 17 % U § F51 TWHR HF T
AN ST BRAT |ihel & gauda & dog Fansl oK 9 FHaR & o=, orgey | ffie sienfie foa o
HET THR S e T 50 <Eed-2, 9ee & e (e et TeHiT E. 305/2013) 1 TehIyTd Hidt
2 S =i TR 1 04.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[¥. TA-42025/03/2016-3TE3TR (E1)]
i, . JUFTIT, S5k AR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1668.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. LCA 1865/2013) of the Central Government Industrialblinal-
cum-Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh now as showtinénAnnexure in the Industrial Dispute betweeneghwloyers
in relation to the management of the Senior Supamaent of Post Offices Karnal Division and thewariaman, which
was received by the Central Government on 04.08.201

[No. L-42025/03/2016-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer
LCA No. 305/2013
Registered on 22.11.2013

Sh. Kirpal S/o Sh. Maha Singh, R/o Balmiki Basti,
Hansi Road, Karanl, serving as
Sweeper with the SSPO Office, Karnal. ...Petitioner

Versus

1.  The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices KafDalision Karnal.

2. The Chief Post Master General, Haryana, Ciraeykina. ...Respondents
APPEARANCES :
For the workman : Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv.
For the Management : Sh. Sanjeev Sharma, Adv.
AWARD

Passed on : 27.06.2016

Sh. Kirpal has filed this application under SectR3(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 @inafter
called the ‘Act’), claiming bonus on the avermeritsat he was appointed as Sweeper in the year a8@4was
governed by the EDA Conduct Rules and now by thentr Dak Sewak (Conduct and Engagement) Rules,.2011
That he is entitled to bonus from the very begigras per letter dated 16.03.1994 which read asvioll

“23-DA/Bonus/other claims to ED Agents to be mad#heut delay-Instances have come to the notice that
Payment of DA/Bonus and other claims to ED Agents reot being made promptly and quite often being
delayed considerably. This has been viewed sesidysthe directorate. | am therefore directed tpuest you

to issue necessary instructions to all concernddture and when orders for DA/Bonus etc are isduethe
Directorate, the payment are made promptly to E@rs}

2. Chairman Postal Service Board has also declisdspecial watch may be kept on the payment basde
to ED Agents and Head of Circles should ensurethigat is no delay on this score.”
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3. to ensure that payments are not delayed initbkes, al heads of circles etc are requestedrash a note
in this regard in their monthly reports for atleast months following the month of issued of ordérs
Payment of Bonus/DA etc confirming that the neetifad been done in their circles vide A-2.”

That he performed the duty from 5 p.m. to 9 a.ot.weas treated as part time worker. That he igledtto
get benefit of bonus which the respondent-managediémot pay.

The respondent-management filed written replyagileg that the workman was engaged as part time
Sweeper. That the workman being working as pag Sweeper, is not covered under the rules and &t isntitled to
get any bonus.

Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

The workman has appeared in the witness-box &l liis affidavit supporting his case as set oth@claim
petition.

On the other hand, counsel for the managemematidxamine any witness.
| have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman ands8hjeev Sharma for the management.

It was argued by Sh. R.P. Mehra, learned coumsd¢hé workman that the workman used to work fromra.
to 9 a.m. and was a full time worker and was eitb get bonus from the year 2004.

The workman was required to lead cogent evidencerove that he was appointed as Sweeper by the
respondent-management which he failed and ratherwbrkman admits during cross-examination that hses w
appointed as part time Sweeper and part time Sweepe not covered under the Posts and Telegraptia-E
Departmental Agents(Conduct and Service)Rules, 1@84 under the Gramin Dak Sevaks(Conduct and
Engagement)Rules, 2011 and therefore, the workmanoti entitled to claim any bonus being worked g time
worker.

Let hard and soft copy of the order be sent éoGkntral Government for further necessary actoreguired
under Section 33(c)(4) of the Act.
KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer

T2 feoett, 5 o7, 2016
I, 1669, 3MEfies oo sfuf=m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) 1 9N 17 & RO § H=09 THR Aifd
TAZSIS U 1S & Jelordsl & Helg (ISRl 3R S R & o=, orsy o ffie sfenfies faar o s @R
Areifiter sAfueor w99 =aEeE-1, ool & e (Hesd | 179/2015) o1 YRR hidl & S S TR &l 04.
08.2016 <! T 3T ol

[€. TA-42012/133/2015-3TRR ()]
i, . JUFTIT, S5k AR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1669.—+ pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (1.D. No./2095) of the Central Government Industrial Triblacam-
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Anurexin the Industrial Dispute between the emplojrerelation to
the management of the M/s. Niti Enterprises ande@thand their workman, which was received by thatiGé
Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42012/133/2015-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
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ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING O FFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.1, KARKARDO OMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI

ID No. 179/2015

Shri Banche Lal, S/o Shri Brijpal,

C/o 1800/9, Govindpuri Extension,

Main Road, Kalkaji,

New Delhi 110 019 ...Workman

Versus

1. M/s Niti Enterprises,
L-88, Kisan Vihar,
New Delhi 110 041

2. The Commissioner Sports,
Delhi Development Authority
Siri Fort Sports Complex,
August Kranti Marg,
Khel Gaon,
New Delhi 110 049 ...Managements

AWARD

Central Government, vide letter No.L-42012/13320R(DU) dated 13.08.2015, referred the following
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudicatio

“Whether the workman Shri Banche Lal S/o Shri Baijjs entitled to reinstatement in the employmdrthe
employer? If so, with effect from which date?néft to what relief is the workman entitled to?

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Govemiroemmanded the parties to the dispute to fileestant of
claim, complete with relevant documents, list diarece and witnesses with this Tribunal within 1&ys of receipt of
the reference order and to forward a copy of stiatement of claim to the opposite parties involuedhe dispute.
Despite directions so given, Shri Banche Lal optetto file his claim statement with the Tribunal.

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was teethe workman as well as the managements. htleihe

postal article, referred above, was received bawkwas it observed by the Tribunal that postal ises/remained
affected in the period, referred above. Therefevery presumption lies in favour of the fact ttret above notice was
served upon the claimant. Despite service of thtéce, claimant opted to abstain away from the pedings. No

claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thugsitlear that the workman is not interested in didjgtion of the

reference on merits.

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearaor has he led any evidence so as to proveahise
against the management, as such, this Tribunaftisvith no choice, except to pass a ‘No Disputait@l award. Let
this award be sent to the appropriate Governmsmeguired under Section 17 of the Industrial DispiAct, 1947, for
publication.

Dated : July 27, 2016
A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer
T2 feeeft, 5 97, 2016
I3, 1670, ST=ifTeR famg iff@m, 1947 (1947 *1 14) H 91 17 & TR0 § Hd AR FFHfqoa
FHNUANTH At Kool T o5d & Yoo & Gag el iR 3% wdR & o, sy o ffée sfeifis faar o
F1T TSR s i ud 99 =Eea-1, Koot & d=e (Fed 9 173/2015) 1 G| wd & S S
TTHR h1 04.08.2016 i T 3T M|

[€. TeT-42011/79/2015-3MER (S19)]
o, . P, SEh STHRT
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New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1670.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (1.D. No./20B5) of the Central Government Industrial Triblucam-
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Arurexin the Industrial Dispute between the emplojerelation to
the management of the M/s. Municipal Corporatio®ethi and Others and their workmen, which was irexkby the
Central Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42011/79/2015-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING O FFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.1, KARKARDO OMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI

ID No. 173/2015

The General Secretary,

MCD General Mazdoor Union,

Room No.95, Barrack No.1/10,

Jam Nagar House,

New Delhi— 110 011 ...Workman

Versus

1. The Commissioner,
Municipal Corporation of Delhi,
Civic Centre, Minto Road,
New Delhi 110 002

2. The Commissioner,
East Delhi Municipal Corporation,
Udyog Sadan, Plot No.419,
Patparganj Industrial Area, Shahdara,
New Delhi 110 092 ...Management

AWARD

Reference under Section 10 sub section (2A) ofltidistrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act)swva
received from the Central Government, Ministry abbur and Employment vide order No.L-42011/79/2IR®U),
New Delhi dated 23.07.2015, with following terms:

“Whether Shri Ganga Ram S/o Shri Gyani is entitiedet full wages for the period 02.06.1997 to 12008
and his duty for the said period treated as pesht on duty alongwith all consequential beneiitsiuding
the increments? If so, what directions are necgssahis respect.?”

2. Corrigendum was issued by the appropriate Gorvent vide No.L-42011/79/2015-IR(DU), New Delhi date
10.08.2015, vide which name of the Management wasnded to ‘The Commissioner, East Delhi Municipal
Corporation, Udyog Sadan, Plot No.419, Patparfyahjstrial Area, Shahdara, New Delhi 110 092"

3. Claim statement was filed by Shri Ganga Ramejhefter referred to as the workman) wherein #lisged
that he is a Field Worker (Malaria Beldar) and resently posted under City Zone. He was arrestdd ¥IR
N0.225/97 u/s 302/120-B/201/406/411 IPC and wasgquaunder suspension. He was paid subsistenceaalte
initially of 50% and later on enhanced to 75% weffect from 02.09.1997 till he was reinstated on112008. He
was acquitted by the Hon’ble Court of Shri RajinBabu Sharma, Upper District and Sessions JudgeC &t No.9,
Ghaziabad vide judgement dated 26.05.2008 alongetlter co-accused in the said FIR by giving himdfi¢rof
doubt. After his acquittal by the competent CadfrLaw, Deputy Commissioner, Shahdara South Z@ssed orders
dated 30.06.2009, Annexure A2, that the entiregoleof suspension till the date of reinstatementrbated as ‘leave
without pay’ whereas the workman is entitled topaéd full pay and allowances for the suspensiomogealongwith
all consequential benefits. The workman filedagpeal dated 12.10.2010 but the management didaket any
action. However, Vigilance Department of the mamagnt approached the DGC (Crime), Ghaziabad Cbiitdy
Pradesh for ascertaining whether the Uttar Pra@mrernment has filed any appeal against the judgena the
District Court. In response, District Sessionsgiu(lCriminal) Ghaziabad, Uttar Pradesh intimated tto such appeal
has been filed against the said order, copy of whatter is Annexure A4. Demand notice dated 22022 was also
served on the management.
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4. The management has neither served any chargé treheld any departmental enquiry after the iiedwf

the workman by the District and Sessions Judgezi@abad, Uttar Pradesh. Hence, the workman hesedmiitled for
all the benefits, including full payment duringetiperiod of suspension and also increments andoalequential
benefits.

5. It is also averred that the Hon’ble Supreme €Couthe case of ‘Brahma Chandra Gupta Vs. Uniotndfa
(1984 (1984) SCC 433) and it has been held as under

6. Mr. R.K. Garg, learned Counsel for the appellamnted us to examine the scope and ambit of
Article 193 and Mr. Gujaral learned Counsel for theion of India was equally keen on the other s@do

the same thing. We steer clear of both. The apmellas a permanent UDC who has already retired on
superannuation and must receive a measure of sooieemic justice. Keeping in view the facts of dase
that the appellant was never hauled up for depatmheenquiry; that he was prosecuted and has been
ultimately acquitted, and on being acquitted he weisstated and was paid full salary for the period
commencing from his acquittal, and further thatref@ the period in question the concerned authdrés

not held that the suspension was wholly justifiedduse 3/4th of the salary is ordered to be pagdang of

the opinion that the approach of the trial courtsvearrect and unassailable. The learned trial Juage
appreciation of facts found that this is a casevirich full amount of salary should have been paidhe
appellant on his reinstatement for the entire geritve accept that as the correct approach. We diocy
allow this appeal, set aside the judgment of fiygpellate court as well of the High Court and nestbe one

of trial Court with this modification that the amutuwlecreed shall be paid with 9% interest p.a. fthendate

of suit till realization with costs throughout.’

6. Finally, a prayer has been made that an awaagt b passed in his favour, granting full back esageating
the period of suspension as period spent on datgatith all consequential benefits.

7. Management failed to put in its appearance ite spf issuing several notices, hence the Triburad no
option but to proceed ex-parte in the matter.

8. The workman, Shri Ganga Ram, in support of hisec filed his affidavit as evidence, which is EXMMA,
which is reiteration of the material facts containe the statement of claim and also tendered ideee documents
Ex.WW1/1 to Ex.WW1/5 alongwith judgement. | wddde referring to the same while drawing my coriolus

9. I have heard Shri B.K. Prasad, A/R for the ckaitnvhile none appeared on behalf of the management

10. It is clear from perusal of the statement afrolas well as affidavit Ex WW1/A that the workmiagrein was
admittedly working as Field Worker(Malaria Beldagnd at the relevant time was posted in ShahdanghStone,
Delhi. There is no denial of the fact that he wa®sted in a criminal case filed under FIR No.2Z54/s 302/120-
B/201/406/411 IPC. Consequent upon registratioth@fabove criminal case, workman was put underesisspn as is
clear from Annexure A Il, Office Order dated 252809 wherein it is clearly stated that the workrduini Ganga Ram
was placed under deemed suspension with effect B86.1997 vide office order No.1316/SIO(P)/Vig/S-75
dated 18.09.1998 due to his arrest/involvementse FIR No.225/97 u/s 302/120-B/201/406/411 IPS. Bector 36,
NOIDA. Subsistence allowance was enhanced from 5%5% with effect from 02.09.1997. Thereafter, vines
reinstated in service vide office order dated 12Q0@8. The last para of the above order shows tiietDeputy
Commissioner, South Zone has treated the entiiegpef absence, i.e. from the date of deemed ssspetill the date
of his reinstatement as ‘leave without pay’. Therkman has also filed office order dated 14.11&08hich is
Annexure Al, which shows that the Deputy CommissiprSouth Zone reinstated the workman in servicd wi
immediate effect consequent upon his acquittal IR N0.225/97 u/s 302/120-B/201/406/411 IPC. Thsralso
reference to his deemed suspension with effect §8r6.1997. Record of the case also shows teawvtdrtkman has
filed a representation against the order datedé320D9 passed by the Deputy Commissioner, Soutle Aeating his
period of deemed suspension as ‘leave without.gdg has claimed full pay and allowances for theggeof his
suspension in view of his acquittal in the criminate mentioned above.

11. The crucial question which requires determaratn the present reference is whether the workh&gin is
entitled for full wages for the period from 02.089% to 19.11.2008 with all consequential benefiteluding
increments and denial of the same by the managem&gal and justified. The question is purelgdkin nature and
facts of the case, as described above, clearly shioat the workman herein was acquitted in theioghcase and in
view of the launching of proceedings, he was pudesndeemed suspension. Hon’ble Apex Court in #ee of
Brahma Chandra Gupta Vs. Union of India (1984 (2C$433) considered the question of payment of dalbry
alongwith other benefits to a workman who was wagkas a permanent UDC and was suspended in 196@gmirto
criminal prosecution launched against him. Durimg period of suspension, he was paid subsistetmeaaice. In fact,
the Trial Court convicted the workman in the saade as a result of which the workman was dismifeend service.
On an appeal, his conviction was set aside andaseaequitted by the higher court. Consequentlyydreinstated in
service. The competent authority has not releaskddlary and other benefits in favour of the wodn. As such,
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matter was taken to the Civil Court, who decideel ¢hse in favour of the workman but in appeal,Disrict Judge
reversed the decree passed by the Trial Court. Wadter finally reached before the Hon'’ble Apex @pitl was held
that the management cannot withhold the full satarg benefits of the workman who was dismissed fsemvice on
the basis of criminal proceedings which finallyroitated in favour of the workman. In the said calse, there was
no departmental enquiry conducted against the warkand order of dismissal was purely on the basigiminal
proceedings launched against the workman, as ipdbiion in the case on hand. The workman wasiitted in the
said case and so is the decision in the case ahdrahHon’ble Apex Court has ordered payment dfdallary for the
relevant period during which the workman remainedar suspension. Accordingly, judgement of thealT@ourt
granting full benefits to the workman was finallgheld by the Hon’ble Apex Court and managementaiss ordered
to pay wages with 9% interest. In the case on l@sn, factual position is the same and there iidlhany scope to
take a contrary view. Consequently, this Tribugsalf the opinion that the workman is entitled & full wages for the
period from 02.06.1997 to 19.11.2008 and his dotytlie said period treated as period spent on dlatygwith all
consequential benefits, including the incrementa. award is accordingly passed. It be sent to thercpriate
Government, as required under Section 17 of thedinl Disputes Act, 1947, for publication.

July 28, 2016
A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer

T2 feeedt, 5 3, 2016

WM, 1671, 3TN foar ifufem, 1947 (1947 &1 14) 1 4R 17 & SFTHR § H5T AR SN
SR (o) HrfesgEl % yeudd & Gag s o 3% AR & o, orgey o ffde sfeifis faos § =g
THR it ARt U 5| =Eerd- 1, foelt & due (Feed oméet €. 182/2015) i YHINE wLdt & S S
TR h1 04.08.2016 Tl T 3T Tl

[T, TA-42011/91/2015-3TE3R (E19)]
. . JUPTITE, SR STHHRT

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1671.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (1.D. No./2825) of the Central Government Industrial Triblucwam-
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Arurexin the Industrial Dispute between the emplojerelation to
the management of the Director General (Works) CP8vid their workmen, which was received by the Gentr
Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42011/91/2015-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING O FFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.1, KARKARDO OMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI

ID No. 182/2015

Smt. Rani W/o Shri Bishan through

The General Secretary,

CPWD General Mazdoor Union,

Room No0.95, Barrack No.1/10,

Jam Nagar House,

New Delhi- 110011 ...Workmen

Versus

The Director General (Works),

CPWD,

Nirman Bhawan

New Delhi 110 001 ...Management
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AWARD

Brief facts giving rise to the present case ae¢ ¢ reference was received from Ministry of Labd@overnment of
India vide letter No0.L-42011/91/2015-IR(DU) date®.@8.2015 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) aubd-
section(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispufect, 1947(in short the Act), terms of which aseunder:

‘Whether Smt. Rani, W/o Shri Bishan is entitledbi regularized as Sweeper in Group D category fasm, i
from which date and what directions are necessatlyi$ respect?’

2. It is clear from the statement of claim filed the workman, Ms.Rani, that she has been perforimamgiuties
under Electrical Construction Division IV, CPWD,$hpa Bhawan, New Delhi . Workman is scheduledecaisd is in
service since the year 1987 continuously on a erepayment of Rs.1300.00 per month and she wasteas ‘part
time sweeper’. It is also alleged that the esshbfient of the management is covered under the 8lehEBdployment
of Minimum Wages Act and as per Section 15 of thiaildum Wages Act, workers who work for less thaa tlormal
working days is entitled for full wages as fixeddenthe Schedule Employment.

3. It is the case of the workman that the managéimaa not even paid full wages to unskilled workergsed
from time to time under the Minimum Wages Act, 1948s such, action of the management amounts tairulabour
practice and is against the judgement of the HenAybex Court in Surinder Singh vs. Engineer-in-Gh@PWD

(ATR 1986 SC 1976) decided on 17.01.1986. In vidwhe above, the workman is entitled to equal psyper the
judgement of the Hon’ble Apex Court in Surinder gdin(supra) with effect from 30.09.2012 till dat&he is also
entitled for regularization in service in Group Btegory with effect from 30.09.1992 as per poli€yegularization as
adopted by the management of CPWD referred above.

4. There are also averments that Ministry of Honfilaifs, Government of India vide OM No.16/5/68-EHdd)
dated 05.07.1968 has clarified that part time dalsimourers are also entitled for regularizatioteatompletion of
four years of their service with certain conditimmhtained therein.

5. Workman, in para 6 of the statement of claimrasle reference to the judgement of the Hon’blexApeurt
in Excise Superintendent, Malkapatnam Krishna D&tP. and K.B.N. Vishweshwara Rao & Othrs’ (1997 [(LJ
567) wherein it has been held that selection odicktes for regularization should not be restricteccandidates
sponsored by Employment Exchange alone. Manageshenid call for the hames by publication in thevegapers
having wide circulation and also displayed on betboards. Matter should also be advertised on e television
etc. so as to give due publicity for filling up mdsts.

6. Workman herein was engaged directly as part Smeeper initially, hence question of recruitmémbugh
Employment Exchange is irrelevant. Workman heigientitled to be regularized with effect from 321992 and
also entitled for equal pay for equal work from ged date. Department of Personnel has libedhlige policy of
those casual workers not recruited through Emplaoyniexchange before 07.05.1985 as is clear from AumreeB.

Management also issued policy for regularizatiord&dy rated workers with effect from 11.12.2006 s policy
N0.19/176/2004-EC.X dated 11.03.2011(Annexure EdrikMan herein, Smt. Rani had performed her dutgotly

under the control and supervision of the managemantiew of the decision of the Hon’ble Apex Coum Writ

Petition N0.1324/90 titled CPWD Karamchari Union. \énion of India, she is entitled for regularizatias well as
payment of equal pay for equal work.

7. Management was put to notice but despite issiahsuch notice, as is evident from record, ngypeared on
behalf of the management. As such, management iwasgred ex-parte vide order dated 16.02.2016.

8. Workman, in support of her case, examined hergel WW1 and tendered in evidence her affidavit
ExX.WW1/A. Workman also tendered in evidence doaums&x.WW1/1 to Ex.WW1/9.

9. It is clear from perusal of statement of claisrveell as affidavit Ex. WW1/A, which remained unréied, that
Smt. Rani, workman herein has been performingduties as sweeper under Electrical Constructionisizin 1V,
CPWD, Pushpa Bhawan since the year 1987 continp@sspart time sweeper. There is nothing on retmrshow
that there is any break in service of the workmad thus she has put in more than 25 years of agois service
under the management. During the course of argtsnkyarned A/R for the claimant, Shri B.K. Prasaderred to
Annexure ExX.WW1/1 which deals with instructions aetjng regularization of part time casual workerEhere is
reference in the above guidelines that casual wenkéno have rendered more than a period of twosyeantinuous
service can be appointed to class IV posts, bomeegular establishment which are required to bedfiby direct
recruitment. Relevant portion of the Office Memuatam Ex.WW1/1 is reproduced hereunder:

‘Accordingly, with effect from the date of the igsof this Office Memorandum, part time casual lakos
shall also be eligible for appointment to Claspsts borne on the regular establishment, whichreameired
to be filled by direct recruitment, provided theene appointed through Employment Exchange and had
acquired experience of a minimum of four years icwius service as part-time casual labour in the
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office/establishment to which they were appointesigh Employment Exchange. Those part time casual
labourers who were recruited in an office/estaltisht direct, without reference to the Employment
Exchange and who are working on the date of is$ubki® office memorandum should not be considerad f
appointment to the regular establishment, unlegy th(i) get themselves registered with Employment
Exchange, (ii) render from the date of such regi&tn a minimum of four years continuous service gart
time casual labour and (iii) are subsequently spats by the Employment Exchange in accordance with
their position in the register of the Exchange.’

10. Shri Prasad also made reference to the guadetiontained in Swamy’s compilation for employmaintasual
labour, which is Ex.WW1/2. The above guidelines quite elaborate and exhaustive in nature ang édbers the
case of the workman herein. Perusal of office mamdum No0.45/1/67-EU.X( Volume IV) dated 21.10.1990
Ex.WW1/3 shows that an office order was issuedCBYWD for implementation of Supreme Court judgensated
17.01.1986 in Surender Singh’s case regarding eualfor equal work and method of calculation ofges of the
daily rated workers. There is also letter Ex.WWaditiressed to the Executive Engineer regardingeimehtation of
judgement in Surender Singh case (supra) has been.g Further, Government of India vide Ex WW1#sued
guidelines/clarification regarding directions cant in judgement of the Hon’ble Apex Court in $taff Karnataka
Vs. Uma Devi (2006) 4 SCC 1. It has been clarifibdt regularization of the workers will be strctubject to
fulfillment of eligibility conditions prescribed wker the rules and daily rated workers should bgitdé in respect of
maximum age-limit on the date of appointment tordgular post. There is specific direction that wever sufficient
direct quota vacancies are not available, promotionta vacancies may be utilized as a onetime meafsu
regularization of casual worker. It is clear frgmrusal of Section 15 of the Minimum Wages Act, & ¥dat a part
time or casual worker cannot be paid less wagestti@minimum wages fixed for unskilled labour avatkman is to
be given full wages. It was also brought to tb&ae of the Tribunal that every daily rated workelCPWD is getting
wages of equal pay for equal work as per policynahagement contained in Ex.WW1/3 and Ex. WW1/4fatt, the
said policy describes payment of equal pay withcilventerparts working as regular workers, inclgdmweepers, who
are entitled to minimum time scale + all allowaneés It is further clear from perusal of Minisiof Home Affairs
Office Memorandum dated 05.07.1988 Ex.WW1/1 thanepart time employee is entitled to regularizatadter
completion of four years of services. Since thekn@mn herein has admittedly put in more than 25s/eé service
and there is no break in her service, as sucheavarious orders discussed above, she is liableetoegularized
irrespective of the fact whether her name was spedsby the Employment Exchange or not. Hon’bl@Agourt in
the case of Surender Singh case dealt with thstigneof equal pay for equal work in respect afydated workmen
performing same duties which was being performedhleyr regular counterparts in the department.eAftiscussing
the ambit and scope of Article 14 of the Constitntof India, it was held that there should be eqagl for equal work
of equal value. It makes no difference whethehsuorkmen are employed against sanctioned posbosalong as
they are performing the same duties. They mustivecsame salary and conditions of service must ladsthe same.
Hon'’ble Supreme Court also expressed anguish tbat af the workers are kept in service on tempobasis as daily
wage workers without their service being regulatjzevhich is completely against the spirit of Aréicl3 of the
Constitution of India. In CPWD Karamchari Union.Mdnion of India as well as Ex.WW1/7 , Hon’ble Ap&ourt
directed that daily rated workers be regularizethiwia period of for weeks. However, regularizatisill not confer
any right to claim seniority from the date of entry

11. As a sequel to my above discussion as wekgal position adumbrated above in the decisioedalipon by
the workman herein, | am of the view that Smt.Ram@ntitled for regularization as Sweeper in Gr@upategory and
for payment of equal pay as Sweeper from 30.09.198h all consequential benefits. An award iscadingly,
passed. Let this award be sent to the appropd@aternment, as required under Section 17 of thadim@l Disputes
Act, 1947, for publication.

Dated : July 28, 2016
A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer

¢ feoett, 5 31, 2016

WM, 1672, i foarg sifufam, 1947 (1947 1 14) *T 97 17 & FTHROT § ST ThHR 9
TIed Uiee fafiee & yeuds & Gag FEeehl ot ST sHeR & o, oy | ffde sirife faa § w=im
TWHR SEfier fesor ud 99 =reE-1, ool & due (T=e ot 9. 130/2012) 1 Yehi¥ &t € S S
TIHR H1 04.08.2016 i T 3T M|

[€. TeT-40012/30/2012-3TER (S19)]
o, . P, SR STHRT
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New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1672.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisgufAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No./2802) of the Central Government Industrial Triblucam-
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Anurexin the Industrial Dispute between the emplojrrelation to
the management of the Bharti Airtel Services Liwohitend their workman, which was received by the @ént
Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-40012/30/2012-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING O FFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.1, KARKARDO OMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI

ID No. 130/2012

Shri Ajay Kumar Diwakar,

C/o Shri Mewa Lal,R/o B-69, Gali No.6,

Mandawali Unche Par,

Mandawali, Delhi — 110 092 ...Workman/Claimant

Versus

The Managind Director,

M/s. Bharti Airtel Services Limited

224, Okhla, Phase llI,

New Delhi 110 020 ...Management

AWARD

Reference under Clause (d) of Sub Section(1) abessation 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disps
Act, 1947 was received from the appropriate Gowemt vide letter No.L-40012/30/2012-IR(DU) dated1182012 to
the following effect:

1. ‘Whether the action of the management of BhartiédiGervices Ltd. In terminating the employmentStiki
Ajay Kumar Diwakar, with effect from 01.09.2010ilisgal and unjustified? If yes, what relief th@skman is entitled
to?’

2. Factual matrix as contained in the statement ofrclshows that Shri Ajay Kumar Diwakar (hereinafter
referred to as the workman) was appointed by Biartel Services Ltd. (the management, in shortp8r04.2008 and
was allotted Employee Code 52742. He worked caotisly with utmost dedication and has an unblendisbeord of
service. He was confirmed in service on 02.10.28@8was further issued a satisfactory annual peefoce report on
01.06.2009. His last drawn wages was Rs.16,96210& averred that the working atmosphere of ienagement
was not good and the workman had to face extremashign, harassment and exploitation since March02étlthe
hands of one Shri Shashank Sharma, Senior Manaferywas nursing a grudge against him for reasosskmwn to
him. Shri Rajvinder Singh, the Zonal Manager gitsessurized the workman to resign, but despiteoadls, the
workman continued to serve the management. Or8@A0, Shri Sharma did not allow the workman takrias
attendance, despite which he performed his dut{@s.28.08.2010, the workman was not allowed toquerfhis job
and he was not given any job by Shri Sharma, who tidreatened him with dire consequences. Whemtiter was
reported to Shri Singh, the Zonal Manager, he almssed the workman, caught hold of him by the celfad pushed
him outside the office premises.

3. A legal notice was issued to the managementldd83010, to which no reply was received by thekwan.
As the workman was not taken back on duty, a casefiled under Section 10 of the Industrial Dispubet, 1947(in
short the Act) and the Hon'ble Presiding Officeablour Court, Karkardooma Court, Delhi dismissexldlaim of the
workman on the ground that the workman had appexhthe Conciliation Officer before approaching trebour
Court. Thereafter the workman approached the dation Officer, resulting into the above reference

4. Finally prayer has been made that the workmdmse services have been terminated be reinstatéte to
original position with full back wages and othembéts as termination by the management withoyt secific
reason amounts to illegal termination.

5. Management was put to notice, who filed writterthe statement of claim filed by the workmen.ve3al
preliminary objections have been taken inter dl@workman not approaching the court with cleardeaolaimant not
being a ‘workman’ under section 2(s) of the Acthneervice of demand notice, claim being frivolods. e The
workman is guilty of gross unauthorized absenteeisth effect from 16.08.2010 thereby resulting imzandonment
of employment. Earlier in January and February0264 remained absent. In March 2010 he reporteduties only



[ Il —'vs 3(ii) ] HIXA hT TSTYA @ ST 13, 2016/4190T 22, 1938 3753

for two days, in April 2010 he worked from 01.04120to 23.04.2010, In my he worked for only one daye
remained absent in June and July 2010 without peéomission of the management. All efforts by tienagement to
call him back on duty vide letters dated 23.08.28t6 30.08.2010 proved futile on account of thensatd attitude of
the workman. Resultantly, vide letter dated 07.09(Q services of the workman was terminated, afmrse 2 of the
Offer cum Appointment letter dated 31.03.2008.

6. Management on merits denied the material avetsriarthe claim statement. Finally, prayer has beaae
for dismissal of the claim filed by the workman.

7. Against this factual background, my learned poedsor, vide a order dated 11.02.2013, obseresd th no
other issue, other than those referred by the gpjate Government for adjudication, which needbdocsettled in the
controversy.

8. Claimant in support of his claim examined hirhasl WW1 and Shri Kailash Pandey as WW?2 and teddere
evidence, their affidavits Ex.WW1/A and ExWW2/Adadocuments ExWW1/1 to ExWW1/3 and Ex.WW?2/1 to
Ex.WW?2/7 respectively. Management in order to taha case of the claimant examined Shri Mahesh au@upta
as MW1, who tendered in evidence his affidavit whis ExX.MW1/A and documents Ex.MW1/1 to Ex.MW1/3.
would be adverting to the facts adduced by thdgsaim the subsequent paras.

9. | have heard Shri Virender Kumar Mehto, A/R tbe workman and Shri Jitesh Pandey, A/R for the
management. Parties have also filed written subomissand relied upon various judgments of the HienApex Court.

10. It was strongly argued on behalf of the mansagd that workman herein does not fall within tledimition as

defined in Section 2(s) of the act. The attentiérihe tribunal was also invited to the Job Profifethe workman
exhibit MW1/1 where in there is mention of the warkd duty to be performed by the workman. Secqriby salary
of the workman is also above Rs.10000 per montsuak the workman cannot be held to be workmanC®etra, it

was urged on behalf of the workman that the desigmaf an officials or a workman is not much img@ott and what
is important is the nature of duties being perfairby the employee. The workman is not performing duty of

supervisory nature or managerial duty nor workmas dny power to take disciplinary action againstshibordinates.
Therefore, in the contentions of the workman higeca covered by the definition of workman as cioeta in sec 2 (s)
of the act and exceptions attached to the defmitibthe workman particularly clause (iii) and (which deal with

managerial of administrative work or being employedupervisory capacity would not be applicabldghe case in
hand.

11. It is well settled that in order to find cag to whether a person was performing the workup&srisory or
managerial in nature, the dominant purpose of thpleyment of the person concerned should be takém i
consideration and certain additional duties perfxinby him should be ignored while determining thketus and
character of the person. Since the objection réggrthe status of the workman being employed inesupory
capacity has been taken by the management as BecBrius to prove this fact is upon the manageméntvas
imperative for the management to adduce cogentaeglto prove the specific nature of duty regardingervisory or
managerial work. The job profile exhibit MW1/1 doaot completely and thoroughly explains the sugery or
managerial work to be performed by the workmanorder to find out whether the workman herein falighin the
definition of workman as defined in section 2(s)ludé Act. It would be expedient to have a glancelefinition of the
tern ‘workman’, contained in section 2(s) of thetAcFor sake of convenience, definition of term Human’ is
reproduced thus:

“2(s) Workman means any person (including an agmenemployed in any industry to do any manual,
unskilled, technical, operational, clerical or swory work for hire or reward, whether the termof
employment be express or implied, and for the psepof any proceeding under this Act in relatiorato
industrial dispute includes any such person wholees) dismissed, discharged or retrenched in ctionec
with, or as a consequence of that dispute, or witismissal, discharge or retrenchment has led &b th
dispute, but does not include any such person-

0] Who is subject to the Air Force Act, 1950 (45 obQY or the Army Act 1950(46 of 1950) or the
Navy Act, 1957 (62 of 1957), or

(i) Who is employed in the police service or as arceffor other employee of a prison , or
(iii) Who is, employed mainly in a managerial or admiaiste capacity, or
(iv) Who, being employed in a supervisory capacity, dravages exceeding one thousand six hundred

rupees per mensem or exercises, either by theenafuthe duties attached to the office or by reason
of the powers vested in him, functions mainly ehanagerial nature”.

12. The first part of the definition gives statytaneaning of the term workman. This part of thedirdtion
determines a workman by reference to a personuitay an apprentice) employed in an “industry” tbathy manual,
unskilled, skilled, technical, operational, cletioca supervisory work for hire or reward. This pdetermines what a
“workman” means. The second part is designeddi® something more in what the term primarilyates. By this
part of the definition, person (i) who have beesmissed, discharged or retrenched in connectiol awitindustrial
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dispute, or (ii) whose dismissal, discharge oremthment has lead to an industrial dispute, forpingose of any
proceeding under the Act in relation to such indaktlispute, have been included in the definitidriworkman”. This
part gives extended connotation to the expressiearkman”. The third part specifically excluded tbategories of
persons specified in clauses (i) to (iv) of thi® section. The third part connotes that evenpkeson satisfies the
requirements of any of the first two parts but & falls in any of the four categories in the thpart, he shall be
excluded from the definition of ‘workman’. Not gnthe persons who are actually employed in an imgusut also
those who have been discharged, dismissed or chednin connection with or as a consequence ofnduastrial
dispute, and whose dismissal, discharge or retreaoh has lead to that dispute, would fall withie #mbit of the
definition. In other words, the second categorypefsons included in the definition would fall imetambit of the
definition, only for the purpose of any proceedinggler the Act in relation to an industrial dispated for no other
purposes. Therefore, date of reference is relesmadtin case a person falls within the definitidhworkman on that
day, the Tribunal would be vested with jurisdictimnentertain it and the jurisdiction would not seanerely because
subsequently the workman ceases to be workman.

13. For an employee in an industry to be a workmnadter this definition, it is manifest hat he mhstemployed
to do skilled or unskilled manual work, supervisavgrk, technical work or clerical work. If the wodone by an
employee is not of such a nature, he would not Werkkman. The specification of the four types afrkwobviously is
intended to law down that an employee is to becarmerkman only if he is employed to do work of afethose
types, while there may be employees who, not damgsuch work, would be out of the scope of thedwaorkman’,
without having resort to the exceptions. It canpetheld that every employee of an industry wabea workman
except those mentioned in the four exceptions disarcase these four classifications need not hage mentioned in
the definition and a workman could have been ddfiag a person employed in an industry except iascahere he
was covered by one of the exceptions.

14. In cases where an employee is employed toudelypskilled or unskilled manual work, or supeoris work
or technical work or clerical work there would be difficulty in holding him to be a workman undéwetappropriate
classification. Frequently, however, an employgeequired to do more than one kind of work. INtsgases, it
would be necessary to determine under which claasiin he will fall for the purpose of finding owthether he does
not go out of the definition of ‘workman’ under th&ceptions. The principle is now well settledttliar this purpose,
a workman must be held to be employed to do thakwdnich is the main work he is required to do etleough he
may incidentally doing other type of work.

15. When the facts of the present case are exdnoingéhe touchstone of principles discussed abibeannot be
said that workman herein is not a workman withia #tmbit and scope of definition of the workman eored in
section 2(s) of the act. There is no specific evideto suggest that the workman herein exercisupgrsisory or
administrative control over his subordinates stiffiply because he has been put in higher gradestime to time on
account of length of his service that would not mésat workman is doing work in supervisory or nmgaréal capacity
so as to exclude him from the definition of the kmoan under the Acts. When a person is requiresloid with the
assistance of his juniors or subordinates, it isfatural that he would be required to inspectugresvise the work
done by them and if necessary he would be requ@regive instructions to them to do the work in atigalar way.
But it cannot be, therefore, said that he is cagyiut supervisory work. | have gone through #terof law inUCO
Bank Vs. Presiding Officer & Another 1999 V AD (DELHI) 514 and A.K.Patel V. Indian Hotels Co. Ltd. 206
(3) BomCR 645 There is hardly any dispute with the propositiolaw, propounded in the above cases. The burden
of proof is normally upon a party who alleges & fand not upon a party who denies it, for a negafiv not capable is
proof. Ofcourse, the initial Onus is upon the woédn to allege and prove the facts mentioned inplbadings.
However, when specific stand is taken by managethabtature of duty performed by a workman isugdesvisory or
managerial in nature, in that eventuality, the lkardill shift upon the management to prove thatgjefact.

16. It has been held in Management_of Hindustartekoltd. V. Lakshmiah and another, 2002(93) FLF 22
(Mad.) = 2002 (2) LLN 725%hat in order to find out as to whether a persais werforming the work of supervisory or
managerial in nature, the dominant purpose of thepleyment of the person concern should be taken int
consideration and certain additional duties perémnby him should be rejected while determining stetus and
character of the person. In view of above disarsdi is held that work herein is a workman for fimerpose of
Section2(s) of the act as is not performing pritgatuty of supervisory or managerial nature21. &iny, Drawing of
salary by a workman above the limit contained m dlefinition of the workman would not take him @fithe purview
of the definition of workman. The relevant testisether such a workman was performing the workupfervisory or
managerial in nature. Simply because the worknesildeen given promotion from time to time as pegulaion
would not mean that such a workman is performintiedwf supervisory or managerial in nature. Theneothing in
statement of Mahesh Kumar Gupta MW1 as to what kihsupervisory or managerial duty was being pentx by
the workman herein.

17. Now the next vital question which arises fonsideration is whether the termination of the ffbthe
workman W.E.F. of 01-09-2010 is illegal and unjfistl. It is pertinent to note that in the termioatiletter dated 07-
09-2010 Exhibit WW1/M3 there is no mention of therluman being in the habit of remaining unauthorigedbsent
from the duty since Jan 2010. Admittedly the woakmvas terminated on 01-09-2010 as is clear froen \WW1/M3.
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It is neither in doubt nor in dispute that no emguvhatsoever was conducted against the workmaorédérminating
the job WW1/M3. It is the case of management asvident exhibit WW1/M1 dated 03-08-2010 that wogknmwas
absent from the duty W.E.F 16-08-2010 without amyprpinformation. He has not inform about his atxse nor
obtained prior permission for the same.

18. It is clear from the evidence of the wodtmand his affidavit WW1/A that workman was conféun
02-08-2010 and was issued satisfactory annual rdpgothe management. The letter of the appointnierxhibit
WW1/M4 which also contains the term & conditiorfstibe appointment. There is nothing in the abomens &
conditions that service of workman can be dispensigd in the manner done by the management witthalding
proper enquiry. The record of the workman alsonghthat he has performed duty satisfactorily addar from letters
Ex. WW2/2 and WW2/3. Salary certificate is exhMWW2/4. Since in the case in hand no departmemquiry was
conducted against the workman by the managemeotebbis termination as such the Onus is upon theagement to
justify its action under the law. Learned A/R fbe management could not cite any authority in eupgf the order of
the termination without enquiry. It has been hildthe case of H.M.T. Watch Ltd., Nainital Vs Lalpo@Qourt,
Haldwani & Ors.(Uttarakhand High Court) of 2014 IR. 1186that when the workman remained absent from the
duties or over stayed after expiry of his sanctibleave and management terminated his servicesutitiolding any
enquiry by invoking term & conditions containedthe standing order, the same was held to be nat vader the
law. There cannot be any automatic terminatioaroémployee on the basis of the standing ordersremmgement is
the required to follow the principle of natural ice before passing order of termination. It hame in the evidence
of MW1/Mahesh Kumar Gupta that he could not fing @ocument showing that workman remained absent joi
January 2010. He further admitted that no notigeéngd the period of 6 March - July 2010 was serupdn the
workman regarding his unauthorized absence. Heasld not produce the postal receipt of lettdrileik WW1/M1
sent by registered post to the workman even theipeof the said letter was not available in thiécef He also could
not produce any record regarding the dispatch otaltetters to the workman. Thus, there is conalalerforce in the
submission of the workman that his service was itgatad without following any procedure, and he wasallowed to
mark his attendance in the office by senior Manag€&he net result of the discussion is that teation of the
workman without holding enquiry whatsoever is ilé@nd unjustified as well as against the prinapdé natural
justice.

19. Now the other residual question required todbgerment is whether workman is entitled for thbef of
reinstatement with bag baggage’s, it was stronghued on behalf of the management that insteadraérimg
reinstatement, workman be paid, lump sum compensatin this regard the reliance was placed bynta@agement
upon the case of (1) Bhavnagar Municipal Corporatiés. Jadeja Govubha Chhanubha, Decided on 03.14£.20
MANU /SC/1110 /2014(2) Gopal Vs Hindustan times Ltd., Decided on 3®015 MANU/DE/3722/20153)
Rajasthan Lalit Kala Academy Vs. Radhey Shyam, @etion: 11.07.2008 MANU/SC/3003/2008) Employers,
Management of Centra P and D Inst. Ltd. Vs Union I@fia (UOI) and Anr., Decided on: 17.12.2004
MANU/SC/1075/2004(5)_Mahboob Deepak Vs. Nagar Pan.chayat Gajrauth Amr., Decided on: 13.12.2007
MANU/SC/0198/2008 (6)_Rakesh Kumar Vs. Management of bhagini Niveditalégm Decided on: 25.08.2011
MANU/DE/3245/2011 and7) Hari Nandan Prasad and Anr. Vs. Employer dRManagement of FCI and Anr.
Decided on: 17.02.2014 MANU/SC/0103/20M8here as learned A/R for the workman counteredstibmissions of
the management by urging that termination in thissent case was totally illegal and managementhrasvn the
workman out of service without following due prooeel as such workman is entitled to be reinstated fuil Back
wages. It was also argued that ratio of the abolegs is not attracted to the case in hand imash as facts of the
present case are distinguishable. | have careéddmined the ratio of the law in the case of Bhayanaviuniciple
corp. (suprapnd in my humble opinion, Same is distinguishaidacts in the said case workman has hardly wbrke
for 18 month that to nearly 3 decade ago and tesport department where he was working have beemavup.
Accordingly the workman was not reinstated and aatyenchment compensation was paid. Similarlyréti® of the
law in Gopal case (supra) is not applicable as mark was absent for several days in different yeRediance placed
upon the case of Rajasthan Lalit Kala (sugsamisplaced as in the said case, fact situatias different. The
litigation in the said case was long drawn as sac¢he interest of justice, instead of reinstatetmty back-wedges in
the sum of with 3 lakhs was order to be paid fer wworkman. However in the above case Honorablee®ugrCourt
held as under.....

“Para 17:  Once the termination of servicerokEamployee is held to be illegal, the relief ohstatement is
ordinarily available to the employee. But theetbf reinstatement with full back-wages need reghkanted
automatically in every case where the Labour Cmdtistrial Tribunal records the findings that the
termination of services of a workman was in viaatof the provisions of the Act. For this purposeyeral
factors like the manner and method of selectiotyneaof appointment—ad hoc, daily-wage, temporary o
permanent etc., period for which the workman hadked and the delay in raising industrial disputes a
required to be taken into consideration.”

“Para 18: On the aspect, General Manager, Haryana Roadwaysse (supra), a three-Judge Bench of this
Court has observed thus:
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“There is no rule of thumb that in every case whheelndustrial Tribunal gives a finding that tleenhination
of service was in violation of Section 25f of thetAentire back wages should be awarded. A hofabrs
like the manner and method of selection and appant, i.e., whether after proper advertisementhef t
vacancy or inviting applications from the employmerchange, nature appointments, namely, whether ad
hoc, short term, daily wage, temporary or permairenharacter, any special qualification requiredthe job
and the like should be weighed and balanced im¢g&idecision regarding award of back wages. ®ieco
important factors, which has to be taken into ad&sition, is the length of service, which the woaknhad
rendered with the employer. If the workman haslezed a considerable period of service and hiscerare
wrongfully terminated, he may be awarded full ortigh back wages keeping in view that at his age te
qualification possessed by him he may not be iositipn to get another employment. However, wtthee
total length of service rendered by a workman iy weall, the award of back wages for the compbeteod,
i.e., from the date of termination till the datetb&é award, which our experience shows is oftetegarge,
would be wholly inappropriate. Another importaattor, which requires to be taken into consideraitiathe
nature of employment. A regular services of pemnarcharacter cannot be compared to short or iitterm
daily wage employment though it may be for 240 dayes calendar year.”

20. | have carefully gone through the ratio of iawEmployers, Management of Central P & D Insétutd. Vs.
Union of India ( AIR 2005 SC 633) and fact situaticontained in the said ruling reveals a differgoty. It is clear
from perusal of the judgment, in the said case ttielady workman was not interested in going backer duties on
the terms and conditions applicable to her on tite df her discharge as daily wager. Her disch&aya service as
daily wager was in violation of Section 25F of tAet. Since she was not willing to join duty, axlsushe was
awarded compensation in the sum of Rs.25,000.0ila8ly, reliance placed upon the case of MahbBa®pak Vs.
Nagar Panchayat Gajrauldecided on 13.12.2007 by the Hon’ble Apex Cougl$® not of much help so as to support
the contention of the management. In the said, sesekman was deployed as a daily wager and hasigiutto the
post. His deployment was purely on temporary baséone to one basis as he could not have bedoyddmgainst
any Class Il post. The said appointment was hédd to be dehor the rules. It was against thikéaund, in view of
the termination of service of the said workman, @wurt ultimately awarded only damages of Rs.50@0@&s his
appointment was against statutory rules. Equaligplaced is reliance upon the case of Rakesh Kuwsar
Management of Bagini Nevedita College decided 0022011 by the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi andstclear
from perusal of the judgment that termination & fbb of the workman was held to be illegal. Optieas given to the
management either to reinstate the workman witlhagk wages or to pay the workman Rs.60,000.00urapdum
compensation alongwith Rs.10,000.00 as cost g#litbn in lieu of the reinstatement. Again, itéyealed from para 6
of the judgment that the workman in the said caas angaged on adhoc basis hardly for 3-4 monthshentbtal
service was hardly about two years after ignorivegdrtificial breaks. Moreover, a regular emplokiad been selected
against this post in accordance with the rules.riian had also initially refused re-employment dhac basis as a
result of which no reinstatement of the workman alémved and only compensation was paid.

21. Lastly, in the case of Hari Nandan PrasadBrsployer I/R to Management of FCI decided on 22014
Hon’ble Apex Court dealt with the question of regyi#ation of the workmen who have worked for mdrant 240 days
continuously preceding their termination or disegggaent as well as question of granting benefithef scheme
contained in circular dated 06.05.1997. Out eftiho workmen, benefit of the scheme was grantezsh&oworkman
whose case was duly covered by the said circuldritavas denied to appellant No.1 (workman) who wwas in
service when the circular was issued on 06.05.E38fis services were dispensed with four years migsuance of
the said scheme. It is clear that ratio of thevabauthority does not help the case of the managestefar as the
abstract question of reinstatement is concerned.

22. It is pertinent to note here that fact situaiio the present case is different from the factoalrix of the cases
relied upon by the management, which have beerusigd in detail. In most of the cases relied ugither the

workman was engaged for a short period or on atlhsis against a non-sanctioned post and that tam liaef period,

whereas admittedly in the present case, the workmas working on regular post and his recruitmens wa

accordance with the rules and regulations goversingh employment. There is also no delay by thekmvan in

approaching the Tribunal. Moreover, this Tribunahiot ignore the fact that the workman was isswdtbrl of

appreciation from time to time and his servicesenterminated without holding any enquiry.

23. It is apt to refer to the judgment of the Hda@'Bpex Court in the case of Deepali Gundu SurvéseKranti
Junior Adhyapak mahavidyalaya (D.Ed.) and Ors.(200SCC324 Wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court considerd the
guestion of reinstatement of a workman who serwas terminated illegally and was not found gaiyfidmployed.
Finally it was held by the court that in cases obmgful termination of service, reinstatement watntinuity of service
and back wages was normal rule. Yet again ircé#se of Tapesh Kumar Paul Vs. BSNL and Anr. AIR®28C357
2014, the question of payment of back wages asagaleinstatement was considered at length. Wiliyéng upon of
the ratio of_Deepali Gundu Case (supea)d three Judge bench decision_in Hindustan Tinkg/¢P) Itd. Vs.
Employees of M/S Hindustan Tin Works Pvt. Ltd and. OMANU/SC/0272/1978(1979) 2 SCC 80n Para 22 it was
observed as under:-
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22:- The very idea of restoring an employee to gbsition which he held before dismissal or remawal
termination of service implies that the employe# bé put in the same position in which he woulddaeen
but for the illegal action taken by the employ@&he injury suffered by a person, who is dismissecemoved
or is otherwise terminated from service cannotlgds& measured in terms of money. With the passiman
order which has the effect of serving the emplam@ployee relationship, the latter's source of ineogets
dried up. Not only the employee concerned, buehigre family suffers grave adversities. They@eprived
of the source of sustenance. The children areiaabof nutritious food and all opportunities ofuedtion
and advancement in life. At times, the family kaborrow from the relatives and other acquaintancavoid
starvation. These sufferings continue till the petent adjudicatory forum decides on the legalitythe
action taken by the employer. The reinstatemerstuch an employee, which is preceded by a findinhe
competent judicial/quasi-judicial body or courtttiize action taken by the employer is ultra vites televant
statutory provisions or the principles of naturadtice, entitles the employee to claim full baclges If the
employer wants to deny back wages to the emplogatest his entitlement to get consequential bes)dfien

it is for him/her to specifically plead and provet during the intervening period the employee gaisfully
employed and was getting the same emoluments.d&hial of back wages to an employee, who has sdfer
due to an illegal act of the employer would amotmtindirectly punishing the employee concerned and
rewarding the employer by relieving him of the ghlion to pay back wages including the emoluments.

24. Net result of the above discussion is that irgation of the job of the workman with effect frod.09.2010
vide Ex. WW1/M3 is totally illegal and unjustifieind as a consequence thereof, the workman hehim,Ajay
Kumar Diwakar, is entitled for reinstatement withl foack wages. An award is, accordingly, passket this award
be sent to the appropriate Government, as requireter Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act429for
publication.

Dated : July 27, 2016

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer
72 feeeft, 5 97, 2016

W3, 1673, 3Tl foam sfufm, 1947 (1947 1 14) 1 &R 17 & SHRO § i TWHR dgd
Fie TSN FRANTH A fea fafide & yeeda & dog ekl R ST FUeR & o=, ogay o ffde
afEnfies foame o Heia TR SfEfies ity e sm =mEeE- 1, Koot & due (Fed emget | 135/2015) W
TRITYTA Tl & S hs TRHR FI 04.08.2016 1 It g oI

[, T@-42012/91/2015-3TMEAR (S)]
i, . JUFTITS, S5k AR
New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1673.—4n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No./2885) of the Central Government Industrial Triblucam-
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Anurexin the Industrial Dispute between the emplojrrelation to
the management of the Central Cottage Industriepdtation of India Limited and their workman, whialas received
by the Central Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42012/91/2015-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING O FFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.1, KARKARDO OMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI

ID No. 135/2015

Shri Radhey Shyam,

S/o Shri Babu Ram,

House No0.58, Vikaram Enclave,

Dilshad Extension, Part Il, Bhopura,

Ghaziabad, Uttar Pradesh 201 005 ...Workman

Versus

The Managing Director,

M/s Central Cottage Industries Corporation of Indie.,

Jawahar Vyapar Bhawan, Janpath,

New Delhi — 110 001 ...Management
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AWARD

A letter No0.L-42012/91/2015-IR(DU) dated 26.05.20ivas received from Ministry of Labour for
adjudication of the industrial dispute under clagdk of sub-section(1) and sub-section (2A) of BectlO of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ActYtwihe following terms of reference:

‘Whether the action of the management in termimative services of the workman, Shri Radhey Shydm, S
Shri Babu Ram is illegal and/or unjustified andyds, to what relief is the workman entitled and twvha
directions are necessary in this respect?

2. Both the parties were put to notice and uporeapmce, Shri Radhey Shyam, the workman heregd fil
statement of claim wherein it is averred that tleekmnan joined services of the management on 2893.4s a helper
and his last drawn wages was Rs.20,340.50 as @grathslip., He had an unblemished record of serara there was
no complaint whatsoever against him regarding perémce of his duties. Workman was diligent & dedotand was
also rewarded by the management on many occasi@ppreciation was also issued by the Managing BareShri
Durgesh Shankar when the workman was working hgetg assistant at showroom, Janpath, New Deldie \etter
dated 31.10.2003.

3. It is also alleged that on 28.12.1993, appointrhetter was issued to the workman for probati&@mce then,
workman has been regularly working in Delhi offic&/orkman completed his probation period of oner yean the
date of appointment, which was further extendether&after, the workman continued as permanent gmelof the
management.

4. It is the case of the workman that he was sslyoill and was not even in a position to report doties with
effect from 07.09.2011 and intimation was giverthis regard to the management. On 26.09.2011 mamagessued
show cause notice to the workman and same wasrdplied by the workman wherein he had explainedréasons
for his absence was on account of his seriouss#inéNorkman was advised rest and not to do workhwtrequired
prolonged sitting and stooping down frequently. aridgement declined the request of the workman leitier dated
14.05.2012 and vide letter dated 26.11.2012 tetméhhis services. Pursuant thereto, a detaildg vegs given by the
workman wherein he requested that he may not banated and be given work of Guard, which requgiégng only;

or in the alternative to grant him voluntary retiment and with the request to take one of his $orike job. The
workman has filed medical papers alongwith hisyeplt the management refused to retain the workimaservice
and thus terminated the workman arbitrarily andustifiably. Thereafter workman served legal demaatice dated
09.09.2013 upon the management but of no use.

5. It is pertinent to mention here that despiteasse of notice to the management, none appearbééraif of
the management, as a result of which this Tribwidé a order dated 12.01.2016, proceeded ex-pgdest the
management.

6. Thereafter, ex-parte evidence of the workman regasrded. The workman tendered in evidence hidaafit
EX.WW1/A and documents Ex.WW1/1 to Ex.W1/9. ltciear from averments contained in the affidavitt thas
virtually reiteration of the material facts contaghin the statement of claim.

7. During the course of arguments, attention of Twédbunal was invited to Office Order No0.1021 dated
30.12.1998 Ex.WW1/8 which shows that the workmars vatially appointed as helper from 28.12.19930alhi
office on payment of salary of Rs.1100.00 per monthHe was to remain on probation for a periodé year from
the date of his appointment. Letter EXx WW1/9 shdlaat the management has remitted Rs.1,98,994.%awung
Bank account of the workman towards full and fidaks payable to him on account of his terminatiemfservice
with effect from 26.11.2012. It is necessary tontien here that during his service the workman sased letter of
appreciation ExWW1/1 by the management. LetteMBX1/2 shows that he was a delivery assistantatithe of
termination of his job. It is also mentioned ire thaid letter that the workman has not been raqpftr duties from
27.12.2010 to 03.09.2011 and 07.09.2011 till issluthe said letter dated 26.11.2012 on accountanibus medical
ailments. There is also mention of the fact inlgteer that the workman has clearly informed thenagement that he
was unable either to walk or sit for long timeemen to bend down. It was on account of thesaicistances that the
management was constrained to terminate servicgsoforkman on 26.11.2012. Demand notice in tlesgnt case
is EX.WW1/3.

8. Now, the vital question which requires deterrtiorain the present case is whether the terminatiojob of
the workman herein is illegal and/or unjustifiedt. is neither in doubt nor in dispute that the wodn herein was
initially appointed on 28.12.1993 as is evidentnirdis letter of appointment Ex WW1/8. Permanergalility
certificate of the workman is Ex.WW1/5, which readsunder:

‘This is to certify that Shri Radhey Shyam S/o Sabu Lal, aged 52 years old Male/Female, Registrat
N0.420/88/03/16 is a case of locomotor disabled laawl 75% (seventy five percent) permanent locomotor
impairment in relation to his/her whole body.’

9. Workman, in reply to the show cause notice,dbearly mentioned in his reply Ex.WW1/6, that doeliness
workman is not in a position to attend office ardarding this, he had already informed the ofiiiceriting that the
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doctor has advised him complete rest and he isdattemendous difficulty in walking. It was oncacnt of this
reason, that the workman was not in a positioattend office and he had requested the managenigntfolded
hands that he either be given voluntary retirenmmbne of his sons be adjusted suitably in his elhg the
management.

10. Admittedly, in the case in hand, no enquiry isbaver was conducted by the management beforieshiag
order of termination of the workman herein videdeEx.WW1/2. It is further clear from facts dissed above that
absence of the workman herein was not intentiomalthe same was due to reasons beyond his corittel.has
specifically mentioned in his reply Ex. WW1/6 tlthe doctor has advised him medical rest and henotgven in a
position to walk properly. It is not the case bEtmanagement that the workman has wilfully anéntionally
abstained from duty. Rather, it is clearly mengidnin the disability certificate Ex.WW1/5 that theorkman is
suffering from disability to the extent of 75%. ist case of locomotor disability in relation to viddoody. In such
circumstances, the management instead of takingngathetic and holistic view of the entire mattastgone to the
extent of terminating the services of the workmantker violation of principles of natural justiegthout even holding
an enquiry. There is no evidence adduced by theagement nor any reply to the statement of claim teen
filed. As such, averments contained in the affidaf the workman, Ex.WW1/A remains unrebutted aaane are
liable to be accepted.

11. During the course of arguments on behalf of wloekman, reliance was placed by the learned aizibbr
representative upon the case of Kunal Singh Vs.obndf India wherein provisions of Disabilities (&
Opportunities, Protection Of Rights And Full Pagation) Act, 1995 was the subject matter of intetgtion before
the highest Court. Section 47 of the above Acicitvirs relevant in the context of the controversgds as under:

47. Non-discrimination in Government Employment

(1) No establishment shall dispense with or rediceaank, an employee who acquires a
disability during his service :

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

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

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

Provided that the appropriate Government may, lipregard to the type of work carried on
in any establishment, by notification and subjecstich conditions, if any, as may be specified in
such notification, exempt any establishment fromptovisions of this section.’

12. It is clear from the above provisions thatéhgployee who has acquired disability during hisiseris neither
to be reduced in rank nor his services can be dsguewith during the course of employment. Rattiety has been
cast by the proviso of the above section to adpusth an employee on a suitable post till the afjhi®

superannuation. Similarly, no promotion can beietbito a person merely on grounds of disabilitglthough here
this Tribunal is not concerned with the promotiohaodisabled person, intention of the Parliamenthie above
Legislation is manifest and clear from the abowevjzions, which excludes any action of discrimiaativith disabled
persons who is in employment of the Government.

13. Yet, in another latest judgement, Hon’ble So@eCourt while interpreting provisions of Sectio® &f the
above Act in WP(C) N0.521/2016 Rajiv Kumar Guptd athers Vs. Union of India, decided on 30.06.2@ft&shed
the office memorandum of the Government of Indeuésl under persons with Disability Act 1995, wheregrtain
unreasonable conditions were contained in the manaam while considering the question of promotidmlisabled
employees. An overall examination of the judgemeould show that the Hon’ble Apex Court has categdly
observed that persons with disability are to baté@ in a proper manner and cannot be thrown out fervice on the
grounds of their non-suitability for the said posh the case in hand also, services of the workhexein has been
terminated by the management vide letter ExX. WWiifBAout any enquiry or procedure. Accordinglyjsitheld that
order of termination dated 26.11.2012 of the worknh&rein is totally illegal and unjustified. Ascéi the same
cannot be legally sustained.

14. As a necessary corollary to the abovecudision, it is held that Shri Radhey Shyamrkman
herein, is entitled for reinstatement with full ckawages, including all consequential benefits. Award is,
accordingly, passed. Let this award be sent toathgropriate Government, as required under Sedtibrof the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication.

Dated : July 29, 2016
A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer
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¢ feoett, 5 31, 2016

WM, 1674, ST fqarg aifuf@m, 1947 (1947 *1 14) T 4R 17 & TR0 § Hid AR FFHfara
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[T, TA-42011/75/2013-3TER (E19)]
o, . JUPTITE, SR TSR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1674.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (1.D. No./2Q03) of the Central Government Industrial Triblucwam-
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Arurexin the Industrial Dispute between the emplojerelation to
the management of the M/s. Municipal CorporatiorDefhi (South) and their workman, which was recdiby the
Central Government on 04.08.2016.

[No. L-42011/75/2013-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING O FFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.1, KARKARDO OMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI

ID No. 110/2013

Shri Netar Pal, S/o Shri Rajveer

Through MCD General Mazdoor Union,

Room No.95, Barrack No.1/10,

Jam Nagar House, Shahjahan Road,

New Delhi ...Workman

Versus

The Commissioner,

Municipal Corporation of Delhi(South),

9" Floor, Civic Centre, Minto Road,

New Delhi 110 002 ...Management

Reference under Section 10 sub section (2A) ofltidkistrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act)swva
received from the Central Government, Ministry adbour and Employment vide it orders No.L-42011/0%2
IR(DU) dated 22.07.2013 for adjudication of theusttial dispute with the following terms:

‘Whether the action of the management of MCD in gi@inting pay scale of Rs.3050-4590 with effectrfro
16.07.1997 and revised from time to time alongwittconsequential benefits to workman Shri Netdr 8
Shri Rajveer, officiating Chaudhary is fair andtjiisd? To what relief the workman concerned istéed to?’

2. Both the parties were put to notice and the wank Shri Netar Pal filed his statement of claimevdn it is
alleged that he has been allotted work of Chaudhetl effect from 16.07.1997 by the competent @fic of
Horticulture Department. He was posted in GrearkRinder South Zone to work under Director of kboifture.
However, he has been denied pay scale of Chaudteaiged from time to time. His qualification i§"pass though
no such qualification is prescribed for promotiorthie post of Garden Chaudhary. The workman hagpayment of
salary in the lower pay scale of mali, i.e. Rs.28200 revised from time to time and has been dethiedscale of
Chaudhary, i.e. Rs.3050-4590 for his performing dinty of Chaudhary with effect from 16.07.1997ctidn of the
management is alleged to be illegal and unjusttified amounts to unfair labour practice.

3. It is also averred in para 6 of the statementlaim that Hon’ble High Court, Delhi, in the mattef Jai
Chand vs Municipal Corporation of Delhi (CW 6514020 has disapproved the non-payment of wageshiset malis
who are working on the post of Chaudhary vide utdgement dated 02.05.2003. After the above judgemiethe
Hon’ble Court, Municipal Corporation of Delhi (Hatlture Department) has also issued order
No.ADC(Hor.)/AO(Hort)/DA-VI11/05/457 dated 04.03.26QAnnexure B). There is also reference to theoent of
Division Bench of High Court of Delhi in the mattef Municipal Corporation of Delhi vs. Sultan Singerein also
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plea of the MCD regarding non-payment of wages lod@&ihary to malis who are doing working of Chaughawvas
turned down by the Hon’ble High Court in judgemdated 27.07.2011.

4, It is also averred that similar situated workm@tali and Chowkidar) who were performing duty of
Chaudhary were granted pay scale of Chaudhary fhendate when they were asked to perform duty erhtgher
post and management has challenged the order #at@d.2011 of the Labour Court in the matter e€Mvs Sultan
Singh as well as before the Hon’ble Supreme Cduridia by Special Leave to Appeal No.S20069/2aad the plea
by MCD all the time has been dismissed by bothpteethe High Court as well as the Hon'ble SuprenoairC
Workman herein is also similarly situated and doimgk of Chaudhary and as such entitled to samefiien

5. Management has demurred claim of the workmataking preliminary objections, inter alia, presdigpute
is not an industrial dispute and no demand not&e leen served upon the management, MCD Generalddaz
Sangh has not locus standi to raise the presgmitdisis the said union is not a recognized ofrtapagement. In para
5 of the preliminary objection, it is admitted thhe workman herein was engaged on the post of onatlaily wage
basis and was later on regularized on the same gqfostali in the pay scale Rs.750-940 (pre-reviseédysual
allowances. There is prescribed procedure for ptum to the post of Garden Chaudhary and theret rhas
sanctioned/vacant post of Garden Chaudhary to wtiiehworkman can lay claim when he has passed tieste
conducted by the department. Claimant has not gadse said trade test nor is he performing dutie&arden
Chaudhary. No such office order has been issuetthdgompetent authority. It is further allegedttthe workman
herein is not entitled for any relief on accouhtlelay and laches and reliance is also put ongaumts of the Apex
Court in the case of ‘Nedungadi Bank Limited VsPKMadhavankutty & ors’ (2002 (2) SC 4) and Stateop Land
Development Bank Vs. Neelam (2005) 5 SC 91). Menant, on merits, have denied material avermemtsianied
that the workman herein is‘1@ass or was performing duties of Chaudhary atpainyt of time. As pper service book
of the claimant, he is only"™7pass. Accordingly, it is prayed that claim oé ttvorkman herein is liable to be
dismissed, being devoid of merits.

6. Against this factual background, my learned poedsor, on the basis of pleadings of the partieke a order
dated 28.10.2013, framed the following issues:
0] Whether a stale claim has been referred for adjtidic? It yes, its effects.
(i) Whether dispute has not acquired status of an iridudispute for want of service of demand notice
on the management?
(iii) Whether dispute has not acquired status of an fridudispute for want of espousal?
(iv) As in terms of reference

Findings on Issue No.(i)

7. Admittedly, in the present case, reference h@snbmade under Section 10 sub Section (2A) of tttefek
adjudication. It is now well settled position aw that when a reference has been made for adfiatida the Tribunal
or Labour Court, as the case may be, it is paramduty of the court to decide the same on meritespective of the
pleas taken by the management. The dispute igdbe in hand cannot be said to be stale for thplsireason that
there is no previous adjudication of the mattemeen the parties from a competent court nor tihatretis inordinate
delay in approaching this Tribunal by the workman.

8. It has been held by the Hon’ble Apex Court ie ttase of Raghubir Singh vs. General Manager (2014)
Lab.l.C. 4266 = (2014) 10 SCC 301 that a referdnceadjudication to the Industrial Tribunal can imade by the
appropriate Government at any time and provisidrisroitation Act does not apply. There are cleaservations in

the above judgement that industrial dispute isgalecided by the Tribunal or Labour Court on rsefitespective of
the plea of limitation. Therefore, ratio of lawthe case of ‘Nedungadi Bank Limited Vs. K.P. Madankutty & ors’
(supra) and State Co-op Land Development Bank égldin (supra) is not applicable to the case in laarttiere is no
inordinate delay nor workman is guilty of delay dadhes in approaching the court. Accordinglys ibsue is decided

in favour of the workman and against the management

Findings on Issue No.(ii) and (iii)

9. Both these issues are being taken up togethahéopurpose of discussion as well as disposdhe are
inter-related. It is clear from the preliminaryjettions taken in the written statement by the mgan#nt that the
management has raised objections that no demaiw f@ts been served upon the management nor the Gigieral

Mazdoor Union has any locus standi to raise thesgiredispute as the union is not a recognized uniothe

management. To my mind, there is no requiremelave that a dispute can be raised only by a reaghunion. In
this regard, it is appropriate to refer to the jeihgnt of the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of &t#tBihar Vs. Kripa
Shankar Jaiswal (AIR 1961 (2) SC Report 1) wheedso objection was taken on behalf of the managéthat the
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union was not a registered under the Trade Unionhokcthe date of the settlement and said plea ejgsted by
observing as under:

‘Held, that for a dispute to constitute an indiastdispute it is not a requisite condition thasitould be
sponsored by a recognized union or that ak tworkmen of an industrial establishment stiodle
parties to it. A settlement arrived at in courseaficiliation proceedings falls within Section 1¥63) and (d)
of the_Industrial Disputes A@nd as such binds all the workmen though an ustexgid union or only some
of workmen may have raised the dispute. The aleseoicnhotice under Section 11(By the Conciliation
Officer does not affect the jurisdiction of the coiation officer and its only purpose is to apprithe
establishment that the person who is coming is tbenciliation officer and not a stranger. Any
contravention of Section 12(6j not submitting the report within 14 days mayabreach of duty on the part
of the conciliation officer ; it does not affectethegality of the proceedings which terminated aw/ided in

Section 20(2pf the Act.

10. Equally merit-less is the plea taken by the agament that the present dispute is not sponsaredpmused
by substantial number of workmen. It is fairlytkst position in law that even non-espousal ohsecby the union
would not deprive the workman of the relief toigihthe workman is otherwise entitled under the.laBuch view
appears to have been taken in the case of NazsgdadaSiddiqui vs. Presiding Officer, Industrial cuabour Court
Bombay (1997) Lab.l.C. 1807. In the above citadecalso contention was raised by the managemneirthih dispute
dies not fall within the definition of ‘industrialispute’ and the same has not been referred omsigupby substantial
section of workmen. High Court rejected the pléahe management by placing reliance upon the oecisf the

Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Associatechél# Companies Ltd. (AIR 1960 SC 777), which it waserved
as under:

‘We have already noticed that an industrial dispcéin be raised by a group of workmen or by a
union even though neither of them represent theoritajof the workmen concerned; in other words th
majority rule on which the appellant’s constructiminSection 19(6) is based is inapplicable in thegter of
the reference under Section 10 of the Act. Evemimority group of workmen can make a demand and
thereby raise an industrial dispute which in a pragase would be referred or adjudication undeti@e20.’

11. In view of the ratio of the judgement discusabdve, it is clear that espousal of a disputehleyunion is not
sine qua non for adjudication of such disputeeiimts of Section 10 of the Act. Consequently, lib#se issues are
decided in favour of the workman and against theagament.

Findings on Issue No.4

12. Now, the main issue which requires determimatio the case in hand is whether the workman heeein
entitled for grant of pay scale of Rs.3050-4590egsed from time to time alongwith consequentiahéfits. It is
clear from pleadings of the parties that initiathg workman herein was appointed as mali on daggewbasis and later
on he was regularized on the same post of maliérpaly scale of Rs.750-940(pre-revised) alongwstraliallowances.
This fact has been admitted even by the managemeara 5 of the preliminary objections.

13. There is also ample evidence on record thatwhbekman herein was performing duty as officiating
Chaudhary. It is clear from perusal of documeated 12.08.2004 (List of Chaudharys working in Uathyibhag)
Ex.WW1/1 that name of the workman, Shri Ramesh @iands mention at serial No.26 and is working &s@lhary
since 16.07.1997. Workman, in order to prove laisec has tendered in evidence his affidavit Ex.WAV Wherein
material averments contained in statement of clesbeen reiterated. It is specifically allegethm affidavit that he
was doing work of acting Chaudhary with effect fr@h01.1997. There are also averments in hisaffidhat one
Shri Jai Chand has also been granted pay scalbafdbary by the management of MCD and Sultan Samghothers
vs. MCD, who were doing work of acting Chaudhamgjde judgement of the Hon’ble High Court, i.e. hretcase of
MCD vs. Sultan Singh & others and necessary orfigrsnplementation of the said judgement were ésshy MCD
vide order dated 04.06.2013. There is no crosmiion of the workman/deponent that he has aggeas WW1.
The workman has also tendered in evidence extodastendance registers EX. WW1/4 for July 2013 WAN1/5 for
August 2013, Ex.WW1/6 for September 2013, Ex.WWfb7 October 2013 and Ex.WW1/8 for November 2013,
which shows that the workman Shri Ramesh Chandpegsrming duties of Chaudhary.

14. There is no merit in the stand taken by theagament in its reply, that the workman here isemitled for
promotion to the post of Chaudhary as similarlyatiéd other workers who were performing duties lo@ihary, i.e.
acting Chaudhary have been granted pay scale afe@aChaudhary after judgement dated 27.07.201%reddy the
Hon’ble High Court in the case of MCD vs. Sultam@i as well as MCD vs. Mahipal(WP 5550 of 2010)efaging
portion of the judgement in Sultan Singh (supralhefHon’ble Division Bench is as under:

“28. Considering the entire facts and circumstarités apparent that the claim of the respondertgeh
always been that they should be paid the differénqeay of Mali/Chowkidar and the Garden Chaudhasy
they were made to work on the post of Garden Chanydivhereas the petitioner had first denied thay th
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worked as Garden Chaudharies, then took the plag tlie Assistant Director (Horticulture) was not
competent to ask the respondents to work as G&tandharies and that the respondents cannot béngéggbo
to the post of Garden Chaudharies in accordandethét recruitment rules. There is no doubt thgteedents
are not claiming appointment to the post of Gar@baudharies on account of having worked on ad-lasisb
on the post of Garden Chaudhary contrary to rutehat some of them not having the requisite gigalifons
are entitled for relaxation.

29. In the entirety of facts and circumstancesedfoee, the learned counsel for the petitioner laled to
make out any such grounds which will impel this @do exercise its jurisdiction under Article 226 the
Constitution to set aside the orders of the Tribwleied 29th January, 2010 and 7th October, 201Q0as
illegality or un- sustainability or perversity ihd orders of the Tribunal has been made out.

30. The writ petition is, therefore, dismissed.tiearare left to bear their own cost.”

15. It is further clear that SLP was also filedMW€D before the Hon’ble Apex Court vide IA No.2 WY special
leave S20069/2011 MCD vs. Sultan Singh and othérich was also dismissed as withdrawn vide ordexted
09.04.2012. Itis further clear that the Hon’bligiCourt in Sultan Singh case strongly deprectitedstand taken by
the management that the workmen were not possessjuisite qualification or have not qualified thest etc. It was
clarified that since the workmen were dischargingie$ to the post of Garden Chaudhary, a such, mwerkwere
entitled for the salary of Garden Chaudhary andpetamt authority need not look into anything elseept the fact
that the workman had worked as Garden Chaudhafherefore, stand taken by the management that drkman
herein could not qualify the test conducted by HEdionn Consultant India Limited is without any ihemd has no
relevance so far as question of grant of salarjnagthe post of Garden Chaudhary is concerned.

16. It is not out of place to mention here thatreifethe workman herein was not a party in SultamgB case
referred above, judgement of the Hon’ble High Casirbinding on the management and management isreeqto

implement the same in letter and spirit as the sam@gement in rem, and all similarly situatedrivoen are required
to be accorded the benefit of the said judgemenhefHon’ble High Court, which have become finahefe is no
guestion of even plea of delay and laches whenagement had not led any evidence to prove the sdine.Hon'ble

High Court has decided an abstract propositiona@f, li.e. a mali who is performing duty as offigiafacting

Chaudhary is entitled to the salary/wages of ChandhLaw is fairly settled that if a person is &iog on a higher
post, on adhoc or temporary basis, even such warkimantitled to salary/wages of higher post, uwlades or
regulations specifically provides otherwise. Idfiaupport to this view from Secretary vs. Lieutén@overnor Port
Blair (1998 Lab.l.C. 598), yet in another case, nite Apex Court while considering that questiongrint of

benefits to similarly situated employees who weoe party to the writ petition or lis in the caskState of Uttar
Pradesh vs. Arvind Kumar Srivastava (2015) 1 S@T @served as under:

“The moot question which requires determinatioasgo whether in the given case, approach of timumal
and the High Court was correct in extending theefierof earlier judgment of the Tribunal, which had
attained finality as it was affirmed till the Supre Court. The legal principles that can be cuftedn the
judgments, cited both by the appellants as wethagespondents, can be summed up as under:

(1) Normal rule is that when a particular set ofptoyees is given relief by the Court, all otherriteally
situated persons need to be treated alike by extgnthat benefit. Not doing so would amount to
discrimination and would be violative of Article b4 the Constitution of India. This principle neetdsbe
applied in service matters more emphatically asstireice jurisprudence evolved by this Court framet to
time postulates that all similarly situated persshsuld be treated similarly. Therefore, the norméd would
be that merely because other similarly situatedqes did not approach the Court earlier, they atembe
treated differently.

(2) However, this principle is subject to well rgoized exceptions in the form of laches and dedsywell as
acquiescence. Those persons who did not challéregeriongful action in their cases and acquiescedthe
same and woke up after long delay only becauskeofdason that their counterparts who had apprdattiee
Court earlier in time succeeded in their effortgert such employees cannot claim that the benefthef
judgment rendered in the case of similarly situgtedsons be extended to them. They would be tresged
fence-sitters and laches and delays, and/or theiesmence, would be a valid ground to dismiss ttiaim.

(3) However, this exception may not apply in thoases where the judgment pronounced by the Cowt wa
judgment in rem with intention to give benefit tb @imilarly situated persons, whether they apphsatthe
Court or not. With such a pronouncement the oliligais cast upon the authorities to itself extemel henefit
thereof to all similarly situated person. Such taation can occur when the subject matter of theistn
touches upon the policy matters, like scheme aifilezzation and the like (see K.C. Sharma & OrdJmion
of India (supra). On the other hand, if the judgmainthe Court was in personam holding that berefithe
said judgment shall accrue to the parties befoeeGburt and such an intention is stated expressihé
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judgment or it can be impliedly found out from tiemor and language of the judgment, those who teagét
the benefit of the said judgment extended to thkall fiave to satisfy that their petition does ndfes from
either laches and delays or acquiescence.”

17. In view of the discussions made herein abdvs hield that the workman is entitled to the pegls of Garden
Chaudhary with effect from 16.07.1997 and as al@so management is liable pay the differenceavafjes of mali
vis-a-vis Garden Chaudhary from the date when tbekmvan herein was performing duties and functioh&arden
Chaudhary. An award is accordingly passed. Listatvard be sent to the appropriate Governmeng@sred under
Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, fablication.

Dated : July 29, 2016
A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer
8 feoeft, 5 37, 2016

I3, 1675, 3MENfiTer foars eifufmm, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 &1 17 & RO § S TWHR ThIY TS
IH & Yo & Helg ARl IR S HhHeR % otE, Iy W fi<e sfEifies foae o e=ia W it
AfueRor e 99 =IEeE- 1, Reell & 9= (e 6. 37/2016) 1 Yh1iv dl 8 S Hid TR i 04.08.2016 1
T g e

[€. TA-42011/191/2015-3TRSR ()]
o, . JUPTITE, SR TSR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1675.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No.28I6) of the Central Government Industrial Tribuoamm-
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Anurexin the Industrial Dispute between the emplojrrelation to
the management of the SCOPE and others and thekmem, which was received by the Central Governnoent
04.08.2016.

[No. L-42011/191/2015-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING O FFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.1, KARKARDO OMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI

ID No. 37/2016

Shri Surender Singh Negi, S/o Shri Vijay Singh Nélgiough

The President,

Delhi Offices and Establishment Employees Union

Affiliated to CITU, BTR Bhawan,

13 A, Rouse Avenue

New Delhi 110 019 ...Workman

Versus

1. The General Manager,
SCOPE,
Core No.8, 1 Floor,
SCOPE - 7, Lodhi Road,
New Delhi 110 003

2. M/s Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd.
40/93, 40/92, Chittaranjan Park,
New Delhi 110 019 ...Managements
AWARD

Central Government, vide letter No.L-42011/19120R(DU) dated 31.12.2015, referred the following
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudicatio
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“Whether the termination of Shri Surender Singh iN&@ Shri Vijay Singh Negi with effect from 28.2014
by the management of Sentinels Security Pvt. ld4dust, fair and legal? If not, what relief thenkman
concerned is entitled to? Whether the contractrdedhby SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sentinels 8gcu
Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guards in #&ablishment of principal employer can be constras
sham and bogus as requested by the workman Shten@ar Singh Negi S/o Shri Vijay Singh Negi? If yes
what relief the workman is entitled to?

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Govemim@mmanded the parties raising the dispute ¢ostitement
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list@fance and witnesses with this Tribunal withBrdays of receipt
of the reference order and to forward a copy ohstatement of claim to the opposite parties inedlin the dispute.
Despite directions so given, Shri Surender Singi Npted not to file his claim statement with theébtinal.

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was teethe workman as well as the managements. hétethe

postal article, referred above, was received bawkwas it observed by the Tribunal that postal ises/ remained
affected in the period, referred above. Therefevery presumption lies in favour of the fact ttret above notice was
served upon the claimant. Despite service of ttice, claimant opted to abstain away from the eedings. No

claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thugsitlear that the workman is not interested in didjation of the

reference on merits.

4, Since the workman has neither put in his apmearaor has he led any evidence so as to proveakhise
against the management, as such, this Tribunaftisvith no choice, except to pass a ‘No Disputeit@l award. Let
this award be sent to the appropriate Governmeneguired under Section 17 of the Industrial DispuAct, 1947, for
publication.

Dated : August 2, 2016
A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer
2 feeedt, 5 374, 2016

I3, 1676, 3MENfTh foars eifufmm, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 &1 17 & RO § S TWHR ThIY TS
IH & Yo & Helg ARl IR S HhHeR % orE, sy ¥ fi<e sfiEifies foae o e=ia wer it
YT T 99 -1, ool & qee (SMESt . 38/2016) 1 WhI I @ S T THR i 04.08.2016 I
T g3 e

[€. TA-42011/192/2015-3TRSR ()]
o, . JUPTITE, Sh TSR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1676.—n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (1.D. No.2886) of the Central Government Industrial Tribuoain-
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Arurexin the Industrial Dispute between the emplojerelation to
the management of the SCOPE and others and thekmem, which was received by the Central Governnoent
04.08.2016.

[No. L-42011/192/2015-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING O FFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.1, KARKARDO OMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI

ID No. 38/2016

Shri Deepak Ranjan Pradhan, S/o Shri SarveshwadhBnathrough

The President,

Delhi Offices and Establishment Employees Union

Affiliated to CITU, BTR Bhawan,

13 A, Rouse Avenue

New Delhi 110 019 ...Workman
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Versus

1. The General Manager,
SCOPE,
Core No.8, 1 Floor,
SCOPE - 7, Lodhi Road,
New Delhi 110 003

2. Mi/s. Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd.
40/93, 40/92, Chittaranjan Park,
New Delhi 110 019 ...Managements
AWARD

Central Government, vide letter No. L-42011/19220R(DU) dated 31.12.2015, referred the following
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudicatio

“Whether the termination of Shri Deepak Ranjan ReadS/o Shri Sarveshwar Pradhan with effect from
28.10.2014 by the management of Sentinels SecRuvityLtd. is just, fair and legal? If not, whalief the
workman concerned is entitled to? Whether theraghtawarded by SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sefgin
Security Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guarieh the establishment of principal employer can be
construed as sham and bogus as requested by tkenamiShri Deepak Ranjan Pradhan S/o Shri Sarveshwar
Pradhan? If yes, what relief the workman is estditio?

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Govemmemmanded the parties raising the dispute ¢ostiitement
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list@fance and withesses with this Tribunal withBrdays of receipt
of the reference order and to forward a copy ohsttatement of claim to the opposite parties ingdlin the dispute.
Despite directions so given, Shri Deepak Ranjaudltfra opted not to file his claim statement with Thiunal.

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was teethe workman as well as the managements. hétethe

postal article, referred above, was received bawkwas it observed by the Tribunal that postal ises/remained
affected in the period, referred above. Therefevery presumption lies in favour of the fact ttret above notice was
served upon the claimant. Despite service of thtice, claimant opted to abstain away from the eedéings. No

claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thugsitlear that the workman is not interested in didjation of the

reference on merits.

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearaor has he led any evidence so as to proveakise
against the management, as such, this Tribunaftisvith no choice, except to pass a ‘No Disputait@l award. Let
this award be sent to the appropriate Governmsmeguired under Section 17 of the Industrial DispiAct, 1947, for
publication.

Dated : August 2, 2016
A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer

¢ feoeht, 5 37, 2016
WM, 1677, 3ENfiTer foars eifufmm, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 &1 17 & RO § S TWHR ThIY TS
IH & Yo & Helg ARl SR S HhHeR % orE, Iy W i< sfEifies foae o e=ia W it
TR0 T o9 -1, el & dHe (SMESY . 39/2016) 1 TR HIA & S BT TWHR HI 04.08.2016
T g3 |

[€. TA-42011/193/2015-3TRR ()]
. . JUPTITE, S TSR

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1677.—4n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DigguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No0.2826) of the Central Government Industrial Tribuoamm-
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Anurexin the Industrial Dispute between the emplojrrelation to
the management of the SCOPE and others and thekmem, which was received by the Central Governnoent
04.08.2016.

[No. L-42011/193/2015-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
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ANNEXURE
IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING O FFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.1, KARKARDO OMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI
ID No. 39/2016
Shri Sanjay Kumar Singh, S/o Shri Basudev Singtouiph
The President,
Delhi Offices and Establishment Employees Union
Affiliated to CITU, BTR Bhawan,
13 A, Rouse Avenue

New Delhi 110 019 ...Workman
Versus
1. The General Manager,
SCOPE,

Core No.8, T Floor,
SCOPE - 7, Lodhi Road,
New Delhi 110 003
2. Mi/s. Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd.
40/93, 40/92, Chittaranjan Park,
New Delhi 110 019 ...Managements
AWARD
Central Government, vide letter No.L-42011/19320R(DU) dated 31.12.2015, referred the following
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudicatio
“Whether the termination of Shri Sanjay Kumar Sirgfb Shri Basudev Singh with effect from 28.10.20%4
the management of Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltdus, jfair and legal? If not, what relief the war&n
concerned is entitled to? Whether the contractrdedhby SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sentinels 8gcu
Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guards in #sablishment of principal employer can be constrag
sham and bogus as requested by the workman ShayS&amar Singh S/o Shri Basudev Singh? If yesatwh
relief the workman is entitled to?
2. In the reference order, the appropriate Govemmemmanded the parties raising the dispute ¢ostiitement
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list@fance and withesses with this Tribunal withBhdays of receipt
of the reference order and to forward a copy ohstatement of claim to the opposite parties inedlin the dispute.
Despite directions so given, Shri Sanjay Kumar Biagted not to file his claim statement with thébtinal.
3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was teethe workman as well as the managements. hétethe
postal article, referred above, was received bawkwas it observed by the Tribunal that postal ises/ remained
affected in the period, referred above. Therefevery presumption lies in favour of the fact ttret above notice was
served upon the claimant. Despite service of thtice, claimant opted to abstain away from the eedéings. No
claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thugsitlear that the workman is not interested in didjgtion of the
reference on merits.
4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearaor has he led any evidence so as to proveahise
against the management, as such, this Tribunaftisvith no choice, except to pass a ‘No Disputait@l award. Let
this award be sent to the appropriate Governmsmeguired under Section 17 of the Industrial DiepuAct, 1947, for
publication.
Dated : August 2, 2016
A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer

T feeeft, 5 34, 2016
I3, 1678, 3MEfies foas sfuf=m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) 1 9N 17 & TR0 § ST TWHR @hiY T
ISH & YEYET % Heg (SRl @R I wHSR & o, orey ¥ ffw oimifien foar o s wer siEifien
Afeetol T 9 - 1, ool & e (S . 40/2016) T YRR Hadl @ S Fd GHR I 04.08.2016
T g3 e
[€. TA-42011/194/2015-3TRR ()]
0. . AU, <% i

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016
S.0. 1678.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (1.D. No.2806) of the Central Government Industrial Tribuoain-
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Arurexin the Industrial Dispute between the emplojerelation to
the management of the SCOPE and others and thekmem, which was received by the Central Governnoent
04.08.2016.
[No. L-42011/194/2015-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
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ANNEXURE
IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING O FFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.1, KARKARDO OMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI
ID No. 40/2016
Shri Biresh Chander, S/o Shri Ram Prakash Yadaoutn
The President,
Delhi Offices and Establishment Employees Union
Affiliated to CITU, BTR Bhawan,
13 A, Rouse Avenue
New Delhi 110 019 ...Workman
Versus
1. The General Manager,
SCOPE,
Core No.8, 1 Floor,
SCOPE - 7, Lodhi Road,
New Delhi 110 003
2.  M/s Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd.
40/93, 40/92, Chittaranjan Park,
New Delhi 110 019 ...Managements
AWARD
Central Government, vide letter No.L-42011/19420R(DU) dated 31.12.2015, referred the following
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudicatio
“Whether the termination of Shri Biresh Chander Sloi Ram Prakash Yadav with effect from 28.10.26¢4
the management of Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltdus, jfair and legal? If not, what relief the wordn
concerned is entitled to? Whether the contractrdedhby SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sentinels 8gcu
Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guards in #sablishment of principal employer can be constrag
sham and bogus as requested by the workman SkesiB€hander S/o Shri Ram Prakash Yadav? If yest, wh
relief the workman is entitled to?
2. In the reference order, the appropriate Govemmemmanded the parties raising the dispute ¢ostiitement
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list@fance and witnesses with this Tribunal withBrdays of receipt
of the reference order and to forward a copy ohsttatement of claim to the opposite parties ingdlin the dispute.
Despite directions so given, Shri Biresh Chandéeapot to file his claim statement with the Trilalin
3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was teethe workman as well as the managements. hétethe
postal article, referred above, was received bawkwas it observed by the Tribunal that postal ises/ remained
affected in the period, referred above. Therefevery presumption lies in favour of the fact ttret above notice was
served upon the claimant. Despite service of thtice, claimant opted to abstain away from the eedéings. No
claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thugsitlear that the workman is not interested in didjation of the
reference on merits.
4, Since the workman has neither put in his apmearaor has he led any evidence so as to proveakhise
against the management, as such, this Tribunaftisvith no choice, except to pass a ‘No Disputeit@l award. Let
this award be sent to the appropriate Governmeneguired under Section 17 of the Industrial DispuAct, 1947, for
publication.
Dated : August 2, 2016
A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer

T fieedt, 5 o7, 2016
LI, 1679, 3MENfiTer foars eifuf@m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 &1 17 & SO § S TWHR ThIY TS
IH & Yo B Helg ARl SR S HHeR % otE, sy W fi<e sfEifies foaae o e=ia wer it
Afeator T 9 - 1, fioeh & e (S . 41/2016) 1 YR Hadl @ S FT GHR 1 04.08.2016
T g3 ol
[€. Ta-42011/195/2015-3TE3R ()]
. &, JUFIT, S5k AT

New Delhi, the 5th August, 2016

S.0. 1679.—+n pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial DisguAct, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (1.D. No.2816) of the Central Government Industrial Tribuoain-
Labour Court No. 1, Delhi now as shown in the Arurexin the Industrial Dispute between the emplojerelation to
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the management of the SCOPE and others and thekmem, which was received by the Central Governnoent
04.08.2016.

[No. L-42011/195/2015-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, PRESIDING O FFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO.1, KARKARDO OMA COURT COMPLEX, DELHI
ID No. 41/2016

Shri Ashok Kumar Bal, S/o Shri Amuly Kumar Bal, akugh

The President,

Delhi Offices and Establishment Employees Union

Affiliated to CITU, BTR Bhawan,

13 A, Rouse Avenue

New Delhi 110 019 ...Workman
Versus
1. The General Manager,
SCOPE,

Core No.8, 1 Floor,
SCOPE - 7, Lodhi Road,
New Delhi 110 003

2. Mi/s. Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltd.
40/93, 40/92, Chittaranjan Park,
New Delhi 110 019 ...Managements
AWARD
Central Government, vide letter No.L-42011/19520R(DU) dated 31.12.2015, referred the following
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudicatio

“Whether the termination of Shri Biresh Chander Shoi Ram Prakash Yadav with effect from 28.10.26¢44
the management of Sentinels Security Pvt. Ltdus, jfair and legal? If not, what relief the worén
concerned is entitled to? Whether the contractrdedhby SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sentinels 8gcu
Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guards in #&ablishment of principal employer can be constras
sham and bogus as requested by the workman SkesiBE&hander S/o Shri Ram Prakash Yadav? If yest, wh
relief the workman is entitled to?

2. Vide letter No0.L-42011/195/2015-IR(DU) dated @B2016, Corrigendum was issued by the appropriate
Government, vide which the schedule of reference vearected as under:

“Whether the termination of Shri Ashok Kumar Bab Shri Amuly Kumar Bal with effect from 28.10.2014
by the management of Sentinels Security Pvt. ld4dust, fair and legal? If not, what relief thenkman
concerned is entitled to? Whether the contractrdedhby SCOPE(Principal Employer) to Sentinels 8gcu
Pvt. Ltd. for employment of security guards in #&ablishment of principal employer can be constras
sham and bogus as requested by the workman ShokAstmar S/o Shri Amuly Kumar Bal? If yes, what
relief the workman is entitled to?

3. In the reference order, the appropriate Govemtm@mmanded the parties raising the dispute ¢ostitement
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list@fance and witnesses with this Tribunal withBrdays of receipt
of the reference order and to forward a copy ohstatement of claim to the opposite parties inedlin the dispute.
Despite directions so given, Shri Ashok Kumar Batleal not to file his claim statement with the Trilab

4, On receipt of the above reference, notice was teethe workman as well as the managements. htleihe

postal article, referred above, was received bawkwas it observed by the Tribunal that postal ises/remained
affected in the period, referred above. Therefevery presumption lies in favour of the fact ttret above notice was
served upon the claimant. Despite service of thtéce, claimant opted to abstain away from the pedings. No

claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thugsitlear that the workman is not interested in didjgtion of the

reference on merits.

5. Since the workman has neither put in his apmearaor has he led any evidence so as to proveakhise

against the management, as such, this Tribunaftisvith no choice, except to pass a ‘No Disputeit@l award. Let

this award be sent to the appropriate Governmeneguired under Section 17 of the Industrial DispuAct, 1947, for

publication.

Dated : August 2, 2016

A. C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer
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¢ feoett, 8 31, 2016

I3, 1680, 3MeEfies faam efuf@m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 &R 17 & O § H=d THR Hod
foe ofen fafedhe & yevds & Hog Fawehl 3R ST wHaRl & o=, orgdy o fide sl foar & s=im
THR AR SAIHIT TH o7 =E0erd, Jerver & Y= (T34 . 100/2002) FI R At © S hesld TR
08.08.2016 ! T g3 oI

[H. TA-29012/18/2002-3TER (TH)|
HHR AR <, TR Hid

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1680.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 100/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on
08.08.2016.

[No. L-29012/18/2002-IR (M)]
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:

Shri B.C. Rath,

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour

Court, Bhubaneswar

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 100/2002
L-29012/18/2002-IR(M), dated 21.10.2002
Date of Passing Order — 17" June, 2016

Between:

The Managing Director,

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate,

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ...1* Party-Management

(And)

Shri Ladu Munda,

S/o. Mathura Munda,

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur,

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar ...2" Party-Workman
Appearances:

None For the 1% Party-Management

None For the 2™ Party-Workman

ORDER

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2™ party-
Workman filed its statement of claim on 4.2.2003, whereas the 1** Party-Management on being noticed filed its written
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted
for evidence of the 2™ party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2™ party-workman nor the 1% Party-Management
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed
in the case.
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Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms.

Dictated & Corrected by me.
B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer
¢ feeeft, 8 o7, 2016

LI, 1681, 3TEifTh faamg sifufem, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 O 17 & SFHR0 § $H<9 WHR 7gqd
foRer ofen fafedhe & weeds & Hag FRNE R 7 FHAR & o, oy § e i oo § $=ia
THR SN Mt Td oW =amerd, qeHver & Ture (W W 101/2002) w1 YhIYT Hdl € S hsid TR i
08.08.2016 ! U g3 ol

[H. Te1-29012/19/2002-3TEAR (TH)]
HHR AR <, TR Hid

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1681.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 101/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on
08.08.2016.

[No. L-29012/19/2002-1R (M)]
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:

Shri B.C. Rath,
Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 101/2002
L-29012/19/2002-IR(M), dated 21.10.2002
Date of Passing Order — 17 June, 2016
Between:

The Managing Director,

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate,

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ...1* Party-Management

(And)

Shri Arjun Mohakud,

S/o. Purna Ch. Mohakud,

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur,

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar ...2" Party-Workman
Appearances:

None For the 1* Party-Management
None For the 2™ Party-Workman

ORDER

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2™ party-
Workman filed its statement of claim on 5.2.2003, whereas the 1* Party-Management on being noticed filed its written
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted
for evidence of the 2™ party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2™ party-workman nor the 1* Party-Management
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made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed
in the case.

Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms.

Dictated & Corrected by me.
B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer
7 feeeft, 8 o7, 2016

LI, 1682, 3TEifTh oo sifufm, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 ¥R 17 & W0 § $H<d WHR Tgqd
fama fen fafedhe & yauda & Tag Facmh R ST wHERI & o, oey § fiie sife faor o #=<i=
THR SN MUt Td oW =amerd, qeHver & qure (T . 102/2002) w1 I H € S hsd WHN i
08.08.2016 ! Tl g3 oI

[H. TA-29012/20/2002-3TER (TH)|
HHR HAR T, el Hiee

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1682.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 102/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on
08.08.2016.

[No. L-29012/20/2002-IR (M)]
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR

Present:

Shri B.C. Rath,
Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 102/2002
L-29012/20/2002-IR(M), dated 10.10.2002
Date of Passing Order — 17" June, 2016
Between:

The Managing Director,

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate,

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ...1* Party-Management

(And)

Shri Sidu Munda,

S/0. Gura Munda,

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur,

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar ...2" Party-Workman
Appearances:

None For the 1% Party-Management
None For the 2™ Party-Workman



[ 9T II-8Us 3(ii) ] AR <pl TS 2 3TTE 13, 2016/41901 22, 1938 3773

ORDER

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2™ party-
Workman filed its statement of claim on 4.2.2003, whereas the 1* Party-Management on being noticed filed its written
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted
for evidence of the 2™ party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2™ party-workman nor the 1% Party-Management
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed
in the case.

Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms.
Dictated & Corrected by me.
B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer
7 feeeft, 8 o7, 2016

I3, 1683, 3MeEfies faar efuf@m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) 1 &R 17 & O § H=d THR Hod
e dfen fafede & wauas & Goag Facmhl iR ST FHaRl & o, oy § fHide sfenfies foar o s=ia
THR AR AIHIT TH o7 =Ter, Jever & Y= (T34 . 103/2002) FI HIT FIft T S hesld TR
08.08.2016 ! U g3 oI

[H. TA-29012/21/2002-3TER (TH)|
HHR FAR <, TR Hid

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1683.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 103/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the

management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on
08.08.2016.

[No. L-29012/21/2002-1R (M)]
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:

Shri B.C. Rath,
Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 103/2002
L-29012/21/2002-IR(M), dated 10.10.2002
Date of Passing Order — 17" June, 2016
Between:

The Managing Director,

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate,

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ...1" Party-Management

(And)

Shri Sukurmai Munda,

S/o. Jairam Munda,

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur,

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar ...2" Party-Workman
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Appearances:
None For the 1* Party-Management
None For the 2™ Party-Workman

ORDER

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2™ party-
Workman filed its statement of claim on 5.2.2003, whereas the 1* Party-Management on being noticed filed its written
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted
for evidence of the 2™ party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2™ party-workman nor the 1* Party-Management
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed
in the case.

Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms.

Dictated & Corrected by me.
B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer
¢ feeeft, 8 o7, 2016

I, 1684, 3TEifTh g sifufm, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 O 17 & SFHR0 § $H<g WHR Hgqd
foRer fen fafedhe & v & Hag FRNE 3R 7 FHAR & o, oy § e siefe oo § s
TTHR SN Mt Td oW =amerd, qeHver & qure (T W 104/2002) w1 I Hl € S hsd WHN i
08.08.2016 ! U g3 ol

[€. TA-29012/22/2002-3TMEHAR (TH)]
HHR AN <9, T Fiwe

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1684.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 104/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on
08.08.2016.

[No. L-29012/22/2002-1R (M)]
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR

Present:
Shri B.C. Rath,
Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 104/2002
L-29012/22/2002-IR(M), dated 09.10.2002
Date of Passing Order — 17" June, 2016
Between:
The Managing Director,
Bhulbeda Iron Mines of

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate,
At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ...1" Party-Management
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(And)

Shri Chariba Munda,
S/o. Rajo Munda,
Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur,

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar ...2" Party-Workman
Appearances:
None For the 1% Party-Management
None For the 2™ Party-Workman
ORDER

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2™ party-
Workman filed its statement of claim on 4.2.2003, whereas the 1* Party-Management on being noticed filed its written
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted
for evidence of the 2" party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2™ party-workman nor the 1% Party-Management
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed
in the case.

2. Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms.
Dictated & Corrected by me.

B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer
T feeedt, 8 37T, 2016

I3, 1685, 3N foar sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 9”17 % WO ¥ H=g @R fHgd
foe ofen fafedhe & yeds & Hog Fawehl 3R ST wHaRl & o=, orgdy o fide siifes foar & =i
THR AR SAIHIT TH o7 =0, Jever & Y= (T34 . 105/2002) FI HIAT Fft T S hesld TR
08.08.2016 ! Tl g3 oI

[E. TA-29012/24/2002-3TEHAR (TH)]
HHR AR <, TR Fid

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1685.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 105/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on
08.08.2016.

[No. L-29012/24/2002-IR (M)]

SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:

Shri B.C. Rath,
Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 105/2002
L-29012/24/2002-IR(M), dated 09.10.2002
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Date of Passing Order — 17" June, 2016

Between:

The Managing Director,

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate,

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ...1* Party-Management

(And)

Shri Jairam Munda,

S/o0. Rout Munda,

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur,

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar ...2" Party-Workman
Appearances:

None For the 1* Party-Management

None For the 2™ Party-Workman

ORDER

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2™ party-
Workman filed its statement of claim on 5.2.2003, whereas the 1* Party-Management on being noticed filed its written
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted
for evidence of the 2™ party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2™ party-workman nor the 1* Party-Management
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed
in the case.

2. Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms.
Dictated & Corrected by me.
B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer

¢ feoett, 8 31T, 2016

3. 1686, 3MEfies faam aifuf@m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) 1 &R 17 & O § H=d THR Hod
e dfen fafedhe & wauds & Goag Facmhl iR 96 FHaRl & o, oy § fHide sfefies foar o @<
THR AR AIHIT T o7 =0, Jerver & Y= (T34 . 106/2002) FI R It T S hesld TR
08.08.2016 ! U= g3 ol

[H. TA-29012/25/2002-3TER (TH) |
HHR AN 9, AL Fiwe

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1686.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 106/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on
08.08.2016.

[No. L-29012/25/2002-IR (M)]
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:

Shri B.C. Rath,

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour

Court, Bhubaneswar

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 106/2002
L-29012/25/2002-IR(M), dated 09.10.2002
Date of Passing Order — 17" June, 2016

Between:

The Managing Director,

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate,

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ...1" Party-Management

(And)

Shri Lochan Naik,

At. Hariharpur, Po. Dhobakuchida,

Via-Champua, Dist. Keonjhar,

Orissa ...2" Party-Workman
Appearances:

None For the 1* Party-Management

None For the 2™ Party-Workman

ORDER

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2™ party-
Workman filed its statement of claim on 19.11.2008, whereas the 1* Party-Management on being noticed did not file
any written statement and order of exparte was passed against it. Thereafter the case was posted for exparte evidence of
the 2™ party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2" party-workman nor the 1* Party-Management made their
appearance after filing of statement of claim by the workman. Both of them remained absent for which notices were
issued to them fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems
that either they are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the
Tribunal. In the above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute
award is passed in the case.

2. Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms.
Dictated & Corrected by me.
B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer
7 feeeft, 8 o7, 2016

I3, 1687, 3MeEfies faam efuf@m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) 1 &R 17 & OO § Hd TR Hod
fama fen fafedhe & youds & Tag FEcmR SR ST wHERI & o, oey § fiie siefe faeor o s
THR AR SAIHIT TH o7 =0er, Jever & Y= (T34 . 107/2002) FI HIAT HIft © S hesld TR
08.08.2016 ! U= g3 ol

[H. Te1-29012/26/2002-3TEAR (TH)]
HHR AN 9, T Fiwe

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1687.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 107/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on
08.08.2016.

[No. L-29012/26/2002-IR (M)]
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:

Shri B.C. Rath,

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour

Court, Bhubaneswar

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 107/2002
L-29012/26/2002-IR(M), dated 21.10.2002
Date of Passing Order — 17" June, 2016

Between:

The Managing Director,

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate,

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ...1" Party-Management

(And)

Shri Raja Munda,

S/o0. Gura Munda,

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur,

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar ...2" Party-Workman
Appearances:

None For the 1% Party-Management

None For the 2™ Party-Workman

ORDER

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2™ party-
Workman filed its statement of claim on 4.2.2003, whereas the 1* Party-Management on being noticed filed its written
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted
for evidence of the 2™ party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2™ party-workman nor the 1* Party-Management
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed
in the case.

2. Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms.
Dictated & Corrected by me.
B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer

72 feeeft, 8 @, 2016
I3, 1688, 3N foar sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 9”17 & WO ¥ H=g @R Hgd
foe ofen fafedhe & yevds & Hog Fawehl 3R ST wdaRl & o=, orgdy o fide siifes foar & =i
TTHR SN st Td oW =amerd, qeHver & qure (W . 108/2002) w1 YHIIT Hdl € S hesid WHN i
08.08.2016 ! T g oI

[H. TA-29012/27/2002-3TER (TH) |
HHR HAR M, e Hiwe

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1688.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 108/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
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management of M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on
08.08.2016.

[No. L-29012/27/2002-IR (M)]
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:

Shri B.C. Rath,

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour

Court, Bhubaneswar

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 108/2002
L-29012/27/2002-IR(M), dated 17.10.2002
Date of Passing Order — 17" June, 2016

Between:

The Managing Director,

Bhulbeda Iron Mines of

M/s. Mineral Trading Syndicate,

At./Po. Barbil, Dist. Keonjhar, Orissa ...1" Party-Management

(And)

Smt. Subaso Munda,

W/o. Dandala Munda,

Village- Rugudi, Po. Chamakpur,

Via-Champua, Orissa, Keonjhar ...2" Party-Workman
Appearances:

None For the 1% Party-Management

None For the 2™ Party-Workman

ORDER

Both the parties are found absent on repeated call. Perusal of the case record reveals that the 2™ party-
Workman filed its statement of claim on 4.2.2003, whereas the 1* Party-Management on being noticed filed its written
statement on 10.1.2005. On the pleadings of the parties issues were settled on 7.9.2010. Thereafter the case was posted
for evidence of the 2™ party-workman from time to time. Neither the 2™ party-workman nor the 1% Party-Management
made their appearance after settlement of issues. Both of them remained absent for which notices were issued to them
fixing 19.4.2016 for their appearance. As none of the parties has appeared on the date fixed it seems that either they
are not interested to prosecute their dispute or the dispute might have been settled amicably out of the Tribunal. In the
above back-drops there is no alternative than to pass a no-dispute award and accordingly a no-dispute award is passed
in the case.

2. Accordingly the reference is answered in the above terms.
Dictated & Corrected by me.
B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer

¢ feoett, 8 31, 2016

LI, 1689, SN foarg sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 9”17 % RO ¥ w=g @R Hgd
tfeam gt saRye fafite w o & Yeuds & ag fieehl 3R 39 wHarl & o=, eqey o ffée imifs
oo & S R el i © 99 =, eHve & e (Hed | 7/2006) 1 yehIeE wed @ S
HT R Al 08.08.2016 Tl T 3T oI

[H. TeA-30011/58/2005-3TETR (TH)]

HHR {AR <, TR Hid
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New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1689.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 7/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central
Government on 08.08.2016.

[No. L-30011/58/2005-IR (M)]
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR

Present:
Shri B.C. Rath,
Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 07/2006
Date of Passing Award — 24™ June, 2016
Between:

1. The Deputy General Manager,
M/s. IOCL, 304, Bhoi Nagar,
Bhubaneswar, Orissa.

2. Shri Samarendra Mohapatra,
M/s. Shakti Marketers,
Ramchandrapur Bazar, Po./Ps. Jatni,
Dist. Khordha, Orissa.

3. The Senior Depot Manager,
M/s. IoCL, Chhanaghar Kushamati,
Ps. Jatni, Dist. Khordha, Orissa ...1% Party-Managements

(And)

The General Secretary, All Orissa
Tank Lorry Transport Workers Union,
Pot No. 251, Kharvelanagar, CITU Office,

Unit-III, Bhubaneswar, Khordha, Orissa ..o Party-Union.
Appearances:
Shri P.K. Roy, Auth. Representative For the 1* Party- Management No. 1 & 3
None For the 1% Party-Management No. 2.
Kallamudin Khan For the 2™ Party-Union.
AWARD

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour has referred an industrial dispute existing between the
employers in relation to the management of M/s. IOCL, 304, Bhoi Nagar, Bhubaneswar and their workman in exercise
of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes
Act vide its letter No. L-30011/58/2005 — IR (M) dated 17.04.2006 in respect of the following matter.

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. IOCL, Jatni Depot, Khurda in refusing employment to Sri
Kallamuddin Khan w.e.f. 17.06.2003 through their Contractor M/s. Shakti Marketeers, instead of regularizing
his service in M/s. IOCL, even after rendering more than 8 years of continuous service to the organization in
regular & perennial nature of job, is legal and justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?”
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2. Showrn off unnecessary details the case of the 2" party-Union as emerged from its claim statement is that the
2" party-workman, namely Shri Kallammuddin Khan was appointed and engaged with designation of “Office Boy”
with effect from 17.10.1994 in the Depot of the 1% Party-Management at Jatni. He was discharging his service with all
sincerity and honesty. After several years of his such employment his service was shifted by the 1* Party-Management
without following proper procedure and law to under a contractor namely M/s. Shakti Marketers owned by one Shri
Samarendra Mohapatra. The workman Shri Kallammuddin was asked to work as a contract labour of handing
contractor with an assurance that he would be absorbed as a regular employee within a short period of time. He and
other workmen were not paid minimum wages as fixed by the Central Government even though their services were
utilized in the 1*' Party-Management which is a Central Government undertaking. Statutory benefits like P.F. & E.S.I.
were not extended to them either by the 1** Party-Management or by the contractor, M/s. Shakti Marketers. When a
dispute was raised by the 2" party-Union on the above aspects as well as on regularization of the workman and his two
other colleagues, the 1% Party-Management refused employment on 17.6.2003 to the disputant workman Kallammuddin
Khan. It has been pleaded that there was no contract between the 1* Party-Management and M/s. Shakti Marketers to
carry out the work of handling through contract labourer and the contractor M/s. Shakti Marketers was being shown a
Handling Contractor only to avoid regularization of service of the workman. When the 1* party-Management refused
employment to him 16.6.2003 a dispute was raised before the Asst. Labour Commissioner (Central) for his
reinstatement and regularization of service resulting in the present reference.

3. The 1% Party-Management has contested the claim taking a stand that at no point of time Kallammuddin Khan
who was given appointment or any engagement as Office Boy or handling labour in Jatni Depot either directly or
through any contractor. As such question does not arise for shifting of his service from 1* Party-Management to under
a contractor (M/s. Shakti Marketers). It is their specific stand that M/s. Shakti Marketers was entrusted to carry out
certain works as a Handling contractor in the year 2000 for year and such contract was extended to 29.2.2004. Since the
contractor employed less than ten workmen to carry out the work the contractor was not required to be registered in
terms of Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970. Thus denying the relationship of employer and
employee the 1% party-Management has refuted all allegations raised by the 2™ party-Union and made a prayer for
dismissal of the claim of the workman.

4. Keeping in view the pleadings of the parties following issues have been settled for effective adjudication of
the reference.

ISSUES

1.  Whether the disputant Shri Kallammuddin Khan has ever been a workman under the 1% Party-
Management No. 1 and 3.

2. Whether the action of the Management of M/s. IOCL, Jatni Depot, Khurda in refusing employment to
Shri Kallammuddin Khan w.e.f. 17.6.2003 through their Contractor M/s. Shakti Marketers, instead of
regularizing his service in M/s. IOCL, even after rendering more than 8 years of continuous service to
the organization in regular & perennial nature of job, is legal and justified?

3. If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?
FINDINGS
ISSUE No. 1,2 and 3

5. The 2™ party has raised the dispute claiming that Kallammuddin Khan was engaged by the 1% Party-
Management in the year 1994, when construction work of the 1% Party-Management- Depot was started in the year
1994 at Jatni and he was designated as “Office Boy”. Subsequently his employment was shifted under the Contractor
M/s. Shakti Marketers with an assurance that his service would be regularized in course of time. The agreement
between the 1% party-Management and M/s. Shakti Marketers to carry out the handling work is sham and camouflage
only to deprive the workman Kallammuddin Khan from being regularized in the service under the 1% Party-
Management. When he demanded regularization of his service and services of other workmen he was refused
employment with effect from 17.6.2003 by his contractor M/s. Shakti Marketers as well as the principal employer. The
1** Party-Management has refuted the pleading making an averment that in no point of time he was employed or
engaged in its establishment and there was no “employer and employee” relationship between it and the workman.

6. Before going to analyze the evidence of the parties specifically on the claim of the workman that he was being
shown as a Contract Labourer by inter-posing a fictitious contractor, the principles laid down by the Hon’ble Apex
Court in some of the judgements is profitable to be referred to for appreciation of the pleadings and evidence of the
parties. In Ram Singh —Versus- Union Territory, Chandigarh, AIR 2004 (SC) 969, it is observed that industrial
adjudicator is required to consider the question as to whether the contractor has been interposed either on the ground of
having undertaken to produce any given result for the establishment or for supply of contract labourers for work of the
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establishment under a genuine contract or is a mere ruse/camouflage to evade compliance with various beneficial
legislations so as to deprive the workers of the benefit there-under. If the contract is found to be not genuine the so-
called contract labourers will have to be treated as the employees of the principal employer and they shall be directed to
be regularized in the establishment of the principal employer. It is further observed that in determining the relationship
of employer and employee, “control” is one of the important tests. However, all other relevant facts and circumstances
are required to be considered including the terms and conditions of the contract. It is also observed that “integration
test” is one of relevant tests which is applied by examining whether the person was fully integrated into the employer’s
concern or remained apart from and independent of it. Facts which may be relevant are who has the power to select and
dismiss, to pay remuneration, deduct insurance contribution, organize the work, supply tools and materials, and what
are the mutual obligations between them. In General Manager (OSD), Bengal Nagpur Cotton Mills, Rajanandgaon —
Versus- Bharat Lal, 2011 (128) FLR 560 it is laid down that — two of the well recognized tests to find out whether the
contract labourer are the direct employees of the principal employer are — (1) whether the principal employer pays the
salary instead of the contractor, and (ii) whether the principal employer controls and supervises the work of the
employee.

7. In International Air Port — Authorities —versus International Airport Cargo Workers Union, 2009(123) FLR
321 (S.C.). It is observed that if the contract is for supply of labour necessarily the labour supplied by the contractor
will work under the direction, supervision and control of the principal employer, but that would not make the worker a
direct employee of the principal employer, if the salary is paid by the contractor, if the right to regulate employment is
with the contractor and the ultimate supervision and control likes with the contractor. It is further observed that the
principal employer only controls and directs the work to be done by a contract labourer when such labourer is
assigned/allotted/assigned to the principal employer or used otherwise. In short, the worker being the employee of the
contractor the ultimate supervision and control lies with the contractor as he decides where the employee will work and
subject to what conditions. Only when the contractor sends/assigns the workers to work under the principal employer,
the worker works under the supervision and control of the principal employer but there is secondary control.

8. In view of such settled principles the burden lies on the 2" party-workman to prove that he was paid salary
directly by the employer and the principal employer was his supervising authority. In this regard not a single scrap of
paper has been produced in the Tribunal except oral assertions by the workman to establish that he was appointed
initially as Office Boy by the 1* Party-Management in the year 1994. The only document filed by him to support his
averment regarding his employment as “Office Boy” in the year 1994, which is an experience certificate allegedly
issued by one P.K. Sinha, Depot Manager Jatni in the letter head of the 1* Party-Management, has been challenged as a
forged one by the 1% party-Management. The Management witness M.W.-1 who is himself P.K. Sinha, has denied to
have issued the said experience certificate while recording his evidence in the Tribunal. He has also disowned the
signature found in the certificate to be his own. In that view of the matter the document Ext.-2 cannot be relied upon.
On the other hand in his cross examination the workman has admitted that construction work of the 1% Party-
Management’s office was started in the year 1994. He has admitted to have not been employed by the 1% Party-
Management either sponsored by the Employment Exchange or having applied for the post directly in pursuant to any
advertisement. He has also admitted that he was not issued with any call letter to attend any interview for selection of
the post of Office Boy. He is also unable to say whether there was any post of “Office Boy” in the office of the 1%
Party-Management. On being cross examined he failed to speak specifically as to whether Shri Sinha had any authority
to give him employment. No appointment letter or letter relating to termination of service issued in favour of the
workman is filed to show that he was engaged by the 1% Party-Management as a casual labourer or in any capacity for
any temporary period. The wage register under Ext.-6 series belongs to the year 2002 and the said register clearly
indicates that M/s. Shakti Marketers was his employer. There is no evidence to show that the 1* Party-Management had
ever made deductions from the bill of the contractor for making deposits in the above head in favour of the contract
labour i.e. 2" party-workman Kallammuddin Khan. It has been explained by the M.W.-1 that its employee and
labourers of its contractor were given training of fire fighting and as such the claim of the 2™ party-workman that he
was given training of fire fighting by the Management does not suggest that he worked as an employee of the 1% Party-
Management either directly or through a contractor. Thus there is no iota of evidence except oral assertion of W.W.-1
to establish that he was ever engaged directly or through the contractor by the 1* Party-Management either in the year
1994 or subsequent thereafter.

9. The documents filed by the workman more particularly relating to resolution proceedings between the
Management and local people represented through the local M.L.A. and other papers are at best going to show that an
agitation was taken place before the office of the 1* Party-Management for preference in giving employment to the
local people in the 1% party-Management office for which a conciliation proceeding was initiated in the intervention of
A.L.C. (C). Those documents do not suggest in any manner that refusal of employment to Kallammuddin and other
contractor labourers gave rise to the conciliation proceeding and resolutions drawn between the 1% party-Management
and the local people. No safe inference can be drawn on the basis of the documents filed by the 2™ party-workman that
Kallammuddin Khan was employed in the 1* party-Management either in the capacity of “Office Boy” or “handling
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labourer” temporarily casually, or on the basis of a contract labour through the contractor M/s. Shakti Marketers. On
the other hand it is emerging from the evidence of the M.W.-1 and documents relied upon by the Management that
handling contract i.e. loading and unloading of oil tanker in the Jatni Depot was entrusted to the contractor M/s. Shakti
Marketers and thus, the evidence adduced before the Tribunal leads to a conclusion that he was working as a labourer
of the contractor M/s. Shakti Marketers, who handle the loading and unloading of oil tanker works.

10. In the case of General Manager (OSD) Bangal Nagpur Cotton Mills Rajnandgaon And Bharat Lal and Another
wherein it has been set out by the Hon’ble Apex Court that “if the industrial adjudicator finds that contract between the
principal employer and contractor to be sham, nominal or merely a camouflage to deny employment benefits to the
employee and that there was in fact a direct employment, it can grant relief to the employee by holding that the
workman is the direct employee of the principal employer. Two of the well-recognized tests to find out whether the
contract labour are the direct employees of the principal employer are: (i) whether the principal employer pays the
salary instead of the contractor; and (ii) whether the principal employer controls and supervise the work of the
employees”. Keeping in view the above settled principle, if, the evidence of the workman is analyzed there is nothing
before the Tribunal to hold that the 1% Party-Management was paying salary to the workman directly or indirectly
through the contractor and it was controlling and supervising the work of the workman as a principal employer. Hence
doubt can be entertained regarding existence of any “employer and employee” relationship between the 1% Party-
Management and the workman Kallammuddin Khan and as such it cannot be accepted that the workman was ever
employed under the 1% Party-Management as a contract labourer.

11. Thus, it is also found that factors which are enumerated in sub section (2) of Section 10 of Contract Labour
Act are absent. Even the “control test” and “integration test” failed. Consequently, the contract, which was existing
between the Management and the M/s. Shakti Marketers cannot be said to be a sham and mere camouflage. Once it is
held that the contract is not proved to be sham or fictitious the reference also becomes not maintainable.

12. In view of my above findings that Kallammuddin Khan was not ever appointed or he worked in any capacity
being employed by the 1* Party-Management or worked as a contract labourer through M/s. Shakti Marketers it cannot
be held that he was refused employment by the 1* Party-Management either directly or through M/s. Shakti Marketers
and as such he is not entitled to any regularization.

13. In result the reference is answered against the 2" Party-Union.
Dictated & Corrected by me.
B. C. RATH, Presiding Officer
2 fecett, 8 3T, 2016
I3, 1690, SEifTeh foars sifufam, 1947 (1947 1 14) *T 9N 17 & SO § H19 TR Biogsd
T Sifehed TR fafite & yeeda & Hog Fae iR s9& SHarl & sta orey o ffde sfefies foar o
HT TSR AR A T 91 =, Tiged & o9 (e . 23/2011) 1 Fehify &t &, St &=
TR h1 05.08.2016 Tl T 3T Tl

[T, TA-42011/13/2011-3TER (EH9)]
o, . JUPTITE, SR STHRT

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1690.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 23/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Eranakulam now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation
to the management of the Fertilizers and Chemicals Travancore Limited and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 05.08.2016.

[No. L-42011/13/2011-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

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

Present: Shri K. Sasidharan, B.Sc., LLB, Presiding Officer
(Thursday the 30" day of June, 2016/09" Ashadha, 1938)
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Workmen

Managements

ID 23/2011

Shri. C.C. Thankappan,
Chippidithara House,
Ambadi, Eramalloor PO,
Cherthala Taluk,
Cherthala —

Shri. A. C. Varghese,
Ezhupunna, South PO,
Cherthala Taluk,
Cherthala —

Shri. K. A. Kumaran, (dead)
Veliyil Nikarth,

Vaduthala Jetty PO,
Arookutty,

Cherthala Taluk,

Cherthala —

Shri. A. B. Varghese,
Arakkaparambil House,
Kumbalanghi PO,
Kochi (Kerala) — 7.

Shri. M. Aman,

U. K. House,
Kalluvettankuzhi,

I Mancode PO,

Via Cherthala Taluk,
Cherthala — 691559.

Smt. K. K. Lalitha Kanthakudithara,
Palluruthu, Perumpadappu,
Kochi (Kerala) — 682006.

Shri. K. K. Raghavan,
Nikarthil House,
Pampayimoola,
Palluruthy,

Kochi (Kerala) — 682006.

By Ady. Shri. Sibi Thomas Jacob

Smt. Sumathi Kumaran

W/o late K. A. Kumaran

Veliyil Nikarth, Vaduthala Jetty PO,
Arrokutty,

Cherthala Thaluk,

Cherthala.

(Impleaded as per the Order on IA No.106/2011 dated 21.02.2014 as legal
representative of workman No.3 -Late K. A. Kumaran ).

The Chairman & Managing Director,

Fertilizers and Chemicals Travancore Limited,

Udyogmandal,
Cochin — 682303.

M/s. B. S. Krishnan Associates

M/s. K. C. Mathew & Sons,
Pigee Agencies,

1X/247, Veli Fort Kochi,
Kochi (Kerala) — 682001.

(ex-parte)
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3. M/s.Syed Sons,
24/492, Navabharat Building,
W/lIsland,
COCHIN -

(ex-parte)

This case coming up for final hearing on 13.05.2016 and this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 30.06.2016
passed the following:

AWARD

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section(1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Act 14 of 1947) the Central Government referred the following dispute before this
Tribunal for adjudication.

2. The dispute is:

“Whether the demand of the contract workers viz. S/Sri C. C. Thankappan, A.C. Varghese, K.A. Kumaran,
A.B. Varghese, M. Aman, K.K. Lalitha and K.K. Raghavan working under M/s. K.C. Mathew, Perumaly &
Sons, M/s.Pigee Agencies, 1X/247, Veli Fort, Kochi-682001 and M/s Syed & Sons, 24/492, Navabharat
Building, Willington Island, Kochi-682003, contractors during the period from 1971 to 2002 and from 2002 to
2004 respectively for regularization in service in the establishment of the Principal Employer viz. Fertilizers
and Chemicals Travancore Limited, Udyogmandal, Kerala with retrospective effect, is legal and justified?
What relief the workmen are entitled to?”

3. After receipt of the reference order No.L-42011/13/2011-IR(DU) dated 15.06.2011, issued by the Ministry of
Labour, Government of India, summons was issued to the parties to appear in person and submit pleadings, produce
documents to substantiate their respective contentions. On receipt of the summons, workmen Nos.1, 2 and 4 to 7
entered appearance through counsel. Workman No.3 was reported dead and his legal representative was impleaded as
additional workman No.8. Management No.l entered appearance through counsel and submitted their pleadings.
Management Nos.2 and 3 remained ex-parte.

4., The contentions in the claim statement filed by workmen Nos.1, 2 and 4 to 8 in brief are as follows:

The dispute involved in this reference centres round the Contract Labour(Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970
and in view of the dictum laid down in the decision rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, reported in Steel
Authority of India Vs. National Water Front Workers Union (2001) 7 SCC 1. Eight workmen viz., S/Shri C.C.
Thankappan, A. C. Varghese, K. A. Kumaran, A. B. Varghese, M. Aman, M. O. Antony, K. K. Lalitha and K. K.
Raghavan along with others numbering more than 116 were employed by the first management for the work of loading
and unloading, stitching and staking and transportation of rock phosphate imported from abroad. They were working
under the first management ever since 1971. The second management was the private labour contractor. Two
prominent political parties through middlemen controlled entire affairs and defeated the lawful right of the workmen.
The first management with the assistance of the private labour contractor exploited the workforce of the workmen.

5. The second management was controlling the workmen under the supervision and guidance from the first
management from the year 1971 to 2002. From the year 2002 till 2004 the third management was exploiting the same
situation in connivance with the first management. Management Nos.1 to 3 have colluded together to exploit the
workmen by utilizing their workforce and grabbing their wages. Only one-tenth wages of the workmen were actually
paid to them and deducted 9/10 of the wages and all other benefits due to the workmen under one pretext or another.
There was willful omission on the part of the employees to deposit the PF contributions deducted from the employees
for the period from 1971 to 1995 and then for the period from 2002 to 2004. Part of the contributions recovered from
the wages of the workmen were not deposited for the period from 1995 to 2002.

6. Management No.1 started functioning from the year 1970 and earned huge profit by misusing the workforce
of the workmen. They started regional centres at Tamil Nadu, Karnataka and Andhra Pradesh with the financial aid
and support from the Central Government. The union leaders exploited the workmen and amassed wealth
disproportionate to their known sources of income. While so management No.l began to run at loss due to
mismanagement and discontentment of the workmen. Almost all the workmen involved in this reference are suffering
from occupational diseases affecting urinary bladder, kidney, skin diseases, ureter ailments, bone decay, heart ailments,
cataract, deafness, skidding, lung cancer etc. The workmen were unable to continue the employment in doing the
hazardous work. Even though the workmen raised the issue before the union to which they were affiliated, the union
leaders have not initiated any step against the management and their henchmen.
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7. The workmen involved in this reference were doing perennial nature of work of the first management. The
officials of the first management were directly controlling and supervising the work of the workmen involved in this
reference. As directed by the first management the workmen continued the work for more than 38 years under them.

8. The workmen were unloading and loading hazardous chemical substances such as ammonium sulphate,
sulphuric acid, soda ash, nitric acid, caprolactum and other chemicals imported from abroad. Apart from that imported
items such as steel, girder, beams, channel, iron plate etc. belonging to the Steel Authority of India were unloaded from
the ship and loaded in lorries for transportation to the Steel Authority of India were also done by the workmen at the
instruction of the first management and in connivance with the second management and the union leaders. In short the
duty of the workmen includes the handling of hazardous and dangerous chemical substances and heavy weighed items.
The workmen involved herein were not considered for regular employment under the first management solely for the
reason that they had no political godfathers to protect their interests.

9. There were unfair labour practice — employment to workmen as badlis, casuals or temporaries to continue as
such for years together with intent to deprive them the privileges as permanent workmen under the first management.
The action of the first management is illegal, unjust and unsustainable.

10. The first management interposed contractors in order to evade the compliance of the benefits under the
Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970; the Factories Act; the Employees’ Provident Funds and
Miscellaneous Provisions Act; the Employees’ State Insurance Act, the Equal Remuneration Act; the Minimum Wages
Act and the Industrial Disputes Act and other later enactments. The action of the first management is against the spirit
and purport of the decision rendered by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in this regard. There was clear violation of
the provisions of the Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 by the first management in connivance
with the management Nos.2 and 3. The workmen involved in this reference have not been given the benefit under the
Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970. The Factories Act, 1948, the Employees’ Provident Funds &
Miscellaneous Provisions Act and Scheme, the Minimum Wages Act and other allied labour enactments.

11. The workmen involved in this reference are entitled to be absorbed in the pay scale I 6,100-10,775 at the
initial stage and they are entitled to two higher grade time scales and to be paid salary in the time scale ¥ 14,500-
18,700/- apart from the benefits of casual leave, earned leave and other benefits due to the permanent workmen.

12. The workmen involved in this reference were discriminated and denied the right of decent living and that their
fundamental right to health and life are jeopardized. The uneducated and helpless workers were compelled to work
hard which affected their health. Therefore the workmen have requested to pass an award upholding their contentions
and to pay ten times compensation for the period of their employment from 10.02.1971 till date of superannuation and
cost of this proceeding.

13. The contentions in the written statement filed by the first management in brief are as follows:-

The management No.1 has stated that the issue referred for adjudication is not maintainable either in law or on
facts. The issue referred for adjudication is the question of regularization of the workmen and it can be raised only by
union. The contract workers have no legal right to raise such an issue for regularization and hence the dispute is not
maintainable. The name of Shri. M. O. Antony is not included in the reference and hence his claim as stated in the
claim statement cannot be adjudicated in this reference. Moreover, only seven contract workers have raised this
dispute. Substantial numbers of workers have not raised this dispute and as such the Industrial Dispute is not
maintainable. The first management has two fertilizer producing divisions, one petrochemical division, two
consultancy division, one fabrication division and one marketing division. The rock phosphate imported by the first
management company for use in the production of straight fertilizers is handed over by the permanent workmen in the
company. Some of the workers who raised this dispute are contract workers engaged by the contractor for a specific
period for bagging and handling rock phosphate for mixture preparation. The work in the mixing centres has no
connection with the main activity of the first management in producing fertilizers which is only seasonal in nature. The
Kerala State Advisory Contract Board considered the question as to whether the contract system in the mixing centres
at Alappuzha, Chingavanam and Palakkad has to be continued or not. As per order dated 01.12.1992 the Government
of Kerala ordered that “the Government do not consider it necessary to abolish the contract system of Labour
prevailing in the three Regional Mixing centers of FACT at Alappuzha, Chingavanam and Palakkad” .

14. Subsequently similarly situated workers approached the Central Advisory Labour Board seeking abolition of
the contract labour system in the management company. The Ministry of Labour, Government of India as per order
dated 14.01.2000 ordered that “decided not to prohibit employment of contract labour in the works/jobs of handling
Rock Phosphate in Marketing division, cleaning and painting of utensils, plants, structure and building and other allied
equipments connected with the manufacturing process in the Udyogamandal and Marketing division of the

”»

establishment of Fertilizers and Chemicals Travancore, Willington Island, Kochi......... .



[ 9T II-8Us 3(ii) ] AR <pl TS 2 3TTE 13, 2016/41901 22, 1938 3787

15. Similarly placed contract workers filed OP Nos.9130/2000 and 15060/2000 before the Hon’ble High Court of
Kerala. As per the judgment dated 03.03.2008 in OP No0.9130/2000(J) the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala declined to
accept the request of the workmen.

16. The first management company never employed the workmen involved in this reference. They are not
employees working under the first management. The workmen were engaged by the contractor in a godown
maintained by the first management at Willington Island for handling rock phosphate required for preparing mixtures at
the six mixing centers in Kerala. They were not engaged in the handling of rock phosphate required for the production
of fertilizers. At the end of every two years a fresh contract is awarded by following the normal procedure of inviting
tenders, negotiation and awarding of the contract. All the work done by the workmen in this reference are not within
the premises of the first management. The work done by the contractor is not an integral/indispensable part of the main
activities of the first management. The terms of engagement as contract workers are as decided by the contractor and
not by the first management company. The allegation that the first management exploited the work of the workmen
and did not pay them the wages due to them, is false and incorrect. The first management has denied all the claims put
forward by the workmen involved in this reference. They have stated that the workmen herein are not entitled to any of
the relief claimed. They have requested to uphold their contentions and disallow the claim of the workmen.

17. After filing written statement by the management the workmen filed rejoinder reiterating the contentions in
the claim statement. They have stated that they are the workmen under the first management as defined under Section
2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act and are entitled to all the statutory benefits available under the Labour Legislations
now in force.

18. After affording sufficient opportunity to take steps and for production of documents, the matter was posted for
recording evidence. On behalf of the workmen WW1 and WW2 were examined and Exts.W1 series to W6 series and
W7 to W14 were marked. On behalf of the first management MW 1 was examined and Exts.M1 to M4 were marked.
Heard both sides.

19. The points arising for consideration are:

“(1) Whether the dispute raised by the individual workmen S/Sri C. C. Thankappan, A.C. Varghese, K.A.
Kumaran, A.B. Varghese, M. Aman, K.K. Lalitha and K.K. Raghavan is maintainable in law?

(i)  Whether the workmen S/Smt/Shri C. C. Thankappan, A.C. Varghese, K.A. Kumaran, A.B. Varghese,
M. Aman, K.K. Lalitha and K.K. Raghavan those involved in this reference are permanent workers
under the first management?

(iii) To what relief the workmen aforesaid are entitled?”
20. Point No.(i):- The dispute referred for adjudication is:-

“Whether the demand of the contract workers viz. S/Sri C. C. Thankappan, A.C. Varghese, K.A. Kumaran,
A.B. Varghese, M. Aman, K.K. Lalitha and K.K. Raghavan working under M/s. K.C. Mathew, Perumaly &
Sons, M/s.Pigee Agencies, 1X/247, Veli Fort, Kochi-682001 and M/s Syed & Sons, 24/492, Navabharat
Building, Willington Island, Kochi-682003, contractors during the period from 1971 to 2002 and from 2002 to
2004 respectively for regularization in service in the establishment of the Principal Employer viz. Fertilizers
and Chemicals Travancore Limited, Udyogmandal, Kerala with retrospective effect, is legal and justified?
What relief the workmen are entitled to?”

The workmen involved in this reference are - S/Smt/Sri C. C. Thankappan, A.C. Varghese, K.A. Kumaran,
A.B. Varghese, M. Aman, K.K. Lalitha and K.K. Raghavan. Workmen No.3 Shri K. A. Kumaran died in the course of
conciliation proceedings and his widow was impleaded as a party to this proceeding. The contention of the workmen
involved in this reference is that they along with others numbering more than 116 were employed by the first
management for the purpose of loading, unloading, stitching, staking and transportation of rock phosphate imported
from abroad. It is stated that the workmen were employed under the first management from the year 1971. The
contention of the workmen is that two prominent political parties through their middlemen controlled the entire affairs
and defeated their lawful right. They would also state that the first management with the assistance of the private
labour contractor exploited the work force of the workmen. It is stated that from the year 1971 to 2002 the second
management was controlling the workmen under the supervision and guidance of the first management. From the year
2002 till 2004 the third management was exploiting the same situation in connivance with the first management. The
workmen have contended that they will come under the purview of Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947
and that they were working under the first management ever since 1971 and hence they are entitled to all the statutory
benefits available to them under the labour legislations now in force.

21. The first management has contended that the issue referred for adjudication is as to whether the workmen are
entitled to be regularized in service under the first management. It is stated that the workmen involved in this reference
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are contract workers under the second and third managements and that they have no legal right to raise claim for
regularization. It is also stated that the claim is put forward by the individual workman and not espoused by the union
at their instance and hence the reference is not maintainable.

Section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes Act defines “Industrial Dispute”. As per Section 2(k), “industrial dispute”
means any dispute or difference between employers and employers, or between employers and workmen, or between
workmen and workmen, which is connected with the employment or non-employment or the terms of employment or
with the conditions of labour, of any person;”

22. In the decision Workmen Vs. Dharam Pal Prem Chand — AIR 1966 SC 182 the Hon’ble Supreme Court of
India held that “notwithstanding the width of the words used in s2(k), a dispute raised by a single workman cannot
become an industrial dispute, unless it is supported either by his union or in the absence of a union, by a substantial
number of the workmen”. This principle was reiterated by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the Workmen of
Indian Express Newspaper Pvt Ltd Vs. Management — AIR 1970 SC 737.

23. In the decision reported in Associated Cement Companies Ltd Vs. Workmen — 1960 (1 LLJ 491) on page the
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India has held that “Even a minority group of workmen of an establishment, can make a
demand and thereby, raise an industrial dispute which, in a proper case, may be referred for adjudication”.

24. In the decision reported in Indian Cable Co. Ltd. Vs. Workmen — 1962 (1 LLJ 409) in page 415 the Hon’ble
Supreme Court of India has held that “The number of workmen must, however, be such as to lead to an inference that
the dispute is one which affects the workmen as a class”.

25. In the decision Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., Pondicherry Vs. Petroleum Coal Labour Union, Chennai
and Ors. — 2011 (3 LLJ 497) the Hon’ble Madras High Court has held that “Dispute regarding unfair labour practice -
Is an industrial dispute.”

26. In this case the workmen have contended that the unions are not espousing their claim. They have stated that
they are being exploited by the union. Even though the workmen have limited the relief to the persons involved in this
reference, they have stated that more than 116 workmen are being exploited by the first management in violation of the
provisions of the Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act. In view of the dictum laid down in the decisions
above and in view of the fact that the workmen involved in this reference raised the dispute for regularizing the contract
workers, their claim is maintainable as an industrial dispute as defined under Section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes
Act. Point No.(i) is answered accordingly.

27. Point No.(ii):- The workmen involved in this reference have stated that they are working under the first
management ever since 1971 and they are being exploited by the union members. It is stated that the first management
is their employer and they are entitled to be treated as workmen under the first management ever since 1971 and that
they are entitled to all the statutory benefits available to them under the labour legislations in force. It is stated that
ever since 1971 the second management was controlling the workmen under the supervision and guidance from the
first management. It is stated that management Nos.l1 to 3 have colluded together to exploit the workforce and
grabbing their wages.

28. The first management has contended that the workmen involved in this reference are not employed by them.
They have further stated that the workmen herein have no legal right for regularization of service or continuity of
employment under the first management. It is stated that the workmen were engaged by the contractor in a godown
maintained by the first management at Willington Island for handling raw phosphate required for preparing mixtures at
six mixing centres in Kerala. It is stated that the workmen were never engaged in the handling of raw phosphate
required for the production of fertilizers. The first management has stated that at the end of every two year; a fresh
contract is awarded by following the normal procedure of inviting tenders, negotiation and awarding of contract. They
would also state that the work done by the contractor is not an integral/indispensable part of the main activities of the
first management.

29. The first management has stated that the terms and conditions of engagement as contract workers are decided
by the contractor and not by the first management company. The allegation that the first management exploited the
workforce of the workmen involved in this reference and failed to pay the wages due to them is denied by them. They
would also state that there was no employer-employee relationship between the workmen involved in this reference and
the first management.

30. The first management has stated that the Kerala State Advisory Contract Labour Board considered the
question as to whether the contract system in the mixing centres at Alappuzha, Chingavanam and Palakkad has to be
continued or not and that the Government of Kerala ordered that the Government do not consider it necessary to
abolish the contract system of Labour prevailing in the three Regional Mixing centres at FACT at Alappuzha,
Chingavanam and Palakkad.” The first management has stated that the workers approached the Central Advisory
Labour Board requesting to abolish the contract labour system in the management company. It is stated that the
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Ministry of Labour, Government of India as per order dated 14.01.2000 ordered that “decided not to prohibit
employment of contract labour in the works/jobs of handling Rock Phosphate in Marketing division, cleaning and
painting of utensils, plants, structure and building and other allied equipments connected with the manufacturing
process in the Udyogamandal and Marketing division of the establishment of Fertilizers and Chemicals Travancore,
Willington Island, Kochi.........

31. The first management has stated that the contract workers approached the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala by
filing OP N0.9130/2000 and OP No.15060/2000 and the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala declined to accept their request.

32. While examined as WW 1, workman No.1 has stated that there is a document to prove that the workmen were
appointed after conducting interview. He has further stated that the said document was shown to the workman and it
was taken back. He has stated that the workman produced documents to prove that the first management paid salaries
to them. He has admitted that OP No.9130/2000 filed by the workman No.2 involved in this reference was dismissed
by the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala. He has further stated that he has no knowledge as to whether the Central
Government has issued a notification on 14.01.2000 permitting to have contract labour employment under the first
management.

33. While examined as WW?2 the witness examined on the side of the workman has stated that the workmen
involved in this reference were employed under the second management. He has stated that he was a contractor under
the first management. WW?2 has stated that he was a contract worker ever since 1993 and his wages were paid by the
second management.

34. On going through the evidence tendered by WW1 and WW?2 it can be seen that the workmen involved in this
reference were not selected or appointed by the first management for employment under them. It is clear from the
pleadings of the workmen and the evidence tendered by WW1 and WW?2 that they were contract workers employed
under the second and third managements from time to time. The documents produced by the management reveal that
the Government of Kerala as well as the Union of India permitted to continue contract labour under the first
management. Moreover it can be seen from Exts.M3 and M4 documents that the claim put forward by the workmen
for permanency in employment under the first management was declined by the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala. Even
as per the admission of the workmen they were employed under the contractor engaged by the first management. The
documents produced by the workmen do not reveal that they were engaged directly by the first management. It follows
that the workmen involved in this reference are not entitled to get any of the relief as claimed in the claim statement.
Hence the point for consideration is answered against the workmen.

35. Point No.(iii):- In view of the finding on Point No.(ii) the workmen involved in this reference are not
entitled to the relief claimed. The point is answered accordingly.

36. In the result an award is passed holding that the workmen involved in this reference are not entitled to get an
order for regularization in service under the first management. The reference is answered accordingly.

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

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 30"
day of June, 2016.

SASIDHARAN K., Presiding Officer

APPENDIX

Witnesses for the workmen

WW1 Shri C. C. Thankappan 04.03.2015

Ww2 Shri V. 1. Varghese 12.11.2015

Witnesses for the management

MWI Shri Anil Raghavan 09.03.2016

Exhibits for the workmen

Wi - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2001-2002 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri C. C. Thankappan,
FACT Ltd.

Wl) - Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2002-2003 issued by the Regional Provident Fund

Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri C. C. Thankappan,
FACT Ltd.
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W1(b)

Wi(c)

W1(d)

w2

W2(a)

W2(b)

W2(c)

W3

W3(a)

W3(b)

W3(c)

W3(d)

W4

Wd(a)

W5

W5(a)

W5(b)

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2003-2004 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri C. C. Thankappan,
FACT Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri C. C. Thankappan,
FACT Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri C. C. Thankappan,
FACT Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. C. Varghese, FACT
Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2002-2003 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. C. Varghese,
FACT Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2003-2004 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. C. Varghese, FACT
Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to  Shri A. C. Varghese,
FACT Ltd.

True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2001-2002 issued by the Regional Provident
Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. B. Varghese,
FACT Ltd.

True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2002-2003 issued by the Regional Provident
Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. B. Varghese,
FACT Ltd.

True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2003-2004 issued by the Regional Provident
Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. B. Varghese,
FACT Ltd.

True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident
Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. B. Varghese,
FACT Ltd.

True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident
Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri A. B. Varghese,
FACT Ltd.

True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident
Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri M. Aman, FACT
Ltd.

True copy of Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident
Fund Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Shri M. Aman, FACT
Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2001-2002 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Lalitha, FACT
Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2002-2003 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Lalitha, FACT
Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2003-2004 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Lalitha, FACT
Ltd.
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W5(c)

W5(d)

W6

W6(a)

W6(b)

W6(c)

W6(d)

W7
W8
W9
W10
W11
W12
W13
w14

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Lalitha, FACT
Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Lalitha, FACT
Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2001-2002 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Raghavan, FACT
Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2002-2003 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Raghavan, FACT
Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2003-2004 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Raghavan, FACT
Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2004-2005 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Raghavan, FACT
Ltd.

Annual Statement of Accounts for the year 2005-2006 issued by the Regional Provident Fund
Commissioner, Sub-Regional Office, Bhavishya Nidhi Bhavan, Kochi to Smt K. K. Raghavan, FACT
Ltd.

Pension Payment Order in respect of Shri C.C. Thankappan.

Pension Payment Order PART-II & PART-III in respect of Shri A.C. Varghese.
Pension Payment Order in respect of Shri Varghese A. B.

Copy of Pension Payment Order PART-II & PART-III in respect of Shri M. Aman.
Pension Payment Order in respect of Smt K. K. Lalitha.

Pension Payment Order in respect of Smt K. K. Raghavan.

Pension Payment Order in respect of Shri K. A. Kumaran.

Cheque forwarding Memo dated 22.12.2007 issued by the Chief Manager (Finance), The Fertilisers
and Chemicals Travancore Limited, Udyogamandal for an amount of ¥ 33,234/- against Bill No.14-
7001611 dated 20.11.2007 to Shri V. I. Varghese, Vypin-682508.

Exhibits for the management

Ml

M2

M3

M4

True copy of the Circular bearing No.U-23013/27/99-LW dated 14.01.2000 issued by the Under
Secretary to Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi to all Members of Central
Advisory Contract Labour Board.

True copy of the letter bearing No.DGM(F)-MK-32-299 dated 20.08.1999 issued by the Deputy
General Manager, The Fertilizers and Chemicals Travancore Limited, a Government of India
Enterprise, Marketing Division (Head Office), Udyogamandal to the Deputy Chief Labour
Commissioner(Central), Indian Institute of Workers Education Complex, Kurla(W), Mumbai —
400070.

True copy of the Judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala, Ernakulam in OP Nos.9130 &
15060 of 2000 dated 03.03.2008.

True copy of the Judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of Kerala, Ernakulam in OP Nos.9130 &
15060 of 2000 dated 03.03.2008.

T2 feeedt, 8 3T, 2016

LI, 1691, 3iiEfies foars ifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) 1 &1 17 & R0 § H1d TR Teqene

ATh SAREhYE & Weuad & Heag FEiseh R S HUeR & o, ey § e s faas 7 s
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THR TR A T 90 @, e & gue (Ul +9 G disfengd/uerdl/am/129/2000) i GehIRT
T €, S HIT THR 1 02.08.2016 1 F I <11

[E. TA-40012/144/2000-3TE3R (S)]
i, . JUFTIT, S5k AR

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1691.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/129/2000) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers
in relation to the management of the Department of Telecommunication and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.08.2016.

[No. L-40012/144/2000-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/129/2000

Shri Wahid Khan,

S/o Gafoor Khan,

C/o Md.Wasim H.No.165,Mufti Bagh,

Shahjahanabad,

Bhopal (MP) ...Workman

Versus

Chief General Manager,

Deptt. Of Telecommunication,
Hoshangabad Road, MP Circle,
Bhopal.

General Manager,
Telecom. CTO Building,
T.T.Nagar, Bhopal ...Management

AWARD
Passed on this 18" day of July 2016

1. As per letter dated 30-6-2000 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No.
L-40012/144/2000-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action of the management of Chief General Manager, Telecom in terminating the services of
Shri Wahid Khan S/o Shri Gafoor Khan w.e.f. July 92 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is
entitled?”

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. Ist party workman submitted statement of claim at
Page 2/1 to 2/3. Case of workman is that he was employed by management as casual labour for 355 days in 1982-83,
70 days in June 83 to December 86, 807 days in February 87 to August 90. That in 1993, he worked for 51 days from
June 83 to 86 on ACG. The entries regarding his working were verified by the authorities from his personal record
book issued by the department. Above contentions are reiterated by Ist party contending that despite working more than
240 days, he was not accorded temporary status, no steps were taken for his regularization by the management, he was
continued as casual labour. His services were terminated orally, he was not paid retrenchment compensation, notice of
termination was not issued to him. The action of the management is discriminatory and illegal. On such ground,
workman prays for his reinstatement with backwages.
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3. 2" party management filed Written Statement opposing claim of Ist party workman at Page 6/1 to 6/2. 2™
party submits that workman as engaged as casual labour as per availability of work. Workman was never appointed. Ist
party worked for 240 days during June 82 to December 84. 151 days during Jan 83 to May 83. Ist party workman was
continuously absent from June 83 to Jan 87. During feb87 to December87, he worked for 332 days. Feb 88 to Dec-88
for 289 days, Jan-89 to Nov-89 for 91 days, feb90 to Aug 90 for 95 days. That Ist party himself absent from work
without informing management. He was irregular on work. Workman is not eligible for regularization as per scheme of
department as per circular dated 17-12-93. That casual mazdoors who were engaged during 31-3-83 to 26-6-88 and
who was still continuing for such work in the circles where they initially engaged and who are not absent for the last
more than 365 days are eligible for benefit of said scheme. 2™ party reiterates that ~workman is not entitled for any
relief.

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

(i)  Whether the action of the management of | Services of Ist party are not terminated in July 1992.
Chief General Manager, Telecom in
terminating the services of Shri Wahid Khan
S/o Shri Gafoor Khan w.ef. July 92 is

justified?
(i) If not, what relief the workman is entitled | Workman is not entitled to any relief.
t0?”
REASONS
5. Workman is challenging termination of his service contending that his services are orally terminated after

completion of 240 days, he was not given temporary status or regularization in service, retrenchment compensation is
not paid to him. The termination of his service is illegal. 2" party reiterates that workman was engaged as casual
employee, he was intermittently working, workman himself remained absent from work, he is not entitled for
regularization/ reinstatement.

6. Ist party workman filed affidavit of his evidence supporting his contentions in statement of claim that he
worked for 355 days during 1982-83, he worked for 70 days as ACG and for the period from 87 to 90, he worked for
807 days. The term of reference indicates his services were terminated in July 1992. The evidence of workman himself
shows that he worked till August 1990. It is clear from his own evidence that he was not terminated in July 1992.
Besides above, workman in his cross says he has passed 1th standard, the post was not advertised, his name was not
sponsored through Employment Exchange. He was paid wages for his actual working days. He denies that he left work
himself. He denies that he not completed 240 days continuous service. management has shown working days of Ist
party workman in Para-3 of the Written Statement, 240 days during June 82 to December 84, during feb87 to
December87, he worked for 332 days. Feb 88 to Dec-88 for 289 days. During all those years, as per Written Statement
of the 2™ party, Ist party worked more than 240 days . that Ist party workman is not entitled to benefit of schemeof
department as he remained absent more than 365 days during relevant period. Document Exhibit W-1 shows working
days of workman during 1982 to 1989. As per term of reference, services of Ist party were terminated in July 992
Exhibit W-3 shows Ist party worked for 186 days during January 89 to August 1990. Workman has not worked for
240 days preceding alleged termination of his service therefore termination of his service in violation of Section 25-F
is not established. Copy of the circular dated 17-12-93 is produced at Exhibit W-2. Relevant portion of circular
provides the matter has further been examined in this office and it is decided that all those casual mazdoors who were
engaged by the circles during the period from 31-3-85 to 22-6-88 and who are still continuing for such works in the
circles where they were initially engaged and who are not absent for the last more than 365 days counting from the
date of issue of this order be brought under the above said scheme. The evide4nce of workman doesnot fulfill above
criteria’s besides the term of reference doesnot pertain to regularization of services of workman. The contentions of
workman pertaining to regularization of his service is beyond term of reference.

7. The evidence of management’s witness Sayed Tahir Mahmood is in nature of denial of the claim.

8. As workman has not worked more than 240 days preceding termination of his service in July 1992 or even 12
calendar months preceding August 1990, termination of Ist party workman in violation of Section 25-F is not
established. Considering the evidence on record, termination of services of workman in July 1992 is not established.
Accordingly I record my finding in Point No.1.

9. In the result, award is passed as under:-
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(1) The termination of service of workman w.e.f. July 1992 is not established.
2) Workman is not entitled to any relief.

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer
7 fieeft, 8 o7, 2016

W3, 1692, 3TENfiT foarg sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 &1 17 & AU H g TR feudded
HIM, T e & YT & Gag (eEhl 3R STk FHAR F offw, ey § ffie oiifre faag & w=im
THR SR MfUH T 99 =0, SR & v=e (F3d &9 °. diefsméd/aerl/smr/90/98) i T it
2 S H= TR T 02.08.2016 1 W g3 |

[H. TA-40012/138/96-3ER (E1Y)]
. . JUFTITE, Sh TR

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1692.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/90/98) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers
in relation to the management of the Departmental Canteen, Telecom Factory and their workman, which was received
by the Central Government on 02.08.2016.

[No. L-40012/138/96-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/90/98

Shri Raj Kumar,
Qr.No. 955, Cherital,
Harijan Basti, Jabalpur (MP) ...Workman

Versus

Secretary,

Departmental Canteen,

Telecom Factory,

Jabalpur ...Management

AWARD
Passed on this 20™ day of July, 2016

1. As per letter dated 16-4-98 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of ILD.Act, 1947 as per Notification
No. L-40012/138/96-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action of the management of Departmental Canteen, Telecom Factory, Jabalpur in terminating
the services of Shri Rajkumar is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. Ist party workman submitted statement of claim at
Page 2/1 to 2/4. Case of Ist party workman is that he was appointed as cleaner in 1982 against clear vacant post. He
worked with honesty. He could not perform his duties for certain period due to ill health. However he had sent
information with medical certificates to the department regarding his illness. On 28-4-92, punishment of withholding
increment of 5 years was imposed against him. His pay was reduced from Rs.762/- to Rs.750/- for 5 years. Workman
further submits it was alleged by management that he worked for 193 days w.e.f. June 89 to April 90 and major
punishment was imposed against him without giving opportunity for defence. The departmental enquiry was conducted
behind his back. His absence was totally ignored by the management. Chargesheet was also issued to him on 18-3-92
for unauthorized absence from 16-8-91 till date. He had appeared before Enquiry Officer on 5-8-92 and accepted that
he was absent from duty because of his illness. Doctor has advised him for complete bed rest. Showcause notice was
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issued to him which was replied by him. The workman explained his absence due to serious illness. He had submitted
Medical Certificate that he was advised by Doctor for bed rest. He had resumed duty after submitting medical
certificate. That he was absent from duty due to compelling circumstances. Management did not consider his
explanation on humanitarian ground.

3. Ist party further submits that enquiry conducted against him is not proper and legal. Principles of natural
justice were violated. Enquiry Officer recorded his findings ignoring his defence. No reasons were assigned by defence
of Ist party . Extreme punishment imposed against him is disproportionate. On such ground, Ist party prays for his
reinstatement.

4. Management filed Written Statement at Page 6/1 to 6/2 opposing claim of workman. 2™ party submits that Ist
party was appointed as cleaner on 1-11-1988, he was negligent towards his duty, he was remaining absent without
intimation or permission. On account of his absence cleaning work in canteen was suffering at large and uncleanliness
was increasing. After regular appointment of Ist party between March 89 to April-90, his attendance was only days.
Due to his absence and negligence, management was compelled to take disciplinary action. Enquiry was conducted
against him. Penalty of stoppage of increment for 5 year was imposed on 28-4-92. It is reiterated that the Ist party was
habitual absentee. Fresh enquiry was started against workman on 18-3-92 and enquiry ended by imposing penalty of
dismissal on 9-11-92. There is no illegality in the enquiry conducted or punishment imposed against workman, 2™
party submits that reference be answered in its favour.

5. Rejoinder is filed by Ist party at Page 7/1 to 7/3 reiterating his contentions in statement of claim.
6. As per order dated 29-5-15, enquiry conducted against workman is held proper and legal.
7. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under.

My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:-

(i)  Whether the misconduct alleged against | In Affirmative
workman is proved from evidence in Enquiry
proceedings?

(i)  Whether the punishment of dismissal | In Negative
imposed against workman is proper and

legal?
(i) If not, what relief the workman is entitled | As per final order.
to?”
REASONS
8. As per order dated 29-5-15, enquiry conducted against workman is found proper and legal. Question arise

whether charges alleged against workman are proved from evidence in Enquiry Proceedings. Learned counsel for Ist
party Shri P.Yadav pointed out my attention that Ist party workman was not able to speak and he could not be cross-
examined. The record of Enquiry Proceeding is produced. Workman in his statement dated 5-8-92 admitted charges
against him that he was absent without intimation since 16-8-91. He had nothing to say in his defence. From above
statement, the charges alleged against workman are proved. Therefore I record my finding in Point No.1 in Affirmative.

9. Point No.2- Next question arise as to whether punishment of dismissal imposed against workman is proper
and legal, whether punishment is disproportionate. Ist party workman in his affidavit of evidence stated that he was
working as cleaner since 1982. The chargesheet for unauthorized absence was issued on 18-3-92. While imposing
punishment of dismissal, length of service of Ist party was not considered. For alleged unauthorized absence,
punishment of dismissal imposed against workman appears disproportionate, punishment of dismissal deserves to be
modified to compulsory retirement. Accordingly I record my finding in Point No.2.

10. In the result, award is passed as under:-
(1)  The punishment of dismissal imposed against workman is not legal.

(2) The punishment of dismissal imposed on workman is modified to compulsory retirement. 2™ party is
directed to allow retiral benefits to Ist party as per rules.

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer
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[E. TA-42012/14/2000-3TER (E1)]
i, . JUFTIT, S5k AR

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1693.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/69/03) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers
in relation to the management of the Govt. Opium and Alkaloid Factory, Neemuch and their workman, which was
received by the Central Government on 02.08.2016.

[No. L-42012/14/2000-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/69/2003
Shri Jagdishchandra
S/o Shri Nandlalji,
Jaisinghpura,
Neemuch (MP) ... Workman
Versus
General Manager,
Govt. Opium & Alkaloid Factory,
Neemuch (MP) ... Management
AWARD

Passed on this 19" day of July, 2016

1. As per letter dated 6-5-03 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of ILD.Act, 1947 as per Notification
No. L-42012/14/2000-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action of the management of General Manager, Govt. Opium and Alkaloid Works in terminating
the services of Shri Jagdish Chandra S/o Shri Badbkakhu w.e.f. 8-6-90 is justified? If not, to what relief the
workman is entitled for?”

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. Ist party workman filed statement of claim at
Page 9 to 15. Case of Ist party workman is that he was working as casual labor with 2" party. He was paid scale pay
plus 51 % DA. His service record was unblemished. He was appointed on 18-4-76. His services were terminated
illegally on 8-6-90 without order in writing. That he had completed more than 240 days except artificial breaks given
by the management. That there are several vacant post with 2" party but he was not regularized on the vacant post. His
grievance was also raised by the Union but no action was taken by the management. Other junior casual employees
engaged by management were absorbed as temporary unskilled employees in pay scale 196-232. The services of Ist
party workman were terminated without giving any opportunity of hearing in violation of Section 25-F of ID Act. He
wasnot paid retrenchment compensation, termination notice was not served on him. That more than 100 employees are
working in establishment of 2™ party, termination of his service is in violation of Section 25 N of ID Act. 2" party had
not taken permission of Central government for terminating his services. Termination of his service is in violation of
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principles of natural justice by way of victimization. Ist party workman further submits that he is rendered unemployed
after his termination, he prays for his reinstatement with backwages.

3. Workman died during pendency, his LR Smt. Chanda Bai - widow, Sangita and Puja daughters and Ravindra
son are brought on record as his LRs.

4. 2" party appeared through Advocate Shri R.C.Shrivastva, Sajid Akhtar, Kanak Gaharwar. However no
Written Statement is filed by 2™ party.

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

(i) Whether the action of the management of
General Manager, Govt. Opium and Alkaloid
Works in terminating the services of Shri Jagdish
Chandra S/o Shri Badbkakhu w.e.f. 8-6-90 is
justified?

In Negative

(i1) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” As per final order.

REASONS

6. The term of reference pertains to legality of termination of services of Ist party workman Jagdish Chandra
w.e.f. 8-6-90. Ist party died during pendency of reference proceeding. His LRs are brought on record. 2™ party has not
filed Written Statement. Widow Chandra Bai filed affidavit of her evidence stating that her husband was appointed on
18-4-76. Her husband was given certificates about is working. Services of her husband were terminated in 1993
without order in writing, retrenchment compensation was not paid to him. From his evidence, documents W-1 to W-9
/1 to 9/10 are admitted in evidence. Her evidence remained unchallenged as 2™ party not participated in reference.
Document Exhibit W-1 shows Jagdish Chandra , S/o Nandlalji was engaged as mazdoor at wages Rs.8.75 per day on
6-6-80. Exhibit W-2 shows the appointment letter dated 10-2-82. The conditions of appointment are mentioned that his
appointment was to the post of casual labour purely temporary. Exhibit W-3 is certificate about his engagement from
18-4-76, W-4 is certificate about his engagement from 28-5-78 to 14-8-78. Exhibit W-5 is certificate about his
engagement as casual worker from 6-10-79 to 3-5-80. W-6 is certificate about his engagement from 12-6-80 to 4-2-81.
Exhibit W-7 is certificate about his engagement from 11-2-81 to 26-6-81, W-8 is certificate about his engagement from
3-10-82to 31-12-82. Exhibit W-9/1 shows payment made to deceased workman from 1-4-85 to 12-7-85, 24-10-85 to
15-12-85, W-9/2 shows payment made to late Jagdish for the year 1-2-84 to 27-7-84 — 178 days, W-9/3 shows payment
made to Late Jagdish for the period 18-10-84 to 4-1-85 for 79 days. W-9/4 is payment made to workman for 153 days
for the period 2-2-86 to 15-7-86. W-9/5 payment made to Jagdish for 117 days during 3-3-87 to 30-6-87. W-9/6 shows
payment made to Jagdish for period 1-11-87 to 30-1-87, 15-3-87 to 14-6-88 for 68 days, W-9/7 shows payment made
to Jagdish for 120 days and 74 days for the period 8-2-89 to 7-6-89, 15-3-90 to 8-6-90. W-9/10 shows payment made
to Jagdish for 10 days for the period 15-10-90 to 14-11-90. The evidence of Chanda Bai remained unchallenged as 2™
party failed to participate in reference proceeding. I find no reason to discard her evidence. That Ist party has produced
documents available with her. 2" party has not filed Written Statement nor participated in reference proceeding. As
per evidence of workman and documents produced, termination of Late Jagdish without notice, not paying
retrenchment compensation is illegal. For above reasons, I record my finding in Point No.1 in Negative.

7. Point No.2- In view of my finding in Point No.1 termination of Ist party workman Shri Jagdishi is illegal, the
question remains for consideration whether he is entitled for reinstatement with backwages. Workman died in year
2004. Considering Ist party workman was working with 2™ party since 1976 till termination of his services in 1990,
reasonable compensation deserves to be awarded. Considering the length of service of deceased Jagdish, compensation
Rs. One Lakh would be adequate. Accordingly I record my finding in Point No.2.

8. In the result, award is passed as under:-
(1) The action of the management is not proper and legal.
2) 2" party is directed to pay compensation Rs. One Lakh to Smt. Chanda Bai, widow of deceased
workman.

Amount as per above order shall be paid to workman within 30 days from the date of notification of award.
In case of default, amount shall carry 9 % interest per annum from the date of award till its realization.

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1694.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/163/95) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers
in relation to the management of the Department of Telecommunication and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.08.2016.

[No. L-40011/3/94-IR (DU)]
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/163/95
Shri Jalam, S/o Shri Mangal,
Towadi Mohalla,
Machchi Bazar,
Khargone (MP) ...Workman
Versus
Director,
Telecom Department,
Bhopal ...Management
AWARD
Passed on this 25" day of July 2016
1. As per letter dated 20-7-95 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is

received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
40011/3/94-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action of the management of Divisional Engineer (Telephone), Khargone in terminating the
services of 16 casual labours ( as shown in the list attached) w.e.f. the dates mentioned against each is justified
or not? If not, to what relief the workmen are entitled to?”

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. Ist party workman submitted statement of claim at
Page 3/1 to 3. Order of reference pertains to termination of 16 casual labours. Statement of claim is submitted by
Jalam. Case of Ist party workman is they were working as casual employee with 2™ party management on clear
vacancies. Their service details are shown in separate sheets. That all those employees have completed more than 240
days continuous service in each of the calendar year. They are covered as employee under Section 25 B of ID Act.
Their services are terminated under Section 25-F of ID Act. They were not paid retrenchment compensation at the time
of termination of their service. termination of their service is void-ab-initio. Ratio held in case Mohanlal versus Bharat
Electronics Ltd 1981-3(SCC)-225 Ist party further submits that retrenchment of the services of all those employees is
without permission of Government of India. It is in violation of Section 25-N of ID Act. Violation of 25-H of ID Act is
also alleged. Though the statement of claim refers to the service particulars given but no such list is found along with
statement of claim. Separate written submissions are found have been made by Kailash S/o bala that he was working
with 2™ party from 1991 to 1993. His services were terminated in 1994. Shri Hariram S/o Tukaram submitted



[ 9T II-8Us 3(ii) ] AR <pl TS 2 3TTE 13, 2016/41901 22, 1938 3799

separate written submissions contending that he was working with 2™ party as labout till 1991 during 1987, he was
working at Village Barud, Distt. Khargone in 1992, his services were terminated. Considering he was working since
1984 to 1990, he was allowed to appear in exam. After termination of his service, he is rendered unemployed.

3. 2" party filed Written Statement at Page 11/1to 11/3 opposing claim of Ist party. 2" party submits that any of
the employees were not engaged, appointment letter was not issued to them. The services of any of the employees were
not terminated. Ist party be directed to produce their appointment orders if available. Claim of Ist party is false and
imaginary. That Ist party has made allegations, the same are denied. That 2™ party used to engage daily wag employees
as per exigencies for the work of laying cables, digging ditches etc. daily wage employees were paid their wages after
their working . daily wage employees are not covered under Section 25 B of ID Act. Any of the employees were not
given appointment. Termination of Ist party employees, violation of Section 25-F, 25-H —N is denied. 2" party
reiterates it has not committed violation of any statutory rules.

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

(i) Whether the action of the management of | Termination of the 16 workmen shown in the list is
Divisional Engineer (Telephone), Khargone in | not proved.

terminating the services of 16 casual labours ( as
shown in the list attached) w.e.f. the dates
mentioned against each is justified or not?

(i1) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” Workmen are not entitled to any relief.

REASONS

5. The term of reference pertains to termination of services of 16 casual labours, their names are shown in
Annexure 1. Jamal S/0 Mangal, appointed on 29-4-89 & terminated on 19-11-93, Shri Amarsingh S/o Sardar Singh,
Asharam S/o Chaganlal, Hariram, S/o Sakaram, Totaram S/o Tukaram, Nanuram S/o Dayaram, Karan S/o Chetram,
Maan singh S/o Kaluram, Santosh S.o Tulsiram, Jagdish S/o Hiralal, Hariram S/o Budhiya, Maheshpal S/o Ramcharan,
Pratap Singh S/o Motilal, Kailash S/o Govind, Kailash S/o Jaswant, Nanuram S/o Ganpat the date of appointment and
date of termination are shown against their name from 1989 to 1993.

6. Ist party filed affidavit of Shri Jalam S/o Mangal. He failed to appear for his cross examination. Other casual
labours pertaining to the dispute not participated in the reference proceeding.

7. Management filed affidavit of Rajendra Sakrawar, Ramesh Jaiswal. Above witnesses of management not
appeared for cross-examination. Management filed affidavit of Shri S.S.Mishra supporting contentions in Written
Statement that any of the casual workers pertaining to the dispute were not appointed by management. For exigency of
work, casual labours were engaged on daily wages for digging ditches, laying cables, wages were paid to them. In his
cross-examination, management’s witness says from 2013, he is working as SDO at Khargone. Any document
pertaining to working of casual labour during 1989 to 1992 is not available in the office. The documents about
payments made to casual labours are not available. The casual labours were engaged on work, they were not issued
appointment orders. Ist party has not adduced cogent evidence, Jalam has not appeared for cross-examination, his
evidence cannot be considered. Claim of Ist party workers are not supported by evidence. Therefore I record my
finding in Point No.1 in Affirmative.

8. In the result, award is passed as under:-
(1) The action of the management is proper and legal.
2) Workmen are not entitled to any relief.

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer
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AT, SETEA & e (Hed F. 09/2000) T TR HT €, S Hs THR H 08.08.2016 I sl g <)

(€. TA-22012/252/1999-3TEAR (TTH-2)]
TS 768, ST sifaenrd

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1695.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 09/2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Eastern
Coalfields Limited, and their workman, received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016.

[No. L- 22012/252/1999-IR (CM-1I)]
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL

PRESENT : Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer
REFERENCE No. 09 OF 2000
PARTIES : The management of Khas Kajora Colliery of M/s. ECL

Vs.

Shri Surendra Harijan
REPRESENTATIVES :
For the management : Sri P. K. Goswami, learned advocate
For the union (Workman) : Sri Rakesh Kumar, President of union
INDUSTRY : COAL STATE: WEST BENGAL
Dated: 12.07.2016

AWARD

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section(1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt. of India through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No.
L-22012/252/99/IR (CM-II) dated 30.12.1999 has been pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by this
Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Khas Kajora Colliery of M/s. ECL in dismissing Sri Surendra
Harijan, Underground Loader from services is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled
to?”

1. Having received the Order NO. L-22012/252/99/IR (CM-II) dated 30.12.1999 of the above said reference
from the Govt. of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 09 of
2000 was registered on 18.01.2000 /10.10.2001 and accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue notices
through the registered post to the parties concerned directing them to appear in the court on the date fixed and to file
their written statements along with the relevant documents and a list of witnesses in support of their claims. In
pursuance of the said order notices by the registered post were sent to the parties concerned.
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2. Case called out. Sri Rakesh Kumar, President of the Union appears on behalf of the workman and Sri P. K.
Goswami, learned advocate appears on behalf of the Management.

3. Sri Rakesh Kumar submits that he has been unable to contact the workman. As a result he could not file
evidence of the workman. On perusal of case record I find that the case is running for evidence of the workman from
07.05.2013. So far 12 dates were granted to Sri Rakesh Kumar for filing evidence of the workman but all in vain.
Registered notice was also issued to the workman/union on 04.01.2012. It seems to me that the workman is now not at
all interested to proceed with the case further. Had he been interested to proceed with the case he would appear before
the court. As such the case is closed and a ‘No Dispute Award’ is hereby passed accordingly.

ORDER

Let an “Award” be and same is passed as no dispute existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt. of
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, for information and needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of.

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer
T2 feeedt, 8 3T, 2016

I3, 1696, 3R foars sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 *1 14) T 91 17 % A0 § S04 R THTA %
TEUdT & Heag RS iR STk wUeR & ftw, ey o fifée sieif foeam § =i weR Slifre
Aoy S e, SO & e (e W 06/2003) 1 YRR Al ], S el WHRT H 08.08.2016 I
T g3 el

(€. TA-22012/183/2002-3TEAR (FTH-2)]
TS 768, ST st

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1696.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 06/2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial dispute between the management of Bahula Colliery
under Kenda Area, M/s. ECL, and their workman, received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016.

[No. L-22012/183/2002-IR (CM-II)]
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL

PRESENT : Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer
REFERENCE No. 06 OF 2003
PARTIES : The management of Bahula Colliery, Kenda Area of M/s. ECL

Vs.
Sri Kartar Singh
REPRESENTATIVES :
For the management : Sri P. K. Das , learned advocate
For the union (Workman) : Sri Rakesh Kumar, President of union

INDUSTRY : COAL STATE : WEST BENGAL
Dated: 14.07.2016
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AWARD

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section(1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt. of India through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No.
L-22012/183/2002-IR(CM-II) dated 08.05.2003 has been pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by this
Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Bahula Colliery under Kenda Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields
Limited in dismissing Sri Kartar Singh, Underground Leader, from service w.e.f. 23.06.1998 is legal and
justified? If not, to what relief is the workman entitled?”

1. Having received the Order NO. L-22012/183/2002-IR(CM-II) dated 08.05.2003 of the above said reference from
the Govt. of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 06 of 2003
was registered on 19.05.2003 and accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue notices through the
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their
written statements along with the relevant documents and a list of witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance
of the said order notices by the registered post were sent to the parties concerned.

2. Case called out. Sri Rakesh Kumar, President of the union appears on behalf of the workman and Sri P. K. Das,
learned advocate appears on behalf of the Management.

3. Sri Rakesh Kumar submits that the case may be closed as the workman is dead. He has also put his remarks on the
order sheet to that effect. Since the workman has already expired and the union does not want to proceed with the
case further the case is closed and a ‘No Dispute Award’ is hereby passed accordingly.

ORDER

Let an “Award” be and same is passed as no dispute existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt. of
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, for information and needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of.

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer
¢ feeett, 8 37T, 2016

I3, 1697, 3MEifies o sifuf=m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) ®1 &R 17 & TR § i TWhHR SHTA &
WEUaS % Heg e SR ST wHeR & o, ogey § ke oieifie foam § @09 R SfEifis
TR0 A e, TG & gEe (Hed . 19/2010) w1 R il B, S HEd TWHR H 08.08.2016
T g3 |

[€. T-22012/76/2009-3TER (HTH-2)]
o, fe, st sAfusrd

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1697.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 19/2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial dispute between the management of M/s. Eastern
Coalfields Limited, and their workman, received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016.

[No. L-22012/76/2009-1R (CM-ID)]
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL

PRESENT : Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer
REFERENCE No. 19 OF 2010
PARTIES : The management of Jambad O.C.P of M/s. ECL
Vs.
Sri Rahul Chatterjee
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REPRESENTATIVES :
For the management : Sri P. K. Goswami , Learned Advocate
For the union (Workman) : Sri G. P. Mal, Learned Advocate
INDUSTRY : COAL STATE : WEST BENGAL
Dated: 08.07.2016
AWARD

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section(1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt. of India through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No.
L-22012/76/2009-IR(CM-II) dated 15.06.2010 has been pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by this
Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. ECL for allegedly not providing employment to Sri Rahul
Chatterjee, the adopted son of the deceased workman, Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee, on compassionate basis is
legal and justified? To what relief is the claimant entitled for? ”

1. Having received the Order No. L-22012/76/2009—-IR(CM-II) dated 15.06.2010 of the above said reference
from the Govt. of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 19 of 2010
was registered on 02.07.2010. Accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue notices through the registered
post to the parties concerned, directing them to appear in the court, on the date fixed and to file their written statements
along with the relevant documents and a list of witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance of the said order
notices by the registered post were sent to the parties concerned. Both the parties appeared in the Tribunal, through
their representative.

2. Sri Rahul Chartterjee has stated, in brief, in his written statement that he is adopted son of Late Ms. Anita
Chatterjee, daughter of Late Kamala Kanta Chatterjee resident of Village & Post- Baktar Nagar, P.S.- Raniganj, Dist-
Burdwan. Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee is his adoptive mother. His father’s name is Sri Dinanath Chatterjee, son of Late
Kamala Kanta Chatterjee, resident of Village & Post- Baktar Nagar, P.S.- Raniganj, Dist- Burdwan. Name of his
natural mother is Smt. Basanti Chatterjee resident of the same village. Her adoptive mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee
was unmarried and had no male or female issue. She with the consent of his natural father and mother adopted him (Sri
Rahul Chartterjee) as his adopted son. The said give and take between his adoptive mother and his natural parents took
place in the presence of witnesses and relatives, villagers and neighbours and same was solemnized at Village & Post-
Baktar Nagar, P.S.- Raniganj, Dist- Burdwan on 29.08.2000. Necessary rituals were observed. At the time of adoption
his age was 13 years. After the said adoption he begin to live in the house of his adoptive mother namely Late Ms.
Anita Chatterjee. Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee looked after him as her son with full affection and love. Sri Rahul
Chartterjee also loved respected and honoured her mother and he was fully dependent on her. His natural father is the
brother of adoptive mother but they live separately. His natural father is not an employee but he is unemployed. After
adoption, his natural parents did not look after him. Adoption deed was recorded on 29.08.2000 at Asansol court with
two witnesses of his Village & Post- Baktar Nagar, P.S.- Raniganj, Dist- Burdwan. It was duly stamped and signed and
certified by ‘Notary’ Sri Tapa Priya Chatterjee. His adoptive mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee was a permanent
employee of Jambad O.C.P under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited as clerk being U.M. No. 564036,
C.M.P.F. No. ASN 20/B/25, B.F. No. G-522, Date of Birth 28.02.1954, Date of Appointment 26.08.1982. His adoptive
mother applied before competent authority for inclusion of name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee as her adopted son in service
record / SRE kept in the office of the company. Competent authority after verification of documents, considering her
application to be genuine, approved the inclusion of the name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee in her service record. It was
communicated by letter Ref. No. Kj/Pm/C-6/69/284/2273 dated 02.05.2003 mentioned therein Note Sheet No. KA/J
OCP/C-6/2296 dated 06.01.2003 signed by Dy. P.M., Kajora Area on 05.05.2003 and further communication of the
same to my adoptive mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee under reference KJ/O.C.P/C-6/03/217 dated 15/16.05.2003
signed by Dy. P.M., Jambad O.C.P. His adoptive mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee availed 01.09.2004 - 07.05.2009
L.T.C/LL.T.C. dated 01.12.2003 -08.12.2003. Benefit and Medical benefits mentioning his name as her adopted son
and thereby his adoptive mother and himself provided the benefit granted by the competent authority of the company.
His adoptive mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee died on 27.12.2006 at 09:40 AM at C. H. Kalla of M/s. Eastern
Coalfields Limited where she was admitted on 22.12.2006 at 01:25 PM. The said Date of Death of my adoptive mother
was duly recorded with the Registrar Birth & Death, Asansol Municipal Corporation on 15.01.2007. Adoptive mother
of Sri Rahul Chatterjee, Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee was in service of the company in M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited on
27.12.2006 and she died at C.H. Kalla of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited on 27.12.2006. She died in harness while in
service. Being adopted and dependent son of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee I performed “Shradha” and other ceremonies at
her / my residence at Village & Post- Baktar Nagar, P.S.- Raniganj, Dist- Burdwan as per Hindu rituals / laws in vogue
in the locality. After the death of his adoptive mother he have been still living in the same house / home of his adoptive
mother Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee. As per provisions of N.C.W.A. dependent adopted son or daughter is entitled to get
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employment in company in place of deceased employee in service. He submitted application with necessary
documents. The concerned authority of Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited directed him to appear before
screening committee on 21.03.2007. He was again directed by competent authority to appear before screening
committee of Kajora area on 11.05.2007 along with original documents. He appeared before screening committee on
21.03.2007 and 11.05.2009. But he has not been provided employment in M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited as per
N.C.W.A. Sri Rahul Chartterjee has prayed that the management of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited be directed to
provide him employment in M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited.

3. The Agent / Dy. CME of Jambad O.C.P. of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited has stated, in brief, in his written
statement that Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee during her lifetime did not take adoption of Sri Rahul Chartterjee according to
the provisions of law. Statement of adoption is entirely vague. The deed of adoption is not duly registered which is
required by law to be registered. The alleged deed is supposed to have been prepared in the year 2000, but the
witnesses put there signature in the year 2002. Even a single word has not been uttered regarding eligibility of adoption
of Sri Rahul Chartterjee. Statement made in the written statement of the claimant is vague and frivolous. Claimant is
not adopted son of ex-employee. Dy. CME of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited has
prayed that Sri Rahul Chartterjee is not entitled for employment. He is not entitled to any relief.

4. Sri Rahul Chartterjee has filed 6 (Six) documents as documentary evidence namely :

(i) Photocopy of Adoption Deed, (ii) Photocopy of Letter of Dy. PM of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of
M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited dated 02.05.2003, (iii) Photocopy of Medical I.D. Card of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee,
(iv) Photocopy of letter of Dy. Estate Manager of Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited dated 05.07.93, (v)
Copy of Gas Consumer Book, (vi) Copy of Certificate from Pradhan of Ballavpur Gram Panchayat.

Sri Rahul Chartterjee has filed affidavit in his evidence he has been cross-examined by the learned advocate of
Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited.

Agent of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited has filed copy of L.T.C. of
Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee. Agent / Dy. CME of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited
has not examined any witness.

5. I have heard Sri G. P. Mal, learned advocate on behalf of employee and Sri P. K. Goswami, learned advocate
on behalf of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited.

6. Sri G. P. Mal, learned advocate appearing on behalf of the employee has argued that Sri Rahul Chartterjee is
adopted son of miss Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee. The name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee has been recorded in the Service
Excerpts of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. The name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee has been recorded in the Medical I.D.
card and other relevant documents. His has been allotted a seat in the school bus managed by colliery. Sri Rahul
Chartterjee still resided in the house of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee after adoption. As per N.C.W.A. he is entitled for job
being dependent adopted son of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee. He has also filed written argument. On other hand Sri P. K.
Goswami, learned advocate appearing on behalf of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields
Limited has argued that the name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee is entered being dependent on Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee in
the Service Excerpts of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited, but the Adoption Deed is not registered.

7. It is admitted fact that Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee was permanent employee of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora
Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited bearing U.M. No. 564036. It is not disputed that Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee
expired during employment. The claim of Sri Rahul Chartterjee is on the basis of Adoption Deed, being adopted
dependent son of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee. But Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited
has denied the claim for employment because of Adoption Deed being unregistered.

8. As per Clause 9.3.3 of Chapter IX of N.C.W.A. the adopted dependent son is entitled for the job. The relevant
rule is below :

“ The dependant for this purpose means the wife/husband as the case may be, unmarried daughter, son and
legally adopted son. If no such direct dependant is available for employment, brother, widowed daughter/
widowed daughter-in-law or son-in-law residing with the deceased and almost wholly dependant on the
earnings of the deceased may be considered to be the dependant of the deceased.”

9. The adoption of male or female Hindu has been described under Hindu Adoption and Maintenance Act, 1956.
As per section 16 of Hindu Adoption and Maintenance Act, 1956 the Adoption Deed need not be registered. Though, if
Adoption Deed is registered there will be presumptions regarding its validity. Even if Adoption Deed is unregistered
it will be enforceable, but it must be scrutinized so that its authenticity can be verified. Off course as per N.C.W.A.
which is bipartite agreement the adopted dependent son is entitled for employment in place of his or her deceased
adoptive father or mother. But it should be ensured that Adoption Deed is genuine and was really executed and was in
existence and enforced prior to the death of deceased adoptive mother.
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10. At this stage perusal of Adoption Deed is necessary. As per Adoption Deed the ceremony of adoption has
been performed on 06.08.2000 in presence of friends, relatives and respectable persons including the attesting
witnesses. The Adoption Deed has not been registered, but it has been notarized by Notary Public on 29.08.2000. But it
is surprising to note that witnesses Sri Subrata Chatterjee and Sri Shibnath have put their signature on 20.09.2002.
When the Adoption Deed was notarized in the presence of witnesses why these witnesses put their signature after more
then two years? This fact has not been explained. This circumstance arouses serious suspension about genuineness of
Adoption Deed. It is also relevant to mention the names of any witness, friends or relatives have not been described in
the Adoption Deed. The so called witnesses Sri Subrata Chatterjee and Shibnath who put their signature after 2 (Two)
years for the reasons best known to them even their names are not mentioned in the Adoption Deed. This important
circumstance inspires to disbelieve on the Adoption Deed itself. It indicates that Adoption Deed has been manipulated
for procuring employment in M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. Moreover Sri Rahul Chartterjee has not filed any
document of his school etc. By submitting copies of school certificate it would have been verified that in School
Certificate whose name is entered as his mother. Though, name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee has been entered as dependent
in the Service Excerpt of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee maintained by Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s. Eastern
Coalfields Limited. Name of Sri Rahul Chartterjee is also entered as adopted son of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee in
medical ID card. He has been also allotted a seat in the school bus managed by concerned colliery. But these
documents can not create any right in favour of claimant when Adoption Deed is itself found to be suspicious. When
the basis of claim is itself not genuine, then entries in Service excerpt of Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee in favor of Sri Rahul
Chartterjee as adopted son will not create any right in favour of Sri Rahul Chartterjee.

11. In the view of discussion above the action of management of Jambad O.C.P. under Kajora Area of M/s.
Eastern Coalfields Limited for not providing employment to Sri Rahul Chartterjee, the adopted son of deceased
employee, Late Ms. Anita Chatterjee on compassionate basis is legal and justified. The claimant is not entitled for any
relief.

ORDER

Let an “Award” be and the same is passed as per above discussion. Send the copies of the order to the Govt. of
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for information and needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of.

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer
T2 feeedt, 8 3, 2016

I3, 1698, 3MENfite foarg sifufm, 1947 (1947 #1 14) &1 ¥R 17 & SO § SHg THR TE.AH.
TA. & WEUaE % Heg S 3R S HHER % di=, ey o e i foae § seia @R i
TYehToy/ 9 e, MRERE= & = (Fed §. 12/2014) Wi YIS il €, S Hsid TN Hl 08.08.2016 !
T g3 e

[€. Te-22013/1/2016-3TER (HTH-2)]
TS 168, ST sifaenrd

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1698.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Godavarikhani (IT/ID/12/2014)
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the management of SCCL, and
their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016.

[No. L-22013/1/2016-IR (CM-II)]
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-CUM-VI ADDL. DIST.
AND SESSIONS COURT, GODAVARIKHANI

Present:- SRI G.V.KRISHNAIAH, Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No.12 OF 2014
Tuesday, the 5" day of July, 2016
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Between:-

KOVVURI RAYAMALLU, S/o. Banaiah,
Age 50 years, Occ: Badli Filler, R/o.Mallapalli,
Mandal Manthani, Dist.Karimnagar. ...Petitioner

AND
1. The Colliery Manager, 5 Incline, Godavarikhani.
2. The General Manager, RG-I, Godavarikhani.

3. The Managing Director, Singareni Collieries (Administration),
PO: Kothagudem, District: Khammam.

4. The Chief Managing Director, SC Company Ltd.,
Erramangil colony, Singareni Bhavan,
Lakdikapool, Hyderabad. ...Respondents

This case coming before me for final hearing in the presence of Sri S.Bhagavantha Rao, Advocate for the
petitioner and of Sri D.Krishna Murthy, Advocate for the respondents; and having been heard and having stood over
for consideration till this day, the Tribunal delivered the following:-

AWARD

1. This petition is filed U/Sec. 2(A)(2) of L.D., Act challenging the dismissal of petitioner by respondent No. 2
praying for his reinstatement into service with continuity of service, all attendant benefits, full back wages release of
gratuity P.F., and other benefits or compensation in lieu of reinstatement.

2. Petitioner was dismissed from service orally by the respondent No.2 on 30-01-1992.

3. Petitioner challenges his dismissal order as follows. He was appointed as Badli Filler in the year 1973 and
worked upto 31-3-1985. Petitioner was foisted a charge of absenteeism and he was terminated from service. Petitioner
was not issued charge memo, charge sheet and he was abruptly terminated from service. Petitioner submitted several
representations to the respondents to supply the documents, but they did not supply them to petitioner. Petitioner also
submitted a letter dt.6-1-2005 to release gratuity and P.F., amount, but the respondents did not release, kept with them
and the company is under obligation to pay with penal interest. Again petitioner submitted a written representation to
GM, RG-I through RPAD claiming gratuity of Rs.3,42,000/- but the respondent did not reply or paid any amount to
petitioner. Petitioner’s case was covered by several settlements such as 1998 to 2000 and 2000 to 2010. At present,
petitioner is out of employment. Therefore, petitioner prays to allow the petition.

4. In response to this challenge, respondents filed counter justifying the dismissal of the petitioner. Petitioner
was initially appointed in the company during the year 1972 and was dismissed from service in the year 1993 for his
misconduct of un-authorised absenteeism. Petitioner kept quiet for all these years and filed this petition after lapse of
20 years which is barred by limitation U/Sec. 2A(3) of Industrial Disputes Amendment Act, 2010. As per the MOS
dt.12-03-1990, though the respondents re-appointed petitioner into service on 01-06-1990, he did not change his
attitude and continued to absent himself for duty. As such, Respondents’ Company dis-empanelled the petitioner
w.e.f., 25-07-1993. As petitioner was re-appointed in the year 1990 and was dis-empanelled in 1993, he is not entitled
for gratuity as total service rendered by him was less than 5 years. The appropriate authority for settlement and pay of
CMPF is the Regional Commissioner, Coal Mines Provident Fund, Godavarikhani and the respondents have no control
over the same. As per the service register of petitioner, his age was recorded as 21 years as on 7-3-1973. Petitioner
had already crossed the age of superannuation in the year 2012. Therefore, respondents pray to dismiss the petition
without granting any relief to the petitioner.

5. During the course of hearing, Ex.W-1 to Ex.W-14 on behalf of petitioner. No documents are marked on
behalf of respondents.

6. Heard both sides. Perused the material papers on record.

7. The point for consideration is whether the petitioner is entitled to any relief?

8. POINT:- Petitioner was appointed in the respondents’ company during the year 1972. He was dismissed

from the services of the company for his misconduct of unauthorized absenteeism; and was reappointed in the year
1990. Again he was dis-empanelled in the year 1993. Petitioner kept quiet fore more than 20 years and raised the
dispute in the year 2014. Admittedly age of the petitioner as on 7-3-1973 (date of his initial appointment) was recorded
as 21 years. As such, petitioner already attained the age of superannuation in March, 2012 itself. The relief of
reinstatement sought for in this petition has become infructuous. Petitioner failed to raise any dispute regarding his dis-
empanelment in the year 1993, within a reasonable time. The averments of the petition that petitioner was dismissed
from service is not correct and admittedly no dismissal order is filed. No evidence is produced before this court by
petitioner to substantiate his unauthorized absenteeism. No plausible explanation is offered for 20 years long delay in
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raising the dispute. Under those circumstances, I am constrained to hold that petitioner is not entitled to any relief and
petition is liable to be dismissed, for want of merits. Accordingly, the petition is dismissed.

9. In the result, the petition is dismissed.

Typed to my dictation by Typist, corrected and pronounced by me in open Court, on this the 5" day of July,
2016.

G.V. KRISHNAIAH, Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer

Appendix of Evidence

Witnesses Examined

For workman:- For Management;-
-Nil- -Nil-
EXHIBITS

For workman:-

Ex.W-1. Dt | 05-04-2000 : Demand letter and its postal receipts

T ExW2 Dt 15031989 R epresentation of petitioner for appointment J‘

————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

ExW-3 . Dt 31-05-1990 Offlce order of appointment as Badli Filler

' ' ' '
F--TT-S-Tos-—o---- [t ettt ettt il
' '

ExW-4: Dt ! 06-01-2005 Apphcatlon for gratuity and CMPF

Ex.W-5 Dt 30-03-2011 Apphcatlon for supply of removal order

""""" ExW-6 | Dt |  13-092011 'T Form-1 application for gratuity with Regd Post receipt |
C ExW-70 Dt{ 091990 ] TPay slip, xeopy T :
""""" E S{W-'é""'l')'{"'""2'1"1'2"2'(')'1'1""""Lé'tiéf'tb'i)'étiil'dﬁé'r'liiy"s}i'l'\f§'éh?a{lir'ai%é'rihi'"""""""""""""""
""""" EXWO | Dt 24062011 | Letter to the petitioner seeking information by Sri N.S.Chakravarthi, |

; ; + Public Information Officer ;
"""" ExW-10 | Dt |  14-042011 | Letter issued to petitioner by Public Information Officer
"""" ExW-117 Dt  13-052011 | Letier fo the petitioner by Sti N.S.Chakravarthi, Public Information

! ! ! Officer, RG-I Area. !
"""" ExW-12¢ Dt 30-03 _2_(_)_1_1"""L_A_p_f)ii_c_a{t_i_()_ﬁ_f_()_r_ supply of documents 1 t0 6.

Ex.W-13 1 Dt : 11-04-2011 i Letter issued to petitioner by P.I.O., corporate area for providing !
| | i information under RTI Act, 2005. :

Ex.W-14 : Dt. ! 05-04-2014 Apphcatlon for supply of documents letter addressed under Regd.Post
: : 1 with Ack., postal receipt. .

Lo [ b e Y 1

For Management:-
-Nil-
7 feeedt, 8 37, 2016
I3, 1699, 3MEfies foare sfuf=m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 ¥R 17 & STHT H Hxd WHRT THEHTA
% YT % Heg ARl SR ST HHeRl % oo, ogey W ffée ofwifin faae § e weRr siEifien
ATRTOY 99 e, S & g=e (Fed | 197/97) i YR HE ?, S HEF TWHR FI 08.08.2016 FI W
g3 |

(€. TA-22012/193/1996-3TEAR (TTH-2)]
TS 768, ST sifuenrd
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New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1699.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 197/97) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of SECL, Dhelwadih
Project and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016.

[No. L-22012/193/1996-IR (CM-II)]
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR
No. CGIT/LC/R/197/97
Shri Lada Ram,
Ex.Driller, Dhelwadih Project,
R/o Prem Nagar,
Post Bhairotal,
Distt. Bilaspur (MP) ...Workman
Versus
Dy.General Manager,
SECL, Dhelwadih Project,
Post Banki Mongra,
Distt. Bilaspur (MP) ...Management
AWARD
Passed on this 20" day of July 2016
1. As per letter dated 11-15/7/97 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is

received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of IL.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.
L-22012/193/96/IR(C-II). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action of the management of Dhelwadih Project of SECL, Distt. Bilaspur in terminating the
services of Shri Lada Ram Ex-Driller w.e.f. 14-4-94 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief is the workman
entitled and from which date?”

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. Ist party workman submitted statement of claim at
Page 4/1 to 4/2. Case of Ist party workman is that he was working with 2™ party as driller since last 15 years. He
performed service to the satisfaction of his superiors. He was dismissed from service as per order dated 14-4-94, no
chargesheet was issued to him neither enquiry was conducted as per rules. Further Ist party contends if enquiry
conducted by 2™ party is illegal, workman was not given full opportunity for his defence. Enquiry Officer did not
inform him date of hearing. Enquiry was conducted. Principles of natural justice were not followed. The copy of
findings of Enquiry Officer was not given to him. Termination of his service is illegal. On such ground, Ist party prays
for his reinstatement with backwages.

3. Management filed Written Statement at Page 9 to 11 opposing claim of Ist party workman. 2™ party submits
that Ist party was appointed as casual piecerated worker on 15-2-85, he was regularized on 1-1-1990. Showcause
notice was issued to him on 28-8-93 giving the details of his attendance from January to July 1993. It is reiterated that
the Ist party was remaining absent from work affecting coal production. The workman was again informed by Letter
dated 29-8-93 about his attendance during January to July 93 was only 81 days. Chargesheet was issued to workman on
23-1-93 on absence from duty without information. Ist party workman was given warning but there was no
improvement. Chargesheet was issued to Ist party on 6-10-93 pertaining to his absence from duty from March to Sept
93. Ist party workman accepted charges against him. Workman was allowed co-worker in the enquiry proceedings,
opportunity for his defence was given. As workman admitted charges, the same have been proved considering the
report of Enquiry Officer, punishment was imposed. Action of management is proper and legal.

4. As per order dated 18-9-14, enquiry conducted against workman is found legal.
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5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under.
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:-

(i) Whether the charges alleged against workman is
proved from evidence in Enquiry proceedings? In Affirmative

(i) Whether the punishment of dismissal imposed

against workman is proper and legal? In Affirmative
(iii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” Workman is not entitled to any relief.
REASONS
6. Enquiry conducted against workman is found legal as per order dated 18-9-14. Question remains whether

charges against Ist party workman are proved needs to be decided from evidence in Enquiry Proceedings. During
course of argument, learned counsel for 2" party Shri A.K.Shashi pointed out documents MD-6 chargesheet issued to
workman dated 6-10-93 pertaining to unauthorized absence from 56-3-93. Document MD-13 Ist party workman has
admitted charge explained to him. At Page 26 of Enquiry Proceedings, statement of CSE was recorded. Workman has
admitted his absence from duty as he had property dispute with his brother. Apprehending danger to his life, he was
unable to attend duty. He had requested for leniency in the matter. When workman admitted charges against him, the
charges against Ist party was proved. No further evidence was required when fact was admitted. For above reasons, 1
record my finding in Point No.1 in Affirmative.

7. Point No. 2- In view of my finding in Point No.l charges of unauthorized absence alleged against workman
are proved, question remains for consideration is whether punishment of dismissal imposed against workman is proper
and legal. Perusal of record shows that workman did not participate in the reference proceeding, he failed to adduce
evidence on the preliminary issue as well as on other issues. When workman has not adduced any evidence in the
matter, the evidence of management’s witness was recorded.

8. Learned counsel for management Shri A.K.Shashi submits that punishment of dismissal deserved no
interference. In support of his argument, Shri A.K.Shashi relies on ratio held in case of Chairman-cum-Managing
Director versus Mukul Kumar Choudhuri reported in AIR 2010-SC-75. Their Lordship dealing with departmental
enquiry held delinquent admitting charges conclusion arrived at by Inquiry Officer about proof of charges. Absence of
any procedural illegality or irregularity in conduct of departmental enquiry. It has to be held that charges against
delinquent stood proved and warranted no interference,.

Considering ratio in above cited case and workman remained absent, not adduced evidence in reference
proceeding, punishment of dismissal doesnot call for interference, I record my finding in Point No.2 in Affirmative.

9. In the result, award is passed as under:-
D The action of the management is proper and legal.
2) Workman is not entitled to any relief.

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer
¢ feeedt, 8 37T, 2016
I3, 1700, 3feEnfies foare sfuf=m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 4R 17 & TR H Hsd WhHRT THEHTA
% YEUad & Helg el R S8 wHRR % ow, oqey o e oimifte foar o #wia @R dmifin
ATRTOY 9 AT, SR & YEe (Had W 73/1996) H TR FA €, S Hld THR I 08.08.2016 HI W
g3 ol

[, TA-22012/235/1995-3TEAR (FTH- 11)]
TS 768, ST st

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2016

S.0. 1700.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 73/96) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the management of SECL, Ramnagar Area
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 08.08.2016.

[No. L-22012/235/1995-IR (CM-II)]
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR
No. CGIT/LC/R/73/96
Secretary,
Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (UTUC),
Hasdeo Area,
Post Jhimar Colliery,
Distt. Shahdol (MP) ...Workman/Union
Versus
Sub Area Manager,
Ramnagar Area of SECL,
Post Jhimar Colliery,
Distt. Shahdol (MP) ...Management
AWARD
Passed on this 14™ day of July 2016

1. As per letter dated 28-2-96 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is

received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of L.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.
L-22012/235/95-IR(C-II). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the demand of the Secretary, Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (UTUC), Hasdeo Area that the Sub Area
Manager, Ramnagar R.O.Sub Area of Hasdeo Area of SECL should take 48 workers (Schedule annexed)
engaged in the work of water carriers and other misc. civil works should be taken on the roll of management is
legal and justified? To what relief these workers are entitled?”

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. Ist party Union filed statement of claim at Page
3/1 to 3/7. Case of Ist party Union is that it is registered Union having right to collective bargaining system. That Shri
Lallan Tiwari and 48 other workers were carrying the work of waterman, fetching water from wells and supplying
drinking water to staff mazdoors and officers to their families residing in the colonies of Jhimer colliery of Ramnagar
sub area. The workers were employed in March 1985. They were paid Rs.30/- per day. The rates were increased to
Rs.50 per day from March 97, that salary was paid directly by the Colliery Management. That Lallan was shown as
contractor, was himself also doing the work of supplying water. All those workers were not paid wages as per NCWA.
They were not extended benefits of the regular employees of colliery. As per NCWA Appendix V Item 8, waterman are
classified in Category I unskilled. It is reiterated that all those waterman were not absorbed in service. his services were
not regularized despite they completed more than 240 days continuous service during each of the year. The Union
prays that management be directed to regularize services of those workers. Continuing them on Badli casual
temporaries denying regularization amount to unfair labour practice. On such ground, Union is demanding
regularization of those workers.

3. 2" party filed Written Statement opposing claim of Union. It is submitted that the Union has raised demand
for regularization of Lallan and 47 others claiming to be contractual. Present reference was merged with R/70/93. The
names of worker shown in R/70/93 and present reference are common. As shown in Para 3(d) of Written Statement, ond
party denies that those workers are engaged for water supply since March 985 @ Rs.30 per day increased to Rs.50/- in
March 97. The wage structure and other conditions of services including fringe benefits of employees of Coal India Ltd
are covered on recommendations of Wage Board for Coal Mining Industry which is known as NCWA. As per the long
prevailing practice, drinking water facility is provided to Officers and others daily 2-4 times. The amount was paid as
per the quantity of water supplied. The contractor was engaged for supply of water was paid the amount as per quantum
of supply. 2™ party denies that all those 48 workers were engaged by management. Management was making them
payment. Rather it is contented that the claimants were engaged by the contractors, they were never engaged by
management of SECL. The person employed in mine has to mark his attendance in Form B Regioster in the mine.
There is no employer employee relationship. The appointment of claimants was not made as per the rules and
regulations of CIL. The claim of claimants is violative of Article 16 of guarantee of employment to the citizens. It is
reiterated that the workmen were not directly engaged by the management rather they were engaged by the
contractors. There is no employer employee relationship. The claimants are not entitled for regularization.
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4. I may also mention here that the 2™ party management had submitted application for supplying better
particulars. The particulars requested by 2™ party were not furnished.

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

@) Whether the demand of the Secretary, Koyla
Mazdoor Sabha (UTUC), Hasdeo Area that
the Sub Area Manager, Ramnagar R.O.Sub
Area of Hasdeo Area of SECL should take
48 workers (Schedule annexed) engaged in
the work of water carriers and other misc.
civil works should be taken on the roll of
management is legal and justified?

Ist party failed to adduce evidence, point could not
be decided on merit.

(i) If not, what relief the workman is entitled | Workmen are not entitled to any relief.
to?”

REASONS

6. Present dispute pertains to the demand of Union for regularization of services of Lallan Tiwari and 47 others
working as waterman supplying drinking water to the officers and employees in the colony. The claim of Ist party is
opposed by 2™ party filing detailed Written Statement. That Ist party Union did not participate in reference proceeding
and adduce evidence in support of its demand. The evidence of Ist party Union is closed on 17-11-2014.

7. 2" party management filed affidavit of evidence of Shri T.Samuel S/o Late Rathnaiah Sr.Personal Manager
supporting contentions of management in Written Statement. Ist party remained absent and failed to cross examine the
management’s witness. The evidence of management’s witness remained unchallenged. I donot find any reason to
disbelieve his evidence. As Ist party Union failed to adduce evidence in support of their demand, the point could not be
decided in merit.

8. In the result, award is passed as under:-
1) As Ist party failed t properly participate in the reference proceeding, the dispute could not be decided
on merit.
2) Employees are not entitled to any relief.

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer
T feeft, 9 31T, 2016

I3, 1701, 3Maifies foamg fufem, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 9N 17 & R0 § Hsa TR fafehe

I & YEUdT & Goag el N S wURR & o9, ordy | il sienfie foar § #ia wen siefie

Aoy M e, SEQ % dee (Hed G 21/2013) 1 YR H ® S FT THR B 09.08.2016 FI U
73T ol

[H. T&-12012/67/2012-3TE3R (f-11)]

fa HAR, S=F Al

New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016

S.0. 1701.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Syndicate Bank
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 09.08.2016.

[No. L-12012/67/2012-IR (B-ID)]
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer
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g
P WHR A ARHROT & 5 Ao, TR
WSNIME A THROT . 21 £2013
R vy, Yierii Sfdart

e A, L-12012/67/2012— IR (B-1I) fa=ria 05/03/2013

Shri Deepak Kumar Garg, S/o. Shri Nar Singh Garg,
H.No.153/18, Saydagar Mohalla,
Diggi Bazar, Distt.- Ajmer. (Rajasthan)

v/s

Dy.General Manager, (Personnel Section),
Syndicate Bank, Regional Office, Jaipur.
Jaipur

A wE A 2GS G — gedee
Rl & RG ;2N oy T — Tsdiae
: e -
fo=iiap - 20 04. 2016

1. P TWEHR R Sl faare R 1947 @1 GRT 10 SWIRT 1 WU () & ST fSId 05,/03,/2013 & ey ¥ I faare &
IR R T8 JHR RO 8 WRYT 8| S WHR gR1 Ui fdare e & —

2. ‘Whether the action of the management of Syndicate Bank, Kishangarh District Ajmer in terminating the
services of Shri Deepak Kumar Garg w.e.f. 05/01/2012 is justified or legal ? What relief the workman is
entitled to?’

3. W< ATh ¥ A A 1 deal & JgaR «fdra: ard) dus gaR T &1 doA 2 f& greff
@1 Fgfea Rifsse 9@, s feare, foam sorik A fRAifdd 1.4.2010 &1 sRens IR @ ug W
gs o1 ureff 9 fei® 1.4.2010 9 &% 5.1.2012 & AR HEad AR SAFSN 4 S fHar|

4. It yreff &1 Ifadr & ywR 5 ¥ s 2 o fauefror 4 yreff @1 fesie 17.3.2007 &1 ta
I3 HWa} HIEGR =g fadid 26 Ad 2007 &1 RifSde 9@, w@n T MR, IHR AT Hife
greff &1 goflas AR Brafad, @y § o |

5. greff & asR, ® @ ufd SIFeN), dda dem Gre—ared AR idd & &ls & IR
R giercdR dadl 3 greff @1 aaq sremfl uRER @ ug R X foar| wEreeR © 9Hy gidceR
HATI g1 yrff 3 dafde Irgar 1 e | wHEfaa g T8 g8 ™ o |

6. fati® 20.3.2010 &I T Ys=H®, YT e diRiE, feerrre a4 ueff &1 v 13 dwey garn
g smar R yrefl feermre war ugar| wer yaas | yrff &1 d@ifbe wa 4 urff & @,
$ddd Td ARBRI B AFEGR UsH 3| urefl 1 ael dale aivgar @ @ 4 aEaeN aRn
gaor uF feaar) urff &1 4R 7 § @uw @ 6 Fgfed @ wwa & surifro a1 gl @1 dafe
AT B ISR ol Al Sua qrq W yreff 9 2 9ra 9@ A8 w}ar d9 @ 9c ureff @ dar
qHIitd Terd, fafyr fawg 3k sdy 2| fRATd 1.4.2010 &1 yrff &1 sl uR=R g faueh w1
fFrafea = fear o dar @1 fafsr 1.4.2010 9 30.4.2010 @& fag off ik Wifia dd7 4060 w. siferd
AqT| HEMS A<l IR HBE ST Al AT 4 qaran ar| greff 4 f&ie 1.4.2010 1 RWR
JgvT fdar|

7. fauer g1 ureft @1 ve—va Ae &1 Fgfaa vz & sar e i fauelt greff &1 999 (e
R | 2011 § Urff &1 499 5500 ®. yfoHre o f59 W #EWE A R ASM fHR A BT AaH
T ¥ AfaRad ©9 4 g o ureff 9 fawwy 2011 9@ AR 523 & & fear |

8. faueft 3 yreft &1 v =z femifea 15.9.2011 &1 o s Hafdres agar Bue & a<d §
wedieHror 71T gt sard greff 9 e um fas e 26.9.2011 g1 f&m| favefirer 9 Saw 4@ W<
g1 @ ugard feAid 5.1.2012 a& yreff & &t Y sxamm AR feie 5.1.2012 &1 27 6 9ot yreft @)
a1 waifta 9 wwafaa 93 f&ar) 39 u3 @ arer fquefimor 9 2 9 anEy 9% oIt 9,778.27 ®UA (V&
A1 P Afed @ 9l #) AT ST AP 13,037.69 ®UA (BT Hamawn W wfud) G fHar «m)
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greff Jar gaifta &1 e ureR gau9 8 T wife fquelor grr S Stelvre avaar @ mER W)
festid 1.4.2010 9 feAT® 5.1.2012 b drA HaraT AT 27| ff 3 fauefror & Qar goifta & 3 @
91 g8 MY qarr fe o9 ST iR forar T o1 a9l giEeeR ad 3 yreff 9 oaa cudl s
&1 gHToT = foram |

9. feid 9.1.2012 &1 yreff 9 faueh & w3 &1 @@ 39 gL I 9@ dier A @ fuefror &1
fai® 10.1.2012 @1 yTa B W WfE faueh 9 & Qa1 ol § g8 we w9 9 Il fear gan @
fr fora st S A 180 a7 A1 240 &9 ovmaR PRI w9 9 3w Jarg < 2 98 mh 84
P 8PHaR 8l Wl o |

10.  fauefrror g1 ureff &1 wWdiarvr utd A @ gz greff @ dar guifita e wmrl sHEN
$ ®©9 4 99 T JFEROT HRAT AT o1 §l 721 fhar ar @ saferd dar gaifa § sdear ik Ffe
31 g = | rff 9 528 fRT @wmaR FAfa o @ erd fear @ safed a8 wm 81 ga1 @ dor SEa!
a1 guIftd ¥ ORT 25-Y% &1 Jquiard &1 fquel 1 wod wsrr forar 2| fauefror 9 yreff &) dar
AR & gd I Sid 18] &) 2 AR YAdiz &1 Jqux T8 foear @ qon yesfoe =g @ g @
fowg @M 3dg w9 A Hal G B I © ol [ fawg 819 & dRvr I 9 fFroywrdt @ | ureff
@1 Gar gaiita A fquefror A sitenfe faare s 1947 @ uifdaal ¢d wRdia wfeam@ @
ITBT 14 9 16 BT Ieai v fHAT 2 |

11, grff 9 f&ai® 5.1.2012 & dar ARG & A A T BIHY GRT 10,11, 9 12 Afe g
AR 1947 @ Fla 59 APad S~ /Ul ARSNT & A&l e ygd &I AR fauefror
§RT oae feqie 22.2.2012 &1 YA fHa1 1| S99 & Tvg FagacaE &6 19.4.2012 9¥gd
fooar | gwsiar e & w9 adl % BiF & dIq IWMhd ardl (Ui gHsitan AR 3 5
A H UG B e AER R W A= R 4T faare [Imnftrever & wwer i 3 g
forar 21

12, grEl | yrRFAT @1 @ f& a1 gaifa &1 e faAie 5.1.2012 IR—A Gfa $ Saa yreff
Pl IR HHAR A9d gY G99 a4 18 Ufaea «arel & 91l @4l g died f&earn S|

13.  dIGIR 9¥gd X fauefirr grT aifaer & ywR 1,234 3R 5 & G9ew A $el T B &
Rere 4 g=fad g9 & SR Wdd &1 dlgdiel 81 2 | %R 3 & 99" 4 JfaRad s § $el
T 2 P el aRERT @) ik el @) gl 99 @ S{QW 9 USRS AR Bl TP
| g f&ar war o arfé gl 8g wwlRial &1 =q fear o e qn srawEsargar Rfeddl «
foeg S FYfea @ o1 9@ | 9QIR & 9T e AgeETd 1 Bl BT Seadl@ © forgd gr=dl
GHEiEd Al B Secd@ AT| AT I8 Sei@ © b yrff dus AR 1 9 U= 9/ AR SRt
H Yofloror H&AT 30941,/99 /96 & IId dad audl &l Il awmeff & v A oSfiga s
Gl o IR T IR gl &1 T8 ASTR srafad gRT ifia e war on fdue gRT ISR
sl 1 RBIRYT @ smaR R 9% 9 yrff &1 "EmeR 8g fAi® 17.3.2007 & 3 gRT A=A
far o | WETeR 2q UG U3 ST 9= 1 3R e AR T P AR dRtad A uSiike
29 UK 3MMdGd IS 2 & ©Y A dIaic] d Al Holid @ |

14. grff @1 AT & UWR 6 & W= A I8 bel T © & ywR 6 A afvfa a2a dada Rers
Ty 81 @ 8¢ 9@ WIoR 2| UWR 6 @ [A6g AfaRed so & a8 wer 1 2 & swaneft amuh
TS H Sl GIT YJd DRl © S AR UR FiEchR foran Sirar @ | swyreff g1 oo+l ad<a 9
g¥gd a1 IS AfeaTd aFeRI 4 gl @ AR S9d uar &) Wil @ fd 98 wd—wd ga
g¥gd B} 9 SUBI DIy Teld SNIGT A1 8l | 39 Al & G H HERdR & Ik warefl 4
Il Rafdre Igar @ IR 9 T RR 9 YBars oA 3 HIg Twxd T8 off | 3Nl I8 Seoiw © &
grff 9 ISR sratad § & 18 a1 H Ul Aafdre argar sar 10 U fe@rs ik Ag@yel a2
fourd 2| greft 7 oofm @ Fd e & 99 N ot Swaar R & Se A9 R srataa &
T8 41 2| Saa a2l 9 Iz y<fRfa glar @ & AR 9T &A@ g axer | @ greff 9 fawarw
A7 fHar 2| YR 7, 18,19 9 20 & WEH H del AT & & RS wafaag g9 & R IS &1
Medre 78] 2| Y& 21 & @9 ¥ &8l T 2 f& S o= IenRa 8 & SR SR &1 Algdr
T8 2| TR 17 @ @™ H $el 141 © [ faarq 4 wwfaa 78 g & RO Sca” &1 98 Agar
T @ UEN 8,9,11,12,13,14,15 31X 16 & " # &el AT ? & fa ysr affa 2 e a8 2
IfaRed woa § a8 @81 T 2 & 9 a2 I8 @ & 99 A dalre Avgar Bum & e o
f&Ti® 15.9.2011 & UF (STRFA<— 8) gRT Urff 4 Wl a1 o, 39 =g 4 yrefl &1 98 Foa
el T8l © f& 9 9 ureff &1 wdier Weor R faar o, gfe ureff stefre faae aff=m 1047
H A g uREINT @ JJER SR a1 Ao § orar @ s9ferd U8 Ael 3 Sriard] o)d 9Hd Ud
frefRa ufpar &1 urea 1 dsar 2, deg9R 9@ A el faae st 1947 @ yrfaema <1
AR R B Yfedr Yo &1 2| 9@ g1 greff &1 A1fed @) Jafy & 95 U HIE BT ddd qHR aAl
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BTl BT 3Gl A Bedl d & 2 | yreff 3 sl Sual o e § fedt o0 @ sror 98
D TS, WA wElud us & ford sniféra dafre dhaar @ Sway dafre avaar @ @ sR
greff &1 9 SR uRERY &Y gA A v § @ Aifa ik wer @ i fide @ fawg 2 9@
g1 Uil & wrid 9 sitefie faare iR 1947 @ fae uifdam™ &1 Seawa 81 fdar @ aon
ORI 25 &1 Q1 %8 urel fhar 1 2 | ar&ifddar I @ fo ureff s e 4 ¢@ ave 4 s@wa o1 &
IG TAd AT d B SR GIdr bl furam 2 |

15. greff 7 10 I Fer Sclivl F31 & 918 IR SRATAET A AT gSfiHReT HRART afea g
BT AIHIOT SR T I AR ST S g8 a1 81 <1 & a7 12 & $am urg s <l
2

16. AIFIPT & Y&R 10 & fIwg yrfl @ fAie 15.9.2011 &1 =3 Ao wAr 3R greff gRT 9= &1
Sqr9 39 @ 9 & R fear war 2| sifaRed weoa A ag wer T @ f MuiRa dfée avgar
q Ioady fde Avgar w@d & ST yreff sl aReRl @ W wifia B9 den el Fyfea um
A AU B AT 39 BRU §b B AR 98 2 & sremll uReR @1 ¥ar &1 FEafia )| 99
39 @ 9 W 3R fHar 2 & yreff due gar @ sl &1 § d9 7 gr1 25 ¢ el
faare aiftFrm &1 gEUANT fHar 2| akick @& UWR 11 4 I8 del 11 @ 6 urefl @) sl axa
wa faiRa ufear &1 e fear = @ don sienfre faae st @ gifaart & s=afa
PrIarel o1 A 2| yreff 4 SR givgar BuM @ e A wdaRv @1 HiT yefde A @
Rrgral @ sgarer A fear & 2

17. 3T dr&icR 4 I8 $el 11 2 f& greff &1 999 AR dried & gsiiaq aie iR Agea-a
1 ¥ iy =AY yreff &) Jvaar & meR wR fear AT A>T| S99 ug @ fav fuifRa Afdre aivaar @
Soaa} 9fdre Agar eH & HReT grRff Sad ug iR 99 @9 @ fov ura 8 war 21 ureft &1 saa
Ug YR 9471 &A1 9@ &) Nfd 3R GRer & e A &1 Seagd 81T, 31d: 39 919 9 S0 @ &
9% 7 I 3(dy, Ted AAUAT B & fTog A fHar|

18.  gg Wl ®vr W 2 & yrfl Rml FdEr 9 2, sufer’ emfl sHERal ) oang T ud
greff wR @y @ Bl | Rl eHEiAl R AR dar wal &1 Seow faf= varsl &k fgueia
gagital § aftfa @ < yreft w arp 8 2| siteifie faare sfiffem § seh & ama 4 wifa ufear
BT Il DR BT $Is YTiaer 81 2 3ra: yreff & arvel H Siig & &1 9 Su~ 18] giar by
9% A Sitenfie faare st @ ar1 25 & YIfde™l &1 @R &34 9 ugd urff 4 wsdiexor @im
T T, 39 UBR 46 gRT Ul @ fawg drdard FRMER @1 T | 96 gR1 GROR & ave 4
fraiRa aft et & faffey &1 ues fear a2

19.  AIIST & YR 17 & G99 4 &l 1 ¢ [ sud afvfa aea faae 9 ww=faa 81 @, a@:
A9 B ATTISAT 81 2 3R YR 21 & G<9H § 8l T 2 & S a2 4 w=haa s @
PIRUT SAId B ATALIDHAT T8l 2 | UWR 18,19 30X 20 & <Y 4 Hel AT & & Ree w arenlRa
Bl & PRUI GAd B JEAIHAT el 2 3R UWR 22 & G99 H el T & & I Jgdy U= &1
FHQR 3l 2 T ATFadT G @isl g1 917 2 |

20. SAIgdYdd d A1fAST A yEd 92 B gyARigfed @1 A 2 SR $e1 1 2 fF fuef 9% @
&g /el gIRT faefa AR d&=T 034—2006—91 ¥1.—TA.3MR.SI. Appointment of Temporary Employees in
Sub Staff Cadre oI f&di® 24.6.2006 B WYY & IUA ¥z ifwad I8 2 f& semht dRAR®s & wu §
greff @t dfdre Avgar @ 0, O Rerfa § o9 fqueh @ Swadw A Hfée Givaar &1 Seaw T8
2 dl yreff g1 2 A1 @) Qa1 ¢ A B I SWDI AaT YA IJdY G Teld 2 |

21. ATl B ARG A YA D A1 66 AW BIIYfd & w9 H y¥d @ Sl Ex-w/l oFI-Ad Ex-w/66
2 | 3ue JAfaRea 9 siffde faais 8.12.15 &1 u¥gd 2 |

22. fauelmor 9 e 4 WWE d@1 D UYE S GNEINA ART WROR A g™ &1 uF
feifea 8.9.2004 uxga = forad da1 o FYfaa @ wfaa Afde araar &1 sgEReT &+ g Mo
Jifpa 2 vd g8 Frdwr s¢ft g w* fR=T@ 19.9.2001 & e @ agaa # 2|

23. IR o @ fog 99 @ ST 2q Il uRERl @) gl dIR &1 @ Se¥ 4 4% gNT
JuTfAl & 999 Bg IR dRfed, IR B fauell 96 9 717 9= 9T o1 qife Aaw@Hdr gsH
R Rfeaal & faeg tR=xl @1 Fgfda &) o1 9 | 917 v3 & | gr=ar @9l gaar H AR
PRI B Holl A 2| dF B TR® A IFad y¥gd el f&1fhd 8.9.2004 & fawg ardl @ TR®
4 Grsddrd H9cI &1 R SRl &1 9Rd SRR 3 ©eR R o s« g feAifea 21.10.11
URd 2 | I8 YAl 99 db] & ygEl bl SIS HY S99 IUEAT DI RN 7 ARl ST gHd e HR
HR PLAN IR f&ar S @@ d¥R HR PLAN @1 €&fI 31.12.11 9@ U4 U+ d&f & 9IS A%
SRRFCH 4 HRICll S| 9IS 3% SRRICH &I A 4 wHfea g a1 ardl ueg 4 T8 usd
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P 2] 9% I R® ¥ YA feAifHa 892004 & U 7 uRTRI I &S IIAT “A pass in eight

standard or it’s equivalent but the candidate should not have passed 10+2 exam or it’s equivalent” 2| ATl ue gwI
21.10.11 & U # Y¥AIfad JAAT, “minimum qualification for ........ sub staff to be X Standard pass” 2

24. A/ UE B % 9 I s AP FAR B AUS—UF Gied A UK © e yfaudiar faus
ERT &1 A 2 | fauelivror &7 a’e 9 s sr@erer fGal), 4= yaas vd gar) e, e feerre
@ TUY UF WiEd H§ yegd @ el ufaudiar ardt ug g & =i 2

25. A9 Al I ™% @ qnm fquefr @ e 9 Sqe fagm ufafafrroo @ sgw g aen
YATGCll BT WIS Aadidd fHar| Al v & % 4 faRaa sg9 A yxga & =i 21 faug 9
faRaa g9 &Y yxgd &1 2 |

26.  grdl ug B ax% A frefaRad fafte g uwga f& W e - -

(1) 2014 LAB. I. C. 4193 (Wdied ~UMTeT™) g% $-TART HRURIF AT® siear vd =
9 Praviiera fasm

7)) 2014 LAB. I. C. 2822 (ddice Swd M) 4R godfecd R awng wwh
fafics d7ak Ud = 99 vE. SAifa ud s

(3) 2014 LAB. 1. C. 2643 (Wdi=d <urmel), Ha-iy §aR fgadl _srdiamrefl, s dud
ferstedl v fafies. gcaeff

(a) 2014 LAB. I. C. 4266 (Hal=a =grared) JgdR Rig 9919 Skel A4oR, sRamom sdw,
fFar
27. faug @ ™% @ @1 fafte geera 98 uvxga 2|

28.  yrfl & fagr f¥aed &) ave 4 989 @1 T @ ¢d faRad 989 A ) Scaw 2 & yrff &1
Il uR=eR & ug R FYfaa 8g wEcer 4 99 & ua feAifea 17.3.2007 §RT M1 AT &1 U4
IEPT ag4 gAT AT| g8 1 $el @ & Sual fFygfaa 8g vz faaifeda 20.3.10 A< &7 o o0 Fygfea
1.4.10 &I Il IRER @ ug W gF off g 51.12 T I AR dF fHar) a8 WA Fa1 2 5
HETeR § Afde agar & W | g 8 4B A o w9 fgfaa o wwa ueff 9 et e
AT HT 9901 U foan 1 don S8 a3 sratad J9r T o7 989 A 98 Seorw W 2 6 sEq
fFrafed =z faifea 1.4.2010 F Fgfaa @1 s@fr 31.4.10 9@ @ fog off |

AP 989 § Y8 &1 AT © [ S9 Ul AMde Avgar gurd & G d WSRO UK B By
99 &1 s 93 feAifea 15.9.2011 yra gam foaar Scax yreff A feqie 26.9.11 &1 fear aouwaa
feis 5.1.12 &1 SV Qa1 ARG &1 @ 9= fyan| s@Fe 39 93 & yita | greff sauw s wam)
grff 4 dar g @ Ry &I Tdad IaM @ JER <A © O e e g o @ fe wiEreer
3 9Ha I8Y ¥ Agar wEfad ue @ A8 Y8 T o Ud ddd HET 10 b YHIT U 81 forn
T |

20. fqug & fag= ufafafr 4 g9 & 2 & ureff 9 9 29 & gurer a8 sfda @1 sS4
PR qdRl AIfed faar w3, IR S9N dxiveHe 9 ek sitefie fdae sftitrm & uifdemr &
IR AIfed & 9 9a9 U4 3Gl &) JSRAfI $R ST AT & | I8 9849 Wl & 1A 2 & yreff
4 2MEre Argar U &1 e ISR SR § USieRv & qAdiieRer & gua o fear 2 g ot
fauer & % 4@ der T @ & dar 9 wffaa 89 @ g ureff grr svewhifste @1 it g
U3 ST HRAT AR AT & I I dal B o1 grefl grr s @) A Ay fawg Fygfaa o
faftmr=r 98 971 Wadl | I 989 At @1 WA 2 Gar 9 yrfl F1 g 9 vd fafEa @ qen
greff @1 smasT Wil g1 arva 2

30. SWAUE & ARGl 9 e e g faERer 8g S gid @ —
1. @ uyreft 9 =999 ufhar A ool Sifére Jivadar gureR 999 sThTe far 2 |
2. 1 yreft @) faue gRT Aarfaa &1 s Sfua uad fafdr wwa 2

31. gl 9@ YW g & faRer &1 yed € Swaud & JfEedl 4 ¥8 oife € {6 sreemd
IRERT @1 SFUS IR B foIg YAl AIR B (panel) & &R A b Ha= o1 aife gd1 4 Rfsaar
3 fIeg JaE@aagarR FYfda @1 o1 9@ | 39 ol §9 3 ISR SR &1 39 gW&e H§ |
93 Al AR AT gF G JRRiAl 1 Avgar &) gaar i Ao arE s due gER w9 A
YT GofI 69 1996 H AR ST # HaraT o1 el usfiaa dw@am 30941 /99 /96 & forad
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SMfere ArIar d&r 10 urg 3ifed HRET o | yATdell R ATl §IRT U¥gd ARTAE Ex-w/42 Yol gHIOT
93 9 g8 fe} @ f& |9 99, 2002, 2005, 2008 TAT 2011 H ATA A USRI T AdNiHor W FHarw
IR sifraw IR sifea dAfdre Irgar s&1 10 99 @ a1 § $I3 dRadq sifeéa 98 FEm W™ @
Safd I A HEAT 12 B THAT ¥ 2000 H Sfivf B B AR IF gRT WA UF G 2007 A AWTR
Sratera Ao AT 2 | il 4 usia siaa |7 gvewiifsye ura &Y o sifeéd T 8 9 &1 e
WEHIOT § Sl HIRT <eriar @ S99 grafad faver &1 &y f=aq 2, 7. A uft smedi we
9T B} b gTErd 9 8 A Jor A ol geEl R e S @ wr—arer g 349 U verg ferars
P T JerT AT fR—R w7 Fdaar 1 i #7999 2000 4 H&T IREd] 9rg &) off | IR Far
9T B} > gErd @ A fofl dieRal @) qarer d ek 9 9] 9dn [ on 9 el e A o
T o1 3R AT A g3t U SEer off f s e R i § @) R eRvaw s R A @
ggard WY f=@ A A 1E RrEm 1 A AR srfea § gofilga &1 § o svarh smaws sk
off | acueara Uofiga &1 4 afi@ gRafda sxam &1 & N s’k & vl gRT fHar Sar oan| 3@
g=l Jaqd drRel, yRRefEal 9 sFAfgar & dRor &1 #9 a1 41 ugd R A1 & S d@ S7uHl
IREd] HAT U 1 RS AT ISR FRTAI  Uolihd HIS d ol A8] bral dHl [~

32,  UEl ERT 999 & QIRM Ade givgar gurfl R 9@ SMer B9 wR fque | A @i
HROT garR Aifew ord &Y W feaq @ -

URE
QU {1 Yded,
P1fif® g,
a9 s,
SRAIYR

Jard

I AU AR T, Rl uR=R, T feerare
deH ¥/ Ref. No. 773/ROJ/PS/US/2011  fe-id 15.9.2011
fawa : yra dafdre Jivgar «F SuEr

ATYD §RT Aol Y JFa-H-11 ¥ Y& a1 9 I8 Ydid siar @ & 3y 12 wer ad 2000 F &
9Tl B} g o Sidfd AUPHT 9d9 a9 2006 4 U] & TR UX AT AT | AT uR=R BY Afravad
Juféra el Jivgar 10 9 21 MU JASFIR S+ A a9 2002, 2005, 2008 TAT 2011 H AAIHROI
$ar WR Al Iad 9T SEfOTd AAAr Sl g6l TE] HRAMAT| Ad: g W Bidl @ fb A uReaR &
I9d @ WIEPR & WHY AT Sqdl BT JTAI, S6fb 39 I9 gad 12 4 H&T I HR gD o |

S& Pl HGQAGR YEd Y ST 59 Iod &S Jadl & IR H UAT WEIHIIT § | HRT IATIDT
IR 39 U D) UM € 7 @ 3SR B YEd R 9 I B AUPT Sca} YT | B R Iad qAl
Pl GBI A Y deJER HRIArE] $ GGl |

HaG
TEIEAR USRI
Y H8T Y9-€d DY GENERAL MANAGER
33. Il g1 fauer 1 HRT qam_i Aifed &1 sae feAifed 26.9.2011 F-aq @ —
Ham,
S| SuHBTYSES ABIgd,
Fifffe sgam, a3 srafa,
ST |
ERI — AT Y§-d, [HITe 2T |
fawy : gt dafdre Jvgar & IR 7 |
JigH . /Ref. No. 773/ROJ/PS/US/2011

wEIgy,
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SuRlad Wed § A%T frded € fd -

1.

# 3 W9 9 JERe IRAR &1 Aafad g | A9 U ATed] HET U A D U 4 @ A
IR A Frell gaMl R & &1 & grRi—are @ A4 Ul uers for@s &l 3l qerm o
HfR—eMR T Frperar ar R A9 |9 2000 9 $&T IRl U 31 off | IR H&ET U A
$ gad @ 4 el AieRal @) qarer 4 ek 9 e} 991 1™ o1 9 el e A T T
of 3R A1 & 43 VA aer off f& sroeh Frafia Riar fia § & fad sRvEw < #= <
3 gyara W T 4 Ja 8 Rram s A A9IR FRgiem A uofigd &€ A ol s}ar
IS il off | aeuzard Uoligd o 4 aiig uRafdd dvad &1 & IR o & gewl
gRT fHar Srar o1 sa: 21 Joaqd sRen, dRRefeal @ safigar & s & #7391 a1
Ugel IR AT 81 A9 db AU dIkEd] ST Urg DI A& A17Idr ISR ST & Uoligd
®Is H Tl 8] AT DI |

RifS®pe 9 T iR @ gRT Ud 93 9T g3l forad g9 fa1d 26.3.2007 &1 AIEATHR &
forg e T 99 e § e A @ o dalre argar 9 wWEfuad sw@EYl @ 9
T H SURed oT| 9% & WahR & ARSIRAT gRT s & il g fde 9 N sdal
@ IR H gBT 1| 39 9 Ul 9 FdAl B HA AU TSR] S JJUR Hel—HEl I
f&d | g & W qEES # IU 99 9SSl Bl AR gRT ST &)1 T oo R
T 3 HIE 9EANq Tl I9Ed &1 AR U BIF AT IR g % F ) Iu dard 3
BT ey f&ar 3R @ yavgs gR1 Y3 §B <&ddl R AM, Udl, o a9 Hidisd
TR Sifhd HRATHY AR @R HRAY T AR s Hel 171 & au &rf a1 e dd &
AR UR d AU AT KAl & AR UR 8H 39 AXHR BHR Sod ARSINAT Sl ATIDI
Ruid dor | TET Y9Ed g1 g9 <) AT a9 i swarm war R g9 @ T f$
39 AN Al +ff s & g1 Iue <6l ud wR FRIfad Bq uF Premar f&ar smaem

Id: 3ol srardl 9 IRRRRAT & dRvT & § GiEAeR & WA qUd] dAT 8 gl urm o
P AATHR & G9I Y8 Y Y W BT A 31 o AR R AEcdR & 99d d {91 y8
AC YAl $T Icax <dl df 98 W Rl 9 9iEcpR @ 9IaERyT & Agdhd 81 sidl | 39 SR
4 4RI WIEHR AT SHH qud] H&l 81 <ol gz ol | 839 srafad, SR gR1 99 Y U
4 g9 R Wl Ele aivgar BuM &1 Wl ARIY @ T © A 39 IRidl &yl
SAMCRY /¥l 9 3R gl G @ AR W 74 yoR 4 FRIER 9 3ga afed &R @1
g

(1) Rifsse d& e feee 9 fas 20.3.2010 &I falRad vz gra gam forad gsi wman
frerre # sl URER Ug R HRIAR YT HA BT A T g3 A+ faTd 1.4.2010 &I
frerre s 4 SuRerfd Q&R ygWR 9Evr fhar 9 e yeaed gRT1 44 difge w9 9 A0
amuar 9 e9gef daflre aivaar 9 R e & gfa wfa @ IR A gBT AT qpT 9 91 W
i g3t qarg | - swaEst @ gfafafi @i f, R grr e geeue B < &) S
off | s yergs g1 &34 srrfad &1 39 9+ Ial 9 9 a9 @gef dafe aiaar & IR
H ol @ & fear AT o g wr—wre W1 A fqarer foed & a8 12 9 u @)
Safdre Jivadan, R SR G 3 399 S AT A1 AT| 8 AIE P I A HAA S Bl
a9 e Sar e |

(2 &g sida @ AftHERAT & gRT N & BT A @ T 3 A8 9eard 3 9t
geed 8 90 S=d 9T Safdre givadar St fe #9949 2000 # 9T @) off @ AR § ywA®
P TS 9 A Swa Al Agar & <ol d @ fav saal ve yfafady forae fe anfua
HXD 9 ARG N Gl Y§-ed & 9 A SEER Haa] fe-ied 3.8.2010 & &=y

PRI, STIYR Harg Ty o |

(3) W& S=a ura aftre givaar 1 yfafal d=fa srfdad, S[YR A4 9@y §F @ aawEd
B a3 srrfad, SIgR 94 R ol td R Ue o Ut g o et uF $Hie WS
/8306/H.H. /44 /10 AT| 39 UA ¥ ™ ISR I dI8% IUAI GAIG <9 &1 Hegafa a3 18
IR o e @ SMmuR W A8 JarRl & Fafia a1 &1 Sea@ o G A9 23.10.2010
Pl AR ERT ISR G ISR 4 qrex el A omaEr 4 uReR @& ug R & &+ @1 yol "gafa
T & g ol

W IET Yd gRT THI 990 R YAP A8 & I § A1 7iye faaxor orad & 991 2000 &
12 4 9 Fer, W SR 9w 9 999 1 i Sar w1 I7 Qe a4y sried, SayR Bl
T G U Al STl R8T T 99<0d gRT faAi®d 942011 & & d A1 1 9¢ &1 Adrdb1d




3818 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : AUGUST 13,2016/ SRAVANA 22,1938 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

gof B S &I a1 aAT 9l 9t sEeT fqaver fored fd R g1 gof ad # 365 fadl a& 9@
3l ol Gag & % o IuPT aife faaver &g srafe™, SAYR B HST =T A7)

4. &% 1.4.2010 9 FR=R @ AT 9@ AR SR, Jedl @ Ufa 9% Sl FdeR g 49 SAFRN &
SR B fRA1$ 11.8.2011 $1 @ Ysud & R &I FRATAEI, TAYR &I Ud U Aol AT
e §p e 9 W §B <[l o gfafaftar of | rad g sgRig fear w&r o @
AU FIR &I IRTR & Ug wR e feerre d g Fygfaa & o |

5. Y acuzard f&ie 20.9.2011 &1 3 ¢S U= YT g3 forad &3 srafad, S[YR gR1 44
Safdre Jivaar o BuR 4 w=fad AR 431 W) @Y 1Y o 6 wd 98 2

Jra: AT G ARVHIRAT A AT I IR & & 34 GieedR & 99 A9 I=a yTw Aefore
I & IR A 9 grEreR AfteRal & gR1 "gad 9 348 Sw uta dalre givgar @
IR # g3 SHeN] 9Tk B A ol Afe 8 w8 off Sual worr g3 98 &) o d@ife R
W AT A fedl W yorR 4 yra Aafde Jvaar s BuEn giar 9 # s Sadard & s
d® 349 foug v@ar| ) dfed #9 o yevee & Y8 oM R W g fadie 1.4.2010 &1
goi f&a €1 9@ 9ar f&ar ™1 A1) R 39 919 @ 9ol doR ¥ 9 favamgef ade 9 q@r
Sd dl 99 99Y dl g9 Al U adie 9 fell € 9d off | wr dfes A9 o wew or sS4
H9 quf SAFERY 9 3rawd H1 & &m o)

39 Y 91l 9@ I8 wWe ey faaar @ & 8RR g1 fasf ff yer @ 98 S=v yra Aafe
Avaar d1 Burar 9@ T or| afe Sud 915 MY gE ydfia gar @ fF A aredl dar a9
Saa Frgfea d qram S $R adl @ dl d el favary feemar € fé A wfasy 4 12
BT & AR R 9 4 fedl M ydR &1 gb T8 SArsT 3R 1 & HIs a9 YT SO |
¥ 39 AN §6 A AT ABY E Soad R1Er urd dwaT| A9 1.4.2010 A I db A IJGAT B
yof A8d 3R fFogde fear @ don § vl d' svEaxd a}dar g fd amt ot § wwgef
yfdegdr T2 o[ 9 SR HAr AT A AT Iag Ui @ & R SR e & e
R A HaeR Aftfe Rafa g grad @ a9 ¥ @ &) g A Qa1 &1 g e a9

SHUl PN |
Il 3mex |fed ]
Hadrg
fe=i®d 26.9.2011 BTXAER AU+
AU HFAR T
el uRER
T fherTe

34.  yreff @) wdiavor @ yitd & 95 fque 9 wdiaxor 4 s sieox ueff @ damfea o
ey feAifea 5.1.12 S fafdyr &t ureff &1 fam

35. urff g1 yxgd S0 faRaa Wil 4 w@a: a8 frsed foaar @ & ureft 4 war 12
Idivl gl @ a2 Bl GURT € FIfh AERDR & 99 SUDI a¥b 4 ddd ST 10 UM b GHI0T
93 & yEgd fear a2 ) wediewer § greft 9 sEfgar i SifRk @ @ e S9 S ad oft &
DET 12 U B AT Golig draed &I < 2| afe yreff aad A 9 q91d 4 g o & s
DT 12 U DI AT AR ST d < =13y 9 deresR & 99 98 feed € sue 9w
S&fdrd YA UF HET 12 UTH & YHIOT Aied o1 fHar gar uv=g T F€l fhar 1 @, sad W g8
frrepd fdaar @ & ureff srareRr & 9 arafas At JivFar gyee w39 & guRUE | 3@d
oar| grff 3 #iRgs " 4 ufaudiem 4 g8 Sod@ fHar 2 6 a8 $ea1 Taad @ & 64 s
gl & fourey dar A ydw foaAm o) 98 Scaw i 2 6 AR srtad grr swaeff & wu A
greff &1 AW 39 AR WR WEaR Bg UG fear w3 o & SE ISR sy & wHe U
e Agar dad d&T 10 U qardl off, afe fde Faar dar 12 U qarfl gid 9 ISR
PRTAT gRT SUHT A pAiRa w21 siar| urff grr gwelifde ssg /42 AR srafaa &1 gg4aH
93 ygd & foad ureff grr e sveefe 2, “dic—afe W grRr & w1 P g 96 A IWA
arfad g8 ol @ a1 ART gShiever X9 fear S "ear 2

TWIER Yo-1d €lud HAR
gxdareErR yrff

Saad yreff gRT seRa svsefeT & 9 ureff & ug ¥g @8 & fov &g drRvr T2 99ar fe d98
39 91d ¥ A o1 f S AT 12 UTH B I AR FRfad A AE uwgd s off A |
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greff 9 SRR SRt § SET 12 U B I g6 9 819 B (P SR g8 A quian @ fe swe
TR dTel §9Y 9HI WX USIIE @1 TdII@R0 R B, UReg ureff R S ek BT w1996 H
Yofige @& a5y & ) @ sEferd R @ Wewl gRT AdIIGRYT SR Bl 9919 b ®Y H IR A8
T ST 9&hdl | 8) & 9eell g1 Ad-aor dvF @ 9d gaferd gz f$3 o arg =) 2
Faife yreff gRT U 1999 ¥ 2005 & WA ANNHT @ foIy Sucer 9 @A &1 By 9IS, fazga-g
vq fafrar= wediovor €l ysga fear wan 2| ureff 9 99 2000 9 fFrafia sl & wa 4 sar 12
Y qdEr Scivf @ 81 Fafia (Regular) 9dameff & w0 & war scfivf &9 @ sror yreft &1 a7
Fu Wl 3e1 wifed a1 @ f& a8 Aed @ fhafrd o (A= =) & gaar w1 fae ar
TS 9P IRAR & Gew & HRId o 3R 98 FEm 12 @ REr &1 Sed@ AWIR SRIfdd A
& B WHT| IEad A IARTEAr R Sad AT Al Wr—aie ged g d 2, 9 Wierd ue
b 9Ud 2| 399 UP @l Jedyef fred feaar @ & dftre aaar « ufafde &1 gamn ar gurn
Iyl off |

36. fa i 26.3.2007 @I AERHR eg gardr g3 H yrff i (e o & GEdR & 999 ISR
IR gShiaa $18, e vd ofa @& o yavr 93 a1 SUd! U Ud wich gfia uxga o | greff |
@dcl HET 10 UK 811 &I & 9197 ueqd fbar| sl 4 a8 yse giar 2 & urefl &1 aivgar @1 waf
P I el YHR o7 IR wEdR » G yrff uh wfl Fvwar samm slar 9 wEerR A
wftafera a1 fear wimar| Saa Rerfa 4 a8 wse g1 oar @ yreft &1 sFfgar @1 9@ @ asor 84
Iy 1 2 a1 sad e fgaar @ f6 greff 3 9 dfte avaar fourh ik g9 9ra 9@ welrfa
98 Jaid o f& 91 e IIdar $I SUPR H¥H IR 98 GIEhR ¢4 994 | afvad g |

37. @y yrfl gRT U Ex-w/63 & 3ddlad d I8 WIR © [ e 2.6.2007 &I yrff gR1 d&
Pl Y¥Jd AU AAST H IEA U AMe AvAar @ 1996 W WD) udar S«iivf qarh 2 i ureft
@1 fregrarfear den e A UM & d2d &I 1R} $Rdl & | UrRfl @ e 9 SaqgdcanE o
Idd dUF o faeg a3 ufdae 281 2| Saa Reafd 4 W a8 yse 2 & ureff g~ At araar
QUM &1 YT fHar 11 3R SHa) gore A yrff @wra o1 q=r Sud gIRT UE1 e far |

38. grff gRT I8 1 P8l T © 6 EeR & 9Hy e divaar gWfud s ward a8 Yol
T 39 Y A Sca@- 1 2 & 99 dEr 12 yrg &1 aivaar greff 9 yee & T8 &) af 39 wnie 9@
THEId B3 YBATS S DI DRV T8l AT |

39.  urff gr Aarfda @1 suerR R ufear wr W smufea @1 R @ e aRT 25 UW &1 SgERT
B 99 ger AT ol fafSr gwa L @ 9o Sud 240 oA @ Surer Adr &) off off sufav S9 v
fear s =Ry o | 39 gwd A Sco@ g B fé arafas Reafa o 2 fo o9 S8 ffafia a3 @&
gfear Rt oM o'l 89 SRME 9% @ G99 A g7 92" mar 6 yreft &1 e giErer @ 9w
s gRT Rer @& wweg 4 usd SO a1 UKd d)A a2l 92l Qe aivadar &1 gur 1 uRkemd
2 d9 faug 9 sRur garn Aifew & 21 S Reafa @1 giea @ a8 wwe 2 & [ifed &1 waE
forear ud 9@ a=al ux smenrlRa 2 |

40. GiET 9P A% AR 99 a-Erer fsm 4 @ R~ 9 &1 U AR T B A
H AR 89 &1 U3 © 39 9<¥ H Seaw i 2 & Baire @& ama A4 gt & fawg a8 s
o1 & g1 9 & ug & foIy 9 Jmds URd &) d 3 d.0urd o yd ua.y. (refermre) oM ad
P GG B o Ud 9l & Us & foay A= 3ifére avadar oar 9 urd off derm w&r 12 9 50
gfaera O 398 SR yTaie am U ud gnu g Irwareff ad a9 o | yweft A s arafw
At argar gurll R AU U @ Ided W WA Bl HET 11 U (BRR Advsd) & arn|
gafl &1 999 IRl & ug R Bl AT I |1 A9rd 916 yafl @Y Qe givaar & @ A
SR g W adiarefl 9 yceff &1 e AivEar guer 999 sifid d)A @ ARy 9 IRifa
far sk faurfia wifa @ S deraR &1 <Yl gra) yafl &1 Ganjfad & <vs 9 <fdsa foar)
faurfa srfielia e 4 SveRY @ fawg ux@eff &) afild @iRe & fove fawg ywweff 4
HF Sod ATl & 98e Re Jifast ysgd @1 | SHIue &l g9 & 916 qF-1 Sod Ay |
I8 T & qvsreer dewEyef (discriminatory) o1 daifd fHavfiemor fysn @ wefaa ama @ wgw
TP I HHAR) A SeR™ @ qrred d rdiaeff 4 wad < 99 & fay 9949 gfg P &1 qveRy
qiRd far o | 9 S <grrad 1 g W a6 srdieneft g1 frafRa dfte araar arda
Hfae & Fe8T 14 & Seaud H ofl | A S=d R 1 degaR Re aifasr Weor a1 foas
fawg afianel falee 3 w9y wal=a e @ 998 arfia uxgad o |

4. 99 9diea ATdd @ 9ue a8 U faarefig o 6 srdieneff gy swieff @ fag faiRa
SMfEre YAl 9 1 AR GfAEE @ AT 14 T Sedud Bldl © IR w1 Jdiareff s damfa
@ & A gorm gurE uRRefr—y 4 st IreRM ufeaR &1 dad 1 9 B ddq 9fg e B wEr a
g A deHrEyef @ ?
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42. 989 # diareff &1 a¥% Kerala Solvent Extraction Ltd. v/s A. unntprishnan & anothers # & e fafe
HGEIT &I Ydd Aqcrd foram T ux=g, A= wal=a <IAred A S9d gera 31 fafer srawen &1 sh
Pradere s & wrel @ oy squyed urn e o @& gywaR 10 9 a8 g&vr fHAn, “10. We have
carefully gone through the aforesaid case law. In said case issue involved was not whether or not maximum
qualification can be fixed for a Class-IV/ Grade-D employee, nor was in said case the employer appears to be either
state or instrumentality of the state, What this Court has held in Kerala Solvent Extraction Ltd. (Supra) is that the court
should not be led by misplaced sympathy. Paragraphs 9 and 10 of the said judgment are re-produced below;

“9. Sri Vaidyanathan, learned senior counsel for the appellant, submitted, in our opinion not without
justification, that the Labour Court’s reasoning bordered on perversity and such unreasoned, undue libeeralismand
misplaced sympathy would subvert all discipline in administration. He stated that the Management will have no answer
to the claims of similarly disqualified candidates which might have come to be rejected. Those who stated the truth
would be said to be at a disadvantage and those who suppressed it stood to gain. He further submitted that this laxity of
judicial reasoning will imperceptibly introduce slackness and unpredictability in the legal process and, in the final
analysis, corrode legitimacy of the judicial process.

10. We are inclined to agree with these submissions. In recent times, there is an increasing evidence of
this, perhaps well-meant but wholly unsustainable, tendency towards a denudation of the legitimacy of judicial
reasoning and process. The reliefs granted by the Courts must be seen to be logical and tenable within the framework of
the law and should not incur and justify the criticism that the jurisdiction of Courts tends to degenerate into misplaced
sympathy, generosity and private benevolence. It is essential to maintain the integrity of legal reasoning and the
legitimacy of the conclusions. They must emanate logically from the legal findings and the judicial results must be seen
to be principled and supportable on those findings. Expansive judicial mood of mistaken and misplaced compassion at
the expense of the legitimacy of the process will eventually lead to mutually irreconcilable situations and denude the
judicial process of its dignity, authority, predictability and respectability”.

43, A Sod AT A s eRM ufeaR @ Arve § o181 war don w9 uRRerfo—y 3 sf
raviizRer fism &1 Qargfead a1 91 o &1 AeHEqel 7M1 g degaRr Re aifasr w@er &
ggeff &1 Aar § gavenfia & sh qreR™ &1 & A gor @ y@eff &1 39 @ fay faEr s 2
fFrdRra fovar | 9= gat=a <amared 3 a9 S e @ fofa @) gfte a1 gen sidieneff @)
Idiel @St &1 |

44, AR Wdled <A@ @& gueE BEvieRe & Amd d srdiareff @Y ke 9 uxgd g
1994 1I L.L.J. Page 888, S.C. (F.B.) : (2006) 13 S.C.C. 619 : 1994 A.LR. S.C.W. 2534, Kerala

Solvent Extraction Ltd. ----- Appellant v/s A. unntprishnan & anothers-----Respondents & wwfed
YHRUT BT IAATT UHRUT & d<d 4 fIRd Secdi@ HT § AMq¥S ¢d grfie gusrar g o Fraq
2 -

1994 1I L.L.J. Page 888, S.C. (F.B.) : (2006) 13 S.C.C. 619 : 1994 A.LR. S.C.W. 2534,
Kerala Solvent Extraction Ltd. ----- Appellant v/s A. unntprishnan & anothers-----Respondents
“geell” ST @ A dIR B oft | swnfEfal @Y Aivaar )t wd uw oft fa el @Y dfdre
AAr w1 8 Swivt A Afd a8 BN =Ry | yweft /arwmeft 9 afdre abvaar &1 S yHer um
JEd a1 SUD TR 98 A3 15, 1974 &I H&T 7 SVl AT| $H YAOT U & Y&Ifa &1 S
g <EiAr o1 & Sudl dfére Jivadar dem 8 4 el qgl off | aggarR el JuEr A/ geel”
Al & wu gdeg &F 4 W6d 8 | diael &1 99 Rera el 5 @ 1 gerer @l
gegfa & rER R gt 9 a8 yta @1 9l S99 yefl @1 Aifed @ f6 gyt sror qard @
R A U faeg RFEST ansd o 39 srfarEd) @1 o | yxeff 4 SEe yxga &= @er & g
AT § 98 &1 10 U AT 9T SUD dr7el 4 Hergfayel faar fear S| sueyel ffear uywgfa
@ R gt @1 dar srfiameff gRT faqid 03 wrd 1989 & W H) & WY | W _RTAA A U
ot 4 g8 urar & gc@eff @1 uxgfa fear uywgfa 8 o | = <T@ 4 g8 s@uRa faa,
“According to the management if the candidates who acquired more qualifications than what is required in the
notification are appointed there are so many practical difficulties as the qualification prescribed for the supervisors is
only SSLC failed.

But it is to be noted that the qualification is not the criterion to supervise and control the subordinate. There is
no question of complex or any other things would arise if a supervisor is supervising and controlling his subordinate
who acquired more qualifications than that of the supervisors. Therefore the contention of the management is that if the
more qualified persons are appointed as Godown badli there would be so many practical difficulties would arise will
not hold good.”
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HH AATAI & dls @ fawg uega Re faedr § am-g S=a e &) teadis 1 fofa
D YR 4 W ¥g 3r@enlRa fear, o workers were expected to give correct information as to their
qualification. They failed to do so. They were in fact over qualified and therefore ineligible to apply for the job. It has
been stated that applications received from some over qualified candidate were rejected, The petitioner as also the
workers are bound by the terms of Ext.P-1 which had to be given effect to. Over qualification is certainly, in the
circumstances, a disqualification, which aspect the first respondent failed to grasp. Ext. P 10 in these cases is
unsustainable and is accordingly set aside.”

5. But, the learned Single Judge said that there would be no hardship or prejudice caused to the appellant if the
respondent was reinstated. The learned Single Judge said;

........ As a special case and not by way of a precedent, the petitioner shall not implement the dismissal order
and let the two workers continue in employment as directed.”

45, A dhadis 9 ag3aR Re aifasr @R 31| teadls & vl & fawg 99+ @vsdie
4 9RdE Gfag @ agwT 226 @ Iild Re Idld 39 IER R @RS &) & JIga8T 226 &
I=fd @vedls gRT SWEY & oy I8 SUYdd v 81 o7 | 991 wvsdis & fvfa o fawg
afiemeft 9 srfia yxga @1 | A @vsdls @ Fvla @ fawg ol 4 a9 waf=a <armer 3
Ifid WeR & TAT 9 FRTAI Ud A1 S <IbTed gRT yiRRa Fofa &1 sareq awd gy osm
T & gue yoaefl @1 Aifaer @R &1 | A galea Frred | v & ywiR 6, 7 ¢d 8 #
I8 JqeRd f&AT, “6. Sri Vaidyanathan, learned senior counsel for the appellant, submitted, in our opinion not
without justification, that the Labour Court’s reasoning bordered on perversity and such unreasoned, undue libeeralism
and misplaced sympathy would subvert all discipline in administration. He stated that the Management will have no
answer to the claims of similarly disqualified candidates which might have come to be rejected. Those who stated the
truth would be said to be at a disadvantage and those who suppressed it stood to gain. He further submitted that this
laxity of judicial reasoning will imperceptibly introduce slackness and unpredictability in the legal process and, in the
final analysis, corrode legitimacy of the judicial process.

7. We are inclined to agree with these submissions. In recent times, there is an increasing evidence of
this, perhaps well-meant but wholly unsustainable, tendency towards a denudation of the legitimacy of judicial
reasoning and process. The reliefs granted by the Courts must be seen to be logical and tenable within the framework of
the law and should not incur and justify the criticism that the jurisdiction of Courts tends to degenerate into misplaced
sympathy, generosity and private benevolence. It is essential to maintain the integrity of legal reasoning and the
legitimacy of the conclusions. They must emanate logically from the legal findings and the judicial results must be seen
to be principled and supportable on those findings. Expansive judicial mood of mistaken and misplaced compassion at
the expense of the legitimacy of the process will eventually lead to mutually irreconcilable situations and denude the
judicial process of its dignity, authority, predictability and respectability.

8. In this case, we have no hesitation to hold that both the Labour Court and the High Court have erred.
We allow the appeal, set aside the orders of the Labour Court and of the High Court in the writ petition, and dismiss the
dispute raised by the respondent before the Labour Court.”

46. AUD AR T & A § Gl q2a vd aRRefal &1 gftera 9 g9 freed wr § & S9a
Kerala Solvent Extraction Ltd. ----- Appellant v/s A. unntprishnan & anothers-----Respondents # & it fafer
IqeIT adqE A A yofa: arp Bidl @ deon sft Pravfierer & aere F @ iy fafdr craven @ greft
D YHIT A BIs AGG el ol ol Adhdl 2 | Sad G9ed AT 9 fIgavor & R ) # 39 fspd W)
g & urefl 9 =99 ufear 4 aus Sifére Aivaar guex 999 sifid fHar 2 | yem gy &1 fFrearon
agIuR fHar wmar 2

47. wiEl 9o fgda g & Farer &1 yea @ & @1 faue grr ureff &) dGamfaa &1 s
Ifad vd At @ 39 g A Scodwdlg © & arT 25-t% @) ufear &1 srgarer s urefl @i
Harfad fear a1 @ U4 gRT 25-U% @ Iuread ¥ dig faffe Ffe wnfer =1 s @ 9 swfh A
2| 39 fawg ArEl ud &1 $oe %ﬁﬁeﬁﬁmﬂmwﬁaﬂﬁa%mﬁmﬁaﬂﬁmwrﬁ
fafr fawg 2 w@Ifd Sua faf e &) Qar @ g o oft off| 39 wg A S 2
THEc R AfdE Ig qEid = & uelf o FEfa e 9 eriad R ar 9 ufear e @ el
B ol f& yergd @I Sad HRArE] & <R I8 a2 a9 d I 6 greff 9 A avaar gur
off e 918 a1 4 fspraa @1 srfad @1 i o a1s fafte &0 a8 o) s ureff g
HIA g1 il 94l 8 &R o 4 99 ¥g ge q8l 1 ol 9adl b 99 fafr fawg dar 4 ufafe &1
< fear |

48. 2014 LAB. L. C. 4266 (Wdled =grITe™) YPdR Rig 991 oRa A4oR, AN Adsdw, fFOR
®1 geera greff ug @ ™% 9 39 fig w uwga fear & @ 6 =raiftexer grRr g9 sienfe
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faare @1 face 4 gwgfa @ smeaR w @R € f&ar srer afey vd fanag ddq &0 4 &9 faare
Iorl b & fafr 4 fear s afey | 59 wvd 4 Sedwa 2 & faug @ e 4 aifaer @
faere 9 g¥xgfa @ MR W @RS & 4§ gEiad oIS 989 81 y&d @ T @ g9 dcica] 4 W
AT B3 Iedl@ T8 ¢ 3AA: 39 fa5 W AR 3 snawadar 781 2 & aifaer @ fao= 4 vgfa &
JATIR R WIRS gI41 A1f3g a1 987 | U¥d g & AJAR dianedfl s ;gdik e, drsaex, sRamm
Jsda, gRamn, I e 9 urd a=RIl¥T 9 S 39 @ fag geff @ Rera wr gt 409 1. T
H. D IURTT Bg 1993 H IS Ao e &1 <mae 4 wifdd gu o e S99 siwgfaa &1 =i
off| 39 AMal A SA@) ARGAN 15.9.1994 &1 83 3R 15.11.94 S SWEd WR Had gy | f&ia 27.10.
94 & IARY U IF AWE BT ¥ SR s AR g I 99 Agryeaase, sRAMEN dsdo
fear, 3 g &) A gt 9 s gdk R 1 SWEd W) ged @ 99 fava e o f$
qIvgad gl UX Se 94l H gedifia & f&ar SR uv=g 11.7.2002 S Aarqfad ux gegeff 9 vwr
T2l fHar sHe 919 99 ARTEd B gyd Rexd 51 e 9 (Aie 22.5.99 &1 srdfianeff & o A
fftfa &% dar A4 ya=aifta =3 don srfiareff grr faueh &1 feurs Aifew o &1 @1 fafsr 4
ars @ fagfa a& eo uftrera o fawfa «1 fafyr @ dar 94 y==erfusn &1 fafyr 9@ gl fawra aa=
oq Udre uiRd fdar| A-a Swd <A-Teld S 22599 @& AR & [dw9g 1.4.10 & AR 4 IJdid
WeR @1 3R amd 1 AR 8g yQmafda #) A s9 <[Ired $1 yddmadd ey & IJuR
greff sff YgdR Rz & A 4 9RdA™ 9fdeamE @ =83 311 (2) (@) @ o 8 & fdg W faEr
$ 91T A B gA: AT &Ar o) 59 e 3 17511 @ e 9 Re=d & G9a 9I1fda (time
bound) 3rAETRT ®R WIRS & fear| faai®d 17.5.11 & AR & fawg rdiareft &1 sfia A=+ S=a
AT P (Hadls 7 14.11.11 B 39 IR W® @RS &) & sgemafe gt @) dar @
TR BT AR FARRT d 2 Iqd: SWEY BI AEAIDAT T8l 2| 14.11.11 D ARY D [dwg Jda
AR @vsdie 1 9.1.12 &I 39 AR W @RS &1 & g@eff 9 arda d@faam @ sg=83 311 (2)
(®1) @ 3wid ygcad wfdd &1 AT & Adiareft & J91¢ 21.10.94 &1 G &1 2 wafed ydiaref 4
faare w91 2002 # feurs @AIfed @& wregw @ SorT @ | AN @vedls 4 ysadie @ Fofa § @13
Jifrafaar ar sdenfiedr 9 urek Sg@! e 31 | A @vsdle @ vig & vy walea e
a4 srdiareff @ srfia werR @1 g srdfiameff &1 daM gaverfuar wfzq sieifre faarq Sem @1 fafdy
feqie 2.3.05 9 fawrg 9 vd 3= aRUMA o9 g AFAIY YaH &1 | 39 gera 4 yrff & amd o
qdar a2a v uRRefa § @is dgq 981 <l o "l 2 |

49. 2014 LAB. 1. C. 2822 (®-iced Sed M) d7TdAR godfdgs A wwEg s fafics
4R Ud I 999 Ud. [IfT ud o H dWfder R Fyaa o goswwsitar aaf & ke W99
gel & T o | "Wer yae g sileifiie <aritexer s dor & e [arEifeRer 9 y9e g9
frder @ wrar uiRa fear & e @ gl o9 Rfdaar Sca=1 81 9 Ir=RoT shes &) dl S
S uel wR Fgfaa & s gg fFder ot o & e Fygfaa § sreor sawen & <99 4 @il
qorr fFraffia dar yeE dxd 99a AR $1 aRsedr Al ReIR & SRl | Swhue |3 St
@ AR Bl gHldl &1 59 veadRl @& Heg Yolg & AER WR A Swd AR & (bdls |
faftfa @1 oz &) vl 4 fAug &) ™% 9 I8 de1 W™ & [Qua 99 S e @
e gaR di® cred 4 gos R ArdrT & Wl wy 4 941 § FRIfd $1 S dIR @ R
fram ¢ gwrEeE @ srgafa @ Q4 3ra: Sad W Y 91Em W Sed [ITe g gl &) 9l
al fFrarean R &1 PRI s AR ST el @ MY BT U A 6l dIR © | A
I AT 1 U8SRI 31 Gedfd & AER R gag &1 Wafd yg[@ R 8: 9«diE » A< JrdnmoT
$I FEISd &) vg Qe faar| vasRl @1 "gafa & JguR fawa da+, gl v va fawra
AT BT &M 9T 2] B9 1| 916 A e 9 A 4 Udddis & 9Hd Jded gos W
IrenRa Fola & PR\ &3 @1 usgd @1 & GRS 31 1l | quead a9 S AR 3l
guslic & WAy e 3 fld 39 AER W) yRd @1 & tagaRl &) gag 31 wal ® weafd @
9ra9]c A Hdied AATad & A= Fofal gd Regulation & fawg w9 ¢@adis gRT Ardimer
Bl U A B G H URATQY (mandamus)  oIRY @1 fdar o wear #aife ¢wr HA 9
Idanfiear S g <& oft | ¥ ft smuR forar T 6 gar @) ud swElRa e @ gd O @
9IS M sRRTcd @1 AR yta T8 @1 A off $H UPR IWA AR T A9 B Tl @Y off
a8 Sl yae @1 GRT 291 BT Secdid 3T © forg®] gollold 81 <1 Sl Wbl | ATARIT P B
4 gvedlc & Gue I8 989 &l Tl {6 S99 TR 9 $Is Idia T8 y¥gd © gsufay afe e a
il faaRer g ¥89 @1 Wl @ dl AR gRT RS aifasr 4 ysgd aeal w) A dfid @
foary & wwa faar fear o, @ S¥Iud @) gedafd 4 A wvsdis 3 daffda & uRfNS
JATQT qAT TRV gIRT A1fad gy +f arfiar 7 fa=mrer 2g usor foan |

50.  ATARIUT IJa~ WX 99 2003 & Yaig A fgaa gy o &R ¥9 2004 4 Hfaer @1 s@fy @t
A 4R ATAROT 31 Qa9 g1 off e eRoT Sgi9 99+ 9= =marad 9 Re afaer
g¥gd @1 ot o genfRerfd s @l @71 Y g 1| fRAI® 3.7.90 B WHAE ST AT

7
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4 Re afae FraRa &) I grr Frtear @ w9a uwga ufidsa & FrailRa &3 &1 s
feam | fraraar 9 28.1.10 @1 gfeded @Rl dxd gy FariRa @1 gd arer & e 1.3.10 &1 Ariror
D IR GAT B BT e W IR fan| sua fawg sitenfie <=mafieso grr wika yare e
19.8.11 &I Scol™ SUR fHar T 2 |

5. A @vedlc @& gWe U8 U fdARA 89 S+ gan &« ardor @) dar |
gl off 3 Tur Saad Reafa § arr 25-v% @ yrfag snafa gld 2 ? v yw a8 faarefia
of f& wwsitar aral @ JRE &1 A Qa1 guita s ARy Gwa on ? fofa & gwaR 13 9 A
I AR $1 @vsdlo o JATRAMT 1A Y@ & e & AR d 9 W& 3 @l § refiror
ERT & il VAT I gRT 25-d1 & IGQW =g MR @1 R da1 @uRa 1 @ JegaR grRT
25-U% & YIfdE @& Seddd d Qa1 GHIG J@enRd &1 | A4l gaIfd & 3ree f&is 1.3.10 &I
gergaral faareEnT o safay arr 33 sitenfie faae st @ yiftas @ fawg daranfa &
AR Igfad vd Ide s@utRa fear wr| a wvsdis 9 ordia FreaiRa avd gy fivfa @& &R
21 9 arfiameff &1 AR foar, “21- In view of the facts, circumstances and submissions narrated hereinabove
and in order to do complete justice and to bring the litigation to a quietus, it is found to be necessary and in the interest
of justice to direct appellant- BESCOM to pay to the workmen concerned full back wages at the rate last drawn by
them and also to pay to them all the terminal benefits due as on the date of payment as if their services were then being
terminated afresh, in compliance with the provisions of Section 25 F of the Industrial Dispute Act, after continuous
service from the date of their entry into service till the date of payment. The workmen shall also be entitled to any other
statutory benefits such as gratuity or any other terminal benefits to which they may be entitled under the Rules and
Regulations of BESCOM as may be applicable to the workmen, as on the date of their termination of service now on
payment of all such compensation and benefits. it is clarified that unless and until the amounts of terminal benefits as
aforesaid are paid to the workmen, they shall be deemed to be in continuous srevice of BESCOM and back wages and
terminal benefits shall be calculated and paid accordingly. each of workmen shall also be paid by BESCOM the sum of
Rs.3,000/, by way of costs. they shall also be entitled to the statutory benefit accruing to them under Section 25H of the
I.D. Act.”

52. qduE Arre d Al 31 9a] g @) [ 1.4.10 9 ey W @ fay fawala off sk
sfvad fA®R 1.12.11 9 31.12.11 8g 2| uefl & FuguR S RATH 51.12 9@ 4941 &) 2| 39
gbR grff 9 oMaR Qa1 @) 2 | Ex-w/31 A fqaver 9 g7 onfe} @ f6 ureff 9 1.4.10 9@ 31.3.11
db §ol 365 f& &1 A 9T« fHar 2@ 9 MER R 240 &7 4 SR AR - A > a9 @)
gfic g1t 21 greff & s § aRT 2— (00) (bb) @ YT @n T B ? 3O YR yreff @ WA
H gRT 25-U% & YIAe maffa 8id @ Ud SEd IAqurad & fa=m dar wafa sy fafy fawg
HET SR UR=g, 59 G H gl &1 usare &1 A1fed & 95 ddq ¢d Bl JATdell & <l el
I 31 A e 5.1.12 3 Aanffaa sy & wr A 1 2 fad wwe 2 & arT 25-7% &1
gaiw srgurer foar war 2 | greff 9 Saa A § qI9l 99 fauel &1 v ud Ex-w/s8 femiifea 9.1.12
D WegH 9 999 R A @ forwd yreff 9 g7 @' @ f& SHel 49 e[y vd iR e 9
g @) A 2 den faua &1 ag $ @ sdunfie ud g 2| Sad Refa § F 56 wa &1 € fF
AU IR & VI R ygfa &1 off g Fafa Rfda @ fawg Fgfea ufsar &1 graw &<
IU Har 4 ugennfud fear war o o Frafia fear sen o ik S¥a ufear uew ot &Y Ry off
et Seatw faueft wieft o ufoadian qon v=mEch R Suaw sifrew @ +ff wfeR srar 21 wfaa
IRRfT A ORT 25-T% &1 UTad Eedd AT a1 sl sgura f&ar /- @ yd 9ar 99ita @
fore sru=mar AT a@eT fafm=a @ U9 2014 LAB. I C. 2822 (@-icd S@d ~MHTed) 47X gofdgd
Rl "W el fafiids d9diR Ud 399 99 gE. Aifa Ud o @ urTed 9 Uit &1 +I¥ Wes
T8l et 21

53. 2014 LAB. I. C. 2643 Wdi=d IATed), qa¥ AR fgadl _arfiareff, s/ dwd el
vyl fafics.. uxuelf § sl sm Ygurasor @ ugs w el &) vl 4 fee 30.12.1992
@l Fgaa gy &k steifie faare st &) ot 2591 @& srgwu dar @1 w9l @1 fafy ke
28.7.98 d& Hal & | ardicrelf &1 ®oF o % SUA 6 PHelvexr aul d& Al &1 ¢d AP a9 4 240
foq @ <arer Qar &) wreg gt 9 srdfieneft @ 9 gufay wara w) @ Fife st I dar
3@%33]3@%31@@31’1?@?51@31?3ﬁl‘qﬁﬁzﬁf(sanction)q—{ﬁQﬁli}lﬂmmiﬁ
fawg ureff o smufea off fo Aifew w8 & it qem s qamaen & fear @ 9 Fifecw @ sca
a4 fear war fad arT 6 tA Sy, siteifie faare aftifas &1 Sedud gam| gg W der wam @
fawg o T off Afea Swar Fgfea sl 9k W= 1992 | 1998
db @1 SIdl Y@l foaeT Sqavd Igfad o daife sk Fgfda & 9fa 39 ar &7 &1 smavre @ w™n
2 3R B Urd @ 941 @ I 4 S yefl "erifaa @ wwic Q7 @ @ ud dar 3 I@Efyr o
9 A1E dH B: A XEdl W@ 21 g Al dEr A 2 S 99 B Ard & I 4 gl grr daq qfg
A @ ol @ 21 39 yPR gyl &R wra @ o # War wuita vd giiygfaa &1 aneer qd @ 2

:
%
:
a
i
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afiareff &1 dom 2 & Swel Qanyfea fafyr fawg wd s @& aRwmr @ smeerfea 21 5™
ST A Qi d1 Igfad s@eRa s} farg daa wfed dar A gaeeivan &1 snew wika
foar| o\ <ITed @ Ude o fdwg A ST I @1 teddis d Rifda Re aifaet ©ier
@1 td geff &1 FERE fear & arh a1 afayfd & w9 4 e ar@ Suar swe & ®u § speEr
TG &1 R | QAT 4 YARATUAT ST A< A Sed AR A FRed &) f@an) a9 9=
|maer & oty & fawg A waf=a [Imme 9 i WioR @1 @ 39 [red o Hofa &)
gfe @1 | A wdiza <A™ | g8 Jaud fHar & 5w <I™red vd 4 Sed e, |l
g frspd faar o 6 yoeff grr @ ol Qangfea ger oft, ¢ Rafy & srfiareff @ Qar «
GTRATGAT & 3R Bl SFTE dad &faqfd Us™ S &1 A< uika s FE SR 31| 2014 LAB. 1.
C. 2643 (Waf=a =rATed), Yaiu HaR fgadl _adfiareff, sam dud fesredl svsEia fafics....
gl 31 v a2d ud uRRefaal @ sl diue aR T & arre @1 a2 vd uRRefadal &) e
4w ? & s v gurR 1w @ 99 § Sad gerd 9 $Ig weg T8 ofl ST "ahdl 21 Sad
ATET Ud fazelyor & R ) § 39 fspd v § {6 fauer g1 dar gfda &1 s Sfaa g faf
|4 2 | fag d@& |1 &1 R aggaR faar s @ |

54. USRI @ @9l Ud IUe GHdd A S9@ g UXgd 9l U9 faf¥re gl @1 Sad
AT U4 fagadv @ IreR ) # 39 frad ) § 6 Rifsede 9@, feerre, s ug ok @ gyawa+
gRT i 5.1.12 4 ureff it fues gar W & dar wwia @1 srfard) Sfaa @ fAffeTa @ we
greff arfaa Ay i &1 seer T8l @ | ureff @ @ifaer aggar @Re @) ol 2 | = afeiaE 2 g
Ufya fFrder &1 S’ S YR faAr Siar @ | udre agaR uikd fear simar @ |

55. gare &1 yfafaf =g wRer &1 denfie o afSfam 1947 @ arT 17 (1) @ I=wla
gereEef 9T oY o

Ra grved, N9 sifsrerd

T feeeft, 9 31T, 2016
I3, 1702.—FHaR T oA 23fufaerm, 1948(1948 T 34) 1 URI-1 I II-W (3) R Yo Wl &1
AN HW T B WHR TAGER 01 Faawr, 2016 HI 39 i@ & &0 § foq &t 8, 5ot e sifufem &
R-IV (44 F 45 9N & oo S 9eat ¥ Yg«@ & gobl §) AAE- V 3R VI [UR--76 FT 3T &1 (1) 3T &1 -77,
78, 79 3R 81 % THama St Uect & Y@ H1 S g1 ¢] & ST YoM T4 & Freafafea &= § yga g, s1efq:

Y G et 1 A
1. EIn

2. BTl

3. I

4, SR

5. ATTTE

[H. T-38013/34/2016-TH.TH.~1]
3TS1a ufereh, 3TaR wfed
New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016

S.0. 1702.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government hereby appoints the 1st September, 2016, as the date on
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and
Chapter-V and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been
brought into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following areas in the State of Rajasthan, namely:—

Sr. No. Name of the District
1. Karauli

2 Jalore

3 Churu

4. Pratapgarh

5 Baran

[No. S-38013/34/2016-S.S.-I]
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy.
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T2 feeedt, 9 3T, 2016

RI.3M, 1703.—FHAR T AT AU, 1948(1948 T 34) i URI-1 Ht 3U-UW (3) TN Yo Wk 1
TN H Y, D TWHR Taeg 01 faamr, 2016 +I 30 TR@ & &9 # fad wxdt g, fow 3o sifufmem &
AF-IV (9N 44 9 45 % Taam S veat & 99 &1 gt §) 319@- V iR VI [910-76 &1 39 &1 (1) IR &1 -77,
78, 79 3R 81 & fqama Sl wget & g hi S Fh! €] & U6 FHlewh oA & FFAfarEd & #§ yg g, stefq:

%Y g&
1.

Rl ol

Trety/&s 1 9
EIES
IEESERGIR
IEET UG
IS
[§. T-38013/35/2016-TH.TH.~1]
11y Afeteh, 31eR dfea
New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016

S.0. 1703.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government hereby appoints the 1st September, 2016, as the date on
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and
Chapter-V and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been
brought into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following District in the State of Karnataka where the
Provisions of ESI Act, 1948 are already in force :—

Sr. No.
1.

2.
3.
4

Name of the District/Area
Bidar
Chikkaballapura
Chikkamagaluru
Kodagu
[No. S-38013/35/2016-S.S.-I]
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy.

¢ feoett, 9 31, 2016

I3, 1704.—FHAR T o1 AT, 1948(1948 Tl 34) HT UN-1 I 3U-9W (3) G Y& Ifokaai bl
AN HW T B WHR TAGERT 01 Foawr, 2016 #1390 i@ & &0 § foq &t 8, 5ot e sifufem &
SF-IV (91 44 9 45 & THa S 96t & 99 &1 ghi ©) 18- V iR VI [910-76 &1 39 910 (1) IR &1 -77,
78, 79 3R 81 & Tqama S wget & I *I S Th! §] & IS Y YW T & FAfafaa &t | g9 e, e —

%Y &
1.
2.

© P N e v s W

TSret/&st &1 A
FERICER
qfe=m et
El|

=
TR
JodR

[H. TH-38013/36/2016-TH.TH.~1]
3 Afeteh, 31aX dfaa
New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016

S.0. 1704.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government hereby appoints the 1st September, 2016, as the date on
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and
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Chapter-V and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been
brought into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following District in the State of Andhra Pradesh

namely:—

Sr. No.

e AR ol

Name of the District/Area
East Godavari
West Godavari
Krishan
Guntur
Prakasam
Nellore
Viziangaram
Srikakulam
Visakhapatnam
[No. S-38013/36/2016-S.S.-1]
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy.

T2 feedt, 9 3T, 2016

I, 1705.—FHAR TF ST STATTIH, 1948(1948 T 34) i ¥N-1 I 3U-4R (3) GR Y Wi 1
AN HW T B WHR TAGERT 01 Toawmr, 2016 HI 39 i@ & &9 § foq &t 8, 5ot o sifufem &
SF-IV (9N 44 9 45 & 50 S 96 & Y9 & gl §) TA™- V 3R VI [¥W-76 &1 39 81 (1) IR &R -77,
78, 79 31X 81 & Tgama S vget & I *I < Thl &) & U T YW T & FAfafaa &= | e g, Aa: —

ok | frerr /&= &1 -4 »¥. | /83 &1 am
1. fiyvs 12. ICRUIE
2. NI 13. LIRS IR
3. YREYR 14. AT
4. Qarg 15. e
5. &R 16. NEGE
6. qrferax 17 IAATH
7. BIRITETS 18 ar

8. EEA K4 19. AR
9. SqAYR 20. |
10. el 21 NECIK
11. Tusdr 22. EGUE|

[H. T-38013/37/2016-TH.TH.~1]
3TS1T ufereh, 3TeR wfed
New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016

S.0. 1705.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government hereby appoints the 1st September, 2016, as the date on
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and
Chapter-V and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been
brought into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following District in the State of Madhya Pradesh where
the Provisions of ESI Act, 1948 are already in force :—
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S1.No. Name of the District S1.No. Name of the District
1. Bhind 12. Khargone
2. Bhopal 13. Mandsaur
3. Burhanpur 14. Morena

4. Dewas 15. Neemuch
5. Dhar 16. Raisen

6. Gwalior 17. Ratlam

7. Hoshangabad 18. Rewa

8. Indore 19. Sagar

9. Jabalpur 20. Satna

10. Katni 21. Shahdol
11. Khandwa 22. Ujjain

T2 feoedt, 9 3T, 2016

[No. S-38013/37/2016-S.S.-I]
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy.

I, 1706.—FHAR TF ST STATTIH, 1948(1948 T 34) i ¥N-1 I 3U-4R (3) G Y Wi 1
AN A GU, DT TR TAegR 01 TaamR, 2016 &1 39 @ & &9 H f7od st §, o 39 sifufem &
SF-IV (44 F 45 9N & fHaM S 96 § Ygo & Gobl §) AA™- V IR VI [FR-76 HT 37 &1 (1) TR &m0 -77,
78, 79 3T 81 & fama S vget & g *1 <1 ghi §) & ey foaer w=a & Fr=Afafed &= § yga a1, Ta: —

B forerr &1 M
1 il

2 AR
3 TR

4 AR
5 HOTTPRYY
6 FARITYR
7 ESCAll

8 PICER

9 RIp)

10 SN
11 AR

12 ERIEN

13 ISR
14 fER T
15 TRR

16 RISIEC

[€. TH-38013/38/2016-TH.TH.~1]

35T HieTeh, 3TaR) Aied
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New Delhi, the 9th August, 2016

S.0. 1706.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees' State
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government hereby appoints the 1st September, 2016, as the date on
which the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 which have already been brought into force) and
Chapter-V and VI [except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been
brought into force] of the said Act shall come into force in the following District in the State of Bihar namely :—

S.No. | Name of District S. No. Name of District
1. Patna 9. Gaya
2. Bhagalpur 10. Rohtas
3. Munger 11. Saran
4. Bengusarai 12. Vaishali
5. Muzaffarpur 13. Bhojpur
6. Samastipur 14. Bihar Sharif
7. Darbhanga 15. Buxar
8. Katihar 16. Sitamarhi

[No. S-38013/38/2016-S.S.-1]
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy.
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