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PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii)

ARA TR & HATEr (T WATTT ol BIgeRt ) GRT SR fehy T wifafires smeer 3iiw srfrgemmg

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

(e 3l wRveror R
T2 faeedt, 25 Tavay, 2016

.3 2426.—h3 TLF1Y, faoeft farer qier s sfarf==m, 1946 (1946 F1 stfafaaw €. 25) #ir

#TIT 6 o AT TS T 5 T 3T €T (1) BT T TRAT HT TIRT Hd gU FAedh 15T LT, 6 TEhid

A |, TAST 278 #smeeT 2014, S fadiw 22.01.2016 F ATEAT & YTq HSHIT & HIVSAT Tg<r
s ITfereReor 3T 107 ¥ A5l F A9 e T Al Tgid gIil A5l & naved F 59y ¥ Ie
e €9, ST AT0=AT # &7 oT9Te /. 184/2014 i 5114 Fed o foru faeeft f&ere qierd samae & aaedt
#T ARt ST SATTershTY T e q9ed FAtes e § el gl

[T.5. 228/33/2016-T41ST. 1]
. N, s, BTy, saw At

5695 GI1/2016 (5687)
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MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS
(Department of Personnel and Training)
New Delhi, the 25th November, 2016

S.0. 2426.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-Section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No.25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the
State Government of Karnataka vide Government order No. HD 278 CID 2014, Bangalore dated 22.01.2016 hereby
extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole of the State
of Karnataka for investigation of the case in crime No.184/2014 of West police Station, Mandya District, Mandya,
Which pertains to illegal allotment of 107 stray sites and allotment of sites by lottery system by Mandya Urban
Development Authority.

[F.No. 228/33/2016-AVD-II]

S. P. R. TRIPATHI, Under Secy.

SYHIEHIT ATH, GT SR Gras e A< §=eg
(STt AT farm)
(Tt AT =)

¢ faeeft, 15 femwa, 2016

HLIAT. 2427 —TCATT G120 (A7) FAfer 1988 ¥ Aty (4) # sufafeem (5) % sqaeor § sl

AT o430 TAGETET ATe=a Hedl g (o o argaai & @@ §1= Jqq=t § &G T g, F #=&iga w2 7w 1w g:-

SRRl
FH | ArHE HEAr AT T ATTHHLTL FT ATH TN AT #7 o9& | ATHT | AT EL]
TET £ fafr ERII
1. |- 02.06.2016 | &0 T T T, farsteft % arefl @ #2T | 2082 | - 1993
9512353221 arash o greEhae ofy, | T AT (Pe ¥ eI
BT
HATAT U, ToAAE,
e wdeTaTe - 121004,
ghamm
2. - 08.06.2016 | #0 T TH Faew w0 710, mwa 694 | - 2010
9512353019 Atz 70 28-31, FFT - 5, ﬁ%ﬁmﬁﬁ% il
% — |1, St & 9T,
arad,
S farET - 123501,
ghamm
3. | me- 10.06.2016 | #0 =% =1z, mEwwfr T | 15658 | - 2006
9512353120 TET 50 122/105, BT e s
T FTHT FqHIT F ITAA,
AT,
R =eee — 124507,
i
4. - 13.06.2016 | #0 T=amEUw for0, EEICH R EIEREIER]] 2185 | 03 19084
9512353322 AHTAATEL M7 THAT W 3; ST
T, AT (ATAL) e
et T5ee - 1241486,
ghamm
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5 | ma- 16.06.2016 | #0 T 3= w0 0, mEwwfor  w | 15658 2006
9512354417 Frfra g, i 9, afer e =
ST Trgae - 124001,
g
6. | T 17.06.2016 | #0 =T ez davim, EEEEERREK] 14543 2004
9512353415 570 10, (FsTar= STt
TS A0 198, A 0 03, | (A ST SATA)
T TR,
ST =Tt - 122001,
g
7. |- 17.06.2016 | #0 = defors fmvem, | TohsTas 0 5T 14543 2004
9512353516 6214, St T 3 T, (Fstar= STt
FAT, IEEREEEEICEIE)
ST getae — 121102,
g
8. | ma- 22.06.2016 | #0 gf=rrom sie, =0 U == e | 1447 1999
9512353718 B A A, AT, | AT T -
e e - 122101, AT T e
g
9. | = 22.06.2016 | #0 F7'7 ¥, w0 U w0 AT | 1447 1999
9512353819 T A, S/t T -
e Framst - 123401, FRETAT TF FE
g
10. | m@- 22.06.2016 | #0 wr=ft Siar, =0 U == e | 1447 1999
9512353920 7121-22, T AT AT, | IR A -
T T T, HErAT TF qETih
fSrar framst - 123401,
g
1. | m- 22.06.2016 | HO fora «rf< Fegiheriia a=st % forg 15658 2006
9512354122 z=H, T fem Fehte
TooTe foRfeiT w29 o uTH, =
e foramT A,
FATHIT,
ST Trgaw - 124113,
g
12. | m@- 22.06.2016 | 0 wr=ft SEar, =TT U A Haarg | 2112 2014
9512354215 7121-22, 7 AT AT, | IR AR
AT AT, TEAAT T TR
e framst - 123401,
g
13. | m@- 24.06.2016 | 0 3 S, =l U == e | 1447 1999
9512353617 AT ATHATY, Wwﬁw T -
Srar framst - 123401,
g
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14. | ma- 24.06.2016 | #0 Torfy ST, = ud ol et | 1417 |- |- | 1999
9512354021 Yoy 9, srger/faree T -
fSrem T — 124001, FEIAT T el
g
15. | ma- 24.06.2016 | #0 frfrerst sie, = uE = e | 1447 |- |- | 1999
9512354316 orfr 40 1, wrer T AifEe, | vLTon e e -
S T - 124001,
i
16. | T 29.06.2016 | HO AT FATeTSIE 10 ‘Tl'*ﬁa?fwaa'_lﬁﬁ%ﬁ? 4984 | . |- | 1995
9512354518 fer0, T T
TET H0 116/23/2, LRI T
afa,
HT&ET,
S RarET - 123106,
g
17. | m=- 30.06.2016 | #0 wETaret s, w0l v T e 1417 |- |- | 1999
9512354619 ortT 0 171, Witz 0 1, WW/QWW-
et s A, TR U qEdie
e wdeTaTe - 121001,
g
18. | ma- 30.06.2016 | #0 FaTerewt Ser, S U A w2112 |- |- | 2014
9512354720 oTfT 50 174, =T 50 1, s fare e -
T ors A, AT T qETiehe
e w=TaTe - 121001,
g
[€. FoEEr-13:11]

AT FHTY, FATIF UF UF THE
MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION

(Department of Consumer Affairs)
(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS)
New Delhi, the 15th December, 2016

S.0. 2427.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards
(Certification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of
which are given in the following schedule :

SCHEDULE
SI. | Licences No. | Grant Date | Name & Address of the Title of the Standard IS No. | Part | Sec. | Year
No. | CM/L- Licensee
1. L- 02.06.2016 | M/s. S.R. Electronics, Stationary Storage Type 2082 - - 1993
9512353221 Adarsh Nagar Industrial Area, Electric Water Heaters

Malerna Road, Ballabgarh,
Distt. Faridabad — 121004,
Haryana
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2. L- 08.06.2016 | M/s. L.S. Cables India Pvt. Ltd., | PVC Insulated Cables for 694 - 2010
9512353019 Plot No. 28-31, Sector — 5, Working Voltage upto and
Phase — II, GC Bawal, including 1100 V
Bawal,
Distt. Rewari - 123501,
Haryana
3. L- 10.06.2016 | M/s. Sai Tiles, Precast Concrete Blocks 15658 | - 2006
9512353120 Khasra No.122/105, for Paving
Opp. Radha Swami Satsang,
Surya Nagar,
Bahadurgarh,
Distt. Jhajjar — 124507,
Haryana
4. L- 13.06.2016 | M/s. HIL Limited, Concrete Masonry Units 2185 03 1984
9512353322 Amdalshapur, Village Akeri Part 3 Autoclaved Cellular
Madanpur, Matanhail Tehsil, (Aerated) Concrete Blocks
Distt. Jhajjar — 124146,
Haryana
5. L- 16.06.2016 | M/s. Kabir Land Pvt. Ltd., Precast Concrete Blocks 15658 | - 2006
9512354417 VPO-Sunderpur, Jind Road, for Paving
Distt. Rohtak - 124001,
Haryana
6. L- 17.06.2016 | M/s. Agfa Gold Beverages Packaged Drinking Water 14543 | - 2004
9512353415 Pvt. Ltd., (Other Than Natural
House No.198, Street No. 03, Mineral Water)
Basai Enclave,
Distt. Gurgaon - 122001,
Haryana
7. L- 17.06.2016 | M/s. Indian Orchid Minerals, Packaged Drinking Water 14543 | - 2004
9512353516 62/4, Near DAV School, (Other Than Natural
Kushlipur, Mineral Water)
Distt. Palwal — 121102,
Haryana
8. L- 22.06.2016 | M/s. Haryana Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 - 1999
9512353718 Main Sohna Road, Badshahpur, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Distt. Gurgaon -122101, Fineness and Marking
Haryana
9. L- 22.06.2016 | M/s. KAM’s Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 - 1999
9512353819 Gur Bazar, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Distt. Rewari — 123401, Fineness and Marking
Haryana
10. | L- 22.06.2016 | M/s. Laxmi Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 - 1999
9512353920 7121-22, New Sarafa Bazar, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Bara hazari Road, Fineness and Marking
Distt. Rewari — 123401,
Haryana
11. | L- 22.06.2016 | M/s. Shiv Shakti Manufacturing | Precast Concrete Blocks 15658 | - 2006
9512354122 Traders, for Paving
Near Gujjar Filling Station,
Ridhi Sidhi Banquet Hall,
Main Bhiwani Road, Kalanaur,
Kalanarou
Distt. Rohtak — 124113,
Haryana
12. | L- 22.06.2016 | M/s. Laxmi Jewellers, Silver and Silver Alloys 2112 - 2014
9512354215

7121-22, New Sarapha Bazar,
Bara hazari Road,

Distt. Rewari — 123401,
Haryana

Jewellery/Artefacts —
Fineness and Marking
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13. | L- 24.06.2016 | M/s. Jain Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 - - 1999
9512353617 Bajaja Bazar, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Bara Hazari Road, Fineness and Marking
Distt. Rewari — 123401,
Haryana
14. | L- 24.06.2016 | M/s. Ganpati Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 - - 1999
9512354021 Railway Road, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Distt. Rohtak — 124001, Fineness and Marking
Haryana
15. | L- 24.06.2016 | M/s. Giriraj Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 - - 1999
9512354316 Shop No. 1, Lal Cloth Market, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Railway Road, Fineness and Marking
Distt. Rohtak — 124001,
Haryana
16. | L- 29.06.2016 | M/s. Valens Technologies High Density Polyethylene | 4984 - - 1995
9512354518 Pvt. Ltd., Pipes for Water Supplies
Khasra No. 116/23/2,
Village Khatawali,
Near Dharuhera Industrial Area,
Dharuhera
Distt. Rewari — 123106,
Haryana
17. | L- 30.06.2016 | M/s. Mahalaxmi Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 - - 1999
9512354619 Shop No. 171, Market No. 1, Jewellery/Artefacts -
N.LT, Fineness and Marking
Distt. Faridabad — 121001,
Haryana
18. | L- 30.06.2016 | M/s. Mahalaxmi Jewellers, Silver and Silver Alloys 2112 - - 2014
9512354720 Shop No. 171, Market No. 1, Jewellery/Artefacts —
N.LT, Fineness and Marking
Distt. Faridabad — 121001,
Haryana

[No. CMD/13:11]

SUNIL KUMAR, Scientist F & Head

% faeett, 15 feweaw, 2016

FILAT. 2428, —ATA T 7S =27 (wo1oE) Af=w 1988  fafd=w (5) F sufafaaw (6) F srqeww &
AT AT o430 UAEgT SATef~a #ear g o Fw fSawor arer amedet 1 394 oy g9t 75 arig & w/eata
= o = 8-

AT
FH ATSHE HEAT ATSHHLT T 779 T TT FATSHE o eI Aeq/THH g F & Aty
Teqr  Hum/ue Trag AL T AT 7 90
o+
[€. FoEET-13:13]

AT FHT, FATF UF TS 794G

New Delhi, the 15th December, 2016

S.0. 2428.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards
(Certification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of
which are given below have been cancelled/suspended with effect from the date indicated against each:



[ 9 @08 3(ii) ] ARG 1 TS99 ¢ Te@wR 24, 20167419 3, 1938 5693

SCHEDULE

Name & Address
of the Licensee

Article/Process with relevant Date of Cancellation
Indian Standards covered by

the licence cancelled/suspension

SI. Licences
No. No. CM/L-

NIL

[No. CMD/13:13]
SUNIL KUMAR, Scientist F & Head

% faeett, 15 frgwaw, 2016

FILA. 2429 —T 7 719 =41 (FAT0E) FAfF=w 1988 =+ fafFaw (4) % safaff=w (5) F daqew & ard
HTAF 3T UAegT SAe~a #ear g % 5 arggat & e f= sqget § fRu au 8, 7 =i &7 T aw g-

SRl
FH | ATIHE HEAT T ATHHLT FT ATH TTATT AT %7 offds | arar EL)
TET £ Tt ERI
1. | ma- 04.07.2016 | #0 T e, =0T T AT | 1417 1999
9512354821 atT =0 9, A= 0 1, s/ fereT =
e wdeTaTe - 121001,
g
2. | m=- 04.07.2016 | 0 sTETE S5, = T T e | 1447 1999
9512355015 T AT, R
frar fraTst - 123401 FEITAT T e
ghamm
3. | 04.07.2016 | H0 adwre sierd, =0 U &= e | 1447 1999
9512355116 = T, areeron/fare e —
g
4. | m=- 04.07.2016 | #0 Tfrer s3re, == U &= W | 1447 1999
9512355217 7121,aT BT AT, WW’%W—
fre fraTst - 123401, FEITAT T e
HESI
5 | ma- 04.07.2016 | #0 faoft Sier, =7 U w1 e | 1447 1999
9512355318 Trsft WO ¥ T, Sreger/fares e -
s e T, TR T e
Srar framst - 123401,
i
6. | T 04.07.2016 | #O HUST =Tef ferey =1t =0 U &= e | 1447 1999
9512355419 =, arsperoT/fareT Fe
S RaTET - 123401,
g
7. | T 05.07.2016 | #0 s faram zvewhm, TAEferd Fhie SR F | 12502 2002
9512355621 et e AT T A, | ST A
T T,
e foar,
g
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8. | Ta- 06.07.2016 | #0 T e, =t wE S et | 2112 |- |- | 2014
9512354922 art §0 9, ATz H0 1, SRR
T g A, R T el
e wdeTaTe - 121001,
g
9. - 06.07.2016 | #0 FouIT TUSELH, [REEERIRE I LES 8034 | - - 2002
9512355520 Y 19T, TTST FAR,
T I T, THATSS, W A,
TR,
e 75eT - 124507,
e . .
10. | T - 12.07.2016 | #O TH Sft Fegrer UUE P A A AW | 12640 | 01 | - | 2008
9512355024 e e, %ﬁmﬁ 3;;'%?
wrte 50 82, SEANT fHET,
w1V ( )
" T 1 JrTer R
ST sETta - 122001,
g
11, | T=- 12.07.2016 | #0 wrorew zfozar o fro, | TSI HETT ITEHT 15298 | 03 |- | 2011
9512356017 itz 50 352, FFT — 17, T 3: T FefaT
F AT I, TAUETES I,
TR,
ST Trgas - 124507,
g
12. | T - 12.07.2016 | #0 fora orfxF wrza< 3=, ATIgE TETET I | 12866 | - - 1989
9512356118 iz I, Frerr 50 74/g/4/4, | (PO 2om) safaa &
foreT Trgae — 124404,
e .
13. | T - 13.07.2016 | ®O ¥t E¥ AT UUT H = U w0 et | 1447 |- |- | 1999
0512355722 saae w10 10, raqroT/fereT aEqy —
FOUT T o HTH,
e seTta — 122001,
efe ——
14, |T=- 13.07.2016 | HO ¥ ST wegr=T UE H =<t oA =t e | 2142 |- |- | 2014
9512355823 saae 10 10, ragroT/fereT aEqy —
FEUT T o FTH,
e seTta — 122001,
eft .
15. | T - 18.07.2016 | #0 ¥ s¥r, w0l v T {1447 |- |- | 1999
9512356219 T AT, SR T -
forerT w2z, HEAAT UF GELHeT
el ——
16. | T - 18.07.2016 | F0 *f ¥erd, = oA AT e | 2142 |- |- | 2014
9512356320 T AT, SR T -
e 7=, LR Gl
g
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17. | = - 19.07.2016 | F0 T e, = U w0 e | 1447 |- |- | 1999
9512356421 Ry w5, e/ fares g -
TRTITE grael o 974, FREIAT T FE T
ESERES
et e,
g
18. | T - 19.07.2016 | F0 T e, = oA A A | 2112 |- |- | 2014
9512356522 Ry w5, e/ fares g -
TRTITS gTael o 974, FREIT T FE T
EGERES
[EEURERED
g
19. | w=- 20.07.2016 | &0 ¥ warfe=er (sm0) f=r0, sRa it (5% | 9798 | - - | 2013
9512356623 T H0 8, (FA), #) fiyeror 3 ST
TR TEEAS T, e sremara YepereT
ST 37 3 T,
e wraTaTs - 121005,
g
20. |Tw=- 27.07.2016 | §0 = =he TN, ﬁ@ﬁm 903 |- |- |1993
9512356724 warte 70 50, TS £ 9 F=T, ;rrg;q;r%ﬁwﬁw
EELSSIECH
S T - 124001,
g
[®. FuaSt-13:11]

AT FHT, FATF UF U TG

New Delhi, the 15th December, 2016

S.0. 2429.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards
(Certification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of
which are given in the following schedule :

SCHEDULE
Sl. | Licences Grant Date | Name & Address of the Licensee Title of the Standard IS Part | Sec. | Year
No. | No. No.
CM/L-
1. L- 04.07.2016 | M/s. Super Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 | - - 1999
9512354821 Shop No. 9, Market No. 1, Jewellery/Artefacts -
N.IT., Fineness and Marking
Distt. Faridabad — 121001,
Haryana
2. L- 04.07.2016 | M/s. RSS Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 | - - 1999
9512355015 Boora Bazar, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Distt. Rewari — 123401 Fineness and Marking
Haryana
3. L- 04.07.2016 | M/s. Vardhman Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 - - 1999
9512355116 Gur Bazar, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Distt. Rewari, Fineness and Marking
Haryana
4. L- 04.07.2016 | M/s. Sunil Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 | - - 1999
9512355217 7121, Bara Hazari Road, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Distt. Rewari — 123401, Fineness and Marking
Haryana
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5. L- 04.07.2016 | M/s. Nippi Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 | - 1999
9512355318 Near Sabzi Mandi, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Near Arya Samaj Mandir, Fineness and Marking
Distt. Rewari — 123401,
Haryana
6. L- 04.07.2016 | M/s. Mundi Wale Kishan Lal Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 | - 1999
9512355419 Soni, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Jiwali Bazar, Fineness and Marking
Distt. Rewari — 123401,
Haryana
7. L- 05.07.2016 | M/s. Jai Shivam Industries, Precast Concrete Manhole 12592 | - 2002
9512355621 Delhi Rohtak Bye Pass Road, Covers & Frames
Charkhi Dadri,
Distt. Bhiwani,
Haryana
8. L- 06.07.2016 | M/s. Super Jewellers, Silver and Silver Alloys 2112 | - 2014
9512354922 Shop No. 9, Market No. 1, Jewellery/Artefacts -
N.LT., Fineness and Marking
Distt. Faridabad — 121001,
Haryana
9. L- 06.07.2016 | M/s. Krishna Industries, Submersible Pumpset 8034 | - 2002
9512355520 V 19A, Ground Floor,
Red Cross Road, MIE, Part B,
Bahadurgarh,
Distt. Jhajjar — 124507,
Haryana
10. | L- 12.07.2016 | M/s. S.G. Control & Switchgear, Residual Current Operated | 12640 | 01 2008
9512355924 Plot No. 82, Udyog Vihar, Circuit-Breakers Without
Phase — IV, Integral Over-current
Distt. Gurgaon — 122001, Protection for Household
Haryana and Similar Uses (RCCBs)
Part 1: General Rules
11. | L- 12.07.2016 | M/s. Ryder India Pvt. Ltd., Personal Protective 15298 | 03 2011
9512356017 Plot No. 352, Sector — 17, Equipment
Footwear Park, HSIDC, Part 3: Protective
Bahadurgarh, Footwear
Distt. Rohtak — 124507,
Haryana
12. | L- 12.07.2016 | M/s. Shiv Shakti Fibre Udyog, Plastic Translucent Sheets | 12866 | - 1989
9512356118 Unit I, Kila No. 71/8/1/1, Made From Thermo-
Village Hasangarh, Tehsil Setting Polyester Resin
Sampla, (Glass Fibre Reinforced)
Distt. Rohtak — 124404,
Haryana
13. | L- 13.07.2016 | M/s. P.D. Malhotra & Sons Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 | - 1999
9512355722 Jewellers Pvt. Ltd., Jewellery/Artefacts -
Bara Bazar, Sohna Chowk, Fineness and Marking
Opp. Krishna Palace,
Distt. Gurgaon — 122001,
Haryana
14. | L- 13.07.2016 | M/s. P.D. Malhotra & Sons Silver and Silver Alloys 2112 | - 2014
9512355823 Jewellers Pvt. Ltd., Jewellery/Artefacts -
Bara Bazar, Sohna Chowk, Fineness and Marking
Opp. Krishna Palace,
Distt. Gurgaon — 122001,
Haryana
15. | L- 18.07.2016 | M/s. Ravi Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 | - 1999
9512356219 Sarafa Bazar, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Distt. Mahendragarh, Fineness and Marking
Haryana
16. | L- 18.07.2016 | M/s. Ravi Jewellers, Silver and Silver Alloys 2112 | - 2014
9512356320 Sarafa Bazar, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Distt. Mahendragarh, Fineness and Marking
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Haryana
17. | L- 19.07.2016 | M/s. Sangam Jewellers, Gold and Gold Alloys 1417 1999
9512356421 Bhiwani Stand, Jewellery/Artefacts -
Near Nagpal Hotal, Fineness and Marking
Railway Road,
Distt. Rohtak,
Haryana
18. | L- 19.07.2016 | M/s. Sangam Jewellers, Silver and Silver Alloys 2112 2014
9512356522 Bhiwani Stand, Jewellery/Artefacts —
Near Nagpal Hotal, Fineness and Marking
Railway Road,
Distt. Rohtak,
Haryana
19. | L- 20.07.2016 | M/s. K.P. Abrasives (P) Ltd., Low Pressure Regulators 9798 2013
9512356623 Street No. 8, (W), for use with Liquefied
Saroorpur Industrial Area, Petroleum Gases
Near Sohna Road,
Distt. Faridabad — 121005,
Haryana
20. | L- 27.07.2016 | M/s. Sant Steel Engineers, Fire Hose Delivery 903 1993
9512356724 Plot No. 50, L.E. 9 Kutana, Couplings, Branch Pipe,
HSIIDC, Hissar Road, Nozzles
Distt. Rohtak — 124001,
Haryana

[No. CMD/13:11]
SUNIL KUMAR, Scientist F & Head

7% feett, 15 femvaw, 2016
FILAT. 2430.— AT q=F =420 (TATO) FAfFaw 1988 & f@fa=w (5) & sufafaaw (6) + e #

T ATF o430 UAEgT AT ~a F3ar g o e fEawor arer arsdei 1 39 anr g9ty 7€ i § w/eata
ETRERIRIDIETIS

LA
T ATSHT AT ATSHELTI &7 479 T 9T FATSHH o v aeq/Tohd TE w4 7 At
gerr  Hiuh/oe Tqrag AT /T 7 90+
T
[®. FuaST-13:13]

TS THIL, AATWF TF U T
New Delhi, the 15th December, 2016

S.0. 2430.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards
(Certification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of
which are given below have been cancelled/suspended with effect from the date indicated against each:

SCHEDULE

Name & Address
of the Licensee

Article/Process with relevant Date of Cancellation
Indian Standards covered by

the licence cancelled/suspension

SL. Licences
No. No. CM/L-

NIL

[No. CMD/13:13]
SUNIL KUMAR, Scientist F & Head
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oI TS TSR WA=
T feeet, 13 fR@=R, 2016

I3, 2431, i foar ifufem, 1947 (1947 &1 14) 1 9R 17 & TR § $Hesitd THR T &
yEead & Heag e 3R S FHAR & offw, ody § e oimifte foe ¥ sl wer stenfie
TR0 A A, SFAEHEE, & G=1E (e &I 664/2004) 1 FHIRIG HIA €, S =19 TR &I 13.12.2016
T g el

[E. Te-30012/117/1998-3TE3TR (FTH-1) ]
™. %. &8, sam sifusr

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT
New Delhi, the 13th December, 2016

S.0. 2431.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 664/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s..
GAIL and their workman, received by the Central Government on 13.12.2016.

[No. L-30012/117/1998-1R (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE

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

Present :

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi,

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,

Dated 16" September 2016

Reference: (CGITA) No. 664/2004

The General Manager,

Gas Authority of India Limited,

Darpan B., R.C. Datt Road,

Baroda ...First Party

V/s.

Shri Arvindbhai Chotebhai Palaar,

BiyaranVarudhi Kendra,

Kampur Farm,

Post Sewasi, Baroda ...Second Party

For the First Party : Shri B. K. Oza
For the Second Party : None
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/117/98-
IR(C-I) dated 30.03.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand of Shri Arvindbhai Chotebhai Palaar that he is the direct employee of Gas Authority of
India, is right and is it legal not to regular his services by Tekhedar Manager? If no, what relief the concerned
workman is entitled to?”
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1. The reference dates back to 30.03.1999.The second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 5 on 17.02.2000
and the first party filed the written statement Ext. 7 on 19.12.2000. Since then both the parties are absent and second
party workman and his advocate have not been appearing for prosecution and cross-examination. Thus it appears that
second party is not willing to prosecute the case.

2. Thus the reference is decided as not pressed.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer
¢ feeedt, 13 fa@mr, 2016

WM, 2432 3Tl faam sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) & 9K 17 & TR § H<9 TWHR A &
WEEaT % Heg e 3R S HHGRl @ ow, ogey § e Siwifn foer W swia weR siEifien
TR0 A A, SFEHEE, & =1 (e &I 661/2004) 1 TR HIA €, S =19 TR I 13.12.2016
T g3 |

[E. TA-30012/115/1998-2TE3TR (HTH-1) ]
™. %. &8, sam sifusr

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2016

S.0. 2432.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 661/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s..
GAIL and their workman, received by the Central Government on 13.12.2016.

[No. L-30012/115/1998-1R (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE

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

Present :

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi,

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,

Dated 16™ September 2016

Reference: (CGITA) No. 661/2004

The General Manager,

Gas Authority of India Limited,

Darpan B., R.C. Datt Road,

Baroda ...First Party

Vi/s.

Shri Mukeshbhai G. Solanki,
I. D. Hospital,
Staff Quarter, Karelwing,

Baroda ...Second Party
For the First Party : Shri B. K. Oza
For the Second Party : None

AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/115/98-
IR(C-I) dated 15.03.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:
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SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand of Shri Mukeshbhai G. Solanki that he is the direct employee of Gas Authority of India, is
right and is it legal not to regular his services by Tekhedar Manager?If no, what relief the concerned workman is
entitled to?”

1. The reference dates back to 15.03.1999. The second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 5 on 17.02.2000
and the first party filed the written statement Ext. 7 on 19.12.2000. The second party submitted his
affidavit/examination-in-chief Ext. 14 on 24.04.2006 but since then both the parties are absent and second party
workman and his advocate have not been appearing for prosecution and cross-examination. Thus it appears that second
party is not willing to prosecute the case.

2. Thus the reference is decided as not pressed.
P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

T2 feeeht, 13 RE=R, 2016

LM, 2433 3iEifies faam sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) & 9K 17 & TR § H<9 TWHR A &
WEEaT & Heg e 3R S HHeRl @ ow, ogEy § e oiwifn foe W swia weR sfEifien
TR0 I e, STEHIEE & = (HeH T 662/2004) i FehIRT HIdt €, S H=1d TR &l 13.12.2016 1
T g el

[9. TA-30012/116/1998-3TEAR (HwH-1) ]
™. &. f&g, sgam sty

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2016

S.0. 2433.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 662/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of M/s..
GAIL and their workman, received by the Central Government on 13.12.2016.

[No. L-30012/116/1998-IR (CM-D)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE

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

Present :

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi,

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,

Dated 16" September 2016

Reference: (CGITA) No. 662/2004

The General Manager,

Gas Authority of India Limited,

Darpan B., R.C. Datt Road,

Baroda ...First Party

V/s.

Shri Vinodkumar P. Yadav,

Bhimtalav Bashahat,

Opp. Bhavna Chemical, Atlandara,

Baroda ...Second Party

For the First Party : Shri B. K. Oza

For the Second Party : None
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AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/116/98-
IR(C-I) dated 15.03.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand of Shri Vinodkumar P. Yadav that he is the direct employee of Gas Authority of India, is
right and is it legal not to regular his services by Tekhedar Manager? If no, what relief the concerned workman is
entitled to?”

1. The reference dates back to 15.03.1999. The second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 5 on 17.02.2000
and the first party filed the written statement Ext. 7 on 06.10.2000. The second party submitted his
affidavit/examination-in-chief Ext. 14 on 24.04.2006 but since then both the parties are absent and second party
workman and his advocate have not been appearing for prosecution and cross-examination. Thus it appears that second
party is not willing to prosecute the case.

2. Thus the reference is decided as not pressed.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

T2 feeedt, 13 fegmr, 2016
I3, 2434, 3fenfires foare ifuf@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 €1 17 & 0T § Hid SWHR HEdiTe
% YEUad & Heg el IR ST wHRR % o=, ey o e ol foar o wwia R st
SO/ 1 =T 4. 2, ¥EE & Tde (Hed H& 59/2015) 1 YHIRE FIA ©, S BS TER H 13.12.2016
I YT g3 ol

[E. TA-20012/83/2015-3TER (Hwg-1) ]
™. %. &, sam sifuewr

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2016

S.0. 2434.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2,
Dhanbad (I.D. No. 59 of 2015) as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
the management of M/s.. BCCL and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 13.12.2016.

[No. L-20012/83/2015-IR (CM-I)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO.2), AT DHANBAD
PRESENT : Shri R. K. Saran, Presiding Officer
In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) (d) of the .D. Act, 1947.
REFERENCE NO. 59 OF 2014

PARTIES : The Area Secretary,
United Coal Workers Union,
E.J. Area Bhowra, PO : Bhowra, Dhanbad.

Vs.

The General Manager,
E.J. Area of M/s. BCCL,
PO : Bhowra, Dhanbad.

Order No. L-20012/83/2015-IR(CM-I) dt. 27.07.2015
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APPEARANCES :

On behalf of the workman/Union : None

On behalf of the Management : Mr.D.K. Verma, Ld. Advocate

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated, Dhanbad, the 19th July, 2016

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of the powers conferred on them under Sec.10(1)(d) of
the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-
20012/83/2015-IR (CM-I) dt. 27.07.2015.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the Management of Amlabad Project under E.J. Area of M/s. BCCL in denying
employment to Sri Shanto Bauri, dependent son of Late Sahedeo Bauri under the provisions of NCWA is fair and
justified? To what relief the dependent son of Late Sahedeo Bauri is entitled to?”

2. Neither the Sponsoring Union nor the workman nor any Representative is reported to be present on date, not even
earlier also. So did the Management too, barring in exception of filing Authority by Ld. Advocate by Shri D.K. Verma,
who is present on date. Due to non-appearance on the part of workman and non-submission of W.S., the case did not
unfold after coming into existence bearing I.D. Case No. 59 of 2015. The status of case rests with filing W.S. on the
part of the workman who seems to be not in a hurry to file the Statement with taking almost four adjournments since
23.09.2015. Though formal Regd. Notices dt. 28.08.2015 was sent to both the parties concerned at the addressees
referred in Order of the Reference itself but in vain. The further proceedings came to a grinding halt as workman side
did not move even by filing the W.S.

On perusal of the case record it reveals that workman/Union did not show interest to get the case to finality
through adjudication. Rather they prefer taking adjourments to contest the case. However full opportunity was
provided to both the litigant parties, in general and specially to the workman. Thus in the natural interest of justice
further rolling of the case will not be fair and proper. So the case should be winded up in presumption of non-existence
of Industrial Dispute whatsoever between the parties concerned. Accordingly an Award of No Dispute is passed.

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer

¢ feeett, 13 fe@mr, 2016

I3, 2435, 3feifires foare eiffem, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 €1 17 & 0T § Hid WHR HEdTe
% YEUad & Heg Sl IR ST wHRRl % o=, ey o e ol foar o e=ia R sl
ARty | = |, 1, SFEIE % YEe (Hed W@ 27/2012) 1 YRR H €, S hestd SR i 13.12.2016
I YT g3 ol

[E. T-20012/131/2011-3TE3R (FwH-1) ]
™. %. &8, sam sifuemr

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2016

S.0. 2435.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1,
Dhanbad (I.D. No. 27 of 2012) as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to the management of M/s.. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 13.12.2016.

[No. L-20012/131/2011-IR (CM-D)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947
Reference: No. 27/2012
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Employer in relation to the management of P.B.Area, M/s.. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present : Shri R.K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma , Advocate
For the workman : None
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated : 24/10/2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012 /131/2011-IR(CM-1) dated 23/02/2012, the central Government in the Ministry of Labour
has, 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 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of management of South Balihari Colliery of M/s. BCCL in not regularizing Sh. Bhola
Prasad Rana as Surface Trammer is fair and justified? To what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?”

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates on behalf of the workman,
none appears subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in
the meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate.

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer

¢ feoett, 13 fe@mr, 2016

I3, 2436, 3Mefiteh foare iff@m, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 €1 17 & SO § Hid WHR HETe
% YEUad & Heg Sl IR S wHRRl % ow, ey o e ol foar o w=ia R sl
ARty | = |, 1, SFEIE % YEe (Hed W@ 50/2015) W1 YRR HLt €, S hestd SR i 13.12.2016
I YT g3 ol

[E. TA-20012/110/2015-3TE3R (FwH-1) ]
™. %. &, sam sifuewr

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2016

S.0. 2436.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1,
Dhanbad (I.D. No. 50 of 2015) as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to the management of M/s.. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 13.12.2016.

[No. L-20012/110/2015-IR (CM-D)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d) (2A) of 1.D. Act, 1947
Reference: No. 50/2015
Employer in relation to the management of Sijua Area of M/s.. BCCL

AND

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

Appearances :

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate
For the workman : Shri S.K. Sinha, Advocate
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal

Dated : 26/10/2016
AWARD

By order No.-L-20012/110/2015 IR-(CM-I), dated. 09/10/2015 the Central Govt. in the Ministry of Labour has,
in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub —Section (1) and Sub-Section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial
Disputes Act.1947, referred the following disputes for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Sijua Area of M/S. BCCL in dismissing Sri Laddu Gopal Bauri
M/Loader vide letter dated 10.09.2005 is fair and justified? To what relief the concerned workman is entitled
to?”

2. The case is received from the Ministry of Labour on 02.11.2015 After receipt of reference , both parties are
noticed. The Sponsoring Union files their written statement on 09.12.2015. And the management files their written
statement -cum-rejoinder on 19.02.2016. The point involved in the reference is that the workman has been dismissed
from his services.

3. During preliminary hearing of this case, domestic enquiry held by the management is accept by the Sponsoring
Union/workman as Fair & Proper.

4. Thereafter document of workman is marked as W-1 to W-3 and document of management is marked as M-1 to
M-8.
5. The point involved in the reference is that the workman has been dismissed from his services on the ground of

long absence. But he has already out of service for 11 years. It is felt to give another chance to the workman to
serve.

6.  Considering the facts and circumstances of this case, I hold that he be taken into job as a fresh employee. But the
workman be kept under probation for a period two year. Therefore the question of back wages does not arise at all.

This is my award.

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer

¢ feeett, 13 fe@mr, 2016

I, 2437 3TNl foarg sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) *T 91 17 % 0 § H<1g TWHR SEdfwe
* yeudd & Heag TN o ST wHeRl & o, orgey W i simife foag § Sia weR S
AfTRTOY/ 9 AT |, 1, YR % U= (Fed HEA 139/1994) T TRV A €, S HST WER H 13.12.2016
I YT g3 ol

[H. TA-20012/121/1991-3TER (HwH-1) ]
™. &. f&g, sgam sifyer

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2016

S.0. 2437.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1,
Dhanbad (I.D. No. 139 of 1994) as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to the management of M/s.. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 13.12.2016.

[No. L-20012/121/1991-IR (CM-D)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d) (2A) of I.D. Act, 1947
Reference: No. 139/1994
Employer in relation to the management of Barora Area No. 1 of M/s.. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present : Shri R.K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : Shri Ganesh Prasad, Advocate
For the workman : None
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated : 25/10/2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012 /121/1991-IR(C-1) dated 30/05/1994, the central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, 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 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Phularitand colliery in Barora Area No. 1 of M/s. BCCL in denial
of placement of the workman Shri Laxmi Prasad in clerical Gr. II w.e.f. 01/05/1973 and promotion in clerical
Grade I w.e.f. November 1984 with payment of all attendant benefits including arrears of wages is justified? If
not, to what relief is the concerned workman entitled to and from what date?”’

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates by the workman none
appears subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in the
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate.

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
¢ feeett, 13 fe@ma, 2016

I3, 2438 3MENfiTer foars sifuf@m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) *T 91 17 % 0 § H<1g TWHR AEdwe
T YeUdd & Heag FEASEl R S HUeR & oo, oy ¥ fMile e faag ¥ s @R senfie
AR/ T e . 1, ¥R & e (T W@ 107/1994) H GG FA €, N =T TR H 13.12.2016
I YT g3 ol

[E. Te1-20012/183/1993-3TE3TR (FwH-1) ]
™. %. &8, sam sifuemr

New Delhi, the 13th December, 2016

S.0. 2438.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1,
Dhanbad (I.D. No. 107 of 1994) as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to the management of M/s.. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 13.12.2016.

[No. L-20012/183/1993-IR (CM-])]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1, DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d) (2A) of 1.D. Act, 1947
Reference: No. 107/1994
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Employer in relation to the management of Block-II Area, M/s.. BCCL
AND
Their workman

Present : Shri R.K. Saran, Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocate
For the workman : None
State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal
Dated : 25/10/2016
AWARD

By order No. L-20012 /183/1993-IR(C-1) dated 27/04/1994, the central Government in the Ministry of Labour
has, 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 referred the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the Chief General manager, Block-II Area of M/s. BCCL, P.O. Nawagarh, Dt.
Dhanbad in denying regularization and Cat. I wages to Sh. Ramdeo Prasad Yadav, water Carrier is justified? If
not, to what relief is the concerned workman entitled?”

2. After receipt of the reference, both parties are noticed. But appearing for certain dates by the workman, none
appears subsequently. Case remains pending. It is felt that the disputes between the parties have been resolved in the
meantime. Hence No Dispute Award is passed. Communicate.

R. K. SARAN, Presiding Officer
¢ feeett, 14 T, 2016

I3, 2439, 3TN foarg aifuf=m, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 O 17 % ST § g TWHR g I
TR & Yeudd & Helg ANl oW 39 wHRRl & o, ogey ¥ il sifies foae § ssim wen st
SRRy 99 e J. 2, g % gEe (ERd G 17/2016) 1 YHIRE R €, S ST TR F 14.12.2016 H
T g el

[H. T-31011/09/2015-3TE3R (f-11)]

fa HAR, Sh iR

New Delhi, the 14th December, 2016

S.0. 2439.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 17/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court No. 2, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Mumbai
Port Trust, and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14.12.2016.

[No. L-31011/09/2015-1R (B-II)]
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI
PRESENT : M.V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/17 of 2016

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF
MUMBAI PORT TRUST

The Chairman

Mumbai Port Trust

Port Bhavan, 2" Floor,
S.V. Marg, Ballard Estate
Mumbai-400 001.
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AND
THEIR WORKMEN

The Secretary

Mumbai Port Trust General Workers’ Union
Kavarana Building, 1% floor

26/4, Wadi Bunder

Masjid (E)
Mumbai-400 009.
APPEARANCES:
FOR THE EMPLOYER : Mr. Umesh Nabar, Advocate
FOR THE WORKMAN : No appearance
Mumbai, dated the 5" October, 2016
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour& Employment by its Order No.L-31011/09/2015-IR (B-II), dated
31.03.2016 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication:

“Whether demand of the Mumbai Port Trust General Workers’ Union Mumbai in their Strike notice dated
09.09.2014 for transfer and posting of Shri Genubhau M. Auty and Shri Ajay A. Kadam, Wiremen, promoted
from Mazdoor in December 2013 from Pirpau to Jawahardweep is just and proper? If so, what relief the
workmen concerned are entitled to?”

2. After receipt of the Reference, notices were issued to both the parties. Acknowledgement of notice served on the
second party Unionis at Ex-7.First party Management filed Vakalatnama of Mr. Umesh Nabar. Matter was adjourned
on several occasions for filing Statement of Claim by second party/ Union. Second party/Unionneither appeared before
this Tribunal nor filed Statement of claim. Without Statement of claim, the Reference cannot be decided on merits and
the same deserves to be dismissed. Orders were passed on Ex-1. Accordingly I pass the following order:

ORDER
Reference stands dismissed for want of prosecution.
Date: 05.10.2016
M. V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer

T feeett, 14 f@mr, 2016
I, 2440, 3TENfTeR fgamg sifufam, 1947 (1947 1 14) & U1 17 % SHEOT § h<d GHR Gg U1
TR F YT % Heag RN 6 ST FHeR @ o, ey § e siife e o s wn st
AfeeRtoy/sm = |, 2, gEE & gee (Hed g 74/2009) B I A 7, S BT WER B 14.12.2016 I
T g3 el
[H. Ta-31011/1/2009-3TEAR (ft-11)]

fa HAR, S=F Al

New Delhi, the 14th December, 2016

S.0. 2440.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 74/2009) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court No. 2, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Mumbai
Port Trust, and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14.12.2016.

[No. L-31011/1/2009-IR (B-II)]
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI
PRESENT : M.V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/74 of 2009

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF
MUMBAI PORT TRUST

The Chairman

Mumbai Port Trust

Port House, Ballard Estate
Mumbai 400 038.

AND
THEIR WORKMEN

The General Secretary

MbPT Diploma Engineers Association
Nirman Bhavan, 4® floor

Dockyard, Mazgaon

Mumbai 400 010.

1. Shri Satheesh S. Pillai, AEE
O/o. The Dy. Chief Engineer (Construction Division)
4™ floor, Vijaydeep Building
S.V. Marg, Ballard Estate
Mumbai 400 001.

2. Shri M.M. Waghela, AEE
O/o. The Superintending Engineer (General Works Northern Division)
Mumbai Port Trust,
Br. Nath Pai Marg
Kalachowki, Mumbai 400 033.

3. Shri V.R. Pawar, AEE
O/o. The Executive Engineer
(Railway Engineer Section)
Mumbai Port Trust,
Nirman Bhavan, Muzawar Pakhadi Road
Mazgaon, Mumbai 400 010.

4. Shri Bidyadhar Thakur, AEE
O/o. The Dy. Chief Engineer (Construction Division)
4™ floor, Vijaydeep Building
S.V. Marg, Ballard Estate

Mumbai 400 001.
APPEARANCES :
FOR THE EMPLOYER : Mr. Umesh Nabar, Advocate
FOR THE UNION : Shri J. H. Sawant, Advocate
FOR THE IMPLEADED PARTY : Mr. Abhay Kulkarni, Representative.
Mumbai, dated the 7" November, 2016
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment by its Order No.L-31011 / 1 /2009-IR (B-II), dated
10.09.2009 in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication:

“Whether the action of the management of Mumbai Port Trust in scrapping the panel of 18 Diploma Engineers
who have passed the departmental examination for the post of Assistant Executive Engineers is legal and
Jjustified? To what relief the workman concerned is entitled?”
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2. After receipt of the reference, notices were issued to both the parties. In response to the notice, second party
union has filed its statement of claim at Ex-5. According to the second party the workmen enlisted in the reference are
all diploma holders and had appeared and passed the examination to the promotional post of Assistant Executive
Engineer. Therefore as per rule, waiting list for the promotional post was prepared as per the seniority and these 18
workmen were in the said list prepared in the year 1999. Out of these 18 workmen the workmen at Sr. Nos. 8 & 16
have been already promoted and workman at Sr. No. 2 has resigned from service. The reference is only in respect of
these 15 workmen whose names were reflected in the waiting list for the promotion to the post of Assistant Executive
Engineer. Candidates selected thereafter were to be promoted after the waiting list is exhausted. However Chief
Engineer by his letter dt. 6/6/2007 informed the union that the Chairman MbPT by his order dt. 12/9/2002 has scrapped
the waiting list of the year 1999 and Chief Engineer has declared fresh examination for the post of promotion to
Assistant Executive Engineer.

3. The waiting list of the year 1999 was scrapped arbitrarily, unlawfully, unreasonably in colourable exercise of
power and without following the lawful procedure and the procedure laid down under Section 9 A of the I.D. Act 1947
and has also violated the mandatory rights ensured by Article 14 & 16 of Constitution of India. These 15 workmen
were given discriminatory treatment by the first party and caused monetary loss. Therefore the union has raised the
industrial dispute. As conciliation failed, on the report of ALC (C), the Central Labour Ministry has sent the reference
to this Tribunal. The union therefore prays for declaration that the action of the first party scrapping the waiting list of
the year 1999 be declared illegal and unjustified. The union also prays that the employees in the waiting list of 1999 be
directed to be promoted to the post of Assistant Executive Engineer with all consequential benefits, cost and
compensation. The union also prays to direct the first party to cancel all promotions given to the workmen in the post
of Assistant Executive Engineer, Mumbai Port Trust whose names are not appearing in the waiting list of the year 1999
and were promoted thereafter. The union also prays that the first party be directed to operate the waiting list of 1999
only till it is fully exhausted.

4.  The first party resisted the statement of claim vide its written statement at Ex-6. According to them the list was
scrapped in the year 2002 and intimation thereof was given to the second party union by its letter dt. 16/10/2002. The
second party has not challenged the said decision of the first party till 2007. It is further contended that S/Shri M.M.
Waghela, Bidyadhar Thakur and V. R. Pawar the employees belonging to SC/ST Category holding the posts of Jr.
Engineer, Grade-I. They made representation to the Chairman vide their petition dt. 10/10/2000 that they were not
allowed to appear for the departmental examination for promotion to the post of Assistant Executive Engineer as they
were falling short of only 6 months for completing the required 8 years’ service for being eligible to appear for the
exam. They also complained that there was large panel of 27 candidates in the waiting list of the year 1999 which was
not based on vacancies likely to arise during next 3 years and would deprive SC/ST candidates like them from getting
opportunity to qualify for the post of Assistant Executive Engineer. They also pointed out that they would not get
opportunity to qualify for the post during next 20/25 years. Therefore they have prayed that large panel / waiting list
prepared in the year 1999 without taking into consideration the prospective vacancies in the next 3 years be scrapped.
They also represented their case through SC/ST and OBC Welfare Association. In these circumstances and in the light
of relevant provisions of rules and regulations the waiting list was required to be reviewed. As per the rules for
promotion of Class-III employees to the post of Assistant Executive Engineer the examination has to be held once in
every three years or earlier if necessary with the approval of the Chairman of the first party. As per the said rules the
waiting list cannot be for indefinite period and has to be exhausted/scrapped after lapse of period of 12 months. 20%
Quota reserved for departmental candidates was exhausted after the promotion of the six empanelled class-III
employees to the post of Assistant Executive Engineer. The panel of employees prepared in March 1999 was more than
three years old. Considering the rules and regulations the Chairman vide his order dt. 05/09/2002 scrapped the list of
1999 which was more than 3 years old and declared fresh examination. The decision of the Chairman was
communicated to the Chief Engineer by Manager (SOM) by letter dated 12/09/2002. It was also intimated to the
second party and SC/ST & OBC Association vide its letter dt. 16/10/2002. The second party union has no locus-standi
to challenge the promotions affected by the first party management. The first party has not committed any illegality in
scrapping the list. The reference is not tenable as the other employees who are promoted after 2002 and whose
seniority is likely to be affected are not made parties to this reference. The first party therefore prays that the reference
be dismissed with cost.

5. By way of amendment S/Shri Satheesh S. Pillai, M.M. Waghela, V.R. Pawar & Bidyadhar Thakur, Assistant
Executive Engineer were impleaded as second party No.2 to this reference. They resisted the statement of claim vide
their written statement at Ex-42. According to them the first party has prepared exorbitant select list of 27 candidates
for promotion to the post of Assistant Executive Engineer. However the vacancies were very less and the said list
would not have been exhausted even in the period of next ten years. Furthermore these workmen were from SC/ST
category and they could not appear for the examination as they fall short by six months of eligible service of 8 years to
appear for the examination. Had the 1999 list been continued their way of promotion would have been locked as many
candidates from the list were junior to them by age. Therefore the SC/ST Association made a representation to the
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Chairman. After considering their representation the Chairman has taken the decision to scrap the list. Accordingly in
2002 the Chairman has scrapped the list and informed all the concerned. By the time, out of the 27 candidates, only six
candidates were promoted. The decision of the Chairman was just and proper. The second party No.l was informed
about the decision in October 2002. However they did not raise any objection thereto till 2007. The second party No.1
kept on shifting their stand as per their convenience without any consistency in their approach and their attitude. On
the promotion issue they took different stances at different time suiting to their perceived expediency to procrastinate
the conduct of departmental examination.

6.  The reference has become stale and time barred due to inordinate delay of five years. Meanwhile administration
found it difficult to carryout day to day work. Therefore they resorted to ad-hoc appointment to the five vacant posts of
Assistant Executive Engineer on the basis of service seniority of Diploma Engineers. The first party has filled up six
posts of direct recruitment vacancies. The second party No.l surprisingly demanded to fill up the promotion
vacancies/ad-hoc vacancies/ temporary vacancies/ leave vacancies from the select list prepared in 1999 which was
scrapped in 2002. They raised this demand after almost period of six years. As ad-hoc vacancies could not be
continued forever as per the Government guidelines a decision was taken by the management to hold departmental
examination in 2009 to fill up three vacancies of promotion post of Assistant Executive Engineer. Accordingly
examination was conducted and list of seven candidates including the three candidates of second party No. 2 were
immediately appointed in March 2009 against existing three vacancies and fourth one, BhayandarTaluka was appointed
in December 2009. The second party No.1 had created obstruction in conducting examination in 2006, 2007 & 2008
which was finally conducted in 2009. The second party had given strike notice; therefore matter was referred to RLC
for conciliation. In conciliation proceeding second party No.1 had agreed for examination. Therefore management had
postponed the date of examination. In spite of that the members of the second party Nol.did not appear for the
examination. The second party No.1 is not interested in securing promotion by merit but are keen to hold posts through
backdoor entry. Therefore the second party No.2 prays that the reference be dismissed with cost.

7. This tribunal has passed Award dated 28.07.2014 and allowed the reference with no order as to cost. However,
First Party has filed Write Petition No. 15/2016 before Hon’ble High Court of Judicature, Mumbai. Hon’ble High
Court has set a side award passed by this Tribunal and remanded the matter back to the Tribunal for decision of the
matter afresh and in accordance with the law.

8. As per order on Exhibit 58, additional issues are framed. After framing additional issues both the parties have
not adduced any evidence. As per the order of Hon’ble High Court while deciding the matter, the Tribunal shall take
into account the matter already placed on record, including the issues and also order passed by Hon’ble High Court on
8.2.2016.

9.  Following are the issues for my determination. I record my findings thereon for the reasons to follow.

Sr. No. | Issues Findings

1. Whether employees involved in the reference deserve post of Assistant | No
Executive Engineers?

2. Whether action taken by first party in scraping the names of these | Yes
employees for the post of Assistant Executive Engineers is legal and
justified ?

3. Whether the First Party and the Second Party No.2 prove that reference | Yes
suffers from delay ?

4. Whether there was violation of Section 9-A of the Industrial Disputes | No
Act, 1947 by the management of Mumbai Port Trust in scrapping the
balance select list of the year 1999 of the candidates qualified for the
posts of the Assistant Executive Engineer by amending in the year 2007
the clause No. 7 of the “Scheme for regulating the promotion of Class III
employees in the Civil Engineering Department to ‘promotion’ vacancies
in posts of Assistant Executive Engineer against 20% reserved
vacancies” within the meaning of any of the items enumerated in the
third Schedule of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and in light of the
Regulations, including the clause (g) of the Regulation 30(2) of the
Mumbai Port Trust Employees (Recruitment, Seniority and Promotion)
Regulations, 1977 governing the service conditions of the employees
covered and concerning the dispute and the Constitutional provisions in
the matter ?
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5. To what relief the workmen represented by the Second Party No.l1 are | As per final
entitled ? order
6. What order ? As per final
order
REASONS

Issues Nos. 1, 2 and 4:

10. The main issue raised by Second Party Union in this reference is whether the waiting list / panel of the year 1999
for promotion to the post of Assistant Executive Engineer has been scrapped illegally and arbitrarily in violation of
Rules and Regulations, in the year 2002. For, it is explicit that clause 2 of the Scheme for regulating the promotion of
Class III employees in Civil Engineering Department to promotion to the post of Assistant Executive Engineer provides
that same will be on the basis of written and oral examination. It further provides that examination will be held once in
every 3 years or earlier if necessary with the approval of the Chairman of the First Party. The Regulation 30(2)(g) of
the Mumbai Port Trust Employees (Recruitment, Seniority and Promotion) Regulations, 1977 provides that with a view
to provide candidates and for some unforeseen vacancy the number of employees on each select list shall normally be
slightly more than the number of vacancies which are likely to arise in higher post in the following 12 months. The
said provisions of the Regulations envisages in clear terms that waiting list prepared for the examination cannot be for
indefinite period and has to be exhausted within the period of 12 months.

11.  In this respect, it is contention of the Second Party union that the Trustee’s Resolution No. 702 dated 21.07.1965
was passed by the Board of Trustees of Port of Mumbai, Central Government under the Provisions of Mumbai Port
Trust Act, 1963 as published in the Gazette of India dated 26.03.1977, Mumbai Port Trust Employees (Recruitment,
Seniority and Promotion) Regulations, 1977. As per the said regulations, the conditions of the promotion to the post of
Assistant Executive Engineer,are that for the vacancies filled by promotion, such employees in the Civil Engineering
Department are holding a Diploma in Civil Engineering of a recognized university or institute or classification
recognized as equivalent thereto by the Central Government and have put in not less than 8 years’ service in the Post
Trust and have passed a departmental qualifying examination prescribed by the Chief Engineer shall be eligible for
promotion. It is a contention that as per the said notification, the names of employees in the Civil Engineering
Department of First Party who have passed the departmental qualifying examination are entered in the waiting list /
panel and such wait listed employees have been given promotions in the post of Assistant Executive Engineer from
time to time against the vacancies. The employees passed in the departmental qualifying examination have been
promoted against the said provisional post of the Assistant Executive Engineer as and when vacancy arose and as per
the rank in the panel of selected candidates. It is contention of the Second Party union that there is no provisions for
scrapping of list and as per well settled practice of usage the waiting list of the employees who clear the departmental
qualifying examination for the post of Assistant Executive Engineer and named in the list are given promotion first and
their names ranks senior to those who may pass in subsequent departmental qualifying examination. It is contention of
Second Party union that the waiting list / panel remains alive and does not lapse for any reason and the employees
named in such panel are given promotions first and on exhausting the said panel / waiting list only the employees
passed in departmental qualifying examination held later on are given promotions.

12. At the first blush outset, I would say that there is no concrete evidence to show that there was established practice
to the effect that the waiting list of the candidates passed in the departmental qualifying examination remains alive. It
appears that the examination was held in 1984 and 2 employees are given promotion in 1984. Then it appears that the
examination was held in 1987 and the employees were given promotion in 1988. It then appears that examination was
held in 1989 and employees were given promotion in 1990. It is not that the examination was held in 1984 and that
waiting list / panel remained alive till 1990 or for more than 3 years.

13. Even then Learned Counsel for the Second Party union submitted that the circular was issued by the Chief
Engineer of Mumbai Port Trust and that circular also refers to Resolution No. 702 of 1965 of Mumbai Port Trust
Employees (Recruitment, Seniority and Promotion) Regulations, 1977. Submission is to the effect that the conditions
for preparing the waiting list are the same and then the Chief Engineer in his letter dated 28.07.2001 addressed to the
employees has confirmed the said conditions of service to the effect that there is no expiry of the panel. In this view
the submission is that the waiting list / panel prepared in respect of the candidates who are successfully passed in
departmental qualifying examination cannot be scrapped and as such scrapping of said list is illegal.

14. Itis to be seen in what circumstances select list/ panel has been scrapped. Departmental examination was held in
1999 to prepare a select list against 20% promotional quota for the post of Assistant Executive Engineer in Civil
Engineering Deptt for two available posts. So there were only two clear vacancies at the time of preparing list. In all
27 Class III employees who passed the examination were placed in 1999 select list which was more than the
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requirement when in fact such select list shall normally be slightly more than the number of vacancies which are likely
to arise in higher posts in following 12 months. Thereafter in 2006 continued use of 1999 panel was objected and
therefore senior most SC/ ST Candidates and SC/ ST Association took up the matter with the management.
Considering that 20% promotional quota has already been fulfilled with the promotion of 6 employees during 1999 to
2002 the Chairman vide his order dt. 5/9/2002 scrapped the list of 1999 and the order of Chairman was communicated
to MbPT Diploma Engineers Association and also the Mumbai Port Trust SC ST and OBC Welfare Association on
16/10/2002.

15.  Whether the Chairman is authority to scrap the list or not? For, it is explicitthat Clause 10 of the said scheme of
examination provides that on any point regulating the subject matter but not specifically provided for in the scheme the
Chairman’s decision shall be final. It appears therefore, that the Chairman has taken decision of scrapping of the above
select list after he was fully satisfied that the 20% promotional quota has been fulfilled and the said select list was more
than three years old. It is in that circumstances Chairman has exercised powers vested in him under clause 10 of the
said Scheme of examination. When the said select list was prepared in 1999 and 20% promotional quota has been
fulfilled, then in that circumstances the select list cannot be continued for more than three years.

16. Ld. Counsel for the second party union has vehemently urged that as per clause 7 of the said scheme, the waiting
lists have to be maintained in the following manner. (i) The names arranged in seniority of class III employees who will
qualify as the first examination to be held in pursuance of the scheme, (ii) Thereunder the names are arranged in the
order of their seniority of Class-III employees who qualified at each subsequent examination. Precisely it is submission
of the second party union that there is no provision for scrapping the said list and the said list remains alive till it is
fully exhausted.

17. This submission is not acceptable since clause 30 (2) (g) (Ex-26) clearly reads that; The number of vacancies on
each select list shall normally be slightly more than the number of vacancies which are likely to arise in higher posts in
following 12 months. The specific period of 12 months is mentioned in this clause which reads that ; the select list/
panel will not remain alive till it is exhausted. If that would be the position then the eligible candidates who will be
selected in next subsequent examination even will not get promotion since such an exorbitant list would take 20 to 25
years to exhaust and that would be against the principles of natural justice.

18.  Even then the 1d. Counsel for the second party union Shri Sawantsubmitted that Clause 7 has been altered after
scrapping the select list on and from 20/7/2007 by the letter dt. 6/6/2007 (Ex-22) letter dt. 29/11/2007 (Ex-23) and
Circular dt.27/7/2007 (Ex-24).He submits that as per the alteration or change in the clause the earlier panel prepared for
filling vacancies of Assistant Executive Engineer against 20% promotional quota has been scrapped. Therefore those
who have appeared and passed and were on the panel will have to re-appear for the examination being conducted in
pursuance of this circular will be treated as fresh and first examination and after the result of each examination
beginning from the examination to be held in pursuance of this circular are known,waiting list will be prepared. He
submits that when the waiting list has to be maintained, in the manner that the seniority of the class III employees who
will qualify in the first three examination will be maintained and the names of the selected candidates shall be arranged
in order of seniority of Class III employees who qualify at each subsequent examination, then the alteration in the
clause is a serious change in the service condition of the first party No.l and therefore said condition attracts item nos.
1, 8 & 9 of the first schedule read with Section 9 A of the I.D. Act 1947. Submission is to the effect that if there is
change in service conditions then notice under Section 9 A is mandatory.

19. In the context he relied on the decision in case of Food Corporation of India Employees Association V/s. FCI
&Ors.1991 II LLJ 562. In that case in respect of change in service condition the Hon’ble High Court in Para 8 has
observed that;

“A notice will have to be given to the workman in compliance with provision of Sec 9-A of ID Act.”

20. Said case is related to over time allowances. It is settled law that over time allowance is service condition and
therefore any change that adversely affect the overtime may attract Section 9A. So far promotions are concerned it is
well settled that none has any right to promotion.

21. In the context,Ld. Counsel for the added parties Shri Kulkarnihas placed reliance on the decision in the case of
Life Insurance Corp V/s. All India Insurance Employees 1989 (58) FLR 149 to submit that Section 9 A of the I.D.
Act 1947 was given effect for change in conditions of service. Section 9A of I.D. Act lays down that no employer who
proposes any change in condition of service in respect of Schedule 4 shall effect such change without giving the
workman likely to be effected by the change a notice in the prescribed manner of the nature of the change to be
effected. Notice is required only when any change in the conditions of service relating to the matter specified in the
fourth schedule required to be changed. In the fourth Schedule the clause relied upon is Clause II which deals with
change in the conditions of service. In the instant case what is changed is merely a right to appear for examination to
the other qualified employees along with the employees named in select list after scrapping the select list for the year
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1999. What is changed is merely the channel of promotion. Therefore the provisions of Section 9A of I.D. Act are not
attracted and consequently the notice as contemplatedunder Section 9A is not necessary.

22. Ld. Counsel for added party Shri Kulkarnialso placed reliance on the decision in case of Municipal Corp of
India V/s. PandurangDinkarKatkar1998 (3) Bombay CR 444.In that case Corporation issued a circular under the
authority of Municipal Commissioner introducing written and oral test for promotions. It came to be modified in view
of the directions given by Divisional Court, Mumbai and female candidates also submitted to appear for tests. In Para 9
of the judgment it has been held that Section 9A makes it obligatory upon an employer who proposes effect any change
in the conditions of service applicable to any workman in respect of any matter specified in the fourth Schedule to give
a notice of desired or intended change. It cannot do so without giving to the workmen likely to be affected by the
change, a notice in the prescribed manner of the nature of the change proposed to be effected and within 21 days of
giving such notice. It is held that the method introduced by the employer for judging the suitability of employee for
promotion cannot be faulted on this ground. In the circumstances it was held that the introduction of written and oral
test does not amount to change in service conditionsunder Sec 9A of the I.D. Act 1947.

23. Ld. Counsel for the 2™ party union Shri Sawantseeks to rely on the decision in case of Dnyaneshwer P.
KudalkarV/s Union of India 2006 (3) Bom.C.R. 544 (CR) to submit that only because the added parties were
wrongly considered by committee that cannot give them any right to challenge the said/select list which was prepared
in year 1999 and as such modification in eligibility criteria and its applicability before its approval by the central
Government and/or publication in official gazette and also the presumption of the selection committee amounts to
change in selection criteria. With this the submission is that if there is change in criteria, & notice under Sec 9A is
mandatory.

24. In the instant case there was no requirement of obtaining prior approval for scrapping the list from Central
Government. Likewise there was no requirement of publication of scrapping of 1999 panel/selection list in the Official
Gazette. The competent authority is the chairman who scrapped the said list of the panel after he was satisfied that the
list of the year 1999 was prepared for fulfilling 20% promotional quota and then 20% promotional quota has already
been fulfilled with the promotion of six employees during the period 1999 to 2002. In view of that I think that there
was no change in the selection criteria since the said list was to remain alive only for 3 years. In view of that the
observations in cited dictum are of no assistance to the union.

25. In my considered view there is no evidence to show that as per regular practice the select list was to be continued
till it was exhausted. In the circumstances the Chairman is competent authority to scrap the list after 20% quota has
been fulfilled and the period of 3 years has been lapsed after preparing the select list. If it is necessary to prepare the
select list for every 3 years and to be reviewed or revised from time to time taking in to consideration the anticipated
number of vacancies then in that circumstances the scrapping of list is not illegal. Since the scrapping of list would sub-
serve the object of the rules and accord the equal opportunity to the promote officers who reach the higher echelon of
the service. It is not therefore possible to accept the contention of the 1d. adv for second party union that there was
change in service condition and therefore notice under Section 9A was mandatory.

26. Even it is not that the opportunities were not given to the employees named in select list. It seems to be admitted
position that the first party in 2002 itself had informed the union of scrapping of list after filling up of the six posts of
the panel. The first party also directed the concerned employees in the Reference to appear for the said examination in
the year 2007 when the vacancies were declared and fresh examinations were to be held. But they did not appear for
the examination. It is also admitted position that out of 18 candidates, 2 appeared for the examination of other
department for direct recruitment and were promoted to higher post. It is also admitted by the witness of the second
party union in his cross examination at Ex-13 that the examination was postponed initially for six months to offer
opportunity to them or to concerned workmen represented by the second party Union to appear for examination and
was again postponed for 15 days. It can be said therefore that fair opportunity was given to the workmen concerned to
appear for examination after scrapping the said list as the period of the list was elapsed. It is not possible therefore to
accept the contention of concerned workmen that the principles of natural justice were not followed and they were not
given opportunity to appear for examination.

27. For the above reasons I hold that the action taken by first party in scrapping the names of these employees for the
post of Assistant Executive Engineer is legal and proper. Accordingly issue nos. 1, 2 & 4 are answered in the negative.

(Additional) Issue No. 3

28. In view of the glaring admission of union is witness, it is clear that the association had received the management
communication dt 16/10/2002 intimating the scrapping of the list/panel vide Exhibit-13 Page 15 and Para 25. It is in
that circumstances association ought to have raised the dispute immediately on receiving of the said communication in
the year 2002. However it appears that the association has raised the said dispute after lapse of 6 years that too after
the other employees have been selected and promoted in the subsequent selection process.
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29. It cannot be accepted that the association was not aware about scrapping of the section list in 2002. Even-though
it is contention of the union that the cause of action arose for in the end of year 2007 when the earlier scheme came to
be altered.

30. It appears that second party union by its letter dt 29/7/2008 raised the dispute in this regard, when infactin the
year 2002 the union was intimidated of scrapping of list in the year 1999.It was expected of union to raise the dispute
without any delay in 2002 itself. It appears that the union waited till the section process is completed and selection list
was prepared. Even it can be seen that the employees concerned were given an opportunity to appear for the
examination but they did not appear and then thereafter they raised the said dispute. It is in that circumstances, it can
be considered that the Industrial Dispute raised by the union suffers from unexplained, delay and latches. This issue is
therefore answered in the affirmative.

Issues Nos. 5 & 6:

31. In view of finding to above issues, I find that the action by first party in scraping the select list/panel of the year
1999 for the post of Asst. Executive Engineer is legal and proper and therefore the employee involved in the Reference
are not entitled to reliefs sought.

32.  Thus I proceed to pass the following Order.
ORDER
Reference is rejected with no order as to costs.
Date: 07.11.2016
M. V. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 14th December, 2016

S.0. 2441.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 31/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Bank of
Baroda, and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14.12.2016.

[No. L-12011/63/2015-IR (B-ID)]
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
BANGALORE

DATED : 2" DECEMBER, 2016
PRESENT : Shri V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer

C R No. 31/2015
I Party II Party
The General Secetary, The Chief Manager,
Bank of Baroda Employees Union Bank of Baroda, SIMC Campus Branch, Opp.
Redg. Office, C/o Bank of Baroda, BDA Complex,
K.G. Road, Koramangala,

Bangalore — 560009 Bangalore - 560034
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AWARD

1. The Central Government vide Order No.L-12011/63/2015-IR(B-II) dated 17.09.2015 in exercise of the powers
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has
made this reference for adjudication with following Schedule :

SCHEDULE

“Whether Smt. D. Lalithamma was a part-time employee of Bank of Baroda, Bangalore, and entitled for
consolidated wages as per clause No.21 of the Bi-partite settlement dated 02.06.2005. If so, what wages is she
entitled to?”

2. After the receipt of the reference, the matter has been registered on the file of this Tribunal and notices have been
sent for both parties.  Still, no representation has been made on behalf of I party and also, I party is called, absent.

3. On a perusal of records already notices have been sent and, the said notices have been served to both the parties
and the RPAD acknowledgment cards have been received by this Tribunal. Hence, it is found that in spite of giving
sufficient and adequate chances by issuing notices of hearing to I party, the I party has not made any appearance. In
such circumstances, the matter is posted for passing Award, after the perusal of entire records brought on record.

4. Further, from the above mentioned circumstances, it would be very much clear, in the present matter, that the I
party has no interest to contest the present matter. It is for the I party to make out a case that I party is entitled to the
above mentioned benefits and that the management has done a mistake by denying the said benefits. Further, on behalf
of the II party, Sri. Ramesh Upadhyaya, Advocate of the II Party, reported that the II party has not violated any
provisions of the Rules and also, already granted all the legitimate benefits to the I party and also, as per the provisions
of law, the relevant benefits have been granted by the II Party. Under the above mentioned special circumstances and
peculiar facts, this Tribunal is constrained to pass appropriate award, after the perusal of materials available on record.

5. Since no appearance has been made and also claim statement has not been filed and further, no case has been
made out by I party and the present reference has only to be rejected for non- prosecution. Therefore, keeping in
view the conduct of I party in, not appearing before this Tribunal, even though notices have been sent to the I party by
way of RPAD and the conduct of I Party in not filing claim statement, in support of the said reference, it is crystal
clear that the I party is no more interested in prosecuting the claim against II party.

6.  Further, the I Party has failed to show up that the I Party is entitled to get the above mentioned benefits, though
sufficient time has been granted to the I Party to establish the above mentioned rights. In the result and also in above
mentioned facts and situations, it is to be held that the present reference has to be rejected, for non-prosecution and no
useful purpose will be served in keeping the proceedings, any more pending. Hence the following award.

AWARD
Reference is dismissed for non-prosecution.
(Dictated, transcribed, corrected and signed by me on ond December, 2016)
V. S. RAVI, Presiding Officer
CORRIGENDUM
New Delhi, the 15th December, 2016

S.0. 2442.—In partial modification of this Ministry’s Notification of even number dated 07/11/2016 in Award
I.D. No. 1259/2004, CGIT-cum-Labour Court may now be read as “CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad” and the
name of the Management as “Life Insurance Corporation of India” instead of Life Insurance Company.

[No. L-17012/31/1997-IR(B-II)]
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer
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New Delhi, the 16th December, 2016

S.0. 2443.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 75/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s. Neyveli
Lignite Corporation Limited and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 15.12.2016.

[No. L-22012/59/2014-1R (CM-II)]
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI
Tuesday, the 6" September, 2016
Present : K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer
Industrial Dispute No. 75/2014

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the Management of Neyveli Lignite Corporation Ltd. and their
workman)

BETWEEN :

The General Secretary : 1* Party/Petitioner Union
CITU NLC Labour Staff Union

H.K. Gosh Street, Block-24

Neyveli -607803

AND

The Chairman & Managing Director : 2" Party/Respondent
M/s. Neyveli Lignite Corporation Ltd.

Corporate Office

Neyveli -607801

Appearance :

For the 1* Party/Petitioner Union  : M/s.. V. Ajoy Khose, Advocates
For the 2" Party/Respondent : M/s.. T.S. Gopalan & Co., Advocates
AWARD

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order No. L-22012/59/2014-IR (CM.II)
dated 09.09.2014 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication.

The Schedule mentioned in that order is :

“Whether the action of the management of NLC Ltd., Neyveli in denying W-6 Grade to Sri S. Muthuraj and 85
Others (List attached as Annexure-A) who are working as CME Operators is legal and justified? If not to what
relief the concerned workmen are entitled?

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal numbered it as ID No. 75/2014 and issued notices to both sides.
Both sides entered appearance through their counsel and filed Claim and Counter Statement respectively. The petitioner
has filed rejoinder in answer to the Counter Statement.

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the petitioner in brief are these:

The Respondent is a Public Sector Undertaking owned by the Government of India and is involved in mining of
lignite and generation of electricity. It has three mines and three thermal power stations. It is having other service and
supporting units also. The Respondent has 16,000 regular employees and 13,000 contract employees. The labour
category of the Respondent are governed by the Standing Orders and Settlements signed between the Management and
the Unions. They were earlier divided into 11 grades viz. W1 to W8 and EO,E1 and E2. After the settlement dated
04.09.2010 the number of grades have increased to 12. The grades/scales of this category used to be revised from time
to time. It is also having and operating a time-bound promotion Scheme. The Respondent employs regular employees
to operate various kinds of vehicles for transport, excavation/removal/dumping of lignite and they are called Operators.
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Operators who operate vehicles for transport of employees and materials will be inducted in Operator Grade-III (C)
which belongs to W3 Grade/Scale. The other Operators come under two categories by name SME Operators and
CME/EME Operators. After 1995 no appointment was made to the post of CME Operator till the middle of 2007. The
86 workmen concerned in the dispute were originally employed as contract labourers and were later enrolled as
members of the Indco-Serve and were regularized as Grade-II workers in W1 Grade consequent to a settlement. They
were later promoted to W2 Grade. While the concerned workmen were working in W2 Grade the Respondent called for
applications for appointment to the post of Operator Grade-III Trainee and were appointed in the post after interview
and selection. They were put on training for a period of one year. After training they were appointed as Operator
Grade-III (C) in W3 Grade by order dated 22.08.2009. Though they were appointed as Operator Grade-III Trainees the
Respondent gave them CME Operators Training throughout the one year training period. After appointment as regular
Grade-III-C Operators they were engaged for operation of conventional mining equipments exclusively. However, they
have been paid only the scale applicable to W2 Grade during the training period and pay and allowances applicable to
W3 Grade after their regular appointment as Operator Grade-1II-C instead of giving them W5 Grade/Scale during their
training and W6 Grade/Scale after regular appointment. They gave a representation to the Respondent to extend them
pay and allowances and other benefits applicable to W6 Grade from the date of their appointment as regular Operator
as Grade-III-C. But there was no response from the Respondent. So the concerned workmen raised the dispute through
the Petitioner Union before the Assistant Labour Commissioner by application dated 04.11.2013. The Respondent has
contended before the Labour Commissioner that the concerned workmen are not entitled to W6 Grade and scale. The
action of the Respondent in denying the benefit to the concerned workmen is illegal and unjust. It is violative of
Articles-14, 16, 21 and 39 (d) of the Constitution. The concerned workmen were given training only for operation of
conventional mining equipments. They have been engaged only to operate these equipments from the date of their
regular engagement as Operator Grade-III-C. So they are entitled to have the same grade and scale of pay as applicable
to CME Trainee and CME Operators with W5 Grade and W6 Grade respectively as given to other CME Operator
Trainees and regular CME Operators. The concerned workmen being similarly placed to other CME Operators
employed under the Respondent and they having been doing the same and similar work as that of the other CME
Operators, not extending the same grade and scale to the concerned workmen is discriminatory and is also contrary to
the principle of equal pay for equal work as guaranteed under Article-39 (d) of the Constitutions and the provisions of
the Equal Remuneration Act. An award may be passed holding that the action of the Respondent in not extending W6
Grade/Scale to the concerned workmen is not legal and also directing the Respondent to extend the grade and scale to
the concerned workmen from the date of their regular appointment as Operator Grade-III (C) with designation of CME
Operator with arrears of pay and all other consequential benefits.

4. The Respondent has filed Counter Statement contending as below:

The Respondent is a public Sector Undertaking engaged in mining of Lignite and Operation of Thermal Stations
for generation of electricity. The post of CME Operators and SME Operators are filled-up by appointment and not by
automatic career progression. While Operators in Grade W3 and W4 can apply for the post of CME Operators and
SME Operators, the technicians in Grade W3 and W4 can apply for only the post of SME Operators and not CME
Operators. The concerned workmen were neither Operators nor ITI Technicians when applications were called for
filling the posts of Operators Grade-III (C). They were only unskilled category in W2 Grade. In the normal course it
will take not less than 20 years for them to move upto W6 Grade by automatic promotion based on their period of
service. In the year 2007 the concerned workmen were members of NLC Workers Progressive Union. As they
possessed driving license to drive heavy duty vehicles and as sufficient number of Operators to drive vehicles were not
available the Union wanted them to be considered for appointment as Operators in W3 Grade. The Respondent agreed
to consider this request if the workmen would agree for driving not only vehicles but also mining equipments. This
suggestion was accepted by the Union. Thus applications were invited for the post of Operator Grade-III Trainee from
among unskilled workmen in W1 and W2 Grade to satisfy the eligibility criteria. The concerned workmen and others
were selected and appointed for the post. This appointment was not by way of promotion but only to provide
opportunity to them to get into the channel leading to appointment as CME Operators and the move up further. While
the conventional mining equipment operators operate only the conventional mining equipments, the operators in W3
Grade pursuant to the notification dated 27.10.2007 were required to work on all types of vehicles as well as
conventional mining equipments depending on the day-to-day exigencies of work. They were not appointed exclusively
for working on CME equipments nor for driving heavy duty vehicles alone. They have no right to be considered for
the post of CME Operators in W5/W6 Grade. The Petitioner Union does not command membership from among a
substantial section of workmen of the establishment. The Union has not taken up the cause of 86 workmen in a manner
known to law to raise the industrial dispute. It lacks the representative character to take up the cause of the concerned
workmen. So the dispute is not a valid industrial dispute. The concerned workmen are not entitled to any relief.

5. The petitioner has filed rejoinder denying the averments in the Counter Statement and reiterating its case in the
Claim Statement.
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6.  Complainants 1 to 4 in Complaint 1/15 are four workmen among the 85 workmen who are concerned in the
dispute. The 5" complainant is the Union which raised the Industrial Dispute on behalf of the 85 workmen. According
to these complainants, during the pendency of the dispute NLC Limited, the Respondent had transferred complainants
1 to 4 to Conveyor Vulcanizing Division where there are no CME Equipments and is without CME Operator work.
According to the complainants, by such transfer the Respondent altered the position of complainants 1 to 4 during the
pendency of the dispute. This is said to be done to defeat their right to get W6 Grade as in the case of other workmen.
The Complaint seeks an Award that the transfer without obtaining permission under Section-33(1)(A) of the ID Act is
void, nonest and inoperative and also seeks to direct the Respondent to restore complainants 1 to 4 as CME Operators
in the same place in which they were earlier working.

7.  The Respondent has filed Counter Statement to the complaint contending that the workmen who are on the rolls
can be posted to any of the three units of the Respondent depending on requirements, that the transfer is in accordance
with the normal service conditions of the workmen and is not in violation of Section-33 of the ID Act. It is also
contended that the four complainants had worked in driving vehicles while working in the CME Division and the plea
that the position was altered by the transfer is not correct.

8. In ID No. 2/2016 the complainants are another 20 workmen out of the 86 involved in the dispute and the Union
who raised the dispute. The 20 complainants also were subsequently transferred to divisions without CME Operator
work. The complaint is to restore complainants 1 to 20 to the previous position till the disposal of the ID.

9.  The Respondent has filed Counter Statement to this complaint in tune with the Counter Statement in Complaint
1/2015.

10. The parties have filed joint memo agreeing for joint trial in the ID and the complaints. Accordingly, they were
tried jointly.

11. The evidence consists of oral evidence of WW1 and WW2 and MW1 and MW2 and documents marked as
Ext.W1 to Ext. W61 and Ext.M1 to Ext.M19.

12. The points for consideration are:

(i)  Whether the concerned workmen are entitled to W6 Grade in the Respondent establishment?
(ii)) Whether the transfers mentioned in the two complaints are void and nonest?
(iii)) What, if any are the reliefs to which the concerned workmen are entitled?

The Points

13.  The dispute is raised by the petitioner union on behalf of 86 workmen of the Respondent establishment whose
names are annexed to the Schedule of reference. It is stated in the Claim Statement itself that three of the 86 workmen
by name Mohan, Venkatesan and Pandian have died. Four workmen by name Elangovan, Ramanan, Govindasamy and
Sundaram have joined to their original post which they were holding prior to their appointment as Operator Grade—III-
(C). One workman, Arogyasamy has informed that he is not interested in pursuing the issue. So the Petitioner Union is
not pressing the relief on behalf of the four persons named. Thus the relief now claimed is only on behalf of 78
workmen out of the 86 named in the annexure to the schedule of reference.

14. The Respondent has raised a contention in the Counter Statement that the petitioner union lacks the representative
character and no authority or competence to take up the cause of the concerned workmen. It is stated in the Counter
Statement that the dispute is not valid for this reason.

15. The petitioner has produced Ext.W1, the Minutes Book of the Petitioner Union. Ext.W2-the Membership
Register and Form-E of the Union and Ext.W3, the Subscription Receipt Books of the Union. In the background of
these documents, the counsel for the Respondent has stated during the argument that the Respondent is not pressing the
contention questioning the locus-standi of the petitioner to raise the dispute. It is apparent from Ext.W1 to Ext.W3 that
the Petitioner Union is competent to raise the dispute on behalf of the concerned workmen who are its members.

16. The grievance of the petitioner on behalf of the concerned workmen in brief is that though they were appointed to
the post of Operator Grade-III (C) in the establishment they were made to work as CME Operators which comes under
W6 immediately after the appointment itself and so they are entitled to have this grade and the benefits thereunder from
the date of their appointment itself. The Respondent defends this claim of the petitioner on the ground that the
application was called for the post of Operator Grade-III (C) and the concerned workmen were appointed for this post
only, that their qualification were different from the applicants for the post of CME/EME Operators, that they were
taken in from those working in W2 Grade only, that the work done by them is operation of vehicles though it included
CME Equipments also and they are not eligible to be placed in the W6 Grade or for the scale of pay or benefits of this
grade.
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17. The initial question to be considered is what exactly is the nature of work that was done by the concerned
workmen after they were appointed as Operator Grade-III-C. It is not disputed by the Respondent that though the
appointment was as Operator Grade-III-C coming under W3 Grade, the concerned employee were operating CME
equipments as well. It is also not in dispute that those who are operating SME and CME/EME equipments exclusively
are placed in a higher pedestal and during their training they are given W5 grade and on appointment W6 grade. The
Respondent has stated in the Counter Statement that the concerned workmen were taken as Operators in W3 Grade
under certain particular circumstances. According to it in 2007 the concerned workmen were members of NLC
Workers Progressive Union. They have started their career as members of NLC Indco-Serve and were absorbed as
Unskilled Workers in W1 Grade in the respondent establishment and some of them have moved up to W2 grade by the
year 2007. All of them had possessed license to drive heavy duty vehicles. There was a situation at that time that there
were no sufficient number of Operators to drive vehicles. So NLC Workers Progressive Union of which they were
members requested that they should be considered for appointment as Operators in W3 Grade. It agreed for this course
in case the concerned workmen were ready to operate not only ordinary vehicles but also mining equipments such as
CME and EME Equipments. According to the Respondent it was on such understanding applications were invited for
the post of Operator Grade-III Trainee by notification dated 27.10.2007 from among the willing workmen in W1 and
W2 grade who satisfy the eligibility criteria for the post. The concerned workmen and others had applied for
the post and were selected and appointed. The appointment was not as CME Operators and they were not excluded
from working on ordinary vehicles. Ext.M17, a letter from the NLC Workers Progressive Union to the Management is
referred to on behalf of the Respondent to justify the stand. The Union has stated in this letter that it is thanking the
management for issue of the notification for the post. It has also requested that the last date for receiving the
applications for the post shall be extended from 15.11.2007 to 26.11.2007. However, Ext.M7, the notification calling
for applications for the post will not show that on employment they will have to operate CME equipments. It only
states that the applicants should possess a valid HTV license to drive heavy vehicles.

18. The claim of the petitioner is that immediately after appointment the concerned workmen were given training to
operate CME Equipments and on appointment after training they were made to operate CME Equipments only and no
other vehicles. It could be seen from the admission of MW 1 that these workmen were given training for operating CME
equipments during their training period. They were given training through TLCON which deals with showels and
Bharat Earth Movers Ltd. which deals with Dumpers. MW1 admitted that training in operation of the mining
equipments only were given to these workmen. According to MW1, since there were no CME Operators in Mines
Division the concerned workmen were given training for CME operation. He also admitted that from the date they have
been appointed in the CME Division they were operating CME equipments. Without training ordinary Drivers could
not operate CME equipments, he further admitted.

19. Though it is the case of the petitioner that the concerned workmen were operating only CME equipments, the
admission on the part of the General Secretary of the Union examined as WW1 would show that the workmen were at
times operating other vehicles also. He has admitted during his cross-examination that some of the concerned
\workmen might have been required to drive passenger vehicles, pick-up lorries or bus to visit CME Division, by
rotation. WW2, one of the concerned workmen also has stated during his cross-examination that some of the concerned
workmen would be required to drive passenger vehicles, pick-up lorries, etc. by way of rotation. He further stated that
he was asked to drive passenger vehicles only on urgent occasions. MW1 has stated during his cross-examination that
the workers have been given the work of operating Dumpers, Canteen Van, Pick-Up Lorry, Pick-Up Bus and Jeep on
daily basis. He further stated that the Canteen Van or Lorry will be taken only during lunch time to bring food items
from the Canteen. If a vehicle is allotted to a worker on a particular day he will be operating only that vehicle on the
day. However, he has admitted that except those workers who were allotted the work to operate Canteen Van, Lorry
and Jeep, the others will be operating CME equipments.

20. There is no doubt from the admission of WW1 and WW2 that the concerned workmen were made to operate
vehicles other than CME equipments also. However, it could be seen from the admission of MW1 and also the Log
Book marked as Ext.M44 (series) that it was only occasionally they were made to operate ordinary vehicles and not
CME equipments. All the concerned workmen were posted in Mines-II after their induction in W3 grade. Ext. W44
(series) are the Loc Books of the Respondent showing the work done by the concerned workmen. Ext.-W44(i) shows
that the concerned workmen were mostly operating CME equipments itself. The counsel for the petitioner has referred
to Pages 80, 82, 86, 90, 96, etc. to show that only one ordinary vehicle will be operated in one shift while all others will
be CME equipments. A perusal of Page-80 reveals that Vehicle Number is shown only against one workman out of the
21 workmen in the shift. MW1 has stated during his cross-examination that 20 workmen will be required to operate
CME equipments in one shift. The number given against the names of other workmen in the page are those of CME
equipments. The other pages also would reveal this. Thus, it could be seen that except on occasions the concerned
workmen were operating CME equipments only. It was brought out during the cross-examination of MW1 that those
workmen who were posted as Operator Grade-III (C) by subsequent selection were not given training to operate CME



5720 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 24, 2016/PAUSA 3, 1938 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

equipments but were operating ordinary vehicles only. So it is a fact that the concerned workmen have been operating
CME equipments mostly.

21. The argument that is advanced on behalf of the petitioner is that the concerned workmen having been doing the
work of CME Operators coming under Grade-VI they also should be given the pay, allowances and grade applicable to
Grade-VI. The case of the petitioner is that they are entitled to equal pay for equal work done by them alongwith those
workmen coming under W6 grade. It is contended on behalf of the petitioner that the action of the Respondent in
retaining them in W3 grade with a lesser scale of pay and allowances is in violation of Article-14, 16, 21 and 39 (d) of
the Constitution and also in violation of The Equal Remuneration Act.

22. The counsel for the petitioner has referred to the dictums laid down by the Apex Court in support of his argument
that the concerned workmen are entitled to equal pay alongwith those workmen coming under W6 grade as the work
done by them is equal to that done by them. Reference was also made the decision in RANDHIR SINGH VS. UNION
OF INDIA AND OTHERS reported in 1982 1 SCC 618 the Apex Court has considered the case of Drivers in the Delhi
Police Force alongwith the Drivers in the service of Delhi Administration and the Central Government and has held
that the Drivers in Delhi Police Force performed the same functions and duties as other Drivers in the service of Delhi
Administration and the Central Government and there is no reason for giving them a lower scale of pay than others. At
the same time the Apex Court has laid down that the principle of “equal pay for equal work™ is not an abstract doctrine
but one of substance, that higher qualifications for the higher grade which may be either academic qualifications or
experience based on length of service, reasonably sustained the classification of Officers into two grades with different
scales of pay. Reference was also made to the decision in STATE OF HARYANA AND OTHERS VS. CHARANIJIT
SINGH AND OTHERS reported in 2006 1 LLJ 431 wherein it was held that the principle of “equal pay for equal
work’ has no mechanical application in every case and differences such as merit or experience or non-selection through
process of recruitment and differences in educational qualifications would be relevant.

23. The counsel for the Respondent has also referred to certain decisions regarding the principle equal pay for equal
work. In the decision in UNION OF INDIA VS. TARIT RANJAN DAS reported in 2003 11 SCC 658 the Apex Court
has considered the claim for parity of pay by a Stenographer in the Office of Geological Survey of India with that of
Stenographer of a Central Secretariat. The Apex Court has quoted the 5™ Pay Commission which stated that the size of
a Stenographer’s job is very much dependent upon the nature of work entrusted to the concerned Officer and that it
would not be correct to go merely by the status in disregard of a functional requirement, that by the very nature of work
in the Secretariat the volume of dictation and typing work would be heavier than in a subordinate office.. The Apex
Court has held that in view of such distinguishable feature the demand for absolute parity in regard to pay-scales
between Stenographers in Offices outside the Secretariat and in the Secretariat notwithstanding the fact that some
petitioner/stenographers have got other benefits of parity in pay-scale through Courts cannot be accepted. Thus the
claim for equal pay for equal work was not accepted though some relief was given. Reference was also made to the
decision in Civil Appeal 1532 of 2005 of the Apex Court in S.C. CHANDRA AND OTHERS VS. STATE OF
JHARKHAND AND OTHERS. The decision referred to the earlier decision in STATE OF HARYANA VS. TILAK
RAJ (2003 6 SCC 123) where it was held that the principle of equal work for equal pay apply only if there is complete
and wholesale identity between two groups that if the employees in the two groups are doing identical work they
cannot be granted equal pay if there is no complete and wholesale identity, e.g. a daily rated employee will be doing the
same work as a regular employee and yet he cannot be granted the same pay-scale. Similarly, two groups of employees
may be doing the same work, yet they may be given different pay-scales if the educational qualifications are different
and that pay-scales can be different if the nature of jobs, responsibilities, experience, method of recruitment, etc. are
different, it was further held. Reference was also made to STATE OF UP AND OTHERS VS. MINISTERIAL
KARMACHARI SANGH (AIR 1998 SC 303) where it was held that even if persons holding the same post are
performing similar work but if the mode of recruitment, qualification, promotion, etc. are different it would be
sufficient for fixing different pay-scale. Where the mode of recruitment, qualification and promotion are totally
different in the two categories of posts, there cannot be any application of the principle of equal pay for equal work, it
was further held. It is also observed in the decision that fixing pay-scales by Courts by applying the principle of equal
pay for equal work upsets the high constitutional principle of separation of powers between the three organs of the
State and realizing this the Court in recent years avoided applying the principle unless there is complete and wholesale
identity between the two groups. Quoting the decision in GOVERNMENT OF BENGAL VS. TARUN K ROY AND
OTHERS reported in 2004 1 SCC 347 it was further observed that it is settled by the Supreme Court that only because
the nature of the work is the same irrespective of educational qualification, mode of appointment, experience and other
relevant factors the principle of equal pay for equal work cannot apply.

24. It is clear from the dictum laid down by the Apex Court through the above decisions that the principle of equal
pay for equal work cannot be applied unless there is complete and wholesale identity between the two groups. In the
light of the above dictum it is to be seen whether the workmen concerned in the present dispute are having such
complete and wholesale identity with those workmen who are working as CME Operators Grade-VI at present.
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25. In order to understand whether such complete and wholesale identity is there, it is necessary to refer to the
relevant appointments made by the Respondent some years prior to the appointment of the concerned workmen. The
records available are from the year 1982. In fact it was in the year 1972 by Ext.W4 the categories of SME and CME
Operators Grade-I were brought to the regular establishment and reclassified as Operator SME and Operator CME. By
Ext.WS5 special grade was introduced for the Operators working in high capacity machines. Both CME as well as SME
Operators were grouped in two. Group-I was in the lower scale while Group-II who were operating machines of higher
capacity were given higher pay-scale. Ext.W6 is an order by which those who were selected for the post of CME/EME
Operators were appointed as Junior Operator Trainee for EME/CME. The pay-scale applicable to them on their
completing the training also is given in the order. Ext.W7 is the order appointing one of the Junior CME/EME Operator
Trainee.

26. Ext.Ml is the first notification available calling applications for the post of Junior EME/CME Operator Trainee.
This is dated 12.01.1985. As could be seen from the notification, those employees of the Respondent who are holding
the post of Technician Grade-IV or above or other equivalent posts are allowed to apply for the post. The qualification
prescribed is that they should have passed SSLC or its equivalent and must have passed ITI and NAC Examination in
the Trade of Mechanic (MV/Diesel) etc. The next notification is Ext. W8 dated 14.02.1985. It seems sufficient
candidates were not available in response to Ext.M1 application and Ext. MW§ advertisement was published inviting
applications for the post of Junior EME/CME Operator Trainee from the open. The educational qualification prescribed
was passing SSLC or 10" Standard. This was relaxed to 8" Standard pass for those with experience of 10 years. A valid
license to drive heavy goods transport vehicles was also required. Then there is Ext.WO circular calling to appear for
interview for the post alongwith requisite certificates. Ext.M2 is the paper publication for appointment as EME/CME
Operators in Sept. 1985. The qualification prescribed in this is 8" Standard or equivalent and also 3 years experience in
the operation of Dozers, Dumpers, Showels, etc. The pay-scale given in Ext. W8 as well as Ext.M2 is with Basic Pay as
Rs. 675/-. However, subsequent to Ext.M2 before the applications were processed, the Respondent evolved a new
scheme to train SME/CME Operators. As seen from Ext.M3 only 8 persons could be appointed consequent to a
notification for appointment to the post of EME/CME Operators in June 1984 though the qualification prescribed was
8" Standard and 3 years experience. In 1985 when applications were called for with qualification as SSLC and ITI
nobody responded to the same. Ext.M3 states that having exhausted the local means, press notification was given with
qualification of 8" Standard and 3 years experience for the post of CME/EME Operators and that considering the
age and experience and the level of technical competence of those persons who responded to the notification it has
become necessary to have a separate career plan. Thus it was suggested that those who are recruited with the
qualification as 8" Standard shall be initially placed at the level of Operator Grade-IV (EME/CME) in the scale of Rs.
595-885/- instead of Rs. 675-1083/- which was earlier notified. Thus, it could be seen from Ext.M3 that the Respondent
had decided to create a new category of employees having lesser qualification. Ext.- W13 to Ext.W16 are orders calling
for interview, orders appointing EME/CME Operators in Grade-IV, etc. In 1995 also CME/EME Operators were
appointed, as seen from Ext. W21 and Ext. W22.

27. After 1995 no appointment was made to the post of CME Operator till 2007. Ext.W28 is the notification dated
27.10.2007 calling applications for the post of Operator Grade-III Trainee from the willing employees. The
qualification prescribed was passing SSLC and possession of a valid HTV license. No experience was prescribed.
Only those persons who were employees in Ext.W2 grades were eligible to respond to the notification. However, those
who have completed 4 years of service in W2 grade were not allowed to apply. It is in response to this application the
workmen concerned in this dispute have applied and were appointed in the post of Operators Grade-III Trainee. In the
letter asking to appear for selection they were not asked to bring any experience certificate. Ext. W31 is the appointment
order issued to one of the concerned workman. It states that on successful completion of training he will be regularized
as Operator Grade-III (C). Ext.W33 is the appointment order given on completion of his training in the scale of pay of
Rs. 5,150-8,270/-.

28.  On an examination of various notifications produced on the side of the petitioner as well as the Respondent it
could be seen that the qualification prescribed for the post of CME/EME Operators coming under Grade-VI were
different from the qualification prescribed as per Ext. W28-the notification inviting applications for the post of Operator
Grade-III (C). Ext.M1 is the first available notification for EME/CME Operators and in this the qualification prescribed
are SSLC and ITI. This application was invited from the employees. Apart from the educational qualification there was
also the restriction that only those employees who are working in Grade-IV and above are eligible to apply for the post.
The next notification available is Ext. W8 of February 1985 in which the qualification is SSLC or 8" Standard for those
who are having experience of 10 years. Those who have completed ITI Course were preferred. This was notification
inviting application from open candidates. Then there is also Ext.M6 in the year 2006 prescribing SSLC or ITI and
experience of 6 years. By this applications were invited from the employees. It does not refer to the grade of the
applicants. However, there is the fact that 6 years experience is prescribed by this application. Though subsequently
also EME/CME Operators were appointed the notifications are not seen produced. It could be seen on a perusal of the
notifications referred to above that higher qualifications or experience than prescribed under Ext.M7 by which the
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concerned workmen had applied had been prescribed as per those notifications. In Ext.M1 though experience is not
required, the applicants should have been from Grade-IV or above. That means they should have been sufficiently
experienced on their reaching Grade-IV. In Ext.W8 it was SSLC and for those with more than 10 years experience 8"
Standard. Preference was given to ITI Certificate Holders. As per Ext.M6 it was SSLC or ITI and experience of not less
than 6 years. So far as Ext. M7 is concerned only SSLC was the prescribed qualification. No experience was asked for.
Again it was insisted that only those from W2 Grade can submit applications. Even from among W2 Grade those who
have completed 4 years could not have applied. Thus, it could be seen that qualification prescribed for the post of
Operator Grade-III (C) (Earlier Grade-IV EME/CME) was lesser than that of the notifications earlier referred to. Only
in Ext.M2 notification pass of 8" Standard with HTV License and 3 years experience was prescribed. This notification
also was for the post of EME/CME Operators. However, after the notification was issued the Management decided that
the persons appointed on the basis of this notification should be given a lesser scale for the reason that they are of
lesser qualification. Thus, a new scale was introduced for this purpose. Ext.M3 is the report submitted by the
Committee for Interview for Applicants as per Ext.M2 to introduce the lesser scale of Rs. 595-885 instead of Rs. 675-
1083 as notified in Ext.M2. Ext.W 14 is the order by which the applicants as per Ext. M2 notification were appointed.

29. It could be seen that there are other reasons also to deny the same pay scale as those of workmen coming under
Grade-VI to the concerned workmen. Those who are working under Grade-VI were appointed in the grade on calling
applications for working in that grade or have become promoted to that grade. On the other hand, the workmen
concerned in this case have applied for the post of Operator Grade-IIT (C). The pay scale also was given in the
application. Only those persons who were working in W2 scale were allowed to make the application. There is the fact
that those who were in W3, W4 and W5 scale were not allowed to respond to the application. If the appointment was to
be for W6 scale they also would have been allowed to apply. WW1 has stated during his cross-examination that the
stipulation that those who have completed 4 years of service in W2 grade need not apply was prescribed for the reason
that in another year they would have automatically moved to Grade W3. 9941077857

30 It could be seen on a consideration of the above notifications and other aspects referred to that there was no
complete and wholesale identity so far as the group of earlier CME/EME workmen and the workmen concerned in this
case. In the earlier cases they were either higher in qualification and were having more experience. So they can be
differentiated from the present workmen. WW1 has stated that before the concerned workmen were appointed in the
post of Operator Grade-III(C) they were not operating CME equipments. So it is clear that they have no experience in
operating the CME equipments when they applied for the post. WW1 has stated that there was no instance of workers
under Ext. W2 grade having been directly appointed in W6 grade. He further stated that on two occasions prior to 2007
in which year is Ext.M7 notification, direct appointments were made to W5 grade as Trainees for appointment to W6
grade. He further admitted that on three earlier occasions internal candidates were appointed but these were from
Grade-3 and Grade-4 and not from Grade-2. Again the case of the concerned workmen that after they were appointed
as Operator Grade-III ©, they were operating only CME equipments is not fully correct. The very case of the
Respondent is that they are to operate ordinary vehicles and at the same time they were made to operate CME
equipments as well. WW1 has admitted during his cross-examination that some of the concerned workmen were
required to driver passenger vehicles, pick-up lorries, bus, etc. and this was by rotation. WW2, one among the
concerned workmen also have admitted that they were required to drive passenger vehicles, pick-up lorries, bus, etc. by
way of rotation. On the other hand those who were posted in W6 Grade after training in W5 Grade were operating
CME/EME equipments exclusively. These also establish that there is no wholesale identity of the concerned workmen
with the workers coming under W6 Grade. So the criteria laid down by the Apex Court for implementing the principle
of equal pay for equal work is not satisfied in the case of the concerned workmen.

31. In spite of the above facts, there are certain aspects that differentiate the concerned workmen from those who
were posted in the same category subsequently. They are in fact an isolated category in the sense that they were made
to work as CME Operators immediately after they were given posting as Operator Grade-III (C). As could be seen,
soon after they were selected they were given training for one year not for operation of other vehicles but for operation
of CME/EME equipments. As seen from the evidence and Ext.W44 they were mostly made to work as CME/EME
Operators itself. They were appointed in a lesser grade and they were made to work on equipments of sophisticated
nature which required more skill and care. MW1 has stated during his cross-examination that subsequently also
employees were appointed as Operator Grade-III (C). They were not given training to use CME/EME equipments.
They were made to work on ordinary heavy vehicles only. As per Ext. W28 on the basis of which the concerned
workmen were selected, the qualification is SSLC and possession of HT'V license.

32. The position of the concerned workmen is somewhat on par with those who were appointed based on Ext.M2
notification. Though the notification was for the post of CME/EME Operators with scale of Rs. 675-1083/- they were
posted as Operator Grade-III (C) in the scale of Rs. 595-885/-. These employees subsequently made representation that
they should be given posting under W6 scale. By Ext. W18 it was directed that though in the normal course they are
eligible for promotion only on completion of 6 years in the post of Operator Grade-IV, after conducting a skill test, they
can be recommended for movement to the next higher grade. Under Ext. W19, the workers coming under this were
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asked to appear for the skill test. Subsequently, they were promoted to the next grade. The case of the concerned
workmen can also be considered similar. Their position is almost in parity with those workmen selected under Ext.M2
notification. They are 8" Standard pass with 3 years experience while the concerned workmen had passed SSLC but
without experience. As in the case of employees coming under Ext.M2 the workmen concerned in this dispute also
could have been allowed to move to the next grade on completion of 3 years in Grade-III (C) and to the next grade on
completion of the usual period in that grade. In that case they would have reached W6 scale or at least W5 scale. It is
only proper that this advantage is given to the workmen concerned.

33. Complaints 1/15 and 2/16 are filed alleging that some of the concerned workmen are transferred in violation of
Section-33(A) of the ID Act. The question of any violation will be there only if the case of the petitioner that they are to
be treated to be under Grade-6 is accepted. This contention having been rejected, both complaints are liable to be
dismissed.

34. In view of my discussion above, an award is passed as below in the ID:

The 78 workmen concerned in the dispute shall be deemed to have been promoted to W4 grade on their
completion of 3 years in service in W3 grade and to the next grades on completion of the specified period of
service in the respective grades. Their pay and allowances shall be fixed on the basis of the above retrospective
promotion.

The concerned workmen shall be entitled to pay and all other monetary and other benefits to which they
would have been entitled to on such promotion. The arrears of wages shall be paid to them within two months of
the Award. In default, interest at the rate of 7.5% per annum will be payable from the date of the Award.

The reference is answered accordingly.
Complaints 1/15 and 2/16 are dismissed.

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the
6™ September, 2016)

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer
Witnesses Examined:
For the First Party/Petitioner Union : WWI, Sri T. Jayaraman
WW2, Sri K.G. Archunan
For the 2™ Party/Respondent : MWI, Sri D.R. Senthilkumar
MW?2, Sri C. Thiagaraju

On the petitioner’s side

Ex.No. Date Description

Ext.W1 2013 Minutes Book of the First Party Union

Ext.W2 2013 Membership Register and Form-E of the First Party Union

Ext.W3 2013 Subscription Receipt Books of the First Party Union

Ext.W4 07.08.1972 Brining the category of SME Operators and EME/CME Operator to Regular
Establishment

Ext.W5 17.05.1982 Order introducing Special Grade for the Operators working high capacity machines

Ext.W6 10.11.1983 Appointment Order issued to the CME/EME Operators

Ext.W7 24.11.1984 Appointment Order issued to Christopher Charles

Ext. W8 14.02.1985 Advertisement issued by 2™ Party for appointment to the post of Junior EME/CME
Operator

Ext.W9 13.06.1985 Circular calling for applications for appointment to the post of Junior EME/CME
Operator/Trainees

Ext.W10 16.07.1985 Junior EME/CME Operator appointment orders

ExtWI11 21.08.1985 Junior EME/CME Operator/Trainee Appointment Orders
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Ext W12 18.09.1985 Advertisement calling for applications for appointment to the post of EME/CME
Operators

Ext.W13 12.10.1985 Order calling for interview for recruitment to the post of CME Operator

ExtW14 02.07.1986 Order appointment EME/CME Operators in Grade-IV

Ext.W15 23.10.1986 Order calling the Junior EME Trainees for Trade Test

ExtW16 04.11.1986 Appointment Order issued after completion of EME/CME training, as Operator
Grade-II

Ext.W17 25.07.1989 Order declaring successful completion of probation by the EME/CME Operators

Ext.W18 29.06.1990 Order promoting the EME/CME Operators from Grade-IV to Grade-III

ExtW19 25.07.1990 Order calling the Grade-IV EME/CME Operators for skill test for advancement to
Grade-V

Ext. W20 28.01.1991 Dispute raised to give Rs. 675-19-789-21-1083 scale to EME/CME Operators as
per the advertisement

Ext.W21 27.08.1994 Order calling for interview to the post of CME Operator

Ext. W22 08.03.1995 Order appointing Operators / CME

Ext.W23 17.03.1995 Order issued by the 2" Party

Ext.W24 18.03.1995 Appointment Order issued by the 2" Party

Ext. W25 29.01.1996 Orders issued by the 2™ Party

Ext. W26 26.11.1996 Training for the operation of BEMI bulldozers

Ext. W27 01.10.1997 Orders issued by the 2™ Party

Ext. W28 27.10.2007 Notification issued by the 2™ Party

Ext. W29 27.10.2007 Order issued by the 2™ Party

Ext.W30 26.12.2007 Order issued by the 2" Party to the post of Operator Grade-III (Trainee)

Ext. W31 11.02.2008 Appointment Order issued to the post of Operator Grade-III-C

Ext. W32 16.02.2008 Order issued by the 2™ Party

Ext. W33 22.08.2009 Order issued by the 2™ Party

Ext. W34 04.04.2011 Order issued by the 2" Party

Ext. W35 20.09.2011 Representation given by the LPF Union to the 2" Party

Ext. W36 15.11.2012 Transfer Orders issued by the 2™ Party

Ext. W37 04.09.2013 Appointment Order issued by the 2" Party

Ext. W38 04.11.2013 2(k) dispute raised before the ALC by the 1* Party Union

Ext. W39 10.02.2014 Counter Statement by the Respondent before ALC

Ext. W40 11.03.2014 Rejoinder filed by the 1* Party Union

Ext. W41 19.06.2014 Failure Report

Ext. W42 09.09.2014 Order of Reference

Ext. W43 - Experience Certificates issued by the 2" Party

Ext.W44 - Log Books showing the work allocations to the workmen including the workmen
concerned in the dispute (Separately filed Vol.L, I, III, V & V)

Ext.W45 27.09.1994 Proceedings No. M.1(2) 192

Ext. W46 25.01.2011 Notification issued by the 2™ Party

Ext. W47 26.09.2011 Order issued by the 2" Party
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Ext.W48

Ext.W49

Ext.W50
Ext.W51
Ext.W52
Ext.W53
Ext.W54
Ext.W55
Ext.W56
Ext.W57
Ext.W58
Ext.W59
Ext.W60

Ext.W61

14.08.2014

15.06.2015

18.06.2015
09.07.2015
09.07.2015
26.10.2015
29.10.2015
29.10.2015
08.01.2016
05.04.2016

On the Management’s side

Ex.No.
ExtM1

Ext.M2

Ext.M3

Ext.M4

Ext.M5

Ext.M6

Ext.M7

Ext.M8

Ext.M9

Ext.M10
ExtM11
Ext.M12
Ext.M13

Date
12.01.1985

18.09.1985

23.08.1986

19.03.1996

06.08.1996

27.10.2007

11.02.2008

04.09.2010

06.06.2014
19.06.2014

Order transferring 9 of the workmen concerned to other Division but with same
CME Operator work

Order transferring 4 of the workmen concerned to Conveyor Vulcanising Work in
Conveyor Division

Representation made by the 1* Party Union

Individual representation made by 4 affected Workmen

Representation made by the 1* Party Union

Order transferring 20 of the workmen concerned to various divisions
Representation made by the 1* Party Union

Joint representation made by the 20 affected workmen concerned

Order in WP No. 36430/2015

Order of deputation issued to 14 workmen concerned

Order of deputation issued to 12 workmen concerned

CD showing the various kinds of CME equipment and its working and functioning

Literature / Printouts taken out from the websites with regard to various kind of
CME equipments and its working and functioning

Salary Bills

Description

Notification No. 684/P&A-IV-1/84-Project Notification —Junior EME/CME/
Operator/Trainee for operating ESEs/CME:s — filing up — Applications called for

Paper publication in Dina Thanthi dated 18.09.1985 —calling application for
EME/CME Operators prescribing educational, age and experience in earth moving
machineries

Scheme to train SME/CME are Operators and change in the level of induction to
EME/CME Operators — career planning

Communication No. 05/P&A/WR/96-reg. wage revision —re-group of scales of pay
and posts — revised procedure for advancement — instructions

Notification No. 8080/P&A/WR/96-regrouping of scales of pay — revisions
procedure for advancement —regulation of pay

Project notification — Recruitment to the post of Junior Operator / SME “Trainee”
— Applications invited — to submit on or before 12.12.2005

Notification No. Corp/P&A/473/5536/2007 — Notification — Recruitment to the
post of Operator-1II/Trainee (W2) with copy to Union, Federation and Associations
— from willing employees — applications to reach on or before 15.11.2007

Procs. No. Corp/P&A/473/5536 of 2007 — Offer of appointment issued to 92
candidates — provisionally selected for appointment to the post of Operator Grade-
III / Trainee (W-2 Grade)

Settlement under Section 12(3) of the ID Act — arrived between NLC Management
and Workmen represented by 4 recognized unions (LPF, PTS, NLC WPU and NLc
PTS and attached MoU dated 16.07.2010

Minutes of Conciliation Proceedings before ALC (C), Puducherry
Conciliation failure report

Career path for EME/CME Operatives (W3) — S1.No. 36

Career path for EME Operator (6) — SI1.No. 20
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Ext.M14 - Extract of Respondent’s Standing Order Clause-7

ExtM15 - Extract of — NLC Personnel Manual Vol.I — Appointment and promotion rules for
non-executives — relevant pages

Ext.M16 - Comparative chart of Operators at various designation

ExtM17 14.11.2007 Letter from NLC Workers Progressive Union in reply to the Notification No.

Corp/P&A/473/5536/2007 requesting to extend the last date upto 26.11.2007 for
receiving the application

Ext.M18 10.12.2007 Recommendations of the Committee constituted to scrutinize the applications for
Operator Grade-III/Trainee with enclosure 1 and 2

Ext.M19 29.06.2001 Settlement u/r Sec.12(3) of 01 to 11 of ID Act between the Respondent and the
Representatives if unionized employees of NLC Ltd. before RLC (Central),
Chennai.

2 feoeht, 16 fEEwR, 2016
I3, 2444, 3AEifTen faamg sfuf=m, 1947 (1947 1 14) &1 97 17 & SO § Hsid TWHR Toad!
fafite & yeud & Heag FEl 3R 7 wUaRl & ", ey o fide siefies faar ¥ @=ia wer At
AT A =TT, T8 % = (Hed . 120/2015) 1 UHIRE FE 7 S hSTT R H16.12.2016 H U
g3 ol
[H. T1-22011/12/2015-3TE3TR (HTH-11)]

o g, stgvm sifeerd

New Delhi, the 16th December, 2016

S.0. 2444.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 120/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of M/s.. Food
Corporation of India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 16.12.2016.

[No. L-22011/12/2015-IR (CM-II)]
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI
Monday, the 26" September, 2016
Present : K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer
Industrial Dispute No. 120/2015

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the Management of Food Corporation of India and their
workman)

BETWEEN :
Ms. K. Dhanalakshmi : 1" Party/Petitioner
AND
The Area Manager . 2" Party/Respondent

Food Corporation of India
District Office, PO Box No. 2911,
Tatabad Post

Coimbatore -641012
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Appearance :

For the 1* Party/Petitioner : M/s.. Balan Haridas, Advocates
For the 2™ Party/Respondent : Sri M. Imthias, Advocate
AWARD

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order No. L-22011/12/2015-IR (CM.II)
dated 31.08.2015 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication.

The schedule mentioned in that order is:

“Whether the termination of Smt. K. Dhanalakshmi by the Management of Food Corporation of India,
Coimbatore is justified or not? If not, to what relief the petitioner is entitled?”

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal numbered it as ID 120/2015 and issued notices to both sides.
Both sides entered appearance through their counsel and filed Claim and Counter Statement respectively. The petitioner
has filed rejoinder in answer to the Counter Statement.

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the petitioner in brief are these:

The petitioner had joined the Respondent Corporation in the year 2009. She was appointed to do the work of
Sweeper which is a regular post in the Respondent. The petitioner was working in Peelamedu Depot of the Respondent
against a regular vacancy. Her appointment was due to acute shortage of manpower in the Respondent establishment.
The petitioner had continuously worked from 01.10.2009 to 05.04.2013 without any break. She had worked for more
than 240 days in one calendar year. She had worked continuously for more than 480 days within a period of 24
calendar months and is to be deemed to be a permanent employee. The petitioner is qualified to be appointed as
Sweeper in the service of the Respondent. She had been discharging the work of Sweeper under the direct control and
supervision of the Manager of Peelamedu. The service of the petitioner was terminated orally on 06.04.2013. The
termination was without complying with Section-25(F) of the Industrial Disputes Act. The same would amount to
retrenchment. The termination is void-abinitio. After termination of the petitioner the Respondent had engaged others
by outsourcing the work. An order may be passed directing the Respondent to reinstate the petitioner in service with
full backwages, continuity of service and other attendant benefits.

4. The Respondent has filed Counter Statement contending as below:

It is incorrect to state that the petitioner was appointed by the Respondent as Sweeper in the year 2009 due to
acute shortage of manpower and she had worked from 01.10.2009 to 05.04.2013. It is also incorrect to state that she has
worked for more than 240 days in one calendar year and 480 days within a period of 24 calendar months. The petitioner
was engaged as a Casual Labour on temporary basis for certain emergency purposes. She has not been appointed on
any permanent post nor terminated from any permanent post. Regular appointment in the Respondent Corporation is
done through recruitment process under FCI Staff Regulation. The petitioner having been employed on casual basis
there is no question of any violation under Section-25(F) of the Industrial Disputes Act or any termination from service
also. The petitioner is not entitled to any relief.

5. The petitioner has filed rejoinder denying the allegations in the Counter Statement and reiterating the case in the
Claim Statement.

6. Evidence in the case consists of oral evidence of WW1 and MW 1 and documents marked as Ext.W1 to Ext.W10.
No documents were marked on the Respondent’s side

7. The points for consideration are:

(i)  Whether the Respondent is justified in terminating the petitioner from service?
(i) What, if any is the relief to which the petitioner is entitled?
The Points

8. The petitioner is said to have been working with the Respondent in its Peelamedu Depot as a Sweeper from the
year 2009. According to her, she had worked continuously without any break till 05.04.2013 on which date she is said
to have been orally terminated from service. According to her, the termination is in violation of Section-25(F) of the
Industrial Disputes Act and she is entitled to be reinstated in service. The Respondent has admitted in the Counter
Statement that the petitioner was working with it. However, according to the Respondent it was only during exigencies
and not continuously as claimed by her.

9.  The petitioner has given evidence reiterating her case in the Claim Statement. She has stated during her cross-
examination that she was not given any appointment order nor was she given any order of termination. She further
admitted that she was engaged only as a casual labour.
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10. MWI1 the Assistant General Manager of the Respondent at its Regional Office, Chennai has given evidence
against the case of the petitioner. He has stated in the Proof Affidavit filed by him that the petitioner was engaged only
on casual basis.

11.  Ext.WI1 to Ext. W10 were marked through the petitioner also to establish her case. Ext.W2 is a communication
from the Area Manager to the General Manager stating that there were considerable retirements in the establishment
and they were not substituted and because of the shortage of employees they have to resort to hiring of persons for
certain works in the establishment. Ext.W3 and Ext.W4 are the copies of file notes in the Respondent establishment
which also states that due to shortage of hands persons have to be engaged on casual basis.

12.  Ext.W8 and Ext.9 are the only documents produced by the petitioner to show that she had been engaged by the
Respondent. Ext.W8 is the copy of the Attendance Register from 10.01.2011 to 07.01.2012. This document shows
continuous engagement of the petitioner from 10.01.2011 to 07.01.2012 except for a few days. The document of course
does not show for what purpose the petitioner was engaged. The Respondent has denied the claim of the petitioner in
the Claim Statement that she was engaged as a Sweeper and has stated that she was engaged only as a casual labour.
Ext.W9 is the copy of the Attendance Register for the period from 18.07.2012 to 06.04.2013. During this period also
the petitioner seems to have been engaged almost continuously.

13. The case in the petition that the petitioner has been engaged by the Respondent establishment form 01.10.2009 is
not proved by the petitioner by producing any positive evidence. The Attendance Registers produced by her shows
engagement from 10.01.2011 and till 06.04.2013. Even during this period there is a gap of more than 6 months from
08.01.2012 to 19.07.2012. The petuitioenr has stated during her cross-examination that she had obtained the copies of
documents from the Respondent establishment with the permission of the Manager. If she was able to get copies of
documents of proof of her engagement for the period from 10.01.2011 there would not have been any difficulty for her
in getting such documents for the previous period also if she was actually engaged earlier than the year 2011. The case
of the Respondent itself is that the engagement was only during exigencies. So the case of the petitioner that she was
engaged even from 01.10.2009 with the Respondent is not established. So also even as seen from the documents
produced by her it is more likely that there was a gap in the engagement even in between 10.01.2011 and 06.04.2013,
the date of her termination. Thus the period of engagement as seen from the evidence is only about 1.5 years.

14. The case advanced by the petitioner is that she was engaged on a permanent post. However, Exts. W8 and Ext.W9
the Registers produced by her would not show that she was engaged on a permanent post. Merely from the statement in
Ext.W2 that persons are to be hired to make up for the shortage caused by retirement, it cannot be assumed that the
engagement of the petitioner was on permanent vacancy. Even as admitted by her during her cross-examination she
was engaged only as a casual labour. According to MW1 Peelamedu is a very big complex of the Respondent with 22
godowns. There is direct payment system for labourers engaged in the godown for collecting spillage and doing the
cleaning. Whenever such work is there they used to take casual labourers Even for Direct Payment System labourers
the service regulations are not applicable but are having separate rules. MW 1 has stated that the petitioner was stopped
from engagement alongwith other casual labourers as there was no work. Thus there is nothing to show that the
engagement of the petitioner was on a permanent post. On the other hand the engagement seems to have been to
expedite the heavy work that had occurred in the godown.

15. The petitioner, even as admitted by the Respondent was sent out from work without any written order of
termination. It is very well established form the Ext. W8 and Ext.W9 that the petitioner was working for some time in
the establishment. So she is a workman as contemplated in Section-2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act.

16. Even as admitted by the Respondent, no notice of termination was given to the petitioner. She was not given any
compensation before termination also. Her termination was in violation of Section-25(F) of the Industrial Disputes Act.

17.  The petitioner has claimed the relief of reinstatement in her Claim Statement. No doubt, she is entitled to some
relief because of her termination without complying with Section-25(F) of the Act. However, the relief need not be by
way reinstatement if the facts and circumstances are taken into account. The petitioner had worked in the establishment
only for a short period and that also only as a casual worker. According to the Respondent, herself and others were
turned out from work as work was not available. In the circumstance compensation will be the proper relief rather than
reinstatement. Rs. 75,000/- is fixed as compensation.

18. In view of my discussion above, the Respondent is directed to pay Rs. 75,000/- to the petitioner as compensation
within two months of the publication of the Award. In default of payment, the amount will carry interest @ 7.5 per
annum.

The reference is answered accordingly.

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this
day the 26™ September, 2016)

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer
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Witnesses Examined:

For the 1% Party/Petitioner : WW1, Sri K. Dhanalakshmi
For the 2™ Party/Management : MW]1, Sri C. Saravanan
Documents Marked:

On the petitioner’s side

Ex.No. Date Description
Ext.W1 06.08.2010 Age proof certificate in respect of petitioner
Ext.W2 30.10.2012 The letter of Area Manager to the General Manager
Ext.W3 - Note File QC6 (9-1)/13
Ext.W4 - Note File QC6 (9-1)/13/Vol.I
Ext.W5 28.11.2014 The Reply Notice dated 28.11.2014 issued by the Respondent
Ext.W6 - The Written Arguments filed by the Respondent before the Conciliation
Ext.W7 10.08.2015 The Letter of the Area Manager given under RTI Act alongwith enclosure
Ext. W8 - The Attendance Register for the period from 10.01.2011 to 07.01.2012
Ext.W9 - The Attendance Register for the period from 18.07.2012 to 06.04.2013
Ext.W10 05.03.2015 Letter of General Manager enclosing the Minutes of Meeting
On the Management’s side
Ex.No. Date Description

Nil

T fewedt, 20 fR@=R, 2016
I3, 2445, 3TN foas erfuf=m, 1947 (1947 1 14) F 91 17 & S0 § S19 TWHR S AH
TSR & YeHd b Helg SRl 3R Sk wHRRI & o, ey | i steifies oo # s st =@,
SR & g (e W 29/1995) 1 TR Al B, S hesid R 1 20.12.2016 1 W AT 11

[H. TA-12012/359/1994-3TEAR (=i-11)]
fa HAR, S=F Al

New Delhi, the 20th December, 2016

S.0. 2445.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 29/1995) of the Central Industrial Tribunal, Jaipur as shown in the
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Bank of Baroda, and their workmen, received by the
Central Government on 20.12.2016.

[No. L-12012/359/1994-IR (B-II)]
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer
SRCL
S 3Mefre [_rf¥raRor, SR[yR
»9g d0 W.amg d. 29 /1995

I : IRT IRBR, $TH FAT, 93 fQeell BT MY HHd: Tl—12012 /359 / 94—LR.(D-II) 75 faee,
f&i® 15.05.1995

BIERM ST G 1 HHARME, GUI. B, ardl

TR, T — W | AThd BHERIE ErS,

Y AATEPN, 858 AR, WHETR, GRS Afthyd

% WY, =Y AETR TS, AT, SRIYR Tmedf
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CEIE|
SufRerd :
fiori= Iferer): simfa gar dgar, sRyae.g.
ureft B iR 3N ®4 RHE Els,
ueft @ AR | 1 ST TabTel,
f&qi®  : 18.07.2016
arferfota

TRA WRGR D 9 FATeTd DI 3T BHIB Yad—12012 /359 /94— .R.(D-11) 3 facell, fasid 15.05.1995
T STggEl @l faare Ao 8 9 SIfeRoT &l famie 23.06.1995 BT 5 3T BT T 83T & fb —

"Whether the action of the management of Bank of Baroda, Jaipur in terminating the services of Shri Kalu
Ram Jat, Peon w.e.f. 06-11-1992 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief is the said workman entitled?"

it BIERM &I 3R A WeHc 3ih Fold 39 AMGeT & Wd far 8 & sae fFgfea faueht & 9o +
Igd Ao FHAN B IS B BRI B B oY 55 /w0 Ufifed & fFA@ A &A® 03.08.1992 BT BT g oY |
S Frgfaa foifdr F AR #8-d 9 SAMER ¥ BRI HRdl 87| a7 06.11.1992 BT HrITed H IURIT 83Tl
ar fauelt =7 fa1® 06.11.1992 | & #AIRIH e H HaAT H AT B QAT T FAHfAd & DIg WL BRY e
W|%ﬁ?ﬁﬁ®m§lﬁﬁa§aﬁé’cﬁf{wﬁ%ﬁw PR R o g BT daq 9 3HaR TASH D YA Bg
e foa, oreg T e foar | sifie gRT faTid 02031993 BT ¥ReS To o U

% 99 1957 9 1958 & 99 77 3R 78 BT WRIR Seoted 2| #1ffd aRT 25 (T9), (ON), (=) sienfire faarg
AR BT A U B BT ANBRI 7 | AP D AT TG & ILER] ST TR SIS ARTHR TiRE
IR T J SR AT A HHG DI AT B B d8 S WM W HARl T« FAEd DI A5 g ¢ @
ﬂ—s‘|ﬁq&ﬁémﬁsﬁaﬁzﬁﬁaﬁmﬁwaﬁwzsﬁﬁwzswzﬁmamiaﬂﬂﬂmﬁﬁmﬁlé’cﬁﬁso
faT @R ®= arel S BT W B AT S 2, S sife 7 80 T | v wr fhar 2 o sife @
e 06.11.1992 &I @ T WAHIT T 31y, AT T Y IR AT S | 317 1 g Far d F4 o
% | fou S &1 sraer faar S|

fquell o =1 WeHe it Fold &1 A URJa dx (R 6T | 961 IaR 4 I8 e 2 b sifie
o1 Frgfa fquell 9o 4 @t A1, {60 ug W & @1 TS § | AWP B AHRAD BRI BT Yfd @ U speED
AP & TU H AT TAT o TAT FRAGAR AR BT YA (HIT AT 27| VA 518d dddl MHRAS BRI B
gt 2g & B R I 9T € 3R U B P FEIT b 915 U9 SIAD B AAG [ B FATG A I © |

i =1 aurell d H AR FFmald ¥ fI1® 29.08.1992 | THR 04.11.1992 T A 76 fawd, fafr=T safdai #
eﬁlcbl?ﬂchwra‘ﬁoulésﬁ?awﬁﬂiﬁmaﬁﬁwﬁ%mﬂﬁfﬁﬁﬁwlgﬁw g*ldlﬂlﬁﬁ%’fﬂv‘{ﬁﬂ%l
il 6 & WIS HHAIRAT & el W M & HROT g8 IMaeIHarsil & oy MeRes & & gff 7 &

mﬁﬂm%ﬁm?mﬁaﬂwwwm|m§mﬁwﬁm$mma ERRREIGNIN
Ffeaal @1 o 21 sfe & Fraoe efa d§ IR B9 9 S9! Argdn, amyg Gl @it qedl @1
e & & 91e, Wi e Ry S &1 grau 2

fauell ¥ 7' ff Afefa far 2 f o9 weff @ {50 yer @ ot gfea @ 78 @1 78 @ = Refy #
e faare S & via el YbR &1 Aifed fear S omaedd 8l o iR AT & Sad Yiaen=i &
Ted S¥® Y T B BT BRI B | 0D - ARSI 9T DI IRAMAGIOT & FHET bad fauel &I o
T D IGW A YT WA 3% Fold Uga fhar 2, o R 2, e fvam ima |

SfiE 7 U WeHe 3k Fod & AT H W BIeR™ Siie &1 w9 oo e o, foraa fauel fem
RT URIONEr &1 T8 d Sxrdoll |1ed H A% ardi Ufadad f&id 08.11.1994 &1 il Ufd Uael Sdeg—1,
STH AT B BT Ul Sqeg—2 Ud ¥al ¥ d8ld dR BRI W o 8q Ugd Al U5 & Bievia ueel
SIY—3 YR HRam MY |

fquel for| 9 B0 P0 STHR BT wUL gF U fbar w1, o #ffe & ufafie 1 gfauRier @ |
89 Al g AT YAEel B e YdD feAAT AT AT |
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urefl & Ul &1 9@ © fb urefl o1 3% 03.08.1992 ¥ 06.11.1992 & #ed §ab H 80 fasT T =agel 4o
AR & U8 R BRI fBA1 | AP 06.11.1992 B1 fauelror 7 ¥ AIRgsds e ¥ Harjad R, R
P HRU Bl IART| IFD] I8 JaHfad il faarg A= @1 ar1 25 (T9) () (T9) iR e faars
JfAFIH & a9 99 & 99 77 IR 78 &1 Iootad B 8¢ DI g © | IHD! AAHK B FHI I
HS SfiE TRTER Mt BRI AR W} I, IS 916 ITd ©IF W SHell?l FoaEd $I A Fgfaa &1 18 R
arff BT BI HaT BT JTAR el AT TAT| dF H 80 3T FRIR PRI A arel 51D B g FR AT S 2
urif 7 80 a7 & e HRI fdar €, gafoy 98 g 81 T 8, U Refd # Swa! Jargfaa smewr srgfe ud
AT B | S Fafad Pl I 3R dy A fhar o |

SHBT I8 W 9% © fd ORT 25 (SN) Sienfire faare rfdfm & wraumsi & st urif & ag gwfora
PR DI AATIDAT & A1 2 b I Hafdd T Yd & T ay H 240 T dP FR=<R R A 8| urT 25
(M) <itenfires faare iffrm @ 89 @ forg a1 sa1 €1 v © & s1fe a8 sifWare (Plea) o ar ywiford &
f SH@d Bl & IR FRe 9 997 vl SR & 9 # o1 arel siffe BT ygel ST BN @ Rigr
HT Sedgd a1 2| o+ T & wwiE # e faffeee uqga foear —

(2010) 3 Supreme Court Cases 192,
Harjinder Singh Vs Punjab State Warehousing Corporation

SdT I8 i I 2 fo afe sfae afed & Jar 7 FoRedR @1 Sirdr @ 3R aRe & sl ) < o) ®
dl g8 Bl oAy 2| 39 do & wwelF # o fafeery uwga fhar —

RLR 1991 (1) 577,

General Manager, Northern Railway, New Delhi
Vs.

Judge Central Industrial Tribunal & anr.

ITdT I8 Al d@ & & il sfie 9 oo afe i 2 9 &R urll &1 Jaged w59 R
oreft @) Fargfad sy 2 |

=98 fARd fauell & gl &1 9@ & & ureff wdvem a1 a8 vt 78 o= a1 © o 39 fuel
ERT ag ol SHa & g W bl UBR & Pz MG <1 TS B AR SHe ar el & wey e
i & wdg 811wl 7 e Bl @ forv <u Horgl R d% d faf il R 76 T R fdar B
o wRsfie S e r & | ureft fauell @1 Jar # 721 o, safoy SHa Ja1 gAHERU BT BIE U 8
IO 1 BT @ A a1 el &1 e, de § yEiid gem € SR 9 &1 urefl gRT e R o &
TRITHR BT FRSH 3R SH@T Ul 9 B 8F1 &1y gorm & | fquell gy ol faare sfdfrw &
el Y UraeT P71 Sooree T8l fBar AT 8 | Uil BT wede i Foim R € |

IHT Ig W TP B fF SI8T IR B &I MaWIHAl & MR R Bl BT df IR W7 SI1d, 87 a1 FHI T
BT BeAl el BT o qdhdl | 39 I & Fqxid § f fafveey ver fhar —

AIR 1997 Supreme Court 3657,
Himanshu Kumar Vidyarthi & others Vs State of Bihar & others.

ShT I8 A1 T 2 fb gaxor #§ e ik g @& Gey € siida § =81 s o sik =Y Rerfg #
T B a1 FHIT Bl 8] dal S ddhdl | 9= 9 & a9ef= § =1 faftee uer fear —

2003 -I- LLJ Kerala 236,

Government Servant Co-operative Society Ltd.
Vs.

Industrial Tribunal, Alappuzha & another.

T T fade R w94 fdar e u=aet v uvdd fafeedi &1 saegds sreaad fdhan |

grRif 7 31U WeHe 3T Hom H fquell 4 d s 03.08.1992 I =g #o HHARI & Ug W gl
BT AAHRI far 8 ok f3A1® 06.11.1902 T Wargad fhar Sem wem 21 weft &1 fueh §& 7 =gel soh
PHEANT & Ug W AP 03.08.1992 BT PRI fHam o, I8 27 uell &1 Ul IeRAS, favaw iy gd
SIS gATaRITell SgAaslg A6 | YA HRAT o | Al drer™ (Grefl) 9 oo g dd d agel aoh
FHAN & U IR AP 03.08.1992 ¥ e fbam S @er &, Ry ufawRien # I8 WieR far & & 59 a1
Fgfad o= 781 far A o) 39 g N dEr © b S9 AIRad 3@r T o 3R I8 Al FEl © P S9d o6
AreR) ol J@ BIg U UF Udd T8l (BA1| Seoi@ g ® fF fquell §b U wrdeife Wverd B, el age
sofl e & g wR e @1 Fraffa afear et 81 U ke § 91 aie e o & uva f$e gy SR faer
Fgfed o3 SR fpg agel 4ol e & ug W gfad faar S e & T8 21 o ueR o ueft 7 o
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HaT T & Gdg H W IS QY UK el At w1 Rl 7 U o Big oikd uF 1 WA T8l b g,
91 I8 ude Bran 8l P faueh & =l faAi® 03.08.1992 &1 Agef Sofi FHa) &1 HI5 Rad U= 81 3R 99 W
ureff frgad favar T 81 iR 99 Saa i 03.08.1992 & U fauell d& # =gl Soft e & ug W
H1Y o 2|

U FTHe 3T Foid | urefl =1 I8 sifdhd fovar 2 6 Ja1 wwiftq @& Sdy 4 I ST s1ffd RIS
P PR T ¥, Said I AU H IE Hel © b 98 19 B bRl AT AT bl oHf R A Ig AT 7L
AreA & fod amar war | ufalen § g ) yde fHar 7 f6 SET o Wedc Jifh doid # g off 81 forar @
5 SHa!l FYfdT o g8 | N 397 Ufuen § I8 $el © & IS A1 HH R &1 A1, 98 TNIRPR o7 | T
RIM R 98 WA BT AJdell & PR BIAT el 8, T @M R IRER P BRI PIAT YHe PR 8l &, IR
I HEl IE Bl g & 6 Sad ANEiex $9 | Fgad o iR P9 UeR | SU9 SIS o | e A
W H $HT W B WAl YABBRY D dI& Qb 20.11.1995 Bl ARMEE R d1& H A AT Bl ST ST
3ifhd frar & iR I8 Ml o8l © % SUa W W I8 H Hare GAdd ol W@ foram 3R 59 s@awr T8 faar
T Safd afadier ¥ 399 I8 HEl © 6 S99 I8 T8 uar & aRmER 3R b $f el o T SR N
W a8 WeR B g & Suq oy v s gl @ fou 79 fean oiR g o Wert @ 6 wens
fgfed & fem a9 gu 2|

9 G A VAT BIS o UF WA el [ha1, R a8 ude g1 8 6 IRReR A eHar) 9o |
PRI o1 3R A HITS T 3R BART FAET PI Hal H AT TAT 8 AT ARG AR TH AT DI A1 e
a7 81| 39 UeR & W g fF uefl 7 o Wede offt gom # 1 ot aifaes fhy € S a9 ey
THIOTT 3T H I8 AT HA & & |

fquell @1 3R I ey § D0 B0 STHR IURT 8T &, o= urefl &1 Mo wu 4§ MpRod 1 B
g & foru FRMGER g 4ol R BRI HRaMT $el & | ufaaier # urefl &7 =agel sofl e & ue iR
S @ gIa 9 9T $hR AT 2 SR g8 W yse HAr & 6 i &1 e A qwe a3 Ree R
(Shifty &AT, I fremr omfe o | 9 el 7 ureff @ amsER | faE wR wEr 2, iR u' ) wer € %
e 999 W BRRA el @ B aRSar gdl T8l a9 A |

39 UBR W 39 RN & dUEl |4 0 s WeRIfad 8l g 8, o Ig v gar 81 fa umeft
FIeRM fauell 9@ # agel &l et & ug R s far = &)

ureff 7 faTid 06.11.1992 BT U Jargfad fhar ST Udhe fhar 2, U] Aargfad & BIg Qe YR
el fpar 81 S HIfge € 8 S BT &, W] I8 Seaidrild & b 9 O ol TR H SRR bt
HHAN] BT HIRGP ST A TSR S §Wd & 78l ¢ | uefl o1 a g8 1 =21 qarn 2 b 39 59 =fad grr
S faid BT sl T |

SR fHy MU g 9 we & & uefl a8 gaita 78 o) |ar € fo ag fJuel 9% # &7 03.08.1992
B Tged o FHAR B IS W FRYHR gl 1 IR I ag S FHAR & w0 H d A BRI fHar g umeff
AU IR d% @ "= ARG iR e & ddy 81 W gHitg 181 &) 9@l © aur I8 W yEIa T8l &R
P © & S9 Qe 06.11.1992 &1 Fagad far war| il g +ff <Ria 981 o= |91 2 & & 4 76 fa7 T
MBS HT A A I8 e UHR ¥ W w9 Fgfad um &1 af¥fert 81 oA 21 w9 e W@ @1 fued
P g IS & yEItIT 8 PR GdT § Ol SO Bis Ifdadl BT dd H BRI BRd NEAT IR GRT 25 (TH),
G, (Ta) 3ienfire fdare orff e qer 9 rfafm & srvia av M 77 SR 78 &1 oot fhar =m0
AT &1 & 9@l ® 3R I8 72} Bl off 9dhar & b fauel gR1 SR aftfa uraumit &1 Seore= farar Tar 2|

Al R ST Al e 9 WY AR 9 a8 dag yHIa el 8 9a © 6 urll seRrm Sie fauel
d% H &P 03.08.1992 BI =g Svll HHAR & Us WR PRI fbar 11 81 iR S99 aqgel sl FHaRl & W
H do d P fHar 81 3R IW &% 06.11.1992 I a1 | Y fhar war &1 | urefl a8 A1 gaIiorg 81 dR AHhl
g P 99 iR 98 & wey IR iR FrISTs & dee &1 | Ul Reafa # Srafes urelf Saa e y@ifvrg & =8
WW%@ﬁWWWWWWWWGWﬁ%IWﬂ%aﬂ?ﬁuﬂgd wCeHe i FoH
& 8 |

SuYad fqae & ey gebror H e afafoly aiRe faar rar & —
SIEIEMR]

"51fid BIRM SiIe g3 31 SHRM, U1 Hs, a7 WAraRarard, e — Wax, A1hd deRkig ek, 579
AAEPR, 858 AR, TMAR, URE AMhE & U, = AR IS, A, SAYR $I [quell aRs gaed, o
3T qSIa], fFd P, A=< 9a, @l H#id, TR I s, SUgR & I8 o d g1 oK 78l 8

J SHBI WHe AP Forq R fhar orar 2
arff BIeR™ e el TRE 1 Pl Ted Td AN UK PR BT ATBRI T8l 8 |
ST HEdl, =Ry

e
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I, 2446, 3TN foas eifuf=m, 1947 (1947 1 14) F 4R 17 & S0 § H<19 TWHR S AH
TSR] & Yeeds b Helg SRl 3R Sk wHRRI & ote, ey o e st oo # wwia slifes =,
SR & g (He W 15/1997) 1 TeRINE HIdl B, S hesid TR 1 20.12.2016 1 W AT A1)

[H. TA-12012/202/1996-3TEAR (Si-11)]
fa HAR, S=F Al

New Delhi, the 20th December, 2016

S.0. 2446.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/1997) of the Central Industrial Tribunal, Jaipur as shown in the
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Bank of Baroda, and their workmen, received by the
Central Government on 20.12.2016.

[No. L-12012/202/1996-IR (B-II)]
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer
SRCL
D= 3Mefre [Arf¥reRor, S[yR
»9g do0 W.amg A 15 /1997

I :  IRT WER, H HATe™, A5 fAcell &1 MY BHD : Ta—12012 /202 /96—LR.(B-II) 73 faoe,
f&i® 04.04.1997

YbTI B0 AdBT gRT A Mid< Aadr,
10 /653 TI0T UeJ, HAARIAR, STAYR omeft

CEIE)
1 A9 AR, 96 3P FSier, oA Ay,

3TSTHR NIoT{, I TS, IO |

2 EG AEVERE, 96 3 gSIaT (RISRRA Sid)

Suferd :
GBI AP« Al YT HSA, R T T,
geff @t IR ¢ s _mRo o o,
qureft @ AR | o s OO YT I,
f3i®  : 29.06.2016
arferfota

ARA ARBR S 319 AT DI AT HHIb Tl — 12012 /202 /96—|.R.(B-1l) 78 fIcelt, & =1 g
1 faare AR &g 39 AAPROT BT {76 14.07.1997 BT T AR BT UK 83N © b —

"Whether the action of the Management of Bank of Baroda, Ajmer in dismissing the services of Shri P.K.
Shivkani vide letter dated 18-03-91 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the said workman is entitled?"

urif 71 ICeHT 3T Fold 39 MG & Ud a1 2 b il 9@ sife a<iar @l w=pre e § §iy
HERI® & UG UR UGAIUT o1 | f31® 01.02.1990 BT fAuell HH—1 Ao+dt AR -1 I9 Fafad fBar ok e
09.05.1990 &I U&H 1R | ureff 7 famid 22.08.1990 T 3MRIY US| &7 Sk UId B AT IRMT B SRATDHR
foam | aromelt 1wl &1 STard @1 fawR QU a1 & faie 00.06.1990 PI AT WY H 37 PO THO HIR Bl Sirdl
e FRgad #x fam| Sifa st 3 fasTid 13.12.1990 &1 Sifd Ufided URd fban, e smaR uR fqued
FH—1 o1 Urefl Bl &P 23.01.1991 B HROT qar&il AfCH AT 3R Urefl &I Srawa dwrarn {6 I & &1 Harsil
A 9@ & o1 i foran 21 R’Aie 22.09.1991 @1 359 A @1 fawga Sar ureft 7 wgd R, g
fquell d9—1 7 39 SO, TP R o He@yul qedl W AR By AT fRA® 08.03.1991 @I ureff @1




5734 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : DECEMBER 24, 2016/PAUSA 3, 1938 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

SRITET BRA BT MY ORI B 1| a7 08.03.1991 & 57 MY & faog Uil 7 fe7id 26.04.1991 &7 faueh
PH—2 S I8 YUl UG D | I8 37dieT 1 ST faamR fby & famiies 26.08.1991 T WIRST HR & TS |

ureft &7 ifipyd ® 6 Sual Samfad oy iR S B S Sifd @1 TS, 98 o1y § iR uigfie
I & gl & f[audd g | wrell & S o1 aeR Ay 391 S st &l fygad fhar 1 S sAfaer)
@ P 9% ST & dF] 99 & AGER T8l Bl s, Uil BT q9rd BT Yo SfawR A8l fadr T, S9
Farg g @ &1 Jiaen T8 <1 TS, SW ARY UF B FHiF H yRgd awdaoll al giadl Suee] T8l Prarg
Tg; SiE ARGRT F SiE gfdded # U SRS Bl Al JER g4 fom R S Sl & SRME Ud T8 by
T dF & e § ueff @ SR &1 9gfad v T8 A A weft @ 9 H A wRgd dRA &l
JaER T AT AT SR 36 UBR | WHELT Sifd 79" ®U H Bl TS |

grefi @1 I8 A1 Iffped & & e el 7 IRIY S9ib 3, 4 9 5 & dag § ol wpd Feprel €, 9
Uia: HArEl R SMIRA 8 iR Sifa iffer) &1 ey o qft ave faga (Perverse) @1 Sifg Aif@RY 3iR
FIRAD BN 7 59 T2F R AR & &1 fhar & il & fawg R Hraf &1 xR JIRT oY 7Y €, 9
SIS B H el A | TS MASR 7 d ARl BT MR TG S9d aR H Ueff B GAdTS BT aaR
fag famm, sfosa fasar 2 S o1y 7|

gt 7 Sad F e BRA gY Harfad aeer faie 08.03.1991 BT o1y HING fhy S+ @1 ureiAr
DI 3R a1 H FR7R A gY, T A1 AW A S @1 e o |

fquefror =1 ureff & WedHe offs doli &1 Sk URdd &R faRY fohar | S9! Ik 4 sifi@mee 7 5 ureff
ERT fby U g&aeR & Wy H fouriy Sifa a1 [iRed fear war o o S Faffed #) FMgERr R
o S fbar war o | wredi | IR U BT {6 13.07.1990 DI R R &I 21.08.1990 BT STaTd YA AT
2| TFI Sfard WRER fRErR 8 | fuell 91 7 urefl & Same ok Sira @ ufdar @ SR U Aey iR qeal
BT YU FIT B D dIG &1 JERKTN BT Qe SN [haAr | ety ueery = 1 FeiRa ufear sk aRkass
P ITANT H gU fad 26.08.1991 BT 31T UIRT fBa1 2| Sifd & IRM UIgfas = & gl ol a1l
DI S T AR G BT g9d BT TR AW Y [HAT AT 2 | AR U H & Ig 3ifhd fHar g f5 ureil &1
9% HHARAT B Uolldg S9 g8 IE & U gRT 991d a” &) orgafa & Siafl, e 98 9ew 2
gl 4 g & 59 Jiaer &1 a8 Sordn g | Uil @I Wi I fORE $RA BT gUl SR faar W o SiiR
Aed U B BT 1 AR I war | uefi W@ 7 € e SuAnT qel fhar| Sifg goid: fFemger iR
faferqel &1 1% § | SR H [AuelTor &1 g8 W AWEHeE © 6 R BRIl B R S SIRIT WY Y E, I wreii
B TS H T BT A B | TG AAHN 7 g & ifrerg @ oMUR W & i 18.03.1991 BT AT
IR fHar € | el WifeNT R RaTte &1 fadidd &1 & 918 AHRT el uika fdar | ueff 3
AT faare S geidR fde 3 uwgd 6 2| Sad W4l BRIl ¥ WeHe 3% doid PR 8, o PR
[ERIBSICE

e 27.08.1999 & MM ERT AJRWHRIT o1 x0T & @l T3 favmig Sifg &1 w21 iR gg g fofig
fopa 2|

I UIHRI BT AfTH I8 AT TS |

fueh & Ul &1 9@ € & o9 eifdexo 1 fvrfia e o SR vd gg aifva &) fear & ar
JATABROT DI S H IS AeT BT JAHSAIDT BRI R TERKRN & AT DI §H R UR AR B B By
PR T8 2 b Wed, ARl P YA B4 & forg, ouai off | oo 0o & w9eiE # e faffeey uwgd
fepar—

1995 (1) Supreme Court Cases 216,
Government of T.N. & Another

Vs.

A. Rajapandian.

o faumdd ureff & gfafaf &1 9@ & & sifdesor & ar1 11 Q) ienfie fdare srfdfem & uraum=i
@ I I PR © b 98 e BT Al WU A B DX | AR ATBR0T ey BT GAqedid bR
Fadl B 3R Ay Ty gve @1 A # W Easy aR Fadl € | U ad @ wneld # e faftee e feg —

1 2008 (119) FLR 96,
Mavji C. Lakum Vs Central Bank of India.

2 2003 (4) L.L.N. 804,
Ramesh Kumar Vs Rajasthan State Road
Transport Corporation, Jaipur & others.
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9 IFd I IR UK el & udrer | #4949 5T |
fquelt @1 ok & uwga fafeaga Administrative Tribunals Act 1985 @ &RT 14, 15 & Hae H 7, Sdfd
AT YHROT 3NN faare AfSfe & uaum=i & a8 | o W) A9 Seadd [T § e fafeer
2008 UH.UASMR. ¥ 3J=0e 19 H I8 wWea: (uiid fhar 2 & 8l Sifa g W uig o1 g8 FAlked dR R I8
B AT S ghdl f Sita © SR ST ey el 1T g 9 98 fAsey € den sienfire =i afe g

ey IR ugedr € fb S S & SR Mdrel 1Y spy € 9 ey | qaiid T8 € A1 98 el BT JHedied
PR DA & AR TUS B A & Hee H Al SWET B Fhll © |

S el # ufurfed Rrgra ot fb siieife faare afafmd & & ddg H €, & R JAfdwRor
Bl Ig W BT Yof IUHR & & S & SRE 1 ey Farel 10 2, 9 fafde ey & omaR w2 sredr T8
Gﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁwﬁfﬁaﬁf@ewerse)ﬂiﬁgWﬁgﬁﬁgﬁWWﬁ‘ﬁaﬁmgl

YT UBROT W &6 09.06.1990 BT ARY T urefi d1 fear war, foRA 99 W IR s1eY oW gY, Ui
IR ¥ ARG e Tar | Sifg e @ Fgfad @& uearq Sifa AfieR) gR1 Uasor § e o Sifa ufdded
e | 59 Sifg uftaes # el & fawg 1 Q1 MeU FH—1 9 2 FIY I ¥, I5 YA FEl U T 3iR
3MEY HH—-3 T 4 BT FHIOG A+ Y T |

JATeTT HH—3 9 AR BT o fob urefl =1 &6 03.01.1990 BT 2 W0 THO & AT IR UM b 5
HRRIR 37RO W0 TR P a8 A BT $HeT 3R Sl & g8 d/ex oI Bl gall, i 1 I el 9 Udhs form 3iiR
IHB INR & AR AR IR ARAT IR™ FR 3T |

eI 37EY ST YA UTIT 13T, 9% §9 UBR o & fald 15.01.1990 ®I d &I IRFIE ARG & AT
Uaed -1 Tl BT [ATIYRT URAT H qHS AR o DR Tha YT BRI DI B, U] Uedl =1 AR Uaedh & 59
fAe=l @1 9amT B 9 PR B &, s HRUT Qe 15.01.1990 PI Iad IRT TdhaE YT T BT ST Db
IR qre H faAd  16.01.1990 BT B YAYRT RGN H Tha YYT Bl TS |

Sirg ST ¥ S QIHI 37Ul Pl YA A gQ UTell @l e SIRIAT @1 |y urm —
(1) 9% wmET & URER H AT FIER HRAT |

(2) 9% URER H Fer@E FAER AR HI BT

(3) SH—gETaR J=a ARHN & el @ IreT 81 HRA dTel G BT |

(4) 9o & f2al & favg B HT|

(5) TH % HHANI B AIH AAER &I BHRAT |

eff & ufaf~fr &1 9@ 8 5 Sira e 3 u2M ey &1 yHIforg AT 8, 98 ARy & AR UR el
21 9 @ SRE AT B8 fAfSe |y T8 g 8, T I8 omerg yHiford 81T 81| SHdl ab © b YR H
BIs WA Al U TRl 3N 2 Wafd Rreriaed! TeARId IR AN BT UHs 81 ST &g &1 8 | UHRoT § g
g ol RUIE A1 g6l 81 Prag T8 &, Rierasdl &1 @5 RAfeciary giev dxarax $ig Rulc U™ 781 &
TS 2| Pael RPRIThd] & HAFT B MR R TAT IRIY YOG 87 81 Hepal |

STHT I8 Al @ 7 6 I Rreraedl @ wod W fJegaia 81 €| e ARde & U Sad]
anfe deu I8! <RiT oxd & f arda & Rreradedl & a1 Ui B1s gear urefl giRT SIkd 81 A8l & TS |

Wﬂ%%ﬁﬂzﬁ%ﬁsmw&ﬁ%ﬁwaﬁwﬁmwémme Eﬁﬁmﬂl:@w
2| ST I8 W 99 & & uaxur # Rerm 1 §ifa & RE vl @ 781 g8 ©, T Rafa #§ 381 w9 s
5 g Rierad off & 1 | o+ 37 Tl & |aeid ¥ = faftee uwga fy —

1999 (81) FLR 630,

Kuldeep Singh Vs The Commissioner of Police & others.

=9 faffreaa # g foffa fear T % 1@ Riemaa o srquRefa a8 Rfd a=clt & & 318 Rera o
& |

2005 LAB. I.C. 467,

Sarvesh Kumar Sharma Bulandshahr

Vs

Station Director & Appellate Authority.
Nuclear Power Corpn. of India Ltd. Bulandshahr & others.
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g fafea & a8 foffa far = f S8 maRI-—ada g1 aRs IRl & | ARdle &R
HT AR & 3R Pl Wad A&l YaRid T8 gl 81, Sdfd TcaRSd W $8 @FT §Hco 8 MY & d a8l
gRATE & bl ® HUT IR fIeaT BT BT Tl 2

H9 Sad dpl R TG TR U I8 3R AT & Uhrel § J94 fobar |

frrfa Sife & Hag 3§ @1 T8 SRIARE! B AfeE JAfPERer H U fhar T ' SR 39 Sifderd H
Rreraaed st <erR gR1 S Rierd fQA1® 04.01.1990 BT IR &1 T8 S TH—6 & w4 H fafed 2, o=ga @
T R 39 oEud & ey § weff & Wafy/oRdigiy & waw # o guT T, o f Sita @ sriad @ gs
6 UR 3 © | Wl IR0 W0 TR o (U Sifd & IR f$Y T HoF § g Rieprad e vawrd a1 fo@as
T wed: yde fHar 21 Ol Refa # gg 98 @er o wadr @ 5 ueRw § qo1 Rrera uwga ok welfa w8
g 21 U Rufa # ureff & ufoffr @1 98 99 Wer & far 51 d9aar € 5 yexr # 38 e g @
el |

JMETT BHIG 3 P GeY H Sird B BRIAE] b SR ARl R0 W0 <ok S Rrerdedal 8 R s
A1 I8 TSl BIRG BHT ardl TAT &, YRl 83 2 AR o=y el e Ars, forren 7 A1 qRiferd gan
2| e R0 W0 CelR 7 fAF1d 03.01.1990 BT TIUSR Q-9 g9 & 41 Uil s g gRT W & AT §hb
IRER H ARAIE T SIMT Wed: Udhe fBar 2| I8 98l © b R &l Py YoM ol Ruic gfers o o
o 8l BRAe TS o | 39 ey ¥ Rrergdedr | e Rrerd # g sifed fear g & ueft 7 ger & fou
IS Uig R ARG Al 777 & off | Rred #§ SU9 gedr & Hag H 899 ygd $I gAfd & 98 o
THITSIHR &S PRA Bl a1 3ifbd B & | Seer@ 1 & b i Ripraaed 7 urefl gRT w& @1 gab! I AR
3R Sl W Baal Udh WRIF BT (29 1T & Udhe fhar g1 Wi Refay § fafecaara wieror 98 89 713 9
gg eI BBl ST Fhdl b gD B Fear 8| foRF YR @1 =1 39 Wl BT BIRG 8% & SId] hld VAl T8l
off f6 S HRU Readsdl 96 &1 M 8 T8 o) 9d | W Rafd § ug a@ & Remaedl, §6 o1 ol
9 AT & 91 B o TN A 39 g R BT 8 b S Wl weAT BIRA el g, el A ST Hebel |

el R0 W0 TR & Sdd HUH & HIT § Udh =g Wigh gt e ) S & SR & SRE
qfErT forar AT 21 39 ARl 7 81U $Ud H U8 ®El & & A id 03.01.1990 BT 98 2 W 3§91 ;W B 96 >
ATE MG BT U] IR 93T o7 | 31 g 3R il TR 918X Y 3R a_RMe & 9H & qrd A dgae = s
TR P R Udhs o ST AT fh I¥E A97Td HR © &, S99 I8 41 @7 b Aqdr=T SRImuE aR & |
IAIHMT Afedl IaR U AR ok 9 & 31<X 3T T | 98 ST Tad db H AT dF @7 fh TR BT HHIST Bel
g3 off 3R Sell @ offt g8 off |

a%w&ﬁwa?w&ﬁ%,ﬁmmﬁmﬁﬁ%aﬁﬁﬁﬁaﬂwmﬁéw&ﬁ%ls??ﬂT&‘ﬁaa‘r
IE P JAWST B | JaAR o B 918 U sAY bIs gfaure ueft @ iR | T8l & TS 2| 39 el & U
R 3favard fby S BT DI BROT AL © | 59 Gl T 30 R0 Ao SR B B BT Wi IR gU WKk
greff gRT 2t TR BT PR UbsHl, ARUIC HRAT, IS BIeT e Ybe BT T |

S Aled S $ QIR S 378U & Gag H U 8% ©, 99 Sad ey, W aeR W, welifa yHf
2 3R 39 fIffe d1eg @ MR R Sifd SR gRT 9 3Mey &I YA A= &1 Sl fspy St 137 %,
WWﬁWﬁﬁW(Perverse)&ﬁ?Sﬁmﬁwmwgl

g 3N & [y H AHIGT AT Ja=Id IMROYH0 VST & BT o@dg 8¢ o, o= 31ue & #
I8 yac f&ar 8 f6 e 15.01.1990 &I ST 4N WadHMI &I Fdhe U907 & forw e g o 9@ uwor
TEATIYRT S H BRAT AT | 39 e UR &7 WAgPpi 7 9 §RT S A F1 HR (&1, Yrsde iU &I Faver $Hrary
ST BT Bl | §b & (1l & IR $9 Tdhe YvU & oY Sy &1 Mawaed el 8, 99 §RT 8 ddba Uyl
fpar Sirg, Afbd S=I9 59 919 @1 A8l AFT IR Hel & Uard 89k ®9J Addhe UN & for S &7 gawer
PRATs S | f&id 15.01.1990 BT b UYOT &l B |hT | [ 16.01.1990 Pl R BT 1 37 Agsr = AIRgD
A HR fear| faie 16.01.1990 BT R0 A0 TR I Woll=dl §RT AP YUUT Aol TAT| U oG wUd Pl
e U] WS AT T |

il & UM &1 9@ § 6 uRl gR1 91 des R B e WH F G WM R of SN & (oY
gIgde a0 & AT & 78§, RN o 81 ®eT S daodr | Uil 9 e B BT 747 A8 fhar| O SwR H
off greff 71 &ifehd fam 2 5 39 2 S8 M & &R a8 &) Fawn dRam & A6 @ off, ST e FHRar TS |

IH B A T8 2 6 96 & oM & IrgaR g9 Uv0l & U g @1 siaeddhdn wgl B S ]S A
gde fHar B, g U0 dis M uxga T8l fhe 0§ U Refd # Ig oRia gt el 'rar @ o ureft A
TH—ggTax 32 BN & Al &) urer 981 w1 arel ga fHy & |

39 dd R 994 fHan|

S IMET BT 94 UM faid 13.07.1990 BT yreff ¥ arg e iR ¥ wer fb S 1% 15.01.1990 BT
TATIYRT WET S $T $9 UHR BT HIg A el QAT A1, Tafb gearadd YeH IR g9 I8 el b Sa
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GRET TS SR ST &1 gaell dRaM & oY Pl o 3R egaRell &l HRa WR g8 Fba Y90l 8q
AT IR S A B, SO I8 o YA € b il a1 faFie 15.01.1990 3R 16.01.1990 BT AHE
TATGYRT TET S BI IR Gawereh A1 ST gRT el 741 AR gg A oo & b ol <=1 €1 fad
U] ol JATGURT Sl el AT | A1 /ST & HUAIGAR i A AqbE A 99 A G A A A
UTSde ST &1 T HRar Bl del AT| &1 (ST 7 Ig 8] Pel © (b Uil 7 gRem TS & forg Y Fa1
gfeaRie s Wl gRT el o S B T 2, I A I U8 GId el AT 7 IHD g
AT T 81 SR 71 far 7 B7 | S Ol $dd I8 el © b el Yawd SN ISl W AT B & |

gg WE £ db B AR I VA B 99 ugd el fHar g 6 Sa dhe U 2g
JATLIHAT el ol | qhg U9 I AT N9 5 AeE 9 fFar 919, 39 dau # 96 & ais foaRad frm €
el Wt ueTpR gRT R qarn wAT| $N S A U U H I FEl ? B 6 & W B gER 39
foQ Sio &1 et T8l 8, 99 §RT & Y¥uT a1 Sfd | Sid wrefi &l <l Uaweid q 99 §IRT Ads Yol
o1 e < fear or ar el &1 <R o f 98 s urelAr dxar| fAueh & i @i ury qEf g f 6
BRI ARTE AT H [AYRT & T Db YU iU gRT $Rd I8 81 | Uil BT a9 gRT dba Y90 B D
fe=r <1, e yeEs i RIST A U fhAr SR Uil gIRT S e @I uredr Fe fhar S Wiidd ded
2| O Refa & a8 =ien omeg o S Wied ofE &, SO uefl & fawg uHita § R I TRl del o 6ol ©
5 0 dag # = Af¥feN &1 ey g (Perverse) 11

urff & ufafifr &1 9@ & & uell @ S qvs fawr T € 9% S99 AIRIU @ <Wd 8 AId
2, fAwATuRH (Disproportionate) & | SHHT I 1 Td © b Uil & Yd SR B ARIR IR I8 IUSIQT SR
far T & W=y U4 MRV & Gy H B AfCH iR FAdrs & fawR el @ TE feur w2 o uw
quey fafyy g & | 3l @@ & wwele # = fafrea uwr fvg —

1 2013 (139) FLR 610,

9]
~J
w
— 1

1o
i

< b%g»ﬁ
s d49%

135

P. Chandrasekaran, Channangkupam (Post),
Gudiyatham Post, Vellore Vs Management of
Palavan Transport Corporation (Metropolitan
Transport Corporation Division I Ltd.) & Another.

2 2010 (126) FLR 994,
Indu Bhushan Dwivedi Vs State of Jharkhand & another.
3 2005 (2) RLR 113,
Union of India & ors Vs Vishnu Lal Nai & anr.
4 1969 (18) FLR (Supreme Court) 159,
M/s. G.E.C.(P.) Ltd., Naini, Allahabad Vs Labour Court, Allahabad & others.
5 2008 (117) FLR (Supreme Court) 770,

Management, Aurofood Pvt. Ltd. Vs S. Rajulu.
9 IFd dP W AT BT |

IS AGRT gRT Sifg Raid a1 ufd & arer urff &I dRer qapl AIfcd e gAds &I a9
S @ 9% B Iad qusIey UIRg fhar | uell & fwg U™ o/Riu, d% e & URER H SR @dER
PRAL, b URER H godls FaER AR HA BRAL SF—JIdPR Ied ATHN & ol B Urel 81 B arel
T PIAL, 9B B A1 B T6g BRI PRAT AR TP 96 HHAR B AD AdeR A8l BT YA gY © SIR
S B AR WR Ul B G BT AT &6 18.03.1991 BT IR fham A1 €1 $9 M H Yd ATaRT
3R gd & 31feRg & SR WR IUSIAR UIRT PRAT del  ifhd &1 § | Ig ey, AR U fad 09.05.1990
TR P TS S AR IFH Sl IR yrefi & fawg veIford Uy €, S91a SMUR WR & uIRd fdhar a1 & | o o
SR Iffa fear a8 ureff R 9% wra & aRER H RIMg FagR &el, 46 URER § godis Fa8R 3R
PRAT AR TP §F PHAR & AP FIER T8l Bl S THR RIT YA Y & SR I9 ARIUT & YD H I8
qE BB T WHAT [ S I@REN BT UeRy Qe 18.03.1991 BN WM fHar AT 8, 98 fawsEunh
(Disproportionate) &I |

W IR A 1 gveey wRd fhar 1A 8, 98 Sfod vd 99 8 3R I9H gWEY BT Pls SR T8 ¢ |
QAT WeHe 3ifh Foid FRET 2| ureft 318 iy U & &7 BRI 81 7 |

Sudad fdde & Beavawy ydRer H = siffoty aika feam sirar & —
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arferfaofy

"grfl #Hb GBI PO UGB AGA & WG AGH, 10,/653 [ G2, AFERIAR, TAR & [d%g
fauefror Qe A9oR, §@ 3 geiar, Aoe Iiffhd, IOR AN, I IS, ISR UG He8dh AT,
d% Sl gSIal (RIGRAM SiF) 3fFw< Had, HAR % s, SR §RT 1P 18.03.1991 BT QR B TUSIQY]
qiRa frar T Sfaa vd ag 2

urefl S1Ae® UBTe B0 WAHMI DIg AT UTK B BT MABRI T8l © |

ST HedT, =Ty
T fReedt, 20 fR@=R, 2016
I3, 2447, 3TNl foas eifufam, 1947 (1947 1 14) F 4R 17 & S0 § S519 TWHR S AH
Ifed & yeieds & Hog Frasenl 3R S wueRl @ o, sy | i siieifies faar o @=ia siwifs =,
SR % g (Hef W 87/1989) 1 TR hidl B, S hesid TR 1 20.12.2016 1 W AT 1)
[H. TA-12012/106/1989-S1-11(T)]

fa HAR, =F Afwr

New Delhi, the 20th December, 2016

S.0. 2447.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 87/1989) of the Central Industrial Tribunal, Jaipur as shown in the
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Bank of India, and their workmen, received by the
Central Government on 20.12.2016.

[No. L-12012/106/1989-D-II(A)]
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer
I
DI e —[—RHROT, S™AYR
®9 50 H1.3ms.d). 87 /1989

I :  IRd PR, 3F H3ed, s fioell &7 QY HHIG : Ued—12012 /106 /89—IR-D-II(A) -5 faced,
fasi® 18.08.1989 |

1 XIS A &0 SieiiE (g SR dre)
2 Wi W ufT w0 I
3 REeae g3 w@o w9

4 YU AR YF WO ]
T ST B, Faril I BIdRarsT,
dedd oR, RTell — WRAYR (RTSTeer) grifRTOT

CEIL
1 & ¥ 3w sfosar, SIRY o H9oR,
I offp sfosar, W—63 &I, RIS A1,
A—hTH, STYR |
2 FoR, d 3 sfoear, Bievdrs!, dediid
R, e — WRAGR ([TeTerm) ...3rureffTor

Suferd :
GBI FfrTr: i T Hedl, IR TAOLTH.
ureff @1 iR | o UHo THO dT,
qureft @l AR W s T a,
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f&TT® : 19.07.2016
srferferota

TRA AR S 59 FAT B ST HHIB Tel—12012 /106 /89.D-11 (A) 75 faeel!, fa-id 18.08.1989 &
T STggel @1 fare «ifafeoia 2 9 S1fdavoT @I famie 28.08.1989 T $H 31T &1 T 837 © b —

"Whether the action of the management of Bank of India, in terminating the services of Shri Raju, is justified?
If not, to what relief is the workman entitled?"

ureff IS @ SR W WeHe A% dold 39 IfdeH @1 Ugd fhar © & S9 faTid 01.10.1981 @
fquefiror 9 =gel Ao SR & ue R Yfad < off | SHET BRI WHg B, U WA, g e anfe e
IR 9% & AT BIAT AT TAT 5 S BRIBIA FAK B b BT oA | IF f&A1d 01.10.1981 ¥ 3P 28.02.
1984 Wwagﬁavﬁwﬁﬂﬁ$qﬁwmm|wﬁmaﬁﬂwﬁ%ﬁwéﬁﬁmﬁﬂmﬁﬁ

A R faT & fBar| f&A1d 28.02.1984 I IW FeFRAM A R o AfFTdl BT 4 yga & forg, fa=
sﬁﬁwﬁwﬁmweﬁ?mwﬁﬂ?ﬁﬁmﬁﬁ = Tetra @i g= I @i or | S g |
Ugel SN BIs Afed wel far a7 3R 7 €1 Jarae f&ar M7 &R 39 USR ¥ 9T 25 (VH), () &ienfire faare
AR & UTaeT=i &7 Ieardd fHar a7 2| ureff uTa: 10 997 | UM Ui 99l & B BRAT AT| SHd g
fl QU TH—2 & TR W HM HAT AT | SAD WATG ATAH ST F TGO Dl T8 2| [ SHD Aargfoad o
31y vd ergfad afya fhar g ofiR g Sar # forn o &k ot wiRvonfies e e oird |

fqueiiTor 9 Wede ot Foim &1 IaiR uﬂgdwﬁwmlwwﬁmm%‘ﬁﬁm%ﬁﬁ%

H U & w H B B AR [BAT| SHY AMHRAS (Casual) AER R - 6 § g8 fimel & forg
B BT B feram Sirar o, e forg s@ Sfd wiRsifie fear wrer e | oreff vd §6 & 7eg e F e
T8 W@ 2| unefl @I AP 28.02.1984 ¥ FHIAAYED BRI ¥ TS Td © | Ui BRaw), 1984
ﬁéﬁﬁ%ﬂﬂ—wsﬁﬁmﬁwﬁﬂmmﬁaﬂﬁa%mw(Casual)aﬂwwwﬁrﬁ%—g[wﬁ
Iy B el o7 | il ¥ @ Al & forw fa # 9w S o 9§, hRHe B dRAM W, Uil 3 Pg
IHR T TE B I SR dF & fGueld sl & ueuml & AgAR N 59 PR BT BRI PR ¥ e
IR RIS & Hey I 8l 81 O | 46 ¥ 3CUsk & dIs Ug el il © | Uil &I ®Ig e a1 JanasT
gRT 25 (%) (ON) Menfires fare fafm & oravfa <o =81 2 ureft o & Sucter 98l o, ora: a8 ®en
Ui TTAd © b SHP! WA GATK BR & g 81| Ui eRee P FRaT o, sl I AfeH °F @
Jaeddhdr i o | ureft @ IS Aargfd A el T8l B Mg | Al A fddw | SorT AT | [

T BRUN I IcHe 3P Foid R 2 |

gl 9 SaE I Sidd U $R Faed A {6 araeds o uF fAuell §% & iR iR deol # F,
Sl I RSV | UG pRa] Sird | Ui 7 e BEel & fou T8 @’ R 39 d d A% &1 i fHar
o7 | I UIRHHG & darSaR |l fAuell & My # 21 98 dF FHAR) o, sufoly S9S 3IR db & HeH
el SR HHAR) & A 8 | Uredl BRa%l, 1984 & 1€ AU TG H IUe AT AR T8 B BISHR el 14 |

YRl H AMHROT §RT A 23.09.1995 BT THaR®I faTs UIRG fham 71, S AR Swadqd T
@ 3f<el Qe 05 S[eTs, 2006 §RT URK fbdT TAT| S Uell I Geaarg ol Al AT SHR g: 3fars uIRd
PR B e AR BT Ut 8|

e 9 AU FeHS AH Fofd & AT H W U5 & 9T uF U fhar, foad fauell e gwr
gfradier @ g |

el frmr 9 &8 {AR GRS &1 U uF e fear wan, e sifie & afafier 3 afoder @)

gl 16 @1 fadld 29.07.2015 &I Jg B OF WR IS A YfAffEwTor &1 fadie 21.08.2015 &I
e R foram T |

Y ST el @1 98 g |

ureft & ufafaf &1 9@ g & ureff 7 396 01.10.1981 & 28.02.1984 T& fafid wu | fqueht d& o
g A FHAR B U H BRI fBAT 27 S A1 B BRI & Qb 28.02.1984 BT AT A YUh HR AT AT
IR D WM R UGS = AfFTIl DI @1 AT & | Uil BT PIs Al f@ar AfeH daq qon gl &
AT &1 AT T | $9 UBR A ORI 25 (TH) (SN) Al farg AfSfrm &1 Seared fBar 11 2

ST Ig W) b 2 fb fqueh 7 s SRk & ureff &1 96 § B B WeR fhar 81 Rt 2
(T¥) 3Nenfire faare rfdfd & smelRae & &= arel o siffe &7 afRvmer & e 2

IAHT A8 Al I T [ uRil @ a1 9 GdPd T oMo fquell 9 @ & onfiu § 9 &R
RISV §RT A 25.08.2011 B IURARY TR IR BT 1UAT 36 el H 0 UF WA Bl B
e & uzer A1 faueliror gR1 71 o VR gga [y MY 2 SR T & wuer uH | U Regfa # fauel o &
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fowg ufdgma pd (Adverse Inference) foram | urft 7 wed & u® =G faar © f3Ai% 01.10.1981 &
28.02.1984 T AT wu A fauelror & gl Hrd fbar 2| AT Reifcr § Swer Aarfad s famid 28.02.1984
gRT 25 (TH) MR () Menfire faare faf e @) uremr 98 &y SM & SR, 31y § |

s I fquefiFror & gfa=ifer &1 9 2 6 uell 7 o/ aifvdes & |Heid H ®ig ok U=g |iey
T el @ 2| il a1 d% # Fygfed fear s 8 g T8 2| fuel o # i o e Fafha ufea
2, o o Sraled A arded wareR Fygfaddl <1 St € | wreil o1 ol Jargfaa &1 dig e A1 uRdd
TE frar 2| VA B g UF Ul U= U S gan 2, R ¥ yAifora g @ f ureff fauefrror @ g
g Sofl HHaN & wU H uewenfud or Jor wrefi iR fquefiror & wew R SR fFritear @1 ddy 81| ureff
q I W SRS @ FRYfad & ddg 7 B8 Swade U T8l B £ | 9% H A%E B $8 9 a8 B aR
o AE | IR B B ANER, a1 Uit ¥g S 81 BT 29 WoHe 3ih Fori R B

I9aT I8 A db 2 fb 59 a=ai &1 urefl & o ey 3 yHIiorg AT o, SHbT IR fAueiiTor uR gt
STAT ST AT 3R fqueimor & fawg o8 ufdqga f1hY (Adverse Inference) T&! foram ST e |

H @ fade R F949 fhar o uAbell o1 eaYdd e A |

gt ¥ 3Tu ¥eHe 3T aotd H fRATd 01.10.1981 BT fAueior g1 aqel ool HHar & ug W frgad
forar ST SR fAI® 28.02.1984 &1 Wargad fhar ST SIASRIT frar 21 weft 7 g9a weu @1 wequl srafyy
fquelt & =l wvqel d% & 99g d =gl Aol AR & ue R AT U F R BRAT AWMBRE fhar © | ureff
B IO FeHe 3% dotd # fby U ifiaadl & W MU FHRIHS, [Rad U4 S¥ATdoll  UHTaeied]

(Cogent) ¥Ted 1 YHIOTd ool o1 | refi ¥ fa7ids 01.10.1981 &1 ¥ &1 fqueh 9@ @ Igi age 400 HHan) &
e wR fgfd fear SiMr gee fhar €1 uiefl 7 ol |ed & vy ud # i faHid 01.10.1981 @I =gel Ao
AR & Ue W g a1 S ysbe fhar €, wreg ufoaRien ¥ $9 I8 WeR fhar € 6 99 @8 Fiygfad
o TE1 faar mar &R I' A er 2 6 9wy g um AR on, S S99 Tl faar wan) 59 |el | gg o de
b Sa Fgfaa @ fou oI ureien o= | 81 faar o afik g8 Hef a9 9 el ol o7 | 39 YR W<
gl oAl f3i® 01.10.1981 @I Fged Hofl e & ug W FYfad & gwlda & & fou @15 o9
o g el fBd 2| Seora g 7 6 fauell ¥ e e dwe 7, frad fafig oel woad
Ffea Ry oM @1 MiRea ufear 71 W@ oreft & ogaR S Fgfda 8q @18 i+ o3 & uwd
2, U Refd & w8 981 @e1 o 91 fb 9 age ool e & ue R do 4 Fgfad e @1 18
areff ¥ 1 U ¥CcHe 3T Fold 3R HF # I 1 sifdha 7181 b 2 6 S0 1 Ia9 9% w1 3 sman
a1 T uisifies fam Sirar o | urefl, 9o 3§ RIS o &R S9 d& 9 9a4 offe f3ar S o 59 9o
AT HRA & o o S9 §RT Bl o U UG T8l fbar w1 2| o8 dd ueil & ufdf+e & 59 9@

Sl fbar S & fob fquefivTor gRT oig o Uvgd 81 ) 4 urefl @1 Sl greifde q1idcd U W@ b Ao
BT U e A YA FIA BT B, 98 GANG el 8 1| FEl g Seerd g 8 b W urefl 7 e
gferadie # I8 WeR e & 6 e Fgfaa & fog o ueir v 78 fiar ok 9 €1 59 9% fgfeq w3 &
SR g, Ul Rerfay % I g w181 2 o ureft =qgel ooft e & w9 9 f3Ai® 01.10.1981 &1 faueflt 9@ &
Iei frgad gom &1 ok ueft 3R fauell §o & #ea FRIRTT ok RIS @1 Hey @1 =)

arif 9 U WeHe 3% doid H AT 28.02.1984 BT U Hargfad fAuefivor gRT fhar S+ 9 &
3R 39 HaHfId @I AR <1 | I8 UP Aedqul 9ed © P S e ura gan @, SuH Aarfad @ 3y anig
3ifd € T8 2| I§ g sferg Al FEayul © b wrefl 7 oo Jar g &1 dig ey fauefiTor gR1 e
ST Ude 8 el T 8, 9”A A8 Pl © b S9! Jamfad a1 fald 28.02.1984 BT HiRgd I §RT BT TS |
SIERM B BHT W Y7 IE Iooid [HA1 Ofrar & b fauell o o drp wver | HiRges damfad fobar S
g € Tl § |

fquel d 7 U SR H Ig BT fhar € 1P urefl gr1 a7 # o Al &1 9w or & 9% ¥,
AMHRAS SR & AR W, HH—F fBa1 Sirar o, Sraer S9 uiRsifie faar Smar or | w@d ureft 9 ) as=R
ERT YA AT ST WibR fBar 8, IR=g $97 30+ ICcHe 3% detd | Hel W1 I8 sifdhd 21 fhar © b 39
e wud Ia / wRsifAes faam Sirar o | gfeadien # I8! el € b 300 /—wuwd ufome fad o, kg % g
S =i 1 IR & A & ey H 39 §RT BIs ok UF UK el (AT AT |

9 UBR | ueff 9 ool 9% # gqe ool e @ ug R g EW, 9 U R a1 aA, 89 g
BT AT UTKT PR AR [&A1P 28.02.1984 DI AAYAP (AT T & Hag H Pl eI UK T8l &l g, AR 374
e Jrae srffaedl B yHIford Fal fhar 7 |

gl 71 o+ ICeHE BT Feld H U ST [l Teftd @i &l gad fhar ST ®8T &, WReg 9 el
gl &1 A1 Bz FYfad o= anfe uxga 81 fbar 21 39 YR 4 URll Ul Wed ¥ AU WeHe 3B Foid H
afofd sif¥aei w1 gHIOIT el BR qdhl 2 |

43137
it

89 9
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el @ iR | el &9 HAR WIS &7 U U UK g © | Ufaukier # 9 Weh 4 a8 Fwn ?
& s 7 olexarst wr 4 &M fHar 21 viexdrs! TR § SR B B [Quell §o @ 59 AR B
WHRIfAT TE1 AT S qeberl b wreff 9 d& ¥ 3P 01.10.1981 BI =gl Sofl Ha &y WR Fgfad uras,
HTY o 2|

ST fIde AR T3Taell IR Sl Wed &, IWA Ig Dl GAIT el 81 Ahl © b uredi gy fauel 9%
@ I8l 1P 01.10.1981 BT =g 2o HHARI & Ug W RN fbar Tar iR S fa1d 28.02.1984 BT HaTl
gereh fopar | el @ fauell & #en RN T FrRiere &1 dy gaIord =81 gor & | o/d ureff I deu g
B T8 R urm g a1 ueft Rl UeR @1 ogdy SR &7 AferY el 2| urefl @ ok 9§ uRgd wede
3ifH o e 2

Sudad fdde & Boavawy ydRer H 1= siffoty aika fear siram & —
ot

" RIS IA 2N SARiE (e RM arg), 02 AEfd |RIST ufeq w@o 09, 03 REedrd g3 w@o 9]
Td 04 UUS HAR JF WO 9], GO S o, FHardl U™ siaxdre], dagdid ), el — wRaR (roRerm)
®1 fauelnror g1 da 3ife sfoear, SIRY Ao HoR, d@ 3ifh sfiear, W—63 &1, TR AR, AI—W@H, SR
Td HoR, 9% offs sfoea, eiexars], dgdid &), el — WRayR (o) & I8 FRfTd g g T8
T3 2|

3 ureff <I9] fhell ORE 9 BT B YE ATAN UK B BT ARNHN &1 © | IHb §RT TJd eHe
3ife ot e foar Siar & 1

ars TSl faih 19.07.2016 DI Yol IATAA H fRATIT STBR AR TAT Sl st ARBR Dl TbT9re]
TR 91T S|

YT BT, IR
T fewedt, 20 fR@=R, 2016
I3, 2448, 3N foamg sifufam, 1947 (1947 &1 14) & &1 17 & SHRO § H<9 TWHR AT=at
do ATh HHE & YU % Hag ARl R 36 wHeR % o, ey § ffde sfenfien foee § s sl
AT, SR & Toe (G W 30/1989) i YR HIAl §, S HF TR FI 16.12.2016 1 I 3T A1)
[H. TA-12011/73/1988-S-11(T)]
g HAR, Sh fwrd

New Delhi, the 20th December, 2016

S.0. 2448.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 30/1989) of the Central Industrial Tribunal, Jaipur as shown in the
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Oriental Bank of Commerce, and their workmen,
received by the Central Government on 16.12.2016.

[No. L-12011/73/1988-G-II(A)]
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer
SRCL
D= 3Mefre [rf¥reRor, SRhyR
®9g do0 W.3mg . d. 30 /1989
I : Bg AR, 51 9 RIS T, STIYR @1 ARG SHid Ta.—12011 /73 /88— 2(T) 3. 23.2.89
RIS §6 TIAgSl IR, URaMT 818,

HTEITEHT, SIRgR et
CRIL
Iuferd :

o= AR : ST W gaf, 37R.U.OL.U.
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it @ iR 9| : 5 . Tel. 9T,
Juredt @F IR ¥ : it ST BRI,
fasTias e1aTS : 30.1.2001
Jars
1. TE WER, 39 FAeg 73 ool g1 1 faare g9 =manfda~or o1 fofamet Som m &

“Whether the action of the management of Oriental Bank of Commerce in terminating the services of the
workmen mentioned in the Annexure and not considering them for further employment while recruiting fresh
hands under Sec. 25 H of the I.D. Act is justified? If not, to what relief are the concerned workman entitled?"

IFFEAR
1. #1 SETEIRT g4Ere HA T 2. % SIS 3Tgoll
3. & 4. g HTT BIHR
5. =0 g9 AR Tl 6. f I FIR
7. g At 59 8. # 37l 3EHa
9. #f |AY HFAR Tl 10. #0 H&q oTel
11. 31 ORI AT 12. 31 QeI FAR THI
13. i1 faeH Rig 14. 31 EFTSATHETH THI
15. &1 AfeTd HAR YTl 16. #1 EARIST TR
17. 31 AGTHAR ARR 18. 31 JMRIRM TS
19. 31 STIUBIR AT 20. #77 foher A
21. g Sfifen et 22. #1 RE Tf

Tt TR 6 TRETE S T SIUYR g7 YCTHe Jifh dord uRdd fhar B, feH Seora fasar wan
%%%ﬁﬁ%w&ﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁzﬁ&jﬁlﬂ¢Hd|l<ul2ﬁldg¢dmﬁm?{ﬂﬁ3¥wm§?ﬁw
H 3@l % PG BIG T FHAIRAT BT Pls I g7 T8 eI T 8 Jar i &1 ey f&Ar| e A
AT IATS & AJEDE 495 522 (4) BT Ioerd BAT| Gl H 2R T AT SHaRAT BT A1 A Fabrel H-
d% 7 D! SR TEX HHAIRAT B YRR B | 39 UBR 96 7 9RT 25—51 AAFRE UG 25 (TF) IR B
W Ieofdq fHar 8| b 7 HHeRAl B a1 A faar 7 & Afed & vaw H 14 7 & 999 $1 Y
far| 59 R §@ 3ito faare o 1947 (Y 1€ & 99 $8T SR @Y GRT 76, 77 9 78 BT St fdhal
21wl g o SURIGd d2dl Bl Seeld PR gU URMAT B © b mell de @1 Ak fod Oin, fb 59 wEvd
FHATRA], 5 T SR R T 8, I S0l [adid 9 O Qiel @ I &ifte IR a1 3 g fhar
8, 9% HaT ¥ T8 XA & AT Yo fBd SR | g8 W wiefer @l € & Sep! FEsrgaR a9 vd Al g n
O TP B YA B B e A §a B o S |

el 6\ WeHT S oI BT STaTd ARGA P Seard fbAr 8, {6 weff e g o faare sorn

o :
%mﬁ%ﬁmﬁﬂaﬁ?ﬁﬁgﬁﬁqlw RIER NandeEﬁé(‘e‘l’rWW‘ei’r)?ﬁmaﬁaﬁﬁ%‘ SR are
gRT e &1 fofgd S o @ Ueard SHd R foar Sar & iR s9a uedard 8 da # fFgfed @
Gﬁﬁ%‘léﬁm?ﬂé?ﬁ?wﬁﬁgﬁﬁaﬁaﬁﬁ%‘%ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ% cb(ulﬁqi#wgq

JaTG T & g @ TE | U HHaRAt @ fguei wHeid & argaR {5 UBR 31 IReR 39 UHR B g
SoM @ forw w21 grar| et d% @1 wg ft Tare B, fh ffm @ uRT 25-TE @ Urau™ S YR WX
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foemer o] 8l 810, Fifd 7 dHaiRal &1 §o 7 ve FuiRa oafr & forg € fgea fasar o &k S 240
ﬁﬂaﬁmﬂwmﬂﬂwﬂﬁﬁv‘m%\*lms?rcbwnwltr\fwvua%ulqulﬂaﬂ];:lﬁgﬁélmeﬁéwm
Tz Wt wer 2, fF ueft g &1 a7 wo fF SR eIl 1A @ URT 495 9 522 (4) BT Seordd fhAT 7, 39
HE H AT eI BT | IFc: UrRiFTer fEAT off YR BT /M8 U PR B ABRI AL & | A Ui §RT IR

T BT R fhar o |

4. il I gRT URd FoF & Tl W aoad fdare H 59 IR & 9He dhadl SAd Aed ard
YSITd, 90 HAR, I SFbx Td qoiRiT dd -1 &1 AU T9T 95 Wd fhd &€, Ra sl & gfaffer =
e @1 2| o foll N o1 3 9oW & 9wl ¥ B e uRgd T8 @1 2| A TR IAATE dad SURIG
IR} yrefrer & Wy # €1 wka fBar < @7 2

5. Joredl 9 U SaE B FHAA ¥ s fQeliy BIoN, A ARy FAR el 9 AL f[AsEaiy & e un
WA gV &, o ueft gftee & ufafife 9 e @1 21 swa uearq #9 fage ufafafer wrff @ owneff @ a'w
Gl UATEC! BT Al BT |

6. uril IR gRT IR eHe i dold & g H S1fd e el o U ¥ UF H I8 Fel ©, fb
S Fgfaa sumeff 6 @ WReR wER N # faid 13.10.86 B d@d @ UG WX gs oI, I fA® 9.1.87
TH BRI (AT 39 ISR ITT Fd 74 &7 BRI {HAT| IGHT B Aqd FANUS I8, 99 iy YA e T80
ﬁmwamﬂ*r%ﬁﬁmmwﬁﬂﬁﬁmmwaﬁ?ﬁmﬂwwﬁml SAD! S8 Mois FAR ARl Bl G
forar g a1 # I o a1 gad R QA &R ae H T FHAR RS AR W FAD B U W I O % § | 9B
@ B H AR gfg B @ B | w aF H of, et gt g fgfad 9 ax o2 ey @ fog ermeng

Fgfad <R @1 Il off | aReIE HHATRIT BT & 9 A8 B PRI & dla 8l ad U | SAD! SN T HHAN
G 0 B I8 BH db F P duf W Tl BT 2 | IRATE HHAMNRIT BT AR SAFAY =&l I T &, fb T 240
faT QR €1 BR | | HeT ATl o 37U AU UF § Ig W HEl 7, [H gD a1 qfdd b d1e A & g8 RIGIR
21 S WAl Yo B b d aRsdr Al T8l Hewret |

~

il 99 HAR 7 AU Al § A8 Hel o, b fQuel 96 1 gorrrre e g% wmEr # 56.87 @
ﬂgﬁwmﬁﬁmwﬁgﬁmwﬁﬂﬁwﬁgﬁﬁmﬁﬁmldﬁchlav‘rﬁﬁcqu?%ﬂ|q~1|cb
1.0.87 I AT ¥ YUH IR QAT IR 39 UBR Gl 85 a7 S fHAT| IH AAT A & B & 98 IFD! S8
A, TG AN, GAld AR did-ard & g Fgfaaal & 78| S W areng tﬁsfFfZﬁq‘q’q‘\’ﬁg‘cﬁﬁv‘aT
AT JT IT WA A PR B 18 (N BHAN] W | SHD] YT FIA W Us S AT H M =g Il e
| g Tl & Wy # 39 Afie 7t 78T o AfAE & oy & FH B 2|

8. SIS BT SIBR F U WYY UF H AT Pl ©, b fAuell § &1 MR wEr H 84—85 H I 80
o orerE ood & U R SR fhar| 9 N B Fgfaa amewr TE fear war 3R SEE SHadl 1986 @ URWT H
HIRgd Qe | AT F gUd FR 3AT| IWHI a1 Jfad b qrg A fJuel d 1 TR e § 98 IuRerd
Bl &, Afdhd I a1 H T forar | SHD [T o PR B dI8 W) o H aRens fotfUe = S ST 7=,
SraEHeeT (g, IMyam, e 9eR, INEGAR, ST R, dferar 9d1, avearierd T o, fear Fgfed o |
Ud I PIS AT Tl & T3 3R F W d TR RN H 3RATS Tl & U IR P1I IR B ¢ |

9. WD ORI AT -1 AU U U H Ig el ©, fb IHD! Fgfa fquel d &1 gorrre wrar H A
BRAY], 1985 H TP b US WX DI g off 3R A 80 3T Hrd fhar den I I fdt folRad smewr & w18 w8
1985 ¥ WAl o PHR (AT AT IP! T Il HAR 5 Bl doAd b Ua UR QT TAT| IA1 80 a7 B faba,
R o 1. wmi 7 RicwR 1985 | S 1987 % 88 fae Hrd fham, Wl @i o 7, 1986 I NI, 1986 TP
S fdar 2| fIw] g w@l 71 S, 1985 ¥ faawR, 85 @ 80 fad ®1d fdan &, dferd FaR gRT 1 ameng dR
W FAD P UG W 55 o Hrd fBar g | urefl &1 der 2, & S9! qa1 o & 95 o H IS 7 DIs Afad
IRATE AR W F0d & UE W B Bl & 2 |

10. orefi § BT IR A U BIoN, T FAR o 91 . AL Aegeafia 7 v+ wer o= 4 o
WD A< FAR, Bl SFbR qAT FG ol Bl G b B ArEraN H ool wU & WU H Td 3RS By
gig @ PR & ARRATE WU I B BRI 2g I TAT A7 ] I o < g off | I8 BRI gui wUIT ReATS
o 3R I Harg R @ ol JHIftd & 918 W 81 W< 8 TTg | 9 Aiferdl 7 g8 ) Fel ©, b do H
g Fgfad R BT AfBR BT A ABHR BT L & AR forfte daw # Fgfad ¥R WReR & faen
@ TEd dfpTT [aT 9l dre $ AeIE ¥ FREd ufear & ogaR Bkl | 59 Wl 7 g8 ) Seorw A ®, &
fguefrs Tl @ aRT 207 G 208 & AR 96 B BRI FUCH & oy RIS ARl H &1 AfGR 7 | |l
faeia @Rt 7 a8 W @eT 8, f& =g 4o Fvar vd iRy davf 3 e ISR Srierg & A 9
ffea ufear & agaR € Fgfaa e 2 |

1. orefi 9 @I IR W UG S A1eRT b HUAN W I8 Hell Hifd yAIEG 2, fF sifAd B 3R, IO
AT, 990 AR TAT H& ATl a1 db Bl A= el # arRerg dR R gad fbd | greiiror s
3FPR, IO A, FeA o DI T B fotfte @ g6 gaR @1 FYgfaa 9 @ 98 w g off| 34
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SfPl 7 I I BT TR H U U YA & AJAR FAL: 80 A, 85 &, 74 9 85 AT BRI HRAT IR
2| oturefi 57 Ui gRT 9aTE S §9 B A P TR el fbar 2 | il & well faeliu der), e FAR
Sror, . AL ISt 71 oue werHl # dad I8 $eEl E, ﬁsétﬁﬁamqﬁao‘r&a%qﬁggﬁﬁa%ws:r%ﬁaﬁ
Bl RS AR W VP FREd sr@fd g @ o IR MRed @y & ¥\t R S961 i 99 81 Tar | 3
UATG] BT e fhar, Rad 57 IRl i o Fyfaa fen MRea o@fe & forg &1 w8 81, U g
Uold Ul IR Tl 2 | 9WI Ue 7 I8 WIeR fHAr 7, & 59 afel @ g difee sl | @1 T ek
AiRges et | B @ gl oA MaT| g9 Hey o Ayt fag 2, 98 U8 7, & w39 el @1 e
g ) O & Ueard S9a @I WR RIS wU 9 Sl davl ¥ el 9% gR1 omavds e W gfg g
Y ATl Bl JRTE AR W FYfad <1 78 87 71 VAT B A gd Ui B dig Aifed el faar
3 UBR ORI 25 (TF) ISR & Yrae=i &1 oot fHar Ta1?

+9 5

12. ST i HUR URINTOT BT 3FhR, TORI e, 960 HAR T AGA ol & Bl BT Iooid hdT T 8,
%ﬁﬁe’mﬁwar%ﬁﬁww%%mwﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁaﬂéﬂ@w%w%maﬁ?wﬁwﬁw
Hﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ&@ﬁ?ﬁ?wﬁgﬁwﬁmlsﬂﬂﬁéﬁﬁmmawﬁa%%ﬁﬁ%‘,ﬁ?wﬁ@mgﬁa
f&
D]

P grg SAP! ore Ut b 7 eRYE dR W oW sfie o SHe Al BT N Seor™ fhar 8, Rt
qui SR far T 2| U sifAet & 39 Bl B A8 AT &1 Bls BRUT 81 8, Faife ureiirer grT B
3 BT B da | et @ fag ufafvfy 7 wig ke 781 97 B 1 59 927 & W w9 ¥ sweR 7 981 fhar
2, dfed =0 92 & ey § IFMSar SRR &1 2 o et & wArfera ¥ e wel | Ig ol A8} ®ar fb el
P! BT FRIMT <1 Bg S Blg AllcH fear &7 |

13. el a@ urell sl Bl e ARk R YR o7 &1 U 2, o fb SR Seor far T €, 59
DI W@ YRR A WHR B 8, olfdb S8l de MiRad @y % uwd 2, g yahe ¥ big Fygfdd 73 59
T BT UT el fBar & 6 9% R REd sy o forw €1 g far ok a8 @Rl W 89 & 918
ITD] HAT 3TaAf PI MT B TGN, 3T D! HaAW FA HR o1 T8 | O Reafy § g1 fagrm wfaf~fdr smmeft &
39 T@ B IEHR TR § DIy fRafdame &1 8, & uell sffel &1 e sienfiie fdare sifdfam @ g
2(00) (@ &) B =TT Be B afRuTeT H TE AT B

14, uefl & fagr ufaffe 7 oo del & el A e =g g uegd 6y €

1. HEEY STEad gRrerd gR1 RE |0 532 WAl GAR 9 3 g9 Uold RSY g 3 H UIiRd
fofg fie 2.5.88

1998 TT Udl. Tel. Ol UST 112 (A0 SATEdIE S =10) AN d6 s SAd 99mW I i

g

N

3. 1990 UAUASIR. UGl 513 (AF0 USd @ BRAM Iod IRTeR) AR 8 99 Hoerd B0
JifRfea d§& foro a 3|

4. 1987 old. 8. A 1361 (A0 [oRId S RITed) ToRId TE.UA.EL dralo fofo a9m <ue <418

5. R TA. 3R 1991 (2) 691 (A0 IIGIRRAM Ied  =IM0) I UYHT THI T ORI I §h
TS, SAYR |

6. 1997 T UGSl 379 (A0 AT S=d =10) UH. &. YAl - FICIC 3i1h BIcel HruiHe,
BTN CHATATSI UUS JAATSS ST, AT |

7. 1996 TT UGL.UA.SL. UST 216 (ST =ATATe) Mged dab A% SUSAT 99 TH. AT T 31 |

15. AR WS Sed el & ATy geudsl 1997 (1) U 379 (QURn) # ufaurfad fagra O
aRRfT # 59 AMc & Tl IR QURReUTT &R BT &, e I8 ufoorfed fear mar ¢, 6 afe f&f emawr #
Fgfda e safer &1 781 & a1 vl Fgfad sifafeam &1 art 2(00) (@1 &) & UragTl DI ARG TSI BT |
g9 AT Y Al W, ST 6 SR f9de far S &t &, el sifiel &1 darg G| B & U 9
ERT S9& WM R T S1Hd] I A1 aRefg dR R FRgfaa &1 2, S & S99 &1 o dfds S9! S8 Sl 1
e S dait # Fgad e M, S99 gd 57 urfror @7 S @ aRT 25-T9 @ STrid dIs Alfed e
fear | o 3 @ H uRgd "Ml d SRl 96 gRT ARFREE B UR1 25—09 & YraeTHl B Ul Seared fhar
ST YOI BT 2 |

16. areft & fagm ufaff gRT 9% daf @& |Heid # uwgad = gl 197 (4) THHLEL U9 391 fRAY
AR fAemfl 99/ ¥ 9% i [I8R 9 3=, 1994 S5 AUl (TEL) UST 977 #edfde e uRkve, Jul
9 A FAR 8T, 1995 (2) ARTASR. (T910) UST 272 oid FAR AT IM ASRAT I 9 3 qAqT

1992 (3) TP UAAL 533 HUCTT TR TORAT I G 3 BT A {1 GG TIRAGdD A3 {har foyg
SURIGT =19 I IR AMel & qeal 9 gRRefrar o got wer @ 78 8§




[ 9 @08 3(ii) ] ARG 1 TS99 ¢ Te@wR 24, 20167419 3, 1938 5745

17. ArRIRTeT 57 S7Uel e § I8 R TRE WK T8l (BT 7 b S W R S Ay Fgieaar #
qa fgad sf¥el F sl 96 # fhaw fea 9 @ @ fear| Ol Refy & 59 ddg 4 forse
T S wadr 7, f6 96 & Rere & R SWIE daRI Sifel & wF W Sl T siffe I dail d Frgad
RS AR W fHy M, S oAl ol aa (rfd uRitrT & wf s sl 1) emmff §6 # ol

3qfey e BT 50 T T Wi | gw 7 9 B @ SRR A W Ay g1 At

q BT FHARN RE AR W VA WA & oy dRf o= 32 8 ferar I A

S WU # Fgad dR 7 IRified & R R die] fhar S |

18. SR fIdae & MR R 349 78 ¥ =1 arare giiRa fear Sirar &

1. "3iNgved §6 S S & YgEdd R SRS AGTTd YSud, HIT SadhR, Joikd ol d
THT BAR DI HAT F AP B @ 918 S WM R T Fidadl b Fgad &1 9 qd ari
grRifTeT BT gRT 25—T ARIFEH @& atd g FEIfTd w1 7 Frex el fhar S Sfad ud
dg el 2 |

2. SWEd AR IR & WM W {5 T Sis afel B 6 gR oReE dR W B @ gafa
$ AR g fdar Simar je1 ok e el orafd & foy S+ o faan, S o@fe & 9+
T 50 Tfcrerd ARt U QU S1ue Hai # UTd HRA @ STIHRT E |

3. I el @ d ureffror |+ e o Wl FR BR 2 © A 4 B Y A 9 8, @
UrRIRTOT HEA AT USIYd, BT SFdR, IOl ol g 99<1 HAR DI 41 MBHRAD BRI =g I ATl
w0 # Fgfda 3 oW & fog FeargaRr s=ire’ fBar SR, S ugd fear mam o |

4. T @ g H SfeaRad o affet g1 Hfe I weg uga T8 @) TS 7, I 9D waeg H A
fvare srare wRa fawam Sirar = |

19. fars 3fSl famid 30.1.2001 Pl ol WHATAI H TGN STBR G TAT ST st WRDR DI Yp19rd
TR 9T S|

o171 gH], =l
CORRIGENDUM
New Delhi, the 21st December, 2016

S.0. 2449.—In partial modification of this Ministry’s Notification No. L-12012/05/2016- IR(B-II) dated
16/11/2016 in Award I.D. No. 14/2015, management of Bank of Baroda be read as Central Bank of India and file
Number as L-12012/05/2015 - IR(B-II).

[No. L-12012/05/2015-IR (B-1I)]
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer
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