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AT [I—4dUg 3—37-WUs (ii)
PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii)

WA R & HATC (TR WATeTd ahl BIgeht ) gRT W e, Tw wifafirer smeer 3iiw siftrgemmg

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

(1T i wireror farsm)
% faeet, 26 arder, 2019

FI. 1. 691.—Fawett fagrw qere wamaar srfafaas 1946 (1946 & stfefaaw s=ar 25) % d9rT 6
F HTT T T AT ATANT-5 F IT AN (1) FTET 2T ARRAT o6 TART § g qCaTe, FBAT= qaor i a7
ALY, [ [T i agafd SAfeg@=aT (IeW 1) it siag=eT §&ar I8 (T) T (9) 31/ 2018 &1 20 714
2019, % &, fawetl e qiere & Faeai & T8 o ATIHT &= 1 [Feqe T\ g7 AT Feqr 0133
faeh 16/11/2018 3 siavia &TT 409, 419, 465, 466 T 471, WA g2 |igar, qfem oraT former 1,
et RAT= wor, % &7 § off IHT o a1 I 7T ATAAL o (70 AT et S STa<rer 1 TI79 o dae § A7

IHF I H FYLTY T TSI AT IHT A9e % S 50 T0 04y a1 FAq04] & Jaegd § 9 99 6
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et e o fiaw e oft sroerferss srferfaae & qea anfeet ST % svauwr & o S ffam=a yea
H T et 2

[T, . 228/47/2018-TH=1-11]

. dt.ame. B, saw gt

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS
(Department of Personnel and Training)
New Delhi, the 26th April, 2019

S.0. 691.—In 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 Himachal Pradesh, Department of Home (Section-A) vide Notification No. Home (A)A(9)31/2018
dated 20/03/2019, hereby extends the powers and Jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment
to the whole of the State of Himachal Pradesh for investigation of FIR No. 0133 dated 16/11/2018 U/s 409, 419, 465,
466 & 471 IPC, Police Station Shimla East, Distt. Shimla, Himachal Pradesh as also for the other matters connected
with the same and for any offence or attempt, abetment and conspiracy in relation to or in connection with the said
offence or offences or offences committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts
including offences covered under any other Criminal Act within the jurisdiction of Union of India.

[F. No. 228/47/2018-AVD-II]
S.P.R. TRIPATHI, Under Secy.

e AR IRAR FHAT0 HA6T
(T 3R gRE wegmor famD)
% faeett, 30 ST, 2019
FT. AT, 692.—TA T AT THug AT HIH,1956 (1956 T 102) T a1 11 i I9- T (2)
FT T&cd ATl T AN Fd g0 Fheg T, AT AT TR F TIHe ek 3 AT a7 6l
TorH gt |, e, =i qenge wdt 8-
I JAH STLAT He-

ATAATITH AT stgar e & srefie S8 s o FTH(2) F T TAT 2] ‘AT ATESI T TGSt
e fEreafEmme, aeas” F gy ifaw af=af® F v sfiv st & foro gferfasoor [ =99 e
FIAH (3) Tl TAT 8] & HaTdq ot & gag § Foferiaa sia:eamaa AT SITua., sT&id:-

(2) (3)

‘TR 27 Afeecfead U ARl EEIED!
(T8 TF HAAT I AEAEAE SHEqr T ST A
AT AT A% HiSHhd Ficl, TATEE § Fhad
2012 =0 AT ATE § T390 910 AT % Hqae | A0
QTSI HETS HisHha farafa=ned, @@qs gl

e 2iTl)

[. #1-18018/6/2017-TH=-/THETH-3130920]

4T, . M1, 9T g4
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MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE
(Department of Health and Family Welfare)
New Delhi, the 30th January, 2019

S.0. 692.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Councﬂ Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule-

a) against “Chhatrapati Sahuji Maharaj Medical University, Lucknow” under the heading ‘Recognized Medical
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2) ], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:-

(@) 3

“Diploma in Obstetrics & Gynecology” (DGO)

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when
granted by Chhatrapati Sahuji Maharaj Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of students admitted at
Moti Lal Nehru Medical College, Allahabad on or before
2012)

[No. C-18018/6/2017-ME-I/FTS-3130920]
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.

75 feeett, 27 wradY, 2019

.3, 693.— AT AT TR ATETHTH,1956(1956 FT 102) T =T 11 HiT IT-&TT (2)
FT Y&cd AT HT TINT Fd g0 Fex T, AT AT TG H T Fileh I<6 AT+ il
9| g1 |, e, s gy wedt 8-

I JAH FTLAT H-

F) AT AET dearefiF F qef [om =oh anr Faw(2) Fgr T 7] “qag TS
st wear & A «faw afafs % g siw gstiseor ¥ foro a@fafaswoor (o za9 o w1 (3)
Fgl AT 2] | Hafed wiafe & daer § Feferiad sia.emod o o, strig-

(2) (3)
“Tiee? o e (S afefom)” THET (S TR
(TE TF AIAT UTH AT Tedl Rt o I8
SATETATd dg% HIZHA Ficol, AN H Fad
FFTEHE 9 99 2013-14, 2014-15, 2015-16 3{¥
2016-17 ¥ 991 91T STAT & Had § ANg Alerst
Erafa=mer, TeaT T T8 grill)

[€. T-12012/05/2019-TH=-1/3194671]

0. F. dEHTEATT, FaY A
New Delhi, the 27th February, 2019

S.0. 693.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical Council
Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes the
following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule-

a) against “Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading
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‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:

&) 3

“Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine)” MD (General Medicine)
(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when
granted by Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna in
respect of students admitted at Jawaharlal Nehru Medical
College, Bhagalpur in the academic year 2013-14,
2014-15, 2015- 16 and 2016-17 only)

[No. U.12012/05/2019-ME-1/3194671]
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.

% feeett, 27 weady, 2019

FLAT. 694.—adT gEAW TRuz Afa=a9, 1956 (1956 1 102) #ir &1 11 #i
IT- T (2) BT T&cd ATFaal T TR FXd gU Fheg GLhIT, AEA T AEEAT TRUE 8§ T Fh I
ATTAH T T =T |, Maferiad, sfiT geras el .-

IH JAH FTLAT He-

) HIIATITE A AT stear i & Ao SHeh AN FTAH(2) FgT AT 8] ‘et wareey Fsme
T ferafEenes, qee” & 9 Sifqw Tfafs & 71 ofiv  OSieew & forg |@feraeneor S =96 anr
FTAH(3) FRT AT 2] | et Fiafe F daer § Aeferfaa siaenfua G s, srriq:-

(2) (3)

‘Tl A AR ERET ) THET (A=A )
(T2 TF AIAQUTH A T SRt S 7
TadHe HISHA Fids], HIEEH, A 1 H Fao
FREmE T 2011-12, 2012-13, 2013-14 3%
2014-15 sreRTafde o5 § Y97 970 &0 da9 §
we T@ree fame gy fafaerey, qeer g
& 2iTl)

[H. 7-12012/05/201 9-11'14‘?3- 1/3194671]
Y. 3, dEraTedT, a7 gt

New Delhi, the 27th February, 2019

S.0. 694.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule-

a) against “Kerala University of Health Sciences, Thrissur”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation
for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:-

(2) 3)
“Doctor of Medicine (Radio-Diagnosis) MD (RadioDiagnosis)

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when
granted by Kerala University of Health Sciences, Thrissur in
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respect of students admitted at Government Medical
College, Kottayam, Kerala in the academic year 2011-12,
2012-13, 2013-14 & 2014-15 only).

[No. U-12012/05/2019-ME-1/3194671]
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.

75 fReet, 1 arder, 2019

FT.AT. 695.—ATA T A& Tug AT=aH,1956(1956 FT 102) it g 11 [l IT- &7 (2)
FT Y&cd ATadl T TN Fd g0 g GCRIY, ATRAT AT TRUE & 909l Fiseh 36 ATe =99 il
9| g1, e, s gy st 8-

I<h TIH AIEAT H-

) HTeEAT YT &R sear et & stefie [P 28 o FTaw(2) Fgl 47 ] ‘e e &se
frafaames, qee” F amEa sifaw afeafe F T e st & o Sferfasor [Ber g8+ omr
FIAH(3) FFT AT ] & HeATAq (A2 o Gagr § FHfIiaa siaamaa har ST, sTaid:-

(2) (3)
‘Taer  Aiw  gRFEm  (FFoma aRffm = owsh (foere afefem i Refeaeem)
Feferaer) (T2 TF ATAATITH AT dgar 2t o 78

TaAHE HISHA FicsT, Hgrad § 2015 FT AT 18
¥ yforfera o o g=0 % 999 O A @
s ferataamer, Jeg g W& gnill)

Ae: 1. & T2 UHT reAar SATEgEAT ST g ol ag & Atesdhad 5 a9 & o gRir 3T 36 918 sqaT
TR FLATAT T
2. |T=IAT % ‘AT T TOHRIT el g ST ATedT T&TF Fle o (o0 AR 2T gl
3. uferd ATaT T q9T F FART Fa § fGher g 9%, ahonHeasy, Aeaare €9 ¥, gataq
HTADIAL R H T & g ST

[%. 7-12012/93/2019-THE-1/THETTH-3204216]
Y. . FErareaT, 9T g

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019

S.0. 695.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule-

D against “Kerala University of Health Sciences, Thrissur”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the
heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted,

namely:-
@ 3
“Doctor of Medicine (Physical Medicine MD (Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation)
and Rehabilitation )” (This shall be a recognized medical qualification when granted by

Kerala University of Health Sciences, Thrissur in respect of students
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being trained at Government Medical College, Kottayam on or after

2015).
Note:
1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it
shall have to be renewed.
2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition.
3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the

concerned Postgraduate Courses.
[No. U-12012/93/2019-ME-1/3204216]
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.

TE faeett, 1 i, 2019
.M. 696.—TATLAT AT TRUE ATAIH,1956(1956 FT 102) i T 11 FT  IT-&TT (2)
FT Tacd QA &1 TSI F3d g0 heg ALY, AT AEATT TG | G0 Feh 3<h Atert=ad i
TIH AT |, e, siv derae wdt g -

ITh TIH ATEAT H:-

1) HIATITE G earsiues & STf[SE a9 o0 FAH(2) Tl TAT g] “ATAAg Tlerst
frsafammera, wear & am 0w afaf® % g sfiv Ot F oo sferfaesoor [ w3 o F1ew (3)
Fgl AT 2] | HaTed wiafe & daer § Feferiad sia.emod R o, strig-

(2) (3)
“HTEeY A TS (ST ToreT)” THUH (AT F1L)
(T8 TF HAAT I AT Ear (T ST a8
SATELATT Ag® HIZhel Fhicrsl, TEAIL | 2016 Fr
a1 At | gidterd o U e % a9y § anivg
Tierst fersafa=mer™, TeAT g7 J&< giil)

Me: 1. &7 T U wreaar sifegEeT Sy e A A  sfdeay 5 ad % o gRf i 39 a1 gee
TR FHLATHT T

2. |T=IAT % ‘AT T TOHRIT A8l T ST ATedT T&TF Fle o (o0 AR 2T gl

3. Uferd ATaT T q9T F FARCT Fa § Ghe g 9%, ahonHeasy, FAeaare w9 §, gataa
HTADIAL R H T & g ST

[%. 7-12012/92/2019-THE-1/THATH-3204209)]

9. . FeraTedTy, a7 g
New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019

S.0. 696.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical Council
Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes the following
further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule-
1) against “Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’

[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:-
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@) 3

“Master of Surgery (General Surgery)” MS (General Surgery)

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when
granted by Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna in
respect of students being trained at Jawaharlal Nehru
Medical College, Bhagalpur on or after 2016).

Note:

1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it
shall have to be renewed.

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition.

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the
concerned Postgraduate Courses.

[No. U-12012/92/2019-ME-I/FTS-3204209]
P. K.BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.

% feeett, 1 ardet, 2019

1.3, 697 —ATLA T AT TUE ATeT=IH,1956(1956 FT 102) Fir &=T 11 H IT-GTT (2) FIT
Yacd AfFadl T TAN FLd g0 wg T, AT AEAT TG F THST Fileh 3oh AT a7 il T97
FgAT ¥, e, o seree Fwidt 8-
IH JIH AT H-
) HIAITH AEAE searsius & oefi9 [SF =89 o waH(2) Fel 7 8] “dHg qts
Frataeme™, Tear & au« sfaw Tfaf® & vard e Osher & oo gfefasor [ g% omr #1eH(3)
Fgl AT 3] F HAted FATe % qag § Aofted siqeniva Brar S, sraiq-

2) (3)

“TiFe o T (S afefom)” THET (S A=)
(g TF ATAQUITH (A AEAT 21 51 7 A
T WIS FHierst, GoIReae | 2016 &1 a7 918 &
gfafera o 0 =@ ¥ ddg H osdWg qies
rafa=me, TeaT 3T 98 grill)

Me: 1. &7 T U wreIar sifegEET ST e A A F sfdehay 5 ad % o R i 39 a1 g9
TR FATHT T
2. HT=IAT % ‘AT T TOHRIT A5l T ST ATedT T&TF Fle o (o0 AR 2T &l
3. Tuferd ATAT T q9T F FARCT FATT § [Ghe @ T, ahongeasy, Aeaare ' ¥, gafaa
HTADIAL R H T & g ST

[€. T-12012/85/2019-THE -I/THETH-3203849]

., %, FEMTEAT, AT i
New Delhi, the st April, 2019

S.0. 697.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule-

I) against “Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’
[hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for
Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:-
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@ 3
"Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine)” MD (General Medicine)
(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when
granted by Aryabhatta Knowledge University, Patna in
respect of students being trained as Sri Krishna Medical
College, Muzzaffarpur on or after (2016).

Note:
1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it
shall have to be renewed.

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition.

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the
concerned Postgraduate Courses.
[No. U-12012/85/2019-ME-I/FTS-3203849]

P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.
% fewett, 1 o191, 2019

AT, 698.—ATLA T A TUE AT HTH, 1956 (1956 T 102) Ff &=T 11 F IT- 1T (2)
FRT Y& oTieadl &1 TART F3d g0 hex AT, AT AT THug | GRHeT Fileh 3oh ST =TH #hl
AW A |, Fefeted, siw g F -
Ih T ST H:-
) WA e Sgar siuE & qdie [P THd o FEH(2) FaT AT gl ‘udt. iy
frafaemes, Tar & am+ sfaw 9f&6f® & wara o aster & forg St [ 596 w1 (3)
Tl AT ] & Hateq wate & gag § Fatated s e B s, sraiq-

(2) (3)

‘T A Al (ufRfRaiaiest)” LGS NUEIREIRIEIET!
(TZ THF HIATE AEAE STedl gnil S T8
QATH oTTg HiSsha Fierst, TaT § 2016 &1 7 915 |
gfofer g @ gt % gEd § T [g
farsata=me, et

ZIT T&T giiTl)

Me: 1. &7 T U wreFar sfegEET AT g A A § sfasay 5 a9 o grRi e 39 a1 gee
TR FATHT T
2. HT=IAT % ‘AT T TOHRIT A8l T ST ATedT T&TF Fle o (o0 AR 2T &l
3. Tuferd ATaT T q9T F FARCT FATT § [Ghe @ uT, ahongeasy, Aeaare ' ¥, gafaa
HTADIAL R H T & g ST
[5. 7-12012/86/2019-UHE -1/THETTH-3203859]

4T, F. FeTeT, Fa7 g

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019

S.0. 698.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule-

I) against “A.P. Singh University, Rewa”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter
referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’
[hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:-
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&) 3

“Doctor of Medicine (Anaesthesiology)” MD (Anaesthesiology)
(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when
granted by A.P. Singh University, Rewa in respect of
students being trained at Shyam Shah Medical College,
Rewa on or after 2016).

Note:
1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it shall
have to be renewed.

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition.

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the
concerned Postgraduate Courses.

[No. U-12012/86/2019-ME-I/FTS-3203859]
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.

% feeett, 1 rder, 2019

AT, 699.—ATTA T AAEAT Tug ATAHT7,1956(1956 FT 102) &t =T 11 H 3U-
1T (2) BT T&cd ATFAAT &1 TN FLd gU g GEaTE, AT AAEATT TR0 F T2Hel Fieh
I ATATHAH 6T TIH SIg= 1 |, Foforted, i gemee Fwidl o

I JIH ATLAT He-
) HTEIATITH AT sTear e & orefie [P T8 T F1ed (2) Tl 47 g] “S1L.UA.E.a. g

fasm ferafeemerg, fEsrgeter F amw sifaw gfafs % wara siw ot & foro aterfEeror [ o0 o
FAH(3) FRT AT 2] | Faiterq Ffafe = daer & Aaferfaa siaenfua G s, sraiq:-

(2) (3)

“TiFe At g (Erates)” et (FRfsrtetrst)
(T8 TF AFAE AT AT R S A
qTEHY. BT Fiersl, Farqect H 2018 &7 AT a18 |
gferfera fFo o g % "9 § Stuadee
ey e fafeere, Bearer g T=ww
L)

Me: 1. &7 T U wreIar sifegEET ST e A A F srfdehay 5 ad % o gRf i 39 a1 g9
TR FHATHT T
2. |T=IAT % ‘AT T TOHRIT Aol T ST ATedT T&TF Fled o (o0 AR 21T gl

3. Tuferd ATAT T q9T F FARCT FATT § [Ghe @ %, ahonaeasy, Aeaare ' ¥, gafaa
HTADIAL R H T & g ST

[¥. 7-12012/87/2019-THE - I/THETH-3203869)
. . SRraTeATT, a% qi=a

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019
S.0. 699.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical

Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule :-
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I) against “Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences, Vijayawada”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:-

&) 3

“Doctor of Medicine (Physiology)” MD (Physiology)
(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when
granted by Dr. NTR University of Health Sciences,
Vijayawada in respect of students being trained at
Bhaskar Medical College, Yenkapally on or after 2018).

Note:

1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification,
upon which it shall have to be renewed.

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition.

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of
admission to the concerned Postgraduate Courses.

[No. U-12012/87/2019-ME-I/FTS-3203869]
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.
S faeett, 1 order, 2019
FLAT. 700.—TAT AIEAT THRUg Afefaaw, 1956(1956 T 102) it &mT 11 Hir 3I9- T (2)

FT Tacd QA &1 TSI F3d g0 heg ALY, AT AEATT TG | G0 Feh 36 Atert=ad i
TIH AT |, Referfed, siw deree wdr g -
Ih T AT H-

) AT AT sgar et & otefie [P T8 3 HTAH (2) Fgl TAT g “TSred1 a1y
e frafaeres, So ¥ ame sifew af@3fe F oam s wsiwor F o wferfawor (G zas amr
FAH(3) FRT AT 2] | Faiterq afafe = daer & Aaferfaa siaenfua G s, srriq:-

(2) 3)
ETEFET Ak ARTT (GHAT R U sqs UHSI(ZHIAT HIEIAS T UE 5aS ZTEREH)
THEL)” (TE TF HIAATAE AT v gl ST 78

THUHATH HISHA Hies, ST § 2018 & AT
T2 § gferfera foro o g gad § Tee
ey e frafeemes, S99 g ved
grf)

Me: 1. &7 T U wreIar stfegEeT SRy g A At srfeehaw 5 v o R i 39 a1 gee
TR FHATHT T
2. 9T=IAT % AT 3T TIHAT gl T ST AT T&TF FLe o [0 AN 2l &l
3. TUferd ATAT T q9T F FARCT FATT § fGher @ T, ahonaeasy, Aeaare ' ¥, gataa
HTARIAL I | T §& BT ST

[€. 7-12012/89/2019-TWE-1/THETTH-320397 5]
4T, F. ST, a7 a9

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019

S.0. 700.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule :-
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I) against “Rajasthan University of Health Sciences, Jaipur”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:-

@ A
“Doctor of Medicine (Immuno Haematology & MD (Immuno Haematology & Blood
Blood Transfusion) Transfusion)

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when
granted by Rajasthan University of Health Sciences,
Jaipur in respect of students being trained at SMS
Medical College, Jaipur on or after 2018).

Note:
1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it
shall have to be renewed.

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition.

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the
concerned Postgraduate Courses.

[No. U-12012/89/2019-ME-I/FTS -3203975]
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.

75 f2eet, 1 arder, 2019

FLA. 701.—ARAT agfaaE aRug oSfaf{aw,1956 (1956 &1 102) i emr 11 #iy
IT- 91T (2) BT T&cd ATFaal T TR Fd gU g GLHIT, AA T AEEATT THUE | T Fh I
srterfe=m it W T °, Fefertem, sie gerae w3 8-

I TIH ATLAT H-

) WA AEAE earsiu® & e[ TEh AN FAH(2) FRT AT §] “TASSUHuH
frsafemmer, s F A sfam afaf® % gura s dshiwor & forg dterfisor (R 2o anr #1ew (3)
Tl AT ] & Hateq wate  gag § Fatated s et B o saiq-

(2) )

“afreat Rt (= wst)” THHTTH (ST Foid)
(T8 TF HIAAT I AGEAE g SR ST qg
TR THISE #iewa gizeg i REeE, SR
TISTEATE § 2018 &7 47 /1= # wfarfera o o g
% gay ¥ uasmiugu e, s g e
e

Ae: 1. & T2 UHT reAar SATEg=AT ST G0 ol ag & SAteshad 5 a9 & g gRir 3T 364 918 sqaT
TR FLATHT T

2. AT & ‘TAHL T TT0AT Tl G ST HIEAAT & HA o (70 A1 gl g

3. Tufera ATaT T q9T F FARCT FATT § Ghe @ T, ahongeasy, Aeaare w9 ¥, gataa
AL HE § TA T2 BT ST
[¥. 7-12012/90/2019-THE-1/THETTH-3203976]

oY, %. FRrTedTy, A g
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New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019

S.0. 701.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule :-

I) against “NIMS University, Jaipur”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as
column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter
referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:-

@) )

“Magister Chirurgiae (Neuro Surgery)” M.Ch (Neuro Surgery)

(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when
granted by NIMS University, Jaipur in respect of students
being trained at National Institute of Medical Science &
Research, Jaipur, Rajasthan on or after 2018).

Note:

1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it shall
have to be renewed.

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition.

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the
concerned Postgraduate Courses.

[No. U-12012/90/2019-ME-I/FTS -3203976]
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.

% feeett, 1 ardet, 2019

AT, 702.—ATLAT AT TR STTEHaH, 1956(1956 FT 102) #HT =T 11 FHir 3IT- g7 (2)
FT Tacd QA &1 TSI F3d g0 heg ACRIY, AT AEATT TG | G0 Feh 3<h Arertaad i
TorH ST |, e, =i qenge wdt 8-

I JUH ATHAT H-

) AT AT sear SiuE & e[S =69 o FaH (2) Fgl T 5] “Tre s
e e feafaenera, fewar & e sifaw s f® F oo siv osfiswr # oo gferfasor e
THH RN HTAH(3) FT TAT &) T HATed TS % qag § Foferitea sia e Bhar S, i -

(2) (3)
“ATET ATE T (ATFT AR TATSHT)” THUH (AR AT A TSI

(TZ TH HIATE AEAE STedl gnil S I8
AT #fewar e, AT § 2016 &1 77 918
¥ yfofea o o g % ga9g § gfgm §e
ey fasme fFafEEmes, fesar g =d
fAL)

Ae: 1. & T2 UHT Tear SATEgEAT ST G0 0l ag & Ateshad 5 a9 & g gRir 3T 394 918 sqaT
T RTUT FATHT T

2. 9T=IAT % AT 3T TIHAT dl T ST AT T&TH FLe o [0 AR 2l &l
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3. TUferd ATaT T q9T F FARCT FATT § [Ghe @ 9%, ahoongeasy, Aeaare w9 ¥, gafaa
HTADIAL HIH H T & g ST

[¥. 7-12012/88/2019-THE-1/THTTH-3203974]
Y. =, dEraTedT, a7 g

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019

S.0. 702.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule-

I against “West Bengal University of Health Sciences, Kolkata”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:-

&) 3

“Master of Surgery (Ophthalmology)” MS (Ophthalmology)
(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when
granted by West Bengal University of Health Sciences,
Kolkata in respect of students being trained at Midnapore
Medical College, Midnapore. on or after 2016).

Note:
1. The recognition so granted shall be for a maximum period of 5 years from the date of notification, upon which it
shall have to be renewed.

2. The procedure for ‘Renewal’ of recognition shall be same as applicable for the award for recognition.

3. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required shall invariably result in stoppage of admission to the
concerned Postgraduate Courses.

[No. U-12012/88/2019-ME-I/FTS -3203974]
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.

% feeett, 1 ardet, 2019

A, 703.—TRAT AFEAT TRUZ ATAHaw,1956(1956 FT 102) Fir g 11 H IT-8TT (2)
FT Y& ATFTAT T TIN T U hex ACHIY, AT AT TRUG § T Fileh b Arei=a9 i
TorH g1 |, e, =i qenge wdt 8-

I<h TH STLHAT H:-

HIATITE AT sgar e = el [P 38 o FTAH (2) Fgl 47 ] “Trsiia Tieft =areey
s frafaene, s % ame sifaw afaf® & gam siv Osfiwer ¥ forg sferfasor (e zaes smr
FAH(3) FT AT ] & Faterd wfafe & dag § Fofated st Brar o, sraiq-
(2) 3)
(TE TF ATAATITH AEAT STgar gt S 7g
FAtes | gferfera o s w2 =T s 2017-18
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T o o | TS ITT ST 6 Tqaer § i1 Tieft
e fomm  feafeemaw, e R ged
=)

[€. T-12012/96/2019-THE-I/THITH-3204253]
0. F. dgraredT, sra% g+

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2019

S.0. 703.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the said Schedule :-

I) against “Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences, Bangalore”, under the heading ‘Recognized Medical
Qualification’ [hereinafter referred to as column (2)], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:-

&) 3

“Diploma in Radio-Diagnosis” DMRD
(This shall be a recognized medical qualification when
granted by Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences,
Bangalore in respect of students being trained at
Vijaynagar Institute of Medical Sciences, Bellary,
Karnataka and students admitted upto the batches
2017-18).

[No. U-12012/96/2019-ME-I/FTS -3204253]
P. K. BANDYOPADHYAY, Under Secy.

it s}y | wee
% feeett, 8 S, 2019

FLA. 704.—FT TLHIL, UIoaT T Gl qeaared (I § ITINT F ATIFRT FT Toi)
arferfe=m, 1962 (1962 FT 50) FT &T<T 2 3 G (F) o AL H IAL A 15T &7 o HIA¥ 3h AT AT
el e Geiferaw wrareeE orfaee (e S f5ar - a1eht areaeres o= F g wigE F
FAT T qTAT A & o0 AT 9% 9% o1 99 a7, B Forde, #E, 3¢ T80 |l qd
Terferad v forffee § arfasa wer )

Tg ATALAAT ST g ol LG | AN g

[T, &, 7—11025(15)/3/2019—3 #7-1/5-29921]

T &%, Sa¥ qi=a
MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS
New Delhi, the 8th May, 2019

S.0. 704.—In pursuance of clause (a) of Section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government herby authorizes Shri. Prem Narayan Singh,
Deputy Collector, Kanpur, U.P on additional charge to Bharat Petroleum Corp. Ltd. (BPCL) to perform the functions of
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Competent Authority(s) in the State of Uttar Pradesh for Bina-Panki pipeline project of M/s Bharat Petroleum
Corporation Ltd. under the said Act.

This notification will be effective from the date of its issue.
[F. No. R-11025(15)/3/2019-OR-I/E-29921]

SANTANU DHAR, Under Secy.

IS Ud I HATT
(arforsy fawmr)
% fett, 2 WS, 2019

FLA. 705.—Fw= 1T G, HATT (poraar =0 v Aeon) B9, 1964 % F99 12, % SUHaH
(2) = =T ateq, At (qorar e g7 e siferfeam, 1963 (1963 1 22) T g 7 i 374 (1)
FIT & oA T YANT e gU, 89 R ue 3, yreae forfies, g 9@ : 8-45-9/2/1, B.C faear e
FieAret, =T AT, FeFe (see) =@ @ o =req, fSamETTeaw - 530003 # TH Afgg=AT F e
TRt T A | A1 a9 f¥ srafer  for-

(F) TS SlI¥ 1T — FHg 1, AT, A TAEH, TS STE, FLHHA IS qTAT ITFATEE; 3T

(@) IS M7 3T — FHg 2, AATd, FIH Fevee qigd HIH TIEF,

AT ALRTT o ATIOST HATAT ol TR Trord=T § w1191, famiew 20 v, 1965 #r sfag=mr
FT.3. 3975 T et 20 famwaw, 1965 Fit sfaR=aT - F1.31. 3978 F T2q THTAT AfAT=AT & U5
Fqg=at # At wae 3% @[ T sres &1 fSemarTeaq ua e 9o | [aia & 9@ [Ader
T o foru fAeferfad orat & srefie ue stfoeaheor % &9 § J1ear <ol g, T

(i) Tg ATHFHLT, G AT TAFF Te-| % WA (Fheaor) Faw, 1965 To1 '@t v e
Tqz-1l F fAata (Rfen) faw, 1965 F w4 & aefiw _deor & wgfy i a9 #+31 F Al
Afeqor ofiug g Afee At sfemfat £ ot gl =, s

(i) TZ ATHFIT, TH ATALAAT 6 Tl I FAT & Tad | THaerd (FLrer o e [=rm)
e e aftus g awg-a97 17, orfea &9 4, fu 7o g [en & srag g |

[T, 7. F-16014/3/2019-FF=Ta et
HATT FHATL AT, §<6 at=a (At Ao Gram)

MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY
(Department of Commerce)
New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2019
S.0. 705.—In exercise of the powers conferred by the sub-section (1) of section 7 of the Export (Quality Control
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with sub-rule (2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control and Inspection)
Rules, 1964, the Central Government hereby recognizes M/s Mitra S.K. Private Limited, Door no. 8-45-9/2/1/ B.C
Vidyanagar Colony, 4™ Lane, Near Old CBI Down, Visakhapatnam — 530003, as an agency for a period of three years
from the date of publication of this notification, for the inspection of-
(a) Minerals and Ores-Group I, namely the Iron Ore, Manganese Ore, Ferromanganese and Bauxite ; and
(b) Minerals and Ores-Group II, namely the Chrome Ore including Chrome Concentrate;

as specified in the Schedule annexed to the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce,
published in the official Gazette vide number S.O. 3975, dated the 20" December, 1965, and S.O. 3978, dated the
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20™ December, 1965 respectively, prior to export of the said Minerals and Ores at Visakhapatnam and Gangavaram
Ports, subject to the following conditions, namely: -

(1)  the said agency shall give adequate facilities to the officers nominated by the Export Inspection Council in this
behalf to carry out the inspection specified under rule 4 of the Export of Minerals and Ores - Group I (Inspection)
Rules, 1965 and Export of Minerals and Ores - Group II (Inspection) Rules, 1965;

(i)  the said agency shall, in performance of its function as specified in this notification shall be bound by such
directions, as the Director (Inspection and Quality Control), Export Inspection Council, may give in writing from
time to time.

[F. No. K-16014/3/2019 - Export Inspection]
SANTOSH KUMAR SARANGI, Jt. Secy. (Export Inspection Division)

ECGEEIEE]
% feeeft, 6 WS, 2019

AT, 706.—FaT TLHTL, TISTATIT (T F ITERIT TASH1 * forw =) fFem, 1976 F =9 10, %
SUIH (4) F a0 # g §ared & qematas A g Saea afereor giass & s ey
gtoreqor g, Tt derrer ok 80 wiaerd FHETIEgR 7 B4 1 Frames W 9 7 foram 2, v udegr
srfergf=a Fedt g |

[%. 11011/9/2017-f4]

ST 9Tet, 3T BED HATGHTL
MINISTRY OF POWER
New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 706.—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of the
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notify the Hydro Power Training Centre, Nangal, Punjab of
National Power Training Institute under the administrative control of Ministry of Power, where 80% of the staff have
acquired working knowledge of Hindi.

[No. 11011/9/2017-Hindi]
RAJ PAL, Economic Adviser

HH T4 ISR HATTd
% feeett, 19, 2019
P13 707.—=3A BN fqare AW, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 S JART 4, ST IR H79
VIV ZISUT HWewd YIVYIE [ofdee & UdEdd & Hag [AINTel 3R S9d HHGRI & 44, Fged | ffdse sitenfiie

fare § B4 WRGR SeEfIw BT,/ 547 FgIers TG & Jaic (Fey @e&qr 7/ 2015) &I JHIIT Hch)
& T PRI GBIV Bl 28/ 04/ 2019 BT UK 3T o |

[¥. Te—20013 /02 /2019-31E. MR, (A—1)
. . RHE, ST ey

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT
New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 707.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Earnakulam
(Ref. No. 7/2015) as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
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management of M/s. Air India Sats Airport Services Pvt. Ltd. Limited and their workmen, which was received by the
Central Government on 28.04.2019.

[No. L-20013/02/2019-IR(CM-1)]
M. K. SINGH, Section Officer

ANNEXURE

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

Present: Shri. V.Vijaya Kumar, B. Sc., LLM, Presiding Officer
(Thursday the 7"day of March, 2019)
ID No. 7/2015

Sri. Sunil S, T.C No 71/1358,
Workman : Shajan House, Valiyathura,

Vallakkadavu PO,

Thiruvananthapuram 695008.

By M/s Karukapadath Associates

Management: Air India Sats Airport Services Pvt. Ltd.

Air India Building, Vellayambalam,
Thiruvananthapuram — 695010.
By Adv, R Lakshmana Iyer & Adv.T L Sreeram.

AWARD

The case came up for final hearing on 07.03.2019 and this Tribunal cum Labour Court on the same day passed the
following:

1. The workman filed this petition under Section 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 with the prayer for
setting aside the order of dismissal dated 22.06.2014 and pass consequential ordersfor re-instating the
workman in service with all consequential benefits.

2. According to the petitioner he was appointed by the management as Ramp-Handi man with effect from July
2011 and continued to work with them till 22.06.2014. On 22.06.2014 he was prevented from discharging his
duties stating that he is dismissed from service. The case of the petitioner is that the order of dismissal without
even conducting a disciplinary inquiry is illegal and contrary to settled law.

3. The case of the management is that the workman was appointed on a fixed term contract from 29.06.2011 for a
period of 3 years. On completion of 3 years term, the employer- employee relationship ceased to exist. Some
action was initiated against the petitioner for unauthorised absence. In the meantime, on 28.06.2014 the fix
term contract of engagement of the workman stood expired and thereafter his engagement ceased to exist.

4. The petitioner workman filed certain documents and proof affidavit. However he failed to come forward to
give evidence. There was no representation for the petitioner when the matter is posted for evidence and hence
the petitioner is called absent and set exparte. There was no representation for the management also for the
last two postings and the management is also called absent and setex parte.

5. It is felt that the petitioner is not interested in prosecuting the matter and hence an award is passed dismissing
the claim.

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

Dictated to the Assistant, transcribed and typed by him and corrected and passed by me on this 07" day of
March, 2019.

V. VIJAY A KUMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix : Nil.
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T2 faeett, 192, 2019

BT 708.—=3MEie faare ffaw, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @ GRT 17 & AW ¥, ST IR
N LT fafies @ yduds @ Wdg el ok S aHert & g, oy # ffde shenfie

faare § B AR IIERe ARHI0T /579 IR AgHE. & yare (el Wl 641,/2004) B USRI
B 8, Sl D=1d WRDR DI 28,/04,/2019 BT U< GAT oI |

[¥. Te—20040 /49 / 1995—3TS. 3R, (H—1]
. B, g, Wt e

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 708.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Ahmedabad
(Ref. No. 641/2004) as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. ONGC Limited and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on 28.04.2019.

[No. L-20040/49/1995-IR(C-1)]
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 13" March, 2019
Reference: (CGITA) No. 641/2004

The Officer on Special Duty, (Projects),

ONGC Ltd., Gandhar Project,

Ankleshwar (Gujarat) ...First Party
Vi/s.

Late Solanki Balvantbhai Devjibhai,

Legal Heir Akash Gohil

At and Post Sisodra, Tal. Ankleshwar,

Bharuch (Gujarat) - 394810 ...Second Party

For the First Party : Shri C.S. Naidu
For the Second Party : Shri Prabhatsinh Parmar

AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-20040/49/95-IR(C-
I) dated 03.09.1996 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of
the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether Shri Solanki Balvantbhai Devjibhai is justified in claiming that he was an employee of Oil and
Natural Gas Commission, Now Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., Gandhar Project, Ankleshwar and that
his services were illegally terminated w.e.f. 03.03.19927 If so, to what relief the said workman is entitled and
from which date?”

1. The reference dates back to 03.09.1996 and received on 19.09.1996 from Ministry of Labour and Employment,
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After issuing notice to the parties, second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 3 on 29.11.1996 and the
first party ONGC Ltd. submitted the written statement Ex. 15 on 25.01.2001.



(91 [—@vs 3(ii)] ORA T qS9S : TE 11, 2019/99m@ 21, 1941 2785

3. The second party workman Solanki Balvantbhai Devjibhai in his statement of claim Ex. 3 has alleged that he
had been working as Khalasi in Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., hereinafter referred to as ‘ONGC’ in a
high risk zone required and having special skills at high pressure oil wells. He used to work near the opening of
the mouth of wells where a special type of oil valve known as Christmas Tree Valve are installed. The place of
section in which he used to work is known as Exploration Business Group (EBG) logging reservoir section. He
used to work for 12 hours a day; sometimes he was required to work for 24 hours or even for 48 hours
continuously. He worked with fullest of efficiency, zeal, skill, responsibility and devotion but unfortunately, his
services were terminated w.e.f. 03.03.1992 without giving reasons. He had been serving under direct guidance
and supervision of ONGC but was wrongly treated as a contract labour while if-so-facto he had never been a
contract labour as per the ingredients of Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970, hereinafter
referred to as ‘Act’, because while engaged by the ONGC, he never obtained any licence for contract under the
said Act nor the ONGC sanctioned him any contract to do contract work. The true facts were that the work was
of a highly perennial nature and without performing the nature of his work, the exploration of oils from the oil
wells were impossible. The extracted crude oil from the oil wells which he used to do was the essential business
and monopoly of business of ONGC. He has further alleged that after termination of his service, the ONGC
immediately thereafter on 03.03.1992 engaged fresh workmen with a monthly wages of Rs.887/- per month.
The details of the workmen engaged after his termination are as under:

Serial No. Name Place of Residence
1 Sajid Usmangani Hansot

2 Yadav Indrajit S. Ankleshwar

3 S.C. Garbee ONGC Colony
4 Madanlal Bhatha

5 Jahir Hamid Rasul Telva

6 Shaikh S.G. Telva

7 R.B. Hansoti Sajod

8 B.J. Patel Adol

9 Jitendrasing Ravat ONGC Colony
10 Ashwin Rana Bharuch

11 Indrajit Bharuch

12 Ashok ONGC Colony
13 Basir Shaikh Kapalsadi

Thus the termination of his service was being in violation of the provisions of Section 25 F, G and H of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, therefore, null and void. He has further alleged that the first party has devised a
peculiar system of giving employment to the workmen by making minor changes in their names in the manner
like Solanki Bachubhai D., Solanki Bansibhai D. and Solanki Bhanu D. The intention of the ONGC was only to
deprive the workman the benefits of continuous of service. The workman worked for more than 240 days and
was entitled for automatic permanent status after the completion of 180 days as provided in the certified
standing order for contingent employee of ONGC. He has further alleged that he was being paid consolidated
pay of Rs.870/- per month instead of regular pay scale of Khalasi being as 1156-25-1306-30-1456-35-1526.
Thus he has prayed for declaring his termination of service as illegal, reinstatement with full back wages
declaring him as permanent employee and any other relief as the Tribunal deems fit along with Rs.5000/- as
expenses of the reference.

. The first party ONGC in the written statement Ex. 15 submitted that the workman was not a permanent

employee and he was a contingent employee, the services of which were governed by certified standing orders
known as “Certified Standing Orders for Contingent Employees of ONGC”, therefore, the workman being a
contingent employees does not deserve the reliefs sought by him in his statement of claim.
The workman vide list Ex. 16 and Ex. 17 submitted the documents like Identity Cards showing him as
contingent labour from 10.07.1991 to 30.07.1991, 04.04.1991 to 30.06.1991 and 23.07.1991 to 21.10.1991,
summery of attendance from November 1990 to March 1992, type of wells where he worked etc. The second
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9.

10.

11.

12

13.

14.

party workman also submitted the copies of the office order regarding certified standing orders known as
“Certified Standing Orders for Contingent Employees of ONGC”.

. The first party vide list Ex. 27 submitted the zerox copies of contingent bills of 01.06.1991 and 30.04.1992

showing that the expenditure involved in the payment of wages to the contingent workmen, casual labourers
shall be met out of the budget under the relevant head of account.

. The second party workman moved an application Ex. 20 for production of documents detailed in the application

for the just disposal of case but the ONGC by way of affidavit submitted that the documents are not traceable.

. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise:

i. Whether Shri Solanki Balvantbhai Devjibhai is justified in claiming that he was an employee
of Oil and Natural Gas Commission, Now Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., Gandhar
Project, Ankleshwar and that his services were illegally terminated w.e.f. 03.03.1992?

ii. To what relief, if any, the concerned workman is entitled?

Issue No. i and ii: As both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are decided together. The burden of proof of
these issues lies on the second party workman who was examined vide affidavit Ex. 12 reiterating the
averments made in the statement of claim. In his cross-examination, he has stated that he applied by way of
moving an application for job in ONGC but he has not proof of it because it would have been with ONGC. He
did not face interview and was not given any appointment letter from ONGC. It is true that the permanent
workmen of ONGC are used to be issued Identity Cards with the seal and signature of ONGC. He does not
know that the permanent employees of ONGC are used to be given the pay slips every month and in the pay
slips, the provident fund deduction are used to be shown. He admitted that his name was on the contingency of
ONGC and wages are paid accordingly. He was paid the wages by way of vouchers and he was not employed
as a permanent employee of ONGC. He was paid a fixed salary of Rs.887/- per month. He did not work as a
workman of ONGC. He studied up to 12" standard. The details of pay slips would have been with ONGC. The
ONGC used to obtain the Identity Card for deposition after the completion of work but the work he used to do
was of a permanent nature but was discharged stating that the work has been completed. He has 5 family
members which he used to sustain them.

The first party ONGC examined the witness named Ramchandra Devi Reddy vide document Ex. 25 reiterating
the averments made in the written statement and in his cross-examination, he has stated that the work of
retaining any person in job or terminating the job is done by R & P Section of ONGC. This workman never
worked under him. He has no personal knowledge regarding him but he has admitted on the basis of record
that this workman was not engaged through any contractor treating him as a contract worker but he was paid
the wages through vouchers but wage register and muster roll are not being maintained regarding the
contingency labour.

I heard the arguments of the advocates of the parties and considered the oral and documentary evidence of the
parties available on the record. From the perusal of the evidence, it is clearly establishes that this workman
worked for 2 years from 06.11.1990 to 03.03.1992 and the Para 14 of Certified Standing Orders for
Contingent Employees of ONGC provides as under:

“(i) For terminating the employment of a workman, notice in writing shall be given in accordance with the

provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 provided that where a temporary workman is not entitled to one

month’s notice under the Industrial Disputes Act, he shall be given at least 7 days’ notice for termination of
employment. Alternatively, wages shall be paid in lieu of notice.

(i1) The services of a workman shall not be terminated as punishment unless he has been given an opportunity

of explaining the charges of misconduct alleged against him in the manner prescribed in Clause 16.

(ii1) Where the employment of any workman is terminated, the wages earned by him and other dues, if any shall

be paid before the expiry of the second working days from the day on which his employment is terminated.”

. The first party witness Ramchandra Devi Reddy has expressed ignorance regarding the service of any such

notice on this workman. He has also expressed ignorance that after the termination of the workman, junior
workmen were not engaged.

It is noteworthy that this workman has died of Carcinoma on 17.08.2017 as appears from the documents
submitted by the legal heirs of the workman who have been ordered to be substituted vide application Ex. 35
on 09.04.2018.

The Gujarat High Court in SCA No. 3348 of 1988, 1997 (a), Guj. Law Reporter, Page 61, ONGC V/s
Maheshwari Devi, has held that it would be discriminatory to not hold a person completing 180 days of
attendance in a short period of 12 consecutive months would not be entitled for status of a temporary
employee and also would not be entitled to the notice as provided under Clause 1 of the Standing Order No.
14 and such construction of the Standing Order would clearly militate against the right of equality before law
enshrined in Article 14 of the Constitution of India and the right of equality in matters relating to employment
as enshrined in Article 16 of the Constitution of India and may have the effect of rendering the Standing Order
itself to be open to challenge under Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India.
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15. The first party referred M.P. State Agro Industry Development Corporation Ltd. V/s S.C. Pandey, 2006 SC C
(L&S) 434, wherein it has been held that the post of temporary employee by way of recruitment procedure is a
State Instrumentality. He has also referred State of M.P. V/s Arjunlal D., 2006 SC C (L&S) 429, reiterating
the aforesaid law. Both these judgements are not applicable in this case and it is laughable that the advocate of
the first party does not know the basis law. It is a well established law that the procedure of termination if it is
given in the rules of organisation, then that shall be followed. Otherwise also where there has been contract
between the employer and employee regarding which regulations are framed then those regulations must be
obeyed.

16. In the present case, the ONGC framed/issued the Certified Standing Orders for Contingent Employees of
ONGC and the Para 14 of it clearly states that the services of a workman shall not be terminated as a
punishment unless he has been given an opportunity of explaining the charges of misconduct and also a
workman who has completed 180 days in 12 consecutive months shall be considered a temporary workman
and if he has completed 240 days in 12 consecutive months, he shall be considered for conversion as a regular
employee. The workman in this case completed 2 years of service without any break, as the first party witness
expressed ignorance regarding it, therefore, the termination of his service without any notice was illegal and
he was also entitled for regularisation at the time of termination because he was not subjected to any
departmental enquiry for any misconduct. The ONGC has failed to explain as to why he was not regularised.
Thus the workman was entitled for reinstatement without any back wages on the principles of ‘no work no
pay’. However his legal heirs will be entitled for appointment in dying in harness rules if eligible.

17. Thus the issues are decided in the light of the observation made in Para 16. The legal heirs shall be entitled for
back wages from the date of reinstatement till the date of death of the workman at the rate of wages admissible
at that point of time.

18. The legal heirs of the workman may move an application before ONGC for appointment for dying in harness
rules within a month from the publication of the award and the ONGC shall pass order on application within a
month from the date of moving of application.

19. The award is passed accordingly.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

¢ faeett, 1 9%, 2019

BIIAL. 709 . —3NAIMNH fdare ARAT—H, (1947 1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 & IRV H dwlg ARBR
AT T 4% 6 gdudd @ Wag el AR S BHGRT @ da aey ¥ fiffe sl faarg ¥ ey

TRGR ARG AfTHI0T AFHIETE & Udle  Hed T (114 /2004) B YHIRG BIA &, S Dald AR B
01,05 /2019 UTST §aIT oI 1

[¥. Te—12012 /45 / 98—31T8 3R (d1—1)]
. v, fIe, s A==
New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 709.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 114/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Ahmedabad _as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019.

[ No. L-12012/45/98-IR (B-1)]
B.S. BISHT, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,
AHMEDABAD

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 02" April, 2019
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Reference: (CGITA) No- 114/2004

The Manager,

State Bank of India, Main Branch, Bhadra,

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001 ...First Party
Vi/s.

Shri Kishor S. Gupta,

C/o Gujarat Rajya General Kamdar Mazdoor Panchayat,

211, nd Floor, Relief Shopping Centre, Near GPO,

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 ... Second Party

For the First Party : Shri B.K. Oza
For the Second Party : Shri H.B. Mansuri
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/45/98—IR(B-I)
dated 23.09.1998 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the
matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India is justified in terminating the services of
Shri Kishor S. Gupta w.e.f. 01.02.1993 and not considering for regular employment is justified? If not what
relief the concerned workman is entitled to?”

1. The reference dates back to 23.09.1998 and received on 28.09.1998 from Ministry of Labour and Employment,
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 5 on 21.12.1998 and
the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 9 on 05.04.1999. The case was listed for argument.

3. On 02.04.2019, the second party workman Kishor S. Gupta and the first party State Bank of India, Ahmedabad
submitted the settlement Ex. 23 vide application Ex. 22 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of
onetime payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman
Kishorbhai S. Gupta vide Bankers Cheque No. 355002 dated 30.03.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen
Thousand) in the favour of Shri H.B. Mansuri, advocate of second party workman vide Bankers Cheque No.
355001 dated 30.03.2019 and nothing has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 23 is read
over and explained to the parties. They admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the
settlement Ex. 23 is accepted by the Tribunal.

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 23. The settlement Ex. 23 shall remain the
part of the award.
5. The award is passed accordingly.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

3 faoel), 1 5, 2019

PILIAL. 710 . A GANS fqare ATAFTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 B AJERV H D ADR
AT T2 9% & Yaudd d Adg [Feel AR 96 dHRI & drd ey H ffde siigaifie fdaq 3§ $<1g

RER AGARTH MfAHRvT, sgueTars & udre (FeH AT 1270 /2004) BT YHIT B €, SN sl IRER Bl
01,/05,/2019 Pl UTST AT oI |

[¥. Te—12012 /539 /98—3MT8 3R (d1—1)]
1. w9, o, s afya

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 710.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1270/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019.

[No. L-12012/539/98-1IR (B)-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 08™ April, 2019

Reference: (CGITA) No- 1270/2004

The Chief General Manager,

State Bank of India,

7" Floor, Bhadra, Lal Darwaja,

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001

The Zonal Manager,

State Bank of India,

7" Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunyj,
Baroda (Gujarat) — 394220

The Manager,

State Bank of India,

Service Branch, ond Floor, Akshar Complex,
Behind Rang Upavan, Makkaipool,

Surat (Gujarat) — 395001 ...First Parties

Vi/s.

Mr. Champakbhai Devjibhai Umarigar,
New Navsat Street, Village Umara,
Surat (Gujarat) - 395001 ...Second Party

For the First Parties : Shri A.B. Gogia
For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/539/98—1R
(B-1) dated 22.04.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect
of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Champakbhai Devjibhai Umarigar has put in continuous service in the
Bank as per provisions of Section 25-B?7”

And

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in
terminating/discontinuing the services of the workman Shri Champakbhai Devjibhai Umarigar w.e.f.
14.01.1998 on/with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal,
proper and justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what
other directions are necessary in the matter?”

The reference dates back to 22.04.1999 and received on 09.06.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the
case may be. The case was listed for cross-examination of parties.

On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Champakbhai Devjibhai Umarigar and the first party State Bank of India,
Surat and others submitted the settlement Ex. 36 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime
payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Champakbhai Devjibhai
Umarigar vide Demand Draft No. 427234 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the
favour of Shri P.F. Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 427236 dated 04.04.2019 and
nothing has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 36 is read over and explained to the parties.
They admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 36 is accepted by the
Tribunal.

Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 36. The settlement Ex. 36 shall remain the part of
the award.

. The award is passed accordingly.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer



2790 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 11, 2019/VAISAKHA 21, 1941 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

T3 faeel, 1 7, 2019
LA 711.—=AARE faarg faf=m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) B aRT 17 B ST H B WROR
AT ®2 9% & Jdudd @ g Fanel 3R 996 dHeR & 41 ady 7 fifde iiqaifie fdare § o=
TRGR IASAND BRI, sTgwarars & Udre (Fed |1 1371 /2004) BT USRI HRAl &, S Hald IRBR DI
01,05 /2019 I UT B3I oI |

[¥. Ta—12012 /121 /2001—3T8 MR (§—1)]

dl. v, fowe, v af=a
New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 711.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1371/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and

their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019.
[No. L-12012/121/2001-IR (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 08™ April, 2019

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1371/2004

1. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India, L.H.O.,
Bhadra, Lal Darwaja, Ahmedabad
2. The Regional Manager,
State Bank of India,Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj,
Baroda — 390005
3. The Manager,
State Bank of India,
Timalya Wad Branch, Timalya Wad,
Surat (Gujarat)
4. The Manager,
State Bank of India,
Service Branch, Second Floor,
Akshar Complex, Behind Rang Upuvan,
Nanpura, Makaipul,
Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 ...First Party
V/s.
Shri Dineshchandra Manilal Maisuriya,
Suthar Falia, at & Post Amari, Taluka,
Navsari (Gujarat) ...Second Party
For the First Parties : Shri A.B. Gogia
For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/121/2001-
IR(B-I) dated 16.10.2001 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Dineshchandra Manilal Maisuriya has put in ‘continuous service’ in
the bank as per provisions of Section 25-B? If so, whether the action of the management of State Bank of
India, Ahmedabad through its officers in terminating the services of the workman Shri Dineshchandra Manilal
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Maisuriya w.e.f. 31.01.1997 with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees
is justified? If not, what relief the concerned workman is entitled?”

1. The reference dates back to 16.10.2001 and received on 01.11.2001 from Ministry of Labour and Employment,
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the
case may be. The case was listed for evidence of the second party.

3. The case was dismissed on 15.02.2017 in the absence of the evidence of the second party workman. The second
party workman moved an application for restoration vide Misc. Application (CGITA) No. 28/2017 which is
allowed on 08.04.2019 and the reference is restored to its original number.

4.  On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Dineshchandra Manilal Maisuriya and the first party State Bank of
India, Surat and others submitted the settlement Ex. 29 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime
payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Dineshchandra Manilal
Maisuriya vide Demand Draft No. 774198 dated 05.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in
the favour of Shri P.F. Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 774195 dated 05.04.2019
and nothing has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 29 is read over and explained to the
parties. They admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 29 is accepted by
the Tribunal.

5. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 29. The settlement Ex. 29 shall remain the part
of the award.

6. The award is passed accordingly.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

73 faeell, 1 78, 2019
P13 712, —3AANS fdarg ARTRAE, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & FFART H Do ARBR
AT ¥ 9F & yeudd & ddg el iR S99 dHeRI & 9 ey # fAfde oiiqaifis faae § a=i

TRBR I MBI, TgHETETE & Udie (FeH FAT 150 /2004) BT YHIRG R &, S Dl ARDR Bl
01,05 /2019 I UT B3I o |

[¥. Te—12012 /187 /98—=31T8 3R (H-1)]
1. w9, o, s afya

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 712.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 150/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019.

[No. L-12012/187/98-IR (B)-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,

Ahmedabad,
Dated 02" April, 2019

Reference: (CGITA) No- 150/2004
The Assistant General Manager,
State Bank of India,
Office Manager’s Department, Local Head Office, Post Box No. 300,
Bhadra, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001
The Branch Manager,
State Bank of India, Branch Office, Bhadra,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001
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The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India, Local Head Office, Bhadra,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001 ...First Parties

Vi/s.
Mr. Kantibhai S. Parmar,

Jaj Keshv Ni Chawl, Behind Nutah Mill,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 ...Second Party

For the First Parties : Shri B.K. Oza

For the Second Party : Shri Prabhatsinh Parmar
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/187/98-
IR(B-I) dated 13.01.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India is justified in terminating the services of
Shri Kantibhai Somabhai Parmar by way of retrenchment vide order dated 19.11.1997 just after 3 months of
settlement dated 05.08.1997 for reinstatement? If not, what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?”

1. The reference dates back to 13.01.1999 and received on 21.01.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment,
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 5 on 15.12.1999 and the
first party submitted the written statement Ex. 6 on 13.11.2000. The case was listed for argument.

3. On 02.04.2019, the second party workman Kantilal S. Parmar and the first party State Bank of India, Ahmedabad
and others submitted the settlement Ex. 53 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime payment of
Rs.175000/- (Rupees One Lac Seventy Five Thousand) in the favour of second party workman Kantilal S. Parmar
vide Bankers Cheque No. 759946 dated 26.03.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour
of Shri Prabhatsinh Parmar, advocate of second party workman vide Bankers Cheque No. 759945 dated 26.03.2019
and nothing has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 53 is read over and explained to the parties.
They admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 53 is accepted by the
Tribunal.

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 53. The settlement Ex. 53 shall remain the part of
the award.

5. The award is passed accordingly.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

7% faeell, 1 918, 2019
BLAL 713.—AAD faare fAf=m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) B aRT 17 B ST H BT WRHR
AT T2 9F & yeudad & 9dg Fedl IR S99 dHeRI & 19 ey # ffde oiiqaifie faare § a=i

TR AGAMD ARTHO, TgAaTars & ydle (HaH A& 1272 /2004) BT YHIRT AT &, Sl daid BRI
01,05 /2019 I UT B3I oI |

[¥. Ta—12012 /11 /99—3TE 3R (-1)]
1. w9, o, s afya

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 713.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1272/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019.

[No. L-12012/11/99-1IR (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 08" April, 2019
Reference: (CGITA) No- 1272/2004
1. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India,
7" Floor, Bhadra, Lal Darwaja,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001
2. The Zonal Manager,
State Bank of India,
7" Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj,
Baroda (Gujarat) — 394220
3. The Manager,
State Bank of India,
Udhna-Udognagar, P.B. No. 1,
Surat (Gujarat) — 394210 ...First Parties
Vis.
Mrs. Savitaben Rameshchand Rana,
Near Hari Om Dying, J.P. Nagar,
2, Near Mangubhai Chatwale, Wed Road,
Surat (Gujarat) ...Second Party

For the First Parties : Shri A.B. Gogia
For the Second Part : Shri P.F. Baxi
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/11/99-1R
(B-1) dated 06.05.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the concerned workman Smt. Savitaben Rameshchand Rana has put in continuous service in the Bank as
per provisions of Section 25-B?”

And

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in
terminating/discontinuing the services of the workman Smt. Savitaben Rameshchand Rana w.e.f. 06.08.1998
on/with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal, proper and
justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what other
directions are necessary in the matter?”

1. The reference dates back to 06.05.1999 and received on 09.05.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 9 on 03.07.2000 and the
first party submitted the written statement Ex. 10 on 08.04.2002. The case was listed for cross-examination of
parties.

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workwoman Savitaben Rameshchand Rana and the first party State Bank of India,
Surat and others submitted the settlement Ex. 33 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime
payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workwoman Savitaben Rameshchand Rana
vide Demand Draft No. 329201 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of
Shri P.F. Baxi, advocate of second party workwoman vide Demand Draft No. 329196 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing
has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 33 is read over and explained to the parties. They
admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 33 is accepted by the Tribunal.

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 33. The settlement Ex. 33 shall remain the part of
the award.

5. The award is passed accordingly.
P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer
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7% faeell, 1 98, 2019
PILIAL. 714.—3ANS fdars AAFRTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & FFART H Dol ADR
Uf¥eH Yol & YdEhd & Adg FRAISThl R 996 HHGRI & 41 Aged # Ffde sligaie fdare § s WReR

AeAfires Ifaxvr, sEHeTET @ Udle (Jed W@l 02,/2018) B UG AT B, S D WWHR Bl
01,/05,/2019 Wl Tl AT T4

[¥. TT—41011 /17 /2017—3TS MR (f1-1)]
1. 19, foe, sz at=a

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 714.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 02/2018) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western Railway and their
workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019.

[No. L-41011/17/2017-1IR (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 03™ April, 2019
Reference: (CGITA) No- 02/2018
The Divisional Railway Manager (E),
Western Railway, Mumbai Central,
Mumbai — 400008 ...First Party

Vi/s.
The President,
Railways Retired Employees Association,
D-29, Anandnagar, Near Science College,
Godhra (Gujarat) — 389001 ...Second Party

For the First Party : None
For the Second Part  : None

AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-41011/17/2017-IR(B-I)
dated 05.01.2018 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Divisional Railway Manager, Western Railway, Mumbai in
denying compassionate allowance to Shri Sursing Mana who removed from service on 08.07.2009 on the
ground of absenteeism is legal and justified? If not, what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?”

1. The reference dates back to 05.01.2018 and received on 22.01.2018 from Ministry of Labour and Employment,
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After receiving the schedule of reference from Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment,
New Delhi, notices were issued to both the parties on 14.05.2018 to appear on 14.06.2018 but the second party
workman and his union did not prefer to submit the statement of claim. Thereafter, despite giving 6 more
opportunities on 07.08.2018, 11.09.2018, 30.10.2018, 26.12.2018, 13.02.2019 and 03.04.2019, the second party
workman and his union refrained to submit statement of claim.
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Thus it appears that the second party workman and his union are not willing to prosecute the reference.

4. Therefore, the reference is disposed of in the absence of the statement of claim of the second party workman and his
union with the observation as under: “the action of the management of Divisional Railway Manager, Western
Railway, Mumbai in denying compassionate allowance to Shri Sursing Mana who removed from service on

08.07.2009 on the ground of absenteeism is legal and justified.”

5. The award is passed accordingly.

3 faeel, 1 5, 2019

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

DI 715.—=3MANRE fIare A=A, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & FTART H D=l ARHR

AT ®22 9F © Jeuad & Gdg Faedl iR S dHGRI & 919 ey # fifde &iigaifiie faare § o=
TRBR SRS AT AgHITETE & UaTe (HaH H&T 1280 /2004) DI GHIRT BT 8, S dald ARBR Bl

01,05 /2019 UT B3I oI |

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

[¥. Te—12012 /4 / 99—3TTg 3R (d1-1)]

1. . e, srav afa

S.0. 715.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1280/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and

their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019.

ANNEXURE

[No. L-12012/4/99-1IR (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,

AHMEDABAD

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,

Ahmedabad,
Dated 08™ April, 2019

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1280/2004

The Chief General Manager,

State Bank of India,

7" Floor, Bhadra, Lal Darwaja,

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001

The Zonal Manager,

State Bank of India,

7™ Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunyj,

Baroda (Gujarat) — 394220

The Manager,

State Bank of India,

Bhattar Road (Surat) Branch, Harkishan Building,
Surat (Gujarat) - 395003

The Manager,

State Bank of India,

Prakash Society (Surat) Branch, Surya Kiran Apartment,
Near St. Zavier’s School, Ghod-dhod,

Surat (Gujarat) — 395003

...First Parties
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Vis.
Shri Rajeshbhai Kondubhai Narge,
Room No. 41-81378, Navsari Bazar, Bombay Gate Gali,
Chamadiya Chawl,
Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 ...Second Party

For the First Parties : Shri D.C. Gandhi
For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi

AWARD
The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/4/99-IR(B-I)
dated 06.05.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of
the matter specified in the Schedule:
SCHEDULE

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Rajeshbhai Kondubhai Narge has put in continuous service in the
Bank as per provisions of Section 25-B?”

And

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in
terminating/discontinuing the services of the workman Shri Rajeshbhai Kondubhai Narge w.e.f. 07.09.1998
on/with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal, proper and
justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what other
directions are necessary in the matter?”

1. The reference dates back to 06.05.1999 and received on 09.06.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment,
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the
case may be. The case was listed for evidence of the second party.

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Rajeshbhai Kondubhai Narge and the first party State Bank of India,
Surat and others submitted the settlement Ex. 30 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime
payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Rajeshbhai Kondubhai Narge
vide Demand Draft No. 774193 dated 05.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour
of Shri P.F. Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 774194 dated 05.04.2019 and
nothing has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 30 is read over and explained to the parties.
They admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 30 is accepted by the
Tribunal.

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 30. The settlement Ex. 30 shall remain the part
of the award.

5. The award is passed accordingly.
P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

T faeell, 1 58, 2019
DI 716.—=3NANE fIare AfAFRA, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & FTTART H D= ARHR
Uf¥em Yed & gdudd & dag Nal iR SHe dHeRi @ d9rb ey # ffde siigaifie e § ol

WRER IASAD ATHROT sgHarars & Gare (Fed F&T 15,/2017) BT USRI AT &, Sl dald ARbR Bl
01,/05,/2019 UT 31T T |

[¥. To—41011 /21 /2016318 3R (d1-1)]
1. w9, o, s afya
New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 716.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/2017) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western Railway and their
workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019.

[No. L-41011/21/2016-1IR (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 11™ April, 2019

Reference: (CGITA) No. 15/2017

1. The Sr. Divisional Personnel Officer,
O/o The Divisional Railway Manager,
Western Railway, Near Chamunda Bridge, Asarwa,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat)

2. The Sr. Divisional Engineer (Mechanical),
O/o The Divisional Railway Manager,
Western Railway, Near Chamunda Bridge, Asarwa,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat)

3. The Sr. Divisional Electrical Engineer,
O/o The Divisional Railway Manager,
Western Railway, Near Chamunda Bridge, Asarwa,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat)

4. The General Manager,
Western Railway, Churchgate,
Mumbai — 400020 ...First Parties

Vi/s.

The Joint Divisional Secretary,
Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad,
Sanand Railway Station, 28/B, Narayanpark,
Behind Chandkheda Railway Station, Sabarmati,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ...Second Party

For the First Party : Shri M.M. Makhija
For the Second Part  : Shri R.S. Sisodiya
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-41011/21/2016—
IR(B-I) dated 07.03.2017 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Western Railway, Mumbai to :- (1) Not to grant promotion to
Shri Pravin Kumar Vaghela was justified and (2) Un-authorisedly deduct from salary of Shri Dhulabhai,
Technician IIT under Senior Section Engineer (C&W), Western Railway, Ahmedabad are justified? If not, then
what relief the said workmen are is entitled to?”

1. The reference dates back to 07.03.2017 and received on 22.03.2017 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After receiving the schedule of reference from Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment, New
Delhi, notices were issued to both the parties. They were served but neither of the parties submitted the statement of
claim or written statement as the case may be.

3. Today on 11.04.2019, Shri R.S. Sisodiya, The Joint Divisional Secretary, Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad,
Sanand Railway Station, 28/B, Narayanpark, Behind Chandkheda Railway Station, Sabarmati, Ahmedabad
requested to withdraw the reference.

4. Therefore, the reference is disposed of as withdrawn.
P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

3 faoel), 1 5, 2019

B3, 717.—3gARS fdarg IffTH, 1947 (1947 &1 14) & aRT 17 & SN H g AR
AT T2 9F & Jduad & Gdg el IR S dHeRI & 419 ey | ffde &iigaifiie faare § o=
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RER 3MEANE ATHRT sgHeTars & Gare (FeH AT 86,/2005) BT UHIRNA B &, Sl dald ARBR Bl
01,/05,/2019 UT< §TT 1

[¥. Te—12012 /465 /99318 3R (F1-1)]
1. w9, o, s afya

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 717.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 86/2005) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019.

[No. L-12012/465/99-IR (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,
AHMEDABAD

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 08™ April, 2019
Reference: (CGITA) No. 86/2005
1. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India,
Local Head Office, Lal Darwaja,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001
2. The Chief Manager,
State Bank of India, Salabatpura,
Surat (Gujarat) ...First Parties
Vis.
Smt. Vanitaben T. Rathod,
C/o Mukeshbhai B. Tailor,
Imamwada Muglisara,
Opp. Cambay Class,
Surat (Gujarat) ...Second Party

For the First Parties  : Shri D.C. Gandhi
For the Second Party : Shri L.M. Patil
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/465/99—
IR(B-I) dated 28.09.2005 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India, Surat, Ahmedabad in terminating the services
of Smt. Vanitaben T. Rathod w.e.f. 1994 and not absorbing her with retrospective effect i.e. date of absorption
of her junior is justified or not? If not, to what relief he is entitled to and from which date?”

1. The reference dates back to 28.09.2005 and received on 06.10.2005 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 6 and the case was listed for
filing of written statement by the first party.

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workwoman Vanitaben T. Rathod and the first party State Bank of India, Surat and
others submitted the settlement Ex. 16 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime payment of
Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workwoman Vanitaben T. Rathod vide Demand Draft
No. 329199 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of Shri L.M. Patil,
advocate of second party workwoman vide Demand Draft No. 329197 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing has been left
for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 16 is read over and explained to the parties. They admitted the terms
and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 16 is accepted by the Tribunal.



(91 [—@vs 3(ii)] ORA T qS9S : TE 11, 2019/99m@ 21, 1941 2799

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 16. The settlement Ex. 16 shall remain the part of
the award.
5. The award is passed accordingly.
P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

T faeell, 1 58, 2019
PIIAT. 718.—3NANH faare AT, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & FTTART H Hald ADR
AATT e 9F & yduad & Gdg RNl AR S dHRI & qrg ey d ffde ofigaifie fJare § =i

TRGR IMARTS IIfABT srgaaTars & ydre (Aew AT 1286 /2004) B UGB H &, Sl D= TRHR B
01,/05,/2019 WIS §3TT T |

[¥. Ta—12012 /151 /99318 3R (H-1)]
1. w9, o, s afya

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 718.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1286/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019.

[No. L-12012/151/99-IR (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,
AHMEDABAD

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 08™ April, 2019
Reference: (CGITA) No. 1286/2004

1. The Chief General Manager,

State Bank of India, 7t Floor, Bhadra, Lal Darwaja,

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001
2. The Zonal Manager,

State Bank of India, 7" Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj,

Baroda (Gujarat)-390005
3. The Branch Manager,

State Bank of India, Gandhav,

Valsad (Gujarat) - 396370
4. The Branch Manager,

State Bank of India,

Billimora (Gujarat)-396370

5. The Branch Manager,
State Bank of India, GIDC,
Navsari (Gujarat) — 396370
6. The Branch Manager,
State Bank of India, Navsari Branch,
Navsari (Gujarat) — 396370 ...First Parties
Vis.
Shri Jairambhai Ravjibhai Ahir,
Village and Post Kachholi, Via, Amalsad, Taluka Gajdevi,
Valsad (Gujarat) - 396370 ...Second Party
For the First Parties : Shri D.C. Gandhi
For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi
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AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/151/99-
IR(B-I) dated 29.07.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Jairambhai Ravjibhai Ahir has put in continuous service in the Bank as
per provisions of Section 25-B?”

And

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in
terminating/discontinuing the services of the workman Shri Jairambhai Ravjibhai Ahir w.e.f. 30.11.1996
on/with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal, proper and
justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what other
directions are necessary in the matter?”

1. The reference dates back to 29.07.1999 and received on 11.08.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the
case may be. The case was listed for cross-examination of the second party.

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Jairambhai Ravjibhai Ahir and the first party State Bank of India, Surat
and others submitted the settlement Ex. 37 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime payment of
Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Jairambhai Ravjibhai Ahir vide Demand
Draft No. 483371 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of Shri P.F.
Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 483369 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing has been left
for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 37 is read over and explained to the parties. They admitted the terms
and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 37 is accepted by the Tribunal.

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 37. The settlement Ex. 37 shall remain the part of
the award.

5. The award is passed accordingly.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

% faeel, 1 5, 2019

PILIAT. 719.—3AMS faare AT, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & FTTART H Hald ADR
I¥em Yed & Ududad & Hag Al R Se dHeRI @ 4 gey # ffde ofigaifie faae # e

TRGR ASNNS AfHIOT sgHeTaTs & gare (HeH A& 768 /2004) BT GHIRIA S &, Sl Dald WRBR B
01,05 /2019 UTST §aIT oI |

[¥. Te—41012 /110 / 93—31T8 3R (d-1)]
1. 19, foe, sz A==

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 719.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 768/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western Railway and their
workmen, received by the Central Government on 01/05/2019.

[No. L-41012/110/93-IR (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi,Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 11™ April, 2019

Reference: (CGITA) No. 768/2004

1. The General Manager,
Western Railway, Churchgate,
Mumbai — 400020
2. The Chief Workshop Manager,
Western Railway, Post Dahod,
Panchmahal (Gujarat) ...First Parties
Vis.
1. The Joint Divisional Secretary,
Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad,
A-49, Sant Kabirnagar, Akota, Baroda (Gujarat)
2. Sukliben Sakarabhai D.,
C/o The President,
General Workmen’s Union,
Sinduri Mata Devasthan, Near S.T. Nagar Road,
Godhra (Gujarat) - 389001 ...Second Party

For the First Parties : Shri M.M. Makhija
For the Second Party : Shri J.K. Ved & Shri Prabhatsinh Parmar
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-41012/110/93—
IR(B-I) dated 23.03.1995 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the Chief Works Manager, Loco Workshop, Dahod in terminating the services of
Shri Sakarabhai D., Rigger w.e.f. 30.05.1991 is legal, proper and justified? If not, to what relief the workman
is entitled to and what directions are necessary in the matter?”

1. The reference dates back to 23.03.1995 received from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New Delhi for
adjudication and passing the award.

2. In response to the notice issued to the parties, the second party union submitted the statement of claim Ex. 3 on
11.07.1998 and the first party submitted the written statement Ex. 7 on 27.01.2003.

3. The second party in his statement of claim Ex. 3 has alleged that the workman Sakarabhai D. worked for more than
17 years with the first party The Chief Workshop Manager, Western Railway, Post Dahod, Panchmahal, hereinafter
referred to as ‘first party’. Despite his blotless carrier and service, he was served a charge-sheet dated 14.12.1990
with a charge of 239 days absence from service. He explained his absent before the enquiry officer in the
departmental enquiry that he was suffering with mental disorder and was also an illiterate schedule tribe but his
submission was turned around. He has further alleged that the documents mentioned in the charge-sheet were not
shown to him and the railway doctor issued him a medical fitness certificate. He was legally entitled to get treatment
from a private doctor as per Para 537 of the Indian Railway Medical Manual and on this very ground, the charge-
sheet was liable to be struck down but to no result in the enquiry. He explained his absence in the enquiry that he
was suffering with mental sickness but same was not considered while awarding the punishment. Therefore, he has
prayed that the termination order dated 30.05.1991 be declared as null and void and directing the first party to
reinstate him with back wages.

4. The first party in his written statement Ex. 9 partly admitting the averments made in the statement of claim
submitted that this workman was working as Rigger in Loco Workshop, Dahod since last several years but his
service was not satisfactory. He remained absent from duty from 13.02.1990 to 09.10.1990 without permission.
Therefore, he was served with a charge-sheet on 14.12.1990. He did not attend the enquiry. The enquiry was
conducted in a regular manner following the due procedure. He was held guilty for the said charge in the enquiry,
therefore, the disciplinary authority removed him from service and his appeal was rejected with a detailed reasoned
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10.

11.

12.

order. He has been in a habit of regular absent during his whole service, therefore, his termination cannot be held
unjust and illegal.

The workman Sakarabhai D. expired on 12.03.2007; therefore, vide application Ex. 10, his widow named Sukliben
Sakarabhai D. was substituted as legal heir of the deceased workman. The first party vide list Ex. 21 submitted the
service record of the deceased workman.

On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise:

i.  Whether the action of the Chief Works Manager, Loco Workshop, Dahod in terminating the services of Shri
Sakarabhai D., Rigger w.e.f. 30.05.1991 is legal, proper and justified?
ii. To what relief, if any, the widow named Sukliben Sakarabhai D. of the deceased workman is entitled?
Issue No. i and ii: As both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are decided together. The burden of proof of these
issues lies on the second party workman and his widow Sukaliben Sakarabhai D. submitted her affidavit Ex. 7
reiterating the averments made in the statement of claim and has not said anything contrary to her examination-in-
chief.

I heard the learned counsel for the parties and considered the evidence available on record. It is an admitted fact that
the deceased workman had been working as Rigger in the workshop Dahod for 17 years and was removed from
service after conducting a departmental enquiry for a charge of 239 days long absence from duty. The first party has
submitted the service record admitting the fact that the workman worked for 17 years from 27.09.1974 to
30.05.1991. The advocate for the first party admitted that the widow of the deceased workman may move an
application before the appropriate authority for pension.

I would like to reproduce the provisions of the Rule 65 of the Railway Service Pension Rules, 1993 as under:

“65. Compassionate allowance -

(1) A railway servant who is dismissed or removed from service shall forfeit his pension and gratuity.
Provided that the authority competent to dismiss or remove him from service may, if the case is deserving
of special consideration, sanction a compassionate allowance not exceeding two-thirds of pension or
gratuity or both which would have been admissible to him if he had retired on compensation pension. “

I perused the punishment order which reveals that the deceased workman was removed from immediate effect but
the order was silent regarding the pension and gratuity, therefore, in the light of the Rules 65 (1) of Railway Service
Pension Rules, 1993 considering the illiteracy, tribal and mental sickness of the deceased workman, the Railway
ought to have ordered two-third pension to the workman. But now the workman has died and his widow is in
financial distress, therefore, it would be appropriate that the railway authority ought to have granted family pension
to the widow of the deceased workman.

The widow named Sukliben Sakarabhai D. of the deceased workman named Sakarabhai D. shall apply for the family
pension to the appropriate authority and the appropriate authority shall considered it favourably within 30 days from
moving of application by the widow of the deceased workman.

The award is passed accordingly.
P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

g fioell, 1 7, 2019
PIIAT. 720.—3AAF faare AT, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & FITART H Hald ABR

IR e §6 30 3fear & yduds & Adg e ik 376 FHeRI & 99 gay 7 ffde siigaifie faarg
H g IHR AGAMND SIABROT STgHTETE & yae (W AT 1268 /2004) DI UBIMIT Bl 7, Sl Dl
BN BT 01,/05,/2019 UTT FITT T |

[¥. Te—12012 /599 /98—=3TT8 3R (H-1)]
1. w9, o, s afya

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019
S.0. 720.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central

Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1268/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01.05.2019.

[No. L-12012/599/98-1R (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

AHMEDABAD

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 08™ April, 2019

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1268/2004

1. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India,
7" Floor, Bhadra, Lal Darwaja,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001
2. The Zonal Manager,
State Bank of India,
7" Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunyj,
Baroda (Gujarat) — 394220
3. The Manager,
State Bank of India,
Salabatpura, (Surat) Branch, Maharaj Chambers,
Mahatma Wadi, P.B. No. 168,
Surat (Gujarat) - 395002
4. The Manager,
State Bank of India,
Udhna-Udognagar, P.B. No. 1,
Surat (Gujarat) — 394210 ...First Parties

V/s.

Mr. Harshad Govindbhai Patel,

Banglow No. 1, Sunivas Row House, Ambica Niketan,

Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 ...Second Party
For the First Parties : Shri A.B. Gogia

For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi

AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/599/98-
IR(B-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:

And

SCHEDULE

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Harshad Govindbhai Patel has put in continuous service in the Bank as
per provisions of Section 25-B?”

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in
terminating/discontinuing the services of the workman Shri Harshad Govindbhai Patel w.e.f. 30.09.1997
on/with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal, proper and
justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what other
directions are necessary in the matter?”

1. The reference dates back to 30.03.1999 and received on 05.04.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the
case may be. The case was listed for cross-examination of parties.

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Harshad Govindbhai Patel and the first party State Bank of India, Surat
and others submitted the settlement Ex. 35 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime payment of
Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Harshad Govindbhai Patel vide Demand
Draft No. 329198 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of Shri P.F.
Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 329200 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing has been left
for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 35 is read over and explained to the parties. They admitted the terms
and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 35 is accepted by the Tribunal.
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4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 35. The settlement Ex. 35 shall remain the part of
the award.

5. The award is passed accordingly.
P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

3 faoel), 1 5, 2019

PILIAT. 721.—3NA0S faare AfAFTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & FTTART H Hald ADR
IRA T §F i Sfear & ydudad & Wdg el 3R 596 dHeRl & 49 oy d ffde figafie

faare # S AR MG JRNFROT srgaarars & ude (HeH AT 1299 /2004) &I GHIRE HRl 8, Sl
B ABR Bl 01,05 /2019 YT §AT T |

[¥. Te—12012 /404 /993118 3R (H-1)]
1. w9, o, s afya

New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 721.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1299/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01.05.2019.

[No. L-12012/404/99-IR (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi,Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 08™ April, 2019
Reference: (CGITA) No. 1299/2004
1. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India, 7t Floor, Bhadra, Lal Darwaja,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001
3. The Deputy General Manager,
State Bank of India, Zonal Office,
7" Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj,
Baroda (Gujarat) — 390005
4. The Manager,
State Bank of India, Nanpura Branch, Hathugar Mohalla, Nanpura
Surat (Gujarat)
5. The Manager,
State Bank of India, Pardi Sery Branch, Badli Fali Ya,
Surat (Gujarat) ...First Parties
Vis.
Shri Jagdish Jamalbhai Parmar,
Krishna Raw House No. 26,
Palanpur Jagat Naka Palanpur Road,
Surat (Gujarat) ...Second Party

For the First Parties : Shri D.C. Gandhi
For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi
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AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/404/99-
IR(B-I) dated 19.07.2000 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India in terminating the services of Shri Jagdishbhai
Jamalbhai Parmar w.e.f. 16.07.1999 is justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled?”

6. The reference dates back to 19.07.2000 and received on 05.08.2000 from Ministry of Labour and Employment,
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

7. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the
case may be. The case was listed for evidence of the second party.

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Jagdishbhai Jamalbhai Parmar and the first party State Bank of India,
Surat and others submitted the settlement Ex. 31 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime
payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Jagdishbhai Jamalbhai Parmar
vide Demand Draft No. 427233 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of
Shri P.F. Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 427235 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing
has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 31 is read over and explained to the parties. They
admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 31 is accepted by the Tribunal.

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 31. The settlement Ex. 31 shall remain the part of
the award.

5. The award is passed accordingly.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

3 faoell, 1 5, 2019

PILIAT. 722.—3NAMS faare AT, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & FTTART H Hald ADR
IRAR T 96 31 3T & Udeadda & dag FRe! iR 9 $HeRI & 414 sy d fifde siigaifie faars

H o1 IRGR AGANS SIABRT rgaarares & Udre (WeH AT 1260 /2004) B BN Gl 8, ST deaid
ARBR DI 01.05.2019 UTKT AT o |

[¥. Te—12012 /383 /98—31T8 3R (H-1)]

41, 19, fose, sav at=a
New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 722.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1260/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01.05.2019.

[No. L-12012/383/98-1R (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
AHMEDABAD
Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 08™ April, 2019
Reference: (CGITA) No. 1260/2004

1. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India,
7™ Floor, Bhadra, Lal Darwaja,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001
2. The Regional Manager,
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State Bank of India,

Region — III, Zonal Office, 7" Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj,

Baroda (Gujarat) — 394220

3. The Manager,

State Bank of India,

Service Branch, o Floor, Akshar Complex,

Behind Rang Upavan, Makkaipool,

Surat (Gujarat) — 395003 ...First Parties
Vis.

Mr. Santhosh Kumar Nathuram More,

Navsari Bazar, Behind Bombay Gate, Chamdiya Ki Chawl, Room No. 45,

Surat (Gujarat) - 395003 ...Second Party

For the First Parties : Shri A.B. Gogia

For the Second Party : Shri P.F. Baxi
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/383/98-
IR(B-I) dated 11.03.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Santhosh Kumar Nathuram More has put in continuous service in the
Bank as per provisions of Section 25-B?”

And

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in
terminating/discontinuing the services of the workman Shri Santhosh Kumar Nathuram More w.e.f.
28.02.1997 on/with the plea of abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal,
proper and justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what
other directions are necessary in the matter?”

1. The reference dates back to 11.03.1999 and received on 26.03.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the
case may be. The case was listed for evidence of the second party.

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Santhosh Kumar Nathuram More and the first party State Bank of India,
Surat and others submitted the settlement Ex. 33 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime
payment of Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Santhosh Kumar Nathuram More
vide Demand Draft No. 774197 dated 05.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of
Shri P.F. Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 774196 dated 05.04.2019 and nothing
has been left for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 33 is read over and explained to the parties. They
admitted the terms and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 33 is accepted by the Tribunal.

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 33. The settlement Ex. 33 shall remain the part of
the award.

5. The award is passed accordingly.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

3 faeel, 1 5, 2019

PIIAL. 723.—3ANS a1 AAFRTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & FFART H Dol ADR
Uf¥eH Yed JEgdas @ Hag FRGd] 3R I BHGRI @ drg ey H Ffde e [dae § s WReR

JMEAATE MABT TgHaTaTs & Udre (HaH T 83 /2015) BT USRI HR 8, Wil =i AXHR Bl 01.05.2019
T T T |

[¥. Ta—41011 /59 /2015—31T8 3R (d1-1)]
1. 19, foe, sz A==
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New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 723.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 83/2015) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Western Railway and their
workmen, received by the Central Government on 01.05.2019.

[No. L-41011/59/2015-IR (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
AHMEDABAD
Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 11™ April, 2019
Reference: (CGITA) No. 83/2015

1. The Divisional Railway Manager,
Western Railway, Asarwa, Near Chamunda Bridge,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat)

2. The Chief Medical Officer,
Western Railway, Sabarmati Railway Hospital, Sabarmati,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ...First Parties
Vis.

The Joint Divisional Secretary,
Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad,
Sanand Railway Station, PO Nidh Road, Sanand,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ...Second Party

For the First Parties : Shri H.R. Raval
For the Second Party  : Shri R.S. Sisodiya
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-41011/59/2015—
IR(B-I) dated 26.11.2015 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand of the Joint Divisional Secretary, Paschim Railway Karmachari Parishad, Ahmedabad
against the Divisional Railway Manager, Western Railway, Ahmedabad to appoint the sons of Late Shri Bula
Sakra, Shri Babubhai Bhula Sakra under compassionate ground is justified? If yes, then what relief Shri
Babubhai Bhula Sakra is entitled to?”

1. The reference dates back to 26.11.2015 and received on 16.12.2015 from Ministry of Labour and Employment,
New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After receiving the schedule of reference from Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment, New
Delhi, notices were issued to both the parties. They were served but neither of the parties submitted the
statement of claim or written statement as the case may be.

3. Today on 11.04.2019, Shri R.S. Sisodiya, The Joint Divisional Secretary, Paschim Railway Karmachari
Parishad, Sanand Railway Station, 28/B, Narayanpark, Behind Chandkheda Railway Station, Sabarmati,
Ahmedabad requested to withdraw the reference.

4. Therefore, the reference is disposed of as withdrawn.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer
7% faeell, 1 918, 2019

PILIAL. 724.—3ANS a1 AAFRH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & FIFART H Dol ADR
IR e 96 3w a1 & Ududad & wdg el 3R S96 FHeRl & d9rF gy # fifde sfigaifie
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faare # < WROR ASAE JRNFHR0T srgrarars & ude (Hed AT 1284 /2004) B GHIRIG HAl 8, S
DI BRI 01.05.2019 UT F3T T |

[¥. Te—12012 /137 /993118 3R (d-1)]

1. . I, sErataa
New Delhi, the 1st May, 2019

S.0. 724.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1284/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India and
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 01,05,2019.

[No. L-12012/137/99-IR (B-1)]
B. S. BISHT, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court,

Ahmedabad,
Dated 08™ April, 2019
Reference: (CGITA) No. 1284/2004

1. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India,
7" Floor, Bhadra, Lal Darwaja,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001
2. The Zonal Manager,
State Bank of India,
7" Floor, Paradise Complex, Sayajigunj,
Baroda (Gujarat) — 394220
3. The Branch Manager,
State Bank of India,
Navsari (Gujarat)
4. The Branch Manager,

State Bank of India,

Billimora (Gujarat) ...First Parties
Vis.

Shri Navnitbhai Raghubhai Patel,

Village and Post Vasma, Kacchiawadi,

Taluka Jalalpore,

Navsari (Gujarat) ...Second Party

For the First Parties . Shri D.C. Gandhi

For the Second Part : Shri P.F. Baxi
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-12012/137/99-
IR(B-I) dated 28.07.1999 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the concerned workman Shri Navnitbhai Raghubhai Patel has put in continuous service in the Bank
as per provisions of Section 25-B?”

And

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India through its officers in terminating/discontinuing the
services of the workman Shri Navnitbhai Raghubhai Patel w.e.f. 05.07.1997 on/with the plea of
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abolition/cancellation of the waiting list of temporary employees is legal, proper and justified? If not, to what relief
the concerned workman is entitled to and from which date and what other directions are necessary in the matter?”

1. The reference dates back to 28.07.1999 and received on 17.08.1999 from Ministry of Labour and Employment, New
Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

2. After issuing notice to the parties, both the parties submitted their statement of claim and written statement as the
case may be. The case was listed for cross-examination of the second party.

3. On 08.04.2019, the second party workman Navnitbhai Raghubhai Patel and the first party State Bank of India, Surat
and others submitted the settlement Ex. 33 stating that the matter has been resolved by way of onetime payment of
Rs.200000/- (Rupees Two Lac) in the favour of second party workman Navnitbhai Raghubhai Patel vide Demand
Draft No. 483372 dated 04.04.2019 along with Rs.15000/- (Rupees Fifteen Thousand) in the favour of Shri P.F.
Baxi, advocate of second party workman vide Demand Draft No. 483370 dated 04.04.2019 and nothing has been left
for further resolution. The said settlement Ex. 33 is read over and explained to the parties. They admitted the terms
and conditions of the settlement. Therefore, the settlement Ex. 33 is accepted by the Tribunal.

4. Thus the reference is disposed of in the light of the settlement Ex. 33. The settlement Ex. 33 shall remain the part of
the award.

5. The award is passed accordingly.

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

T2 feeett, 392, 2019

FL. M. 725.—={=AH [@are Afa=aH, 1947 (1947 & 14) F 9T 17 & SATHL H Feald HLHIT

HAH A TSI aH FAL T Hee UF o7 % Taeds & G5 ATl oli¥ 395 RHA & 919 aqae

Affe denfs ffar § F=7 a=r sfi=nfw afgsor ud a9 =, 99§ u=e
(Va9 HEAT 28/2019) FT THTTAT FLAT & ST el T &1 02.05.2019 FT ITH gl AT

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T% AT (TH)]

21.%. fRHiy, sEw vt

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 725.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 28/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of
M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central
Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 28/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019
BETWEEN

Sri S. Bharthi Mohan
S/o N. Sivananthm,
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No. 7/59B, Mariamman Kovil 2™ Street,
C. Pallavaram

Chennai-600043 : 1* Party/Petitioner
AND
1. The General Manager : 2" Party/1" to 4 Respondent

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden
11" Main Road, Annanagar West
Chennai-600040
2. The Manager
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West
Chennai-600050

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.)
New No. 20, 18" Avenue
Ashok Nagar
Chennai-600083
4, Mr. S. Ramachandran
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St.
Kellys
Chennai-600010

Appearance:

For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. S. Bharathi Mohan, The Applicant
case in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4" Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator
with a monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits
for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may,
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to
therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation
Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the
Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx
xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows
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“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service
as specified in Sub-section (1)”

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 28 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

% faeett, 392, 2019

FT. . 726.—=N= foars At aw, 1947 (1947 F1 14) FT 9T 17 F AT H hex 1T TLHT
HHE AT TSI aH FAL O HeE U o7 % Ta8d & 9a5 AT Sli¥ 3% HHH & 919 sqae
Aty sfienfis foae & F0¥ g Sents Af9For U 59 g, 9Ws & U4
(V3T HEAT 29/2019) Tl THRTIAT FLAT & ST e 1T FLRTT T 02.05.2019 Tl ITH g3 AT

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T AT (TH)]
21.%. fRHiy, sEw e

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0.726.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 29/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of
M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central
Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 29/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019

BETWEEN
Sri G. Gnanavel,
S/o Ganesan,
No. 10, Nalvaravu Street,
MMDA Colony, Arumbakkam,
Chennai-600106 : 1* Party/Petitioner
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AND

1. The General Manager
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden
11"™ Main Road, Annanagar West
Chennai-600040 : 2" Party/1™ 1 to 4 Respondent

2. The Manager
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West
Chennai-600050
3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.)
New No. 20, 18" Avenue
Ashok Nagar
Chennai-600083
4. Mr. S. Ramachandran
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran Street
Kellys Chennai-600010

Appearance:
For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2" Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. G. Gnavavel, The Applicant case in
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits
for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may,
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to
therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation
Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the
Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx
xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service
as specified in Sub-section (1)”
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4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents.The Applicant
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 29 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTT MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

T2 faeett, 392, 2019

F. &AL 727.—3=RE FaTe Afafaam, 1947 (1947 FT 14) FT 9T 17 % IO H Feald LR

HHH AT TSI aH FRARL T HeE U o7 % Ta8d & 9a5 AT Sli¥ 3% HHH & 919 siqae

fAfde sfienfis feae & 0¥ g SEnted Af9For U 59 g, 9Ws & U4
(¥ |=AT 30/2019) FT THTTAT FLAT g ST e T &1 02.05.2019 FT ITH gl AT

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T AT (TH)]

2. . RBaiy, sExaeE

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 727.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 30/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of
M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central
Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 30/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019
BETWEEN
Sri M. Jambulingam
S/o Muthaiah
No. 54-B, 2" Street
B.V. Colony, Vyasarpadi
Chennai-600039 : 1* Party/Petitioner

AND

1. The General Manager
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden
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11" Main Road, Annanagar West
Chennai-600040
2. The Manager
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West
Chennai-600050
3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.)
New No. 20, 18" Avenue
Ashok Nagar
Chennai-600083
4. Mr. S. Ramachandran
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St.
Kellys Chennai-600010

Appearance:
For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. Jambulingam, S/o Muthaiah. The
Applicant case in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump
operator with a monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an
agreement dated 01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under
section 25 of the ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2)
of the ID Act claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed.
With this backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial
benefits for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1)
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to
therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation
Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the
Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx
xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of
service as specified in Sub-section (1)”’

. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason
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assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 30 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

7% feeett, 392, 2019

F. AT, 728.—3=TRIF Fare srfafaam, 1947 (1947 FT 14) F¥ 9T 17 % FTEIT | Feald LT

HHE AT TSI aH FARL T HeE U o7 % Taed & 9a5 HASTHh Sli¥ 3% HHH & 919 siqae §

Aty sfenfis feae # 0¥ @R SEnts Af9Fr U 59 g, 9Ws & udbe
(Va9 |=AT 31/2019) FT THTTAT FLAT & ST el T 1 02.05.2019 FT ITH gl AT

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T% AT (TH)]

21.%. fRHiy, sEw e

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 728.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 31/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/LabourCourt,
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the management
of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central
Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 31/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019
BETWEEN
Smt. G. Mariyammal
D/o G. Chellapa
No. 4/151, Anna Street, Polachalur
Chennai-600074 : 1* Party/Petitioner
AND
. The General Manager : 2" Party/Respondent 1 to 4

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden

11" Main Road, Annanagar West
Chennai-600040

. The Manager

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West

Chennai-600050

. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.)

New No. 20, 18" Avenue

Ashok Nagar

Chennai-600083

. Mr. S. Ramachandran

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St.
Kellys Chennai-600010
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Appearance:
For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Smt. G. Mariyammal, The Applicant case
in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits
for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1)
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein
after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the
appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or
Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A
of sub clause (3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-section (1)”

In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 31 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
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T2 faeett, 392, 2019

F. &AL 729.—3M=RF FaTe Tfafaa®, 1947 (1947 FT 14) FT 9T 17 % IO H Feald LR

HHH AT TSI aH FARL T HeE U o7 % Ta8d & 9a5 ATl Sli¥ 3% HHHL & 919 sqae

Aty sfienfis feae & 0@ g Sents Af9For ud 59 g, d9Ws & U4
(Va9 |=AT 32/2019) FT THTTAT FIAT & ST el T &1 02.05.2019 FT ITH gl AT

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T% AT (TH)]

21.%. fRHiy, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 729.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the

management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 32/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019

BETWEEN

Sri M. Gunasekaran

S/o C. Mani

Old No. 36/1, New No. 42,

Kanni Mulla Ganapathi Nagar,

Thirumullaivayal, Ambattur,

Chennai-600043 : ...1% Party/Petitioner

AND

1. The General Manager : ...2™ Party/Respondent 1 to 4
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden
11"™ Main Road, Annanagar West
Chennai-600040

2. The Manager
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West
Chennai-600050

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.)
New No. 20, 18" Avenue
Ashok Nagar
Chennai-600083

4, Mr. S. Ramachandran
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran Street
Kellys
Chennai-600010
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Appearance:
For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. M. Gunasekaran, The
Applicant case in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump
operator with a monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an
agreement dated 01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under
section 25 of the ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2)
of the ID Act claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed.
With this backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial
benefits for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

Due the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to
condone the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay
that the petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and
other documents including delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days
in filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under
2A Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites
of the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of
the ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach
directly to the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1)
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to
therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation
Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the
Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx
xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-section (1)”

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A
(2) before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that
except a petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his
appointment, termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On
further perusal of the Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce
the relevant documents.The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour
Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of
the Applications. On the other hand the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not
sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 32 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

T2 feeett, 392, 2019

FT. 3. 730.—si=ne foare safafaaw, 1947 (1947 F1 14) FT 9T 17 F AT H hex 1T TLFHT
HAH A TSI aH FAL e UF o7 F Taeds & G ATl oli¥ 395 RHAl & 919 aqae §
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fAfde sfienfis foae & =09 g Sented Af9Fr U 59 g, 99 6 ude
(Va9 |=AT 33/2019) T THTTAT FLAT & ST e TR &l 02.05.2019 T ITH gl AT

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T% AT (TH)]

<16, AT, sET qi=a

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 730.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 33/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of
M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central
Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 33 of 2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019
BETWEEN

Sri M. Umamageswara Rao,
S/o Dharamaraj,
No. 67/9, Lakshmi Plot,
2" Cross Street
Sathya Nagar, Padi
Chennai-600050
AND
1. The General Manager

A Govt. of India Under Taking

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.

No. 1, Raganathan Garden

11"™ Main Road, Annanagar West

Chennai-600040
2. The Manager

Company Owner Company Operated Outlet,

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,

Anna Nagar West

Chennai-600050
3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.)

New No. 20, 18" Avenue

Ashok Nagar

Chennai-600083
4. Mr. S. Ramachandran

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran Street,

Kellys Chennai-660010
Appearance:
For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A (2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. M. Umamageswara Rao, The
Applicant case in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump
operator with a monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an
agreement dated 01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under
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section 25 of the ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)
(2) of the ID Act claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was
dismissed. With this backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all
financial benefits for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may,
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause
(3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-section (1)”

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 33 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

7% R, 3 92, 2019
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(Va9 |=AT 34/2019) FT THTTAT FLAT & ST el T T 02,05.2019 FT ITH gl AT
[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T AT (TH)]
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 731.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 34/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of
M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the Central
Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT,
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 34 of 2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019
BETWEEN

Sri K. Ramesh,
S/o Karuppaiah
No. 12/54, Kannasadan Street,
Mogapair East, Thiruvallur District,
Chennai-600037
AND
1. The General Manager

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.

No. 1, Raganathan Garden

11"™ Main Road, Anna Nagar East

Chennai-600040
2. The Manager

32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugapair,

Anna Nagar West

Chennai-600050
3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.)

New No. 20, 18" Avenue

Ashok Nagar

Chennai-600083
4. Mr. S. Ramachandran

New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damadaran Street

Kellys

Chennai-660010
Appearance:
For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. K. Ramesh, The Applicant case in
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits
for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
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29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section
(1) may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute
referred to therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the
Conciliation Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such
application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the
dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal
before the expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise
termination of service as specified in Sub-section (1)”

. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 34 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

T2 faeett, 392, 2019
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019
S.0. 732.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 35/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.05.2019.
[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]

D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

L.D. No. 35/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019

BETWEEN

Sri G. Irudhayaraj,

S/o Gnanasundaram,

No. 12/203, Small Street, Pulicat Post,

Ponneri Taluk, Thiruvallur District

Pin-601205 : 1* Party/Petitioner

AND

. The General Manager : 2" Party/1™ Respondent
A Govt. of India Undertaking,

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.

No. 1, Raganathan Garden

11"™ Main Road, Annanagar West

Chennai-600040

. The Manager : 2" Party/2™ Respondent
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,

Anna Nagar West

Chennai-600050

. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 2" Party/3™ Respondent
New No. 20, 18" Avenue

Ashok Nagar Chennai-600083

. Mr. S. Ramachandran : 2" Party/4™ Respondent
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St.

Kellys Chennai-600010

Appearance:
For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. G. Iruthayaraj, The Applicant case in
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits
for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
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ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub-clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may,
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause
(3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-section (1)”

. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of
3 years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2)
before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a
petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment,
termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the
Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents.
The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer,
did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand
the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone
the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID No. 35 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

T2 feeett, 392, 2019
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 733.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 36/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 36/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019
BETWEEN
Sri P. Paul Raj
S/o P. John,
No. 250, Bharathi Nagar, 2™ Street,
Villivakkam, Chennai-600049 : ™ Party/Petitioner
AND
1. The General Manager, : 2" Party/1* Respondent

A Govt. of India Under taking,
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited,
No. 1 Ranganathan Garden,
11™ Main Road, Anna Nagar East,
Chennai-600040
2. The Manager : 2" Party/2" Respondent
Company Owner Company Operated Outlet
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West , Chennai-600050
3. Sqn. LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 2" Party/3™ Respondent

New No. 20, 18" Avenue, Ashok Nagar
Chennai-600083
4. Mr. S. Ramachandran : 2" Party/4™ Respondent
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran Sreet,
Kellys, Chennai-600010

Appearance:
For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. P. Paul Raj, The Applicant case in
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits
for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:
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“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may,
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause
(3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-section (1)”

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A
(2) before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that
except a petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his
appointment, termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On
further perusal of the Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the
relevant documents. The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-
Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the
Applications. On the other hand the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound
reasonable. The petition to condone the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID No. 36 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

T2 faeett, 392, 2019
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 734.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 37/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 37/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019
BETWEEN
Sri C. Udhaya Sankar
S/o Chinnasamy,
No. 65, Thennaimara Street,
Kathalampattu,

Vellore-632312 : 1* Party/Petitioner
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AND

1. The General Manager : 2" Party/1* Respondent
A Govt. of India Under Taking
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden
11"™ Main Road, Annanagar Eest
Chennai-600040
2. The Manager : 2" Party/2" Respondent
Company Owner Company Operated Outlet
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar, West
Chennai-600050
3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 2" Party/3™ Respondent
New No. 20, 18" Avenue
Ashok Nagar,
Chennai-600083
4. Sri. S. Ramachandran : 2" Party/4™ Respondent
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St.
Kellys
Chennai-600010

Appearance:

For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None
ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. C. Udhaya Sankar, The Applicant case
in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits
for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone the
delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub-clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1)
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein
after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the
appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or
Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A
of sub-clause (3) reads as follows :-

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-section (1)
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4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A
(2) before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that
except a petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his
appointment, termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On
further perusal of the Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the
relevant documents. The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-
Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the
Applications. On the other hand the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound
reasonable. The petition to condone the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not maintainable
under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID No. 37 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

T2 feeett, 392, 2019

F. AT, 735.—3M=RF Fare fafaaw, 1947 (1947 FT 14) FT 9T 17 % IO H Feald LR

HAH WA US| FAL e UF o7 % Taeds & G ATl oli¥ 39 RHH & o9 aqae

Aty sfienfis feae & 0@ g Sents Af9For U 59 g, d9Ws & ude
(Va9 HEAT 38/2019) FT THTTAT FLAT g ST el TLhTE &l 02.05.2019 FT ITH gl AT

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T% AT (TH)]

I1.%. fRwiyy, sEw vt

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 735.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 38/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIA LTRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 38/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019

BETWEEN
Mr. S. Pitchai,
S/o Sembulingam,
No. 7/463, Kamarajar Street,
M.K. B. Nagar, Ambattur
Chennai-600053

1* Party/Petitioner

AND

1. The General Manager : 2" Party/1* Respondent
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Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden,
11" Main Road, Annanagar West
Chennai-600040
2. The Manager : 2" Party/2" Respondent
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West
Chennai-600050
3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 2" Party/3™ Respondent
New No. 20, 18" Avenue
Ashok Nagar,
Chennai-600083
4. Mr. S. Ramachandran : 2" Party/4™ Respondent
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St.
Kellys
Chennai-600010

Appearance:
For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. S. Pitchai, The Applicant case in
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with
a monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25
of the ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the
ID Act claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed.
With this backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all
financial benefits for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that
the petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which
is still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union,
which was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act.
Hence, prays to condone the delay and admit the case.

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190
days in filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended
provision under 2A Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after
exhausting all pre requisites of the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the
amended insertion under 2A of the ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour
of the workmen to approach directly to the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub-clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1)
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein
after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the
appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or
Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xXx xx xx xx xx xx Section
2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows :-

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-section (1)”

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of
3 years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A
(2) before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that
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except a petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his
appointment, termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On
further perusal of the Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce
the relevant documents. The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour
Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of
the Applications. On the other hand the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not
sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not
maintainable under the provisions under section 2 (2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 38 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

T2 feeett, 392, 2019

F. AT, 736.—3M=ATRIF Fare sfafaam, 1947 (1947 FT 14) F¥ 9T 17 F IO | Feald LT

HHH AT TSI H FARL O HeE U o7 % Ta8d & 9a5 HASTH Sli¥ 3% HHH & 919 sqae o

Aty sfienfis feae & F0@ g it Af9For U 99 g, 9Ws & ude
(Va9 |=AT 39/2019) FT THTTAT FLAT & ST el T &1 02.05.2019 FT ITH gl AT

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T AT (TH)]

21.%. fRHiy, sEw At

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 736.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 39/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 39/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019
BETWEEN
Sri S. Nagaraj,
S/o M. Subramaniyan,
No. 18/25, Gandhi Street,
Elango Nagar, Menambedu
Ambattur
Chennai-600053 : 1* Party/Petitioner
AND
1. The General Manager : 2" Party/1* Respondent

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden

11"™ Main Road, Annanagar West
Chennai-600040
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2. The Manager : 2" Party/2™ Respondent
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West,
Chennai-600050

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 2" Party/3™ Respondent
New No. 20, 18" Avenue
Ashok Nagar,
Chennai-600083

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran : 3" Party/4™ Respondent
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St.
Kellys,
Chennai-600010

Appearance:

For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. S. Nagaraj, The Applicant case in
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of
the ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID
Act claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With
this backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial
benefits for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union,
which was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence,
prays to condone the delay and admit the case.

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days
in filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under
2A Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre
requisites of the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion
under 2A of the ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to
approach directly to the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1)
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein
after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the
appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or
Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xXx xx xx xx xx xx Section
2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows :-

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-section (1)”

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period
of 3 years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2)
before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a
petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment,
termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the
Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents.
The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer,
did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand
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the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone
the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 39 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

T2 feeett, 39, 2019

F. &AL 737.—3M=RF FaTe Tfafaam, 1947 (1947 FT 14) FT 9T 17 % IO H Feald LR

HAH WA TSI aH FTL T Hee UF o7 % Taeds & G5 ATl oli¥ 39 RHH & 919 aqae

Affe denfs ffar § F=07 a=r sfi=nfw afgsor ud a9 =, 9w F i
(V3T FEAT 40/2019) Tl THRTIAT FLAT & ST e 1T FLRTT T 02.05.2019 Tl ITH g 4TI

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T% AT (TH)]

1%, fRHiyy, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 737.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 40/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, LL.M. Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 40/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019

BETWEEN
Mr. B. Rajan,
S/o Bakthavatchalam
No. 31/A, Bajanai Koil Street
West Mogappair, Near 7" Block
No. 622 Chennai-600037 : 1* Party/Petitioner
AND
1. The General Manager : 2" Party/1™ Respondent
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden
11" Main Road, Annanagar West
Chennai-600040
2. The Manager : 2" Party/2™ Respondent
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West

Chennai-600050
3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 2" Party/3™ Respondent
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New No. 20, 18" Avenue
Ashok Nagar,
Chennai-600083
4.  Mr. S. Ramachandran : 2" Party/4™ Respondent
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St.
Kellys,
Chennai-600010

Appearance:

For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. B. Rajan, The Applicant case in brief
is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits
for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may,
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause
(3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-section (1)”

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.
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5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 40 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer

T2 feeett, 392, 2019

F. AT, 738.—s3M=ATRIF Fare srfafaam, 1947 (1947 FT 14) ¥ 9T 17 % FTEIT | Feald GEHIT

HAH WA US| FARL T HeE UF o7 % Taeas & G5 ATl oliT 39 RHA & 919 aqae

Affe denfs ffar § F=7 a=r sf=nfw afgsor ud a9 =, 9w F U=
(V3T HEAT 41/2019) T THRTIAT FLAT & ST e 1T G Al 02.05.2019 Tl ITH g 4TI

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T% AT (TH)]

I1.%. fRHiyy, s@w at=a

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 738.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 41/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 41/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019
BETWEEN

Mr. D. Poomaran,

S/o Desinghu,

No. W-16, Thai Nagar,

Pothur Village, Pammathukulam Post

Redhills,

Chennai-600052 : 1* Party/Petitioner

AND

1. The General Manager : 2" Party/ Respondent 1 to 4
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden
11" Main Road, Annanagar West
Chennai-600040
2. The Manager : 2" Party/2™ Respondent
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West
Chennai-600050
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3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.) : 2" Party/3™ Respondent
New No. 20, 18" Avenue
Ashok Nagar
Chennai-600083

4.  Mr. S. Ramachandran : 2" Party/4™ Respondent
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St.
Kellys
Chennai-600010

Appearance:

For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person

For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. D. Poomaran, The Applicant case in
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits
for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may,
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause
(3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-section (1)”

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of 3
years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery within
the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2) before
this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a petition
to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment, termination, or
any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the Office Note it
is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents. The Applicant
when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer, did not turn-up
to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand the reason
assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone the delay
of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.
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5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 41 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 739.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 42/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 42/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019
BETWEEN
Mr. R. Thirumurugan,
S/o0 Ramamoorthi,
No. 7/3, Vairamkulam 2" Street,
Chittu Oragadam, Ambattur,
Chennai-600053 : 1* Party/Petitioner
AND
1. The General Manager : 2" Party/ Respondent 1 to 4

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden
11™ Main Road, Annanagar West,
Chennai-600040

2. The Manager
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West,
Chennai-600050

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.)
New No. 20, 18" Avenue
Ashok Nagar,
Chennai-600083

4.  Mr. S. Ramachandran
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New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St.
Kellys
Chennai-600010

Appearance:
For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. R. Thirumurugan, The Applicant case
in brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits
for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1) may,
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause
(3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-section (1)”

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period
of 3 years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2)
before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a
petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment,
termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the
Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents.
The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer,
did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand
the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone
the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 42 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2019

S.0. 740.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 43/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s. Bharat Petroleum Corporation of India and others and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 02.05.2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
Present : DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
L.D. No. 43/2019
Friday, the 29" March, 2019
BETWEEN
Mr. Hilal Ahmed,
S/o Zaheer Ahamed
No. 4, Chada Sahib Street
Royapettah, Mishapet
Chennai-600014 : 1* Party/Petitioner
AND
1. The General Manager : 2" Party/ Respondent 1 to 4

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
No. 1, Raganathan Garden
11"™ Main Road, Annanagar West
Chennai-600040

2. The Manager
32A, T.S. Krishna Nagar, Mugappair,
Anna Nagar West
Chennai-600050

3. Sqn.LDr. V. Venkatadri (Retd.)
New No. 20, 18" Avenue
Ashok Nagar
Chennai-600083

4. Mr. S. Ramachandran
New No. 6 (Old No. 11), Damodaran St.
Kellys
Chennai-600010
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Appearance:
For the 1* Party/Petitioner : Party in Person
For the 2™ Party/Respondents 1 to 4 : None

ORDER

This is an Application under 2A(2) of the Industrial Dispute Act Filed by one Mr. Hilal Ahmed, The Applicant case in
brief is that he was employed under the Respondents through the 4™ Respondent-Contractor as a pump operator with a
monthly salary of Rs. 14,700/- and alongwith Bonus and other Allowances, on the strength of an agreement dated
01.08.2004. While the matter stood thus, he was terminated from service without any prior notice under section 25 of the
ID Act. The Applicant urges, he moved the appropriate Authority by his petition under section 33(c)(2) of the ID Act
claiming compensation and benefits owing to his termination. But to his ill luck the petition was dismissed. With this
backdrop the petitioner claims to set aside the order of the termination and his reinstatement with all financial benefits
for his service period from 1995 to 2007.

2. During the course hearing the Learned Counsel moves this petition under section 5 of the Limitation Act to condone
the delay of 4180 days in filing of the Application under 2A of the ID Act. He assigns the reason of the delay that the
petitioner moved the appropriate Authority for compensation owing to his termination which was dismissed on
29.01.2010 occasioning him to approach the Deputy Labour Commissioner (C), Chennai on dated 08.01.2013 which is
still pending disposal. He further assigns the reason that his relevant file was misplaced in the office of the Union, which
was received only on 17.12.2018. Thereafter the Applicant files this Application under 2A of the ID Act. Hence, prays to
condone the delay and admit the case.

3. In view of the facts discussion held supra and on through perusal of the Office Note, the Claim Statement and other
documents including the delay condonation petition, it undoubtedly appears that there is inordinate delay of 4190 days in
filing of the Applications. In order to bring the instant Application within the admit of the amended provision under 2A
Act, it is to be seen if the Applicant approaches this Forum-The Industrial Tribunal after exhausting all pre requisites of
the conditions contemplated under the provision of 2A (2) of the Act. Admittedly the amended insertion under 2A of the
ID Act is a beneficiary legislation for workmen, which provides a right in favour of the workmen to approach directly to
the appropriate the Forum under the Act to get immediate relief.

Section 2A sub clause (2) of the ID Act reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding anything contained is Section 10 any such workmen as is specified in Sub-section (1)
may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to
therein after the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation
Officer of the appropriate Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the
Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudication upon the dispute , xx xx xx xx
xx xx xx xx xx Section 2A of sub clause (3) reads as follows

“The application referred to in Sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the
expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of
service as specified in Sub-section (1)”’

4. In combined reading of both the section it needs to see if the Applicant has filed the Application within a period of
3 years from the date of the alleged termination. And also to see if the Applicant approached the Labour Machinery
within the period of 3 years and after expiry of 45 days of such approach, has filed the instant Applications under 2A (2)
before this Tribunal. In a meticulous perusal and scrutiny on the documents available on record, it is found that except a
petition to condone delay, the Applicant failed to produce a single scrap of documents relating to his appointment,
termination, or any copies of the petition showing to have moved before the Labour Machinery. On further perusal of the
Office Note it is found that the Applicant was provided with sufficient opportunity to produce the relevant documents.
The Applicant when fails to produce any document regarding his approach to Labour Machinery-Conciliation Officer,
did not turn-up to convince the delay of 4190 (as per the Office Note). In filing of the Applications. On the other hand
the reason assigned by the Applicant in his petition to condone delay does not sound reasonable. The petition to condone
the delay of 4190 days is rejected, being devoid of any merit.

5. In view of the discussion held in preceding paragraphs the Application filed by the Applicant deserves not
maintainable under the provisions under section 2(2A) of the Industrial Dispute Act.

The case in ID 43 of 2019 stands dismissed.
DIPTI MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 741.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 10/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Indian Bank and their
workmen received by the Central Government on 06/05/2019.

[No. L-12011/3/2014-IR(B-II)]
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
BANGALORE
Dated : 23" April 2019
Present : Justice Smt. Rathnakala, Presiding Officer
C.R. No. 10/2014
I Party II Party
1. The President, The General Manager (p),
Indian Bank Employees Union, Indian Bank, Zonal Office,
C/o India Bank, 10,K.G.Road, 4 Floor, (East Wing)
BANGALORE 560 009. Raheja Towers, No. 26-27,
M.G. Road,
2. Sh. M. Sundara, BANGALORE 560 001.
S/o Late Siddaiah,
Muddahalli Navilur Post,
Nanjangud Taluk, Mysore Dist.
Advocate I Party . Advocate for II Party:
Mr. Muralidhara : Mr. P. Udayashankar Rai
AWARD

The Central Government vide Order No.L-12011/3/2014 IR(B-II) dated 04.06.2014 in exercise of the powers conferred
by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (for brevity ‘the
Act’ hereafter) referred the following Industrial Dispute for adjudication.

“Whether the action of the management of Indian Bank over unjust denial of pension to Shri M. Sundara,
Clerk-cum-shroff of Mandya Branch, retired from the services of the Bank on voluntary cessation is justified? If
not, to what relief the aggrieved workman Shri M. Sundara is entitled to?”

1. The case of the 1% Party is, that Sh. M Sundara, Ex Clerk-cum-Shroff, Mandya Branch was declared by the 2™ Party
as having voluntarily left the job w.e.f 03.02.2006 but, they have denied the pensionary benefits to him, he had rendered
honest and devoted service to the Bank; during 2005-06 due to domestic problems he could not attend the duties. The
2" Party/Management invoking Clause 33 of the Bipartite Settlement dated 02.06.2005, recorded voluntary cessation of
employment by him w.e.f 03.02.2006. The 2" Party introduced Indian Bank (Employees) Pension Regulations, 1995 to
provide pensionary benefits to those who exercised their option in writing to become the member of the Employees
Pension Fund; Sh. Sundara exercised his option in writing and the same was registered by the Bank in their records, thus
he is a member of the Employees Pension Fund Trust; his employment was not termination on account of any
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misconduct so as to entail forfeiture of his entire past service. However, 2" Party did not determine his pensionary
benefits despite several representations. The action of the Management in denying pensionary benefit has offended
Article 14 and 21 of the Constitution of India. Hence, prayer for a direction to the 2™ Party, to determine his entitlement
for pension under the provisions of the Pension Regulations and to pay the arrears of pension from 03.06.2006 along
with interest.

2. As per the counter statement placed by the 2™ Party, an employee who has voluntarily abandoned the service of the
Bank in terms of Clause 33 of the Bipartite Settlement is not entitled for pension. There are no rules or regulations
enabling such employees who have voluntarily abandoned the services of the Bank or deemed to have voluntarily
abandoned the services of the Bank. The 1* Party remained unauthorizedly absent from duty continuously for more than
90 days. After issuing notice for being unauthorizedly absent and issuing a final notice dated 01.02.2006, 2™ Party
deemed to consider him as voluntarily abandoned the services of the Bank. As per Regulation No. 22 of the Indian Bank
Pension Regulation 1995, the Bank is entitled to forfeiture all his entire past service and he will not be qualified for
pensionary benefit.

3. Both parties have adduced their evidence. Ex W-1 to Ex W-6 are marked for the 1* Party and Ex M-1 is marked for
the 2™ Party.

4. Parties are not at dispute regarding unauthorized absence of Sh. M. Sundara during 2005-06. The Bank has treated his
case as voluntary cessation of service in terms of Clause 33 of VII Bipartite Settlement dated 02.06.2005; now they have
invoked the Regulation No 22 of the Indian Bank Pension Regulation 1995, which reads as under:-

“Forfeiture of Service”, among other things it is stated as follows :-

(i) Resignation or dismissal or removal or termination of an employee from the service of the Bank shall entail forfeiture
of this entire past service and consequently shall not qualify for pensionary benefits.

(i) An interruption in the service of a Bank employee entails forfeiture of his past service, except in the following cases,
namely

5. It is obvious that, voluntary cessation of employment is not covered within the frame of Rule 22. But, argument of
Learned Counsel for the 2™ Party is, the word resignation appearing in sub rule 1 has to be construed with a broader
meaning which also includes any other form of resigning from duty including by way of unauthorized absence. Any
narrow meaning to the word resignation would subvert the whole purpose of the pension scheme and hence voluntary
cessation shall also to be interpreted in the same equivalence as that of resignation. Any other interpretation on para 22
that voluntary cessation of service is not covered, will defeat the very object/spirit of the Regulation 22 of the Pension
Regulation 1995. If a contrary interpretation is allowed all the employees who want to resign, will resort to the
unlawful method of abstaining from work or unauthorized absence to claim the benefit of pension. Deserting the service
of the Bank through unauthorized absence is actually worse than resignation. In the light of Regulation 22 of the
Pension Regulation 1995 read with Clause 33 of the Bipartite Settlement dated 02.06.2005, 1% Party is not entitled for
pensionary benefits.

6. It is the further contention of the 2" Party, payment of pension while retiring through compulsory retirement is
entirely different and certainly not applicable to the present circumstance. In the case of compulsory retirement the
Disciplinary Authority depending upon the gravity of misconduct of the concerned employee will impose appropriate
punishment and the same analogy cannot be drawn to the case of the employee voluntarily abandoning the service of the
Bank by unauthorized absence.

7. Admittedly Sh. M Sundara had rendered service from 10.06.1978 to 2005 without any break; his unauthorized absence
is not considered by the Management as a misconduct it is a unilateral action of the management in treating him as
‘voluntarily left the service of the Bank in terms of Clause 33 of the Bipartite Settlement dated 02.06.2005°. The Apex
Court in the matter of Syndicate Bank, Bangalore vs Satya Srinath (2007-1I-LLJ 258 ) wherein the fact was, the Bank
Official who’s leave application seeking for extension of leave on medical ground was denied, and the Bank had ordered
her premature retirement and denied pension of 20 years of service, intervened and held that, she did not fall either in the
category of herself seeking voluntary retirement or in the category of one deemed to have voluntarily retired, as per
clause 17(a) of the V Bipartite Settlement. She falls in the 3" Category which is not contemplated in the Regulation. By
holding so, the Apex court further held that, she could not be denied the benefit of 20 years of service when she comes
within the pension scheme who were in service prior to 1986 and retired before 29.09.1995. Thus, her entitlement for
pension was declared by the Judgment of the Division Bench of our Hon’ble High Court.

8. It is worthwhile to reproduce the observation of our Hon’ble High Court in the same matter [Smt. Sathya Srinath vs
Syndicate Bank...... (ILR 2003 KAR 2605)] at para 21, “Further, the cessation of service of the appellant brought about
by the management by its order dated 30.12.1992 cannot be regard as the resignation of the Appellant for the purpose of
application of Pension Rules. Resignation of an employee is covered by separate provisions under the SHASTRI’s
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award and in terms of the said award, in case of resignation, the employee concerned has to submit a notice of
resignation to the management and it comes into effect automatically after the expiry of the notice period. In the case of
J.K. COTTON SPINNING AND WEAVING MILLS COMPANY LIMITED vs STATE OF U.P, the Supreme Court
held that if an employee makes his intention to resign his job to the employer it is a case of resignation. Similar is the
view of the Supreme Court in MOTIRAM vs PARANDER wherein it was held that resignation means the spontaneous
relinquishment of ones own right in relation to an office. Resignation connotes the act of giving up or relinquishing the
office. It may be bilateral or unilateral depending upon whether the rule requires acceptance or not. The essence of
resignation is that the initiative to resign should come from the employee concerned and that initiative should be
voluntary and out of free will. Unless these two conditions co-exist, mere cessation of service brought about by a
method de hors the voluntary action of the employee could not be regarded as a resignation of the employee. In this
case, it is nobody’s case that the Appellant submitted any notice of resignation. On the otherhand, it is a matter of record
that the Appellant in reply to the notice from the employer, sought for extension of time and made clear her intention to
resume duties”.

9. It is sheer argumentative to say that voluntary cessation can be brought within the Regulation 22 of the pension
scheme. Since, the voluntary cessation of service is not prohibited expressly by the Rules, I do not see justification on
the part of the Bank in refusing the benefits of the Indian Bank Pension Regulation 1995 to the workman herein. The
rule is applicable to such of the employees who were on the service of the Bank after January 1 1986 and who have
retired on or after December 1 1993 but, before the notified date and Sh. M. Sundara thus qualifies himself for the
benefits of Pension Regulation, like any other employee who have opted for pension scheme.

10. In the light of the above, the management is not justified in rejecting the relief of the pension scheme to the 1* Party
workman. Hence, the following

AWARD

The reference is accepted, the 2™ Party is directed to implement the benefits of Indian Bank Pension Regulation
1995 to the workman Sh. M. Sundara, Ex Clerk-cum-Shroff of Mandya Branch, w.e.f 03.06.2006. The accrued pension
amount shall be calculated along with simple interest of 6% per annum w.e.f 03.06.2006 and be paid within 60 days of
publication of the Award. Otherwise the amount shall carry future interest of 8% per annum.

(Dictated, corrected and signed by me on 23™ April, 2019)
JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 742.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 18/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Syndicate Bank and
their workmen received by the Central Government on 06/05/2019.

[No. L-12011/151/2005-IR(B-II)]
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
BANGALORE
DATED  : 23%" APRIL, 2019
PRESENT : Justice Smt. Rathnakala, Presiding Officer
C.R No. 18/2006

I Party II Party

The General Secretary, The General Manager (P),
Syndicate Bank Staff Association, Syndicate Bank,

ond Floor, Near to Tourist Hotel, General Manager’s Office
Anand Rao Circle, No. 69, gh Main, 3 Block,
Bangalore — 560009. Jayanagar,

Advocate for I Party : Sh.Muralidhara Bangalore - 560011
Advocate for II Party: Sh. Ramesh Upadhyaya

AWARD

The Central Government vide Order No.L-12011/151/2005-IR(B-II) dated 28.04.2006 in exercise of the powers
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 (for
brevity ‘the Act’ hereafter) referred the following Industrial Dispute for adjudication.

“Whether the action of the management of Syndicate Bank in imposing the punishment of reduction in basic
pay by one stage, non-releasing of annual increment as on 01.02.2004 and effecting recovery of Rs. 19,945.89
as financial loss from Smt. R.E. Jane, Clerk, Syndicate Bank, Shoolay Branch, Bangalore is legal and justified?
If not, to what relief she is entitled to?”

1. The claim of the 1* Party Smt. R.E. Jane is, she was working as a Clerk at Shoolay, Bangalore Branch of the 2™ Party,
she was issued charge sheet on the allegation of gross misconduct of “doing act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank
involving the Bank in financial loss” vide clause 5(j) of the Bipartite Settlement dated 10.04.2002. Since, she denied the
charges Domestic Enquiry was formed. The Enquiry Officer held her guilty of misconduct, she submitted her remarks to
the findings of the enquiry, she was proposed with the punishment of reduction in basic pay by one stage for a period of
one year vide the letter of Disciplinary Authority dated 22.10.2003 and thereafter the punishment order was confirmed.
Her appeal against the punishment order was rejected by the Appellate Authority vide his proceedings dated 25.03.2004;
the Disciplinary Authority vide his administrative order dated 22.04.2004 directed to recover a sum of Rs. 15,000/~ with
commercial rate of interest and the same was recovered from her salary, she was due for annual increment on 01.02.2004
and same was released after one year i.e., 01.02.2005. The Findings of the Enquiry Officer is perverse and the
consequent punishment order is backed.

2. The counter statement of the 2™ Party is to the effect that, there is no valid reason for the Disciplinary Authority to
differ from the findings of the Enquiry Officer. Taking into consideration the records and being convinced that, the
proposed punishment would not be disproportionate to the gravity of misconduct committed; the Disciplinary Authority
confirmed the proposed punishment. This Tribunal passed award on 28.11.2006 thereby dismissing the reference since,
the 1% Party had not filed the claim statement and did not prosecute the proceedings though several opportunity was
given. The charge was proved in the enquiry based on the oral and documentary evidence; punishment imposed is
proportionate to the gravity of misconduct.

3. It is from records that, vide order dated 28.11.2006, the reference was rejected and the 1 Party workman filed an
Miscellaneous application which was registered as Misc No. 17/2006, the award passed on 28.11.2006 was thus recalled
and the matter was opened.

4. On the rival pleadings two preliminary issues were framed, one regarding the fairness of Domestic Enquiry another
regarding the question, whether the 1* Party workman Smt. R.E. Jane is a workman under section 2(s) of the Act.

5. The 1 Party gave up its challenge to the Fairness of the Domestic Enquiry. Thus, the Fairness of the Domestic
Enquiry is ordered affirmatively in favour of the 1* Party. Both have addressed arguments.

6. The allegation of the charge sheet dated 05.05.2003 read thus :-

(i) That you have been working as Clerk at Shoolay Branch, Bangalore, since 16.06.2000 and while functioning in your
position as such, the following circumstances appear against you :

(i) That M/s LIC Housing Finance Ltd., Bangalore who is maintaining Current A/c No0.1690 with our Shoolay
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Branch, Bangalore, have been issued with Cheque book containing cheque leaves Nos. 863501 to 864600. Out of
the said cheque book, a cheque bearing No. 863520 dated 22.08.02 for Rs.60,000/- was presented for payment across
the counter on 22.08.02. After the said cheque was passed by the Section Officer, payment was made by you as you
were working as Cashier on 22.08.2002.

(iii) That the account holders M/s. LIC Housing Finance Ltd., has subsequently lodged a complaint with the Bank
saying that the cheque in question was not issued by them and that a sum of Rs. 60,000/- has been fraudulently
withdrawn from the said account.

(iv) That with regard to the above cheque, it is observed that the said cheque was an A/c Payee crossed cheque, drawn
in favour of "overseas" and was presented for payment across the counter.

(v) That as per para 2.8.2 of Manual of Instructions (Volume-I), when cheques are presented for payment in cash, the
cheque should be scrutinised to see that it is free from any of the defects. Further, before paying the amount, the cashier
should ensure that the cheque is properly passed and that only on being satisfied that the cheque is properly passed, the
amount should be paid.

(vi) That as per the guidelines mentioned under para 2.9.0 of Manual of Instructions on "passing of cheques, a crossed
cheque" should not be paid in cash over the counter. Further as per the guidelines mentioned under para 2.10.0 of Manual
of Instructions (Volume-I) on "crossing of cheques", cash cannot be paid over the counter for crossed cheques.

(vii) That in terms of the above said guidelines, even though the section officer had passed for payment of a crossed
cheque, the same shall not be a proper passing because crossed cheque cannot be passed for payment across the counter
and as such the cashier cannot make payment of the cheque which is not properly passed.

(viii) From the above circumstances, it is evident that you have made payment of Rs. 60,000/- against a crossed cheque
across the counter in violation of the guidelines cited above. You have also failed to notice that the above cheque has
been drawn in favour of "overseas" which is vague and not referring to any individual. You have also failed to observe
that since the cheque was marked A/c Payee it should have been presented either in clearing by the other Banker or
should have been transferred to an account in the name of "overseas". As such you have failed to perform your duties as
expected of you as per the guidelines.

(ix) Thus, the negligence/lapses on your part as narrated above facilitated perpetration of fraud resulting in withdrawal of
Rs. 60,000/~ from Current A/c 1690, thereby the Bank incurred financial loss. Your above acts are detrimental to the
interest of the Bank besides tarnishing the image and reputation of the Bank.

(x) The above acts of commissions and omissions reported against you constitute Gross Misconduct within the meaning
of clause 5 of the Bipartite Settlement (Memorandum of Settlement) dated 10.04.2002. You are therefore charged with
the Gross Misconduct of "doing act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank involving the Bank in financial loss" vide
clause 5(j) of the Bipartite Settlement (Memorandum of Settlement) dated 10.04.2002.

7. During the enquiry on behalf of the Management 2 witnesses were examined and 13 documents were marked. 1%
Party examined herself and marked 3 documents.

8. First witness for the management/the then Branch Manager deposed to the effect that, a letter dated 02.12.2002 was
received from LIC Housing Finance Limited requesting to reimburse the amount of Rs. 60,000/- which is fraudulently
withdrawn from their Current Account maintained with the Bank. He identified the photocopy of the cheque for
Rs. 60,000/- pertaining to the Current Account of the LIC and the letter received from LIC. MW-1 identified the
relevant documents and deposed to the effect that, a cheque dated 22.08.2002 received from LIC was entered and debited
in the computer by Smt. Jayalakshmi, Clerk and passed the cheque to the CSE, Cashier made the payment. It was an
Account payee cheque and the payee is mentioned as “Overseas”. The signature of the person who obtained the cash is
not there on the back of the cheque. When a crossed cheque is presented at the branch we cannot make cash payment.
In such case before making payment the crossing should be cancelled, cash cannot be paid against such cheque. MW-2
was the Investigating Officer who recorded the statements of witnesses and probed the documents.

9. The defence of the 1¥ Party was, she was orally entrusted with extra responsibility of debiting, clearing cheques on
22.08.2002 which is actually supervisory in nature, the cheque was debited and was duly passed for payment by the
Passing Authority as self drawn cheque with signature verified and passed for payment seal along with date and
signature of the passing authority; no debit scroll was maintained at the Branch as required under the rules of MOI
(Manual Instruction) concerning to the 2™ Party. There was no Scroll Officer as envisaged under the MOI and it was not
scrolled with SI. No. Since, the cheque was crossed she informed the passing officer about the same for which he replied
that crossing cancellation would be done subsequently and she should make the cash payment of the cheque. It was the
usual practice of the LIC Housing Finance Ltd., to send crossed cheques for cash withdrawals and signature for crossing
cancellation used to be obtained either prior to the payment or after the payment as per the directions from the passing
authority. She identified the culprit who is incidentally the employee of LIC Housing Finance Ltd., and ultimately it
resulted in his arrest. Paid vouchers were duly bundled and thereafter signed by the Head of the Branch after the due
scrutiny of the vouchers and the cash vouchers bundles were kept in double lock. Hence, she had no opportunity to
verify whether crossing was cancelled on cheque.
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10. The Enquiry Officer analysed the evidence and also the various grounds of defence and concluded that, the Cashier
has failed to perform her duty as expected by her and the 1** Party workman only to justify her lapse of making payment
of an Account payee crossed cheque in violation of MOI, she failed to observe the account payee crossing and so also the
passing officer. The cheque which has been passed with the defect cannot be said to have been passed properly. The
defect apparent on the face of the cheque and which was within the knowledge of CSE was overlooked by her before
making payment. Therefore, due to the contributory negligence of the Clerk, Passing Officer and the Cashier the Bank
incurred a loss of Rs. 60,000/- for which all the three are accountable.

11. Whatever be the interpretation of clause MOI, the fact remains that the 1% Party while in cash counter had made
payment of Rs. 60,000/- in an account payee cheque. The Disciplinary Authority considered all her remarks to the
Enquiry Report. On her contention that Passing Officer had instructed her to make payment against the crossing cheque
due to which she made payment. The Disciplinary Authority held that “........ even then the cashier shall not carry out
such instructions of the Officer in violation of MOI when crossing was not cancelled. Having made the payment without
getting the crossing cancelled, she cannot totally disassociate from the transaction nor avoid her
responsibility/accountability”. The Disciplinary Authority further observed that, the Bank has already paid Rs. 60,000/-
to the LIC and all the three Officials are responsible for the loss arising out of their misconduct. A sum of Rs. 30,000/- is
accepted by the Passing Officer and Rs. 15,000/- by the Counter Clerk as their share of total loss of Rs. 60,000/-.

12. It cannot be said that the punishment imposed on the 1* Party workman is either excessive or
arbitrary. It was the submission at the Bar that 1™ Party has been promoted by the 2™ Party and she no more retains the
status of the workman under section 2(s) of the Industrial Dispute Act as held in (2012)1 SCC 619, Air India Cabin Crew
Association and others vs Union of India and others. However, they have not produced any documentary proof to
remove her from the status of workman under section 2(s) of the Industrial Dispute Act. The punishment order imposed
on her is on the basis of the admitted facts only, negligence on the part of all the three Officials is evident and she cannot
pass on the burden on the other two and get through. The punishment order does not warrant interference. Hence, the
following

AWARD
The reference is rejected.
(Dictated, corrected and signed by me on 23™ April, 2019)
JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 743.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 123/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Kandla
Port Trust and their workmen received by the Central Government on 06/05/2019.

[No. L-37011/07/2011-IR(B-1II)]
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
AHMEDABAD

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,

Ahmedabad,
Dated 03" April, 2019

Reference: (CGITA) No- 123/2012

The Chairman,

Kandla Port Trust,

Administrative Office, P.B. No. 50,

Gandhidham (Gujarat) — 370201 ...First Party
V/s.

The General Secretary,

Transport and Dock Workers’ Union,

21, Yogesh Building,

Plot No. 586, 12-C, Gandhidham,

Kutch (Gujarat) — 370201 ...Second Party

For the First Party : Shri K.V. Gadhia
For the Second Party : Shri N.H. Rathod
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-37011/07/2011—
IR(B-II) dated 30.08.2012 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Kandla Port Trust in not enlisting Shri Mohmed Ismail Saicha as Daily
Rates Worker although he has worked for 240 days, is legal and justified? What relief the concerned workman is
entitled to?”

1.

2.

The reference dates back to 30.08.2012 and received on 10.09.2012 from Ministry of Labour and Employment,

New Delhi for adjudication and passing the award.

After issuing notice to the parties, the second party submitted the statement of claim Ex. 6 on 05.08.2013 and the

first party submitted the written statement Ex. 7 on 26.11.2013.

. The second party workman in his statement of claim has alleged that he had been working as Khalasi since the
month of October, 1982 continuously and worked till July 1983 for more than 240 days in the calendar year but
his service were terminated without giving notice and notice pay violating the provisions of Section 25 F, G and
H of the Industrial Disputes Act. Therefore, he has prayed that he may be reinstated as daily rate worker.

. The first party in his written statement Ex. 7 submitted that the second party workman Mohmed Ismail Saicha
was not a workman within the definition of Section 2 (s) of the Industrial Disputes Act. The averments made in
the statement of claim are not true. The reference has been moved after a period of 27 years; therefore, the
reference is liable to be dismissed.

. On the basis of the pleadings, the following issues arise:

i.  Whether the action of the management of Kandla Port Trust in not enlisting Shri Mohmed Ismail Saicha
as Daily Rates Worker although he has worked for 240 days, is legal and justified?
ii. To what relief, if any, the concerned workman is entitled?

Issue No. i and ii: As both the issues are interrelated, therefore, are decided together. The burden of proof of

these issues lies on the second party workman who submitted the affidavit Ex. 8 reiterating the averments made

in the statement of claim and has not said anything contrary to his examination-in-chief. In his cross-
examination, he has stated that he has filed his case enlisting him as daily rate worker where he worked till

1983. Thereafter, he did not report for work and moved the case in 2012. He was not given any appointment

letter. His date of birth is 01.03.1964.

The first party did not prefer to give any oral evidence.

The second party workman has filed documents vide list Ex. 9 regarding the engagement of non-pool daily

rated/part-time persons, approved list of daily rated/part-time persons who have worked prior to 31.12.2001,

certificate of working days of the workman etc.

I heard and considered the evidences and arguments of learned counsel of the parties available on the record.

The workman has already admitted in his cross-examination that he worked till the year 1983. Thereafter, he

did not report for work and has filed this reference after a delay of more than 27 years. He has also not lead any
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evidence that he would have worked for more than 240 days in any calendar year. Thus the reference is not
maintainable in the light of the aforesaid evidence of the workman. The delay in moving the reference is so high
that the workman deserves no relief. Thus both the issues are decided against the workman. The reference is
dismissed.
10. The award is passed accordingly.
P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 744.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 119/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation the
management of M/s. Mysore Minerals Limited and their workmen which was received by the Central Government on
03/05/2019.

[No. L-29012/57/2006-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

DATED : 10"APRIL 2019
Present : JUSTICE SMT. RATHANAKALA, Presiding Officer,

C R No.119/2007

I Party II Party
Sri Beeregowda, The Managing Director,
S/o late Ninge Gowda, Chattna Halli, Ananthi Mysore Minerals Limited,
Post, Bagur Hobli, ChannarayapatnaTaluk, No. 39, M G Road,
HASSAN DIST. BANGALORE - 560 001.
Appearances
I Party : Shri K T Govinde Gowda, Advocate IT Party : Sh. T K VedaMurthy, Advocate

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labourvide order No. L-29012/57/2006-IR(M) dated 24.08.2007 in exercise
of the power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes
Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred as “The Act”) (14 of 1947) referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal
for adjudication:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Mpysore Minerals Limited in terminating the services/
superannuating the services of Sh. Beeregowda w.e.f. 29/6/1998 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the
workman is entitled?”

2. The case of the 1% party workman is, he joined the service of the II Party on 25.05.1982 at its Mines Unit viz.
Byrapura Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District while joining service he had furnished his age as 28
years i.e., date of birth being 25.05.1954 as per the horoscope maintained by his parents. Same date of birth is mentioned
in all his statutory records, he was entitled to continue in service upto 25.05.2012.

3. It is further stated,1™ Party subjected him to medical examination and refused employment w.e.f. 29.06.1998 on the
plea that he has reached superannuation age of 58 years, termination order is issued, he is unemployed and has a
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dependent family, the 2™ Party officials obtained his signature on various applications and submitted his application to
EPF authorities. They have terminated many of his co-workers. In one such case of the workman (Smt. K Dundamma
vs. MML WP No. 5615/2001(S-RES)) was reinstated with full back wages and continuity of service by the order of the
Hon’ble High Court. Similar WP 2610/2001 connected with other cases are also allowed on 01.06.2006. The 2"*Party
had not provided safety measures to work in the Mines. There was no proper working/service condition. During 1995 —
1996 they entrusted some of the mining development works in Hassan District to some private contractors without
following due process of law. Because of this transaction they faced administrative problems, there was no production
and they suffered loss, ultimately they decided to terminate the workers illegally by resorting to so called medical
examination during the year 1998. The medical examination was conducted by one MBBS Doctor but not by Doctor of
Rank of Assistant Civil Surgeon as defined under rule 19(C) of mines act. He is terminated from service on the basis of
Medical examination Report. Age certificate issued by Medical Officer summarily and in a blind manner. They have no
right to refuse employment to him, remove his name from the Muster Rolls in unilateral manner without following due
process of law. Hence, prayer for a direction to reinstate the 1*Party workman retrospectively with continuity of service
etc.

4. The claim allegation is assailed by the 2™ Party in its written statement on following lines; he had not produced any
authenticated document regarding his date of birth, his alleged horoscope is concocted one. It is further contended that
upon the intervention of the employee’s union of the 2™ Party the 1 Party was subjected to medical examination and he
was not allowed to work after 26.02.2001 since he had reached the age of superannuation. Medical Examination is
conducted as per the mines rules 1955 and same does not affect any of the provisions of the mines rules. Delay in raising
the dispute is not supported by any valid material. He is not entitled for any relief. He was relieved after he attained the
age of superannuation, with all terminal benefits. During the medical examination he was found to be more than 58 plus
years (Ex W-1). He has not questioned the said report before the appellate board prescribed under the Mines Rules 1955.

5. Both parties have adduced their evidence, the workman has examined himself as WW 1 and produced documents Ex
W-1 to Ex W-5. On behalf of the 2™ Party their Assistant Manager / MW 1 was examined.

6. As such the 1* Party workman is terminated from service w.e.f. 26.02.2001. Going by his version he would have
reached superannuation of 58 years on 25.05.2012. For the purpose of statutory records B Records, EPF Records and
Service Record his date of birth was mentioned as 25.05.1954 on the basis of Horoscope as provided by him.

7. The 2™ Party has its own certified standing orders i.e., MML (Officers and Employees) Conditions of Service,
Conduct and Disciplinary Proceedings Rules:

Rule /clause 18.0 pertaining to the age of superannuation reads thus:

18.1 : Every Officer/ Employee of the Company shall attain the age of Superannuation on his reaching the age of
58 years and shall retire from the services of the company.

18.2 : The age and date of birth of the Officer / Employee as recorded in the records of the Company shall be the
determining factor for retirement.

18.3 : A change in the date of birth as entered in the Company records can only be affected on a Judgement of a
Competent Court. Except on a Judgement of a Court the date of birth once recorded will not be changed at the
request of the Officer/ Employee under any Circumstances.

Termination further is governed by Rule 24 which reads thus
“Rule / Clause 24.0 — Termination :

24.1 : The Services of a permanent officer / Employee can be terminated either by the company or by the Officer /
Employee himself by issue of three month’s notice, or payment of three month’s salary in lieu of such notice.

24.2 : A resignation tendered by an Officer/Employee would become final on its acceptance by the company.
However, where the Management finds it expedient, it may refuse to accept the resignation in which event the
relation of employer-employee between the parties continues to subsist.”

8. The 2"'party neither changed the date of birth which was accepted earlier nor did they conduct any disciplinary action
for submitting wrong date of birth. It is also a fact at that point of time there was mass termination on the ground of
either overage or medically unfit condition. They have not obtained permission for such termination/retrenchment as
warranted by Section 25N(1) of ID Act. Ex W — 1 is the copy of the medical certificate in Form No. O which is
identified by MW 1. It is certified to the extent that he appears to be 55 years plus of age. For taking such opinion
except for clinical examination they have not subjected him to Radiological examination.

9. He is a manual worker not knowing intricacy of legal procedure. For not challenging the medical certificate before
Appellate Authority due to ignorance shall not give advantage over him to the 2™ Party Management. Wherefore, the
termination of the 1* Party on the ground of attaining superannuation is illegal and cannot be sustained. Ofcourse, there
is delay of 9 years in raising the dispute. It is also obvious that Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka allowed a Writ Petition
of a similarly placed workman who was removed from service on the similar ground and the Writ Appeal thereon came
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to be dismissed. The 1*Party herein has mustered courage thereafter to raise present industrial dispute. At the same time
one has to see through the plight of an illiterate workman who is thrown out of his livelihood in the midway of his life.

10. Wherefore, this tribunal is of the considered opinion that the delay in raising the dispute shall not be an obstacle to
set right the injustice caused on the illegal termination of the I party workman.

11. His reinstatement at this stage is out of question since he is aged more than 60 years as per his own contention.
Considering the illegality of the termination and also the delay in raising the dispute in the considered opinion of this
tribunal, lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac would do complete justice in the matter.

AWARD

Reference is accepted. 2"'Party is directed to pay lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac to the 1"Party workman
Sh. Beeregowda within 60 days from the date of publication of award failing which the amount shall carry future interest
@ 8% per annum.

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and signed by me on 10™ April 2019)
JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 745.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 74/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation the
management of M/s Mysore Minerals Limited and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government on
03/05/2019.

[No. L-29012/10/2007-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

DATED : 10" APRIL 2019
PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer

C R No. 74/2007
I Party II Party
Sri Chowdegowda, The Managing Director,
S/o Late Kampini Gowda, MML Workers, Hebalu Mysore Minerals Limited,
Village, Bathikere Post, Nuggehalli Hobli, No. 39, M G Road,
ChannarayapatnaTaluk, HASSAN DIST. BANGALORE - 560 001.
Appearances

I Party : Shri K T Govinde Gowda, Advocate II Party : Sh. T K Veda Murthy, Advocate

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide order No. L-29012/10/2007-IR(M) dated 16.05.2007 in exercise
of the power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes
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Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred as “The Act”) (14 of 1947) referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal
for adjudication:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the management of Mysore Minerals Limited is justified in terminating the services/premature
superannuating of the services of Sri Chowedegowda w.e.f. 16/4/1998? If not, to what relief the workman is
entitled to?”

2. The case of the 1% party workman is, he joined the service of the II Party on 07.10.1982 at its Mines Unit viz. Jamboor
Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District while joining service he had furnished his age as 35 years i.e.,
date of birth being 07.10.1947 as per the horoscope maintained by his parents. Same date of birth is mentioned in all his
statutory records, he was entitled to continue in service upto 07.10.2005.

3. It is further stated, 2™ Party subjected him to medical examination on 26.02.2001.They refused work to him on
16.04.1998, on the plea that he has reached superannuation age of 58 years, termination order is issued on 22.05.1998, he
is unemployed and has a dependent family, the 2™ Party officials obtained his signature on various applications and
submitted his application to EPF authorities. They have terminated many of his co-workers. In one such case of the
workman(Smt. K Dundamma vs. MML WP No. 5615/2001(S-RES)) was reinstated with full back wages and continuity
of service by the order of the Hon’ble High Court. Similar WP 2610/2001 connected with other cases are also allowed on
01.06.2006. The 2"'Party had not provided safety measures to work in the Mines. There was no proper working/service
condition. During 1995 — 1996 they entrusted some of the mining development works in Hassan District to some private
contractors without following due process of law. Because of this transaction they faced administrative problems, there
was no production and they suffered loss, ultimately they decided to terminate the workers illegally by resorting to so
called medical examination during the year 1998. The medical examination was conducted by one MBBS Doctor but
not by Doctor of Rank of Assistant Civil Surgeon as defined under rule 19(C) of mines act. He is terminated from
service on the basis of Medical examination Report dated 19.02.1998. Age certificate issued by Medical Officer
summarily and in a blind manner. They have no right to refuse employment to him, remove his name from the Muster
Rolls in unilateral manner without following due process of law. Hence, prayer for a direction to reinstate the 1¥Party
workman retrospectively with continuity of service etc.

4. The claim allegation is assailed by the 2™ Party in its written statement on following lines; he had not produced any
authenticated document regarding his date of birth, his alleged horoscope is concocted one. It is further contended that
upon the intervention of the employee’s union of the 2™ Party the 1 Party was subjected to medical examination and he
was not allowed to work after 16.04.1998 since he had reached the age of superannuation. Medical Examination is
conducted as per the mines rules 1955 and same does not affect any of the provisions of the mines rules. Delay in raising
the dispute is not supported by any valid material. He is not entitled for any relief. He was relieved after he attained the
age of superannuation, with all terminal benefits. During the medical examination he was found to be more than 58
years. He has not questioned the said report before the appellate board prescribed under the Mines Rules 1955.

5. Both parties have adduced their evidence, the workman examined himself as WW 1 and produced documents Ex W-1
to Ex W-5. On behalf of the 2™ Party their Assistant Manager / MW 1 was examined.

6. As such the 1* Party workman is terminated from service w.e.f. 22.05.1998. Going by his version he would have
reached superannuation of 58 years on 07.10.2005. For the purpose of statutory records B Records, EPF Records and
Service Record his date of birth was mentioned as 02.08.1956 on the basis of Horoscope as provided by him.

7. The 2™ Party has its own certified standing orders i.e., MML (Officers and Employees) Conditions of Service,
Conduct and Disciplinary Proceedings Rules:

Rule/clause 18.0 pertaining to the age of superannuation reads thus:

18.1 : Every Officer/ Employee of the Company shall attain the age of Superannuation on his reaching the age of
58 years and shall retire from the services of the company.

18.2 : The age and date of birth of the Officer / Employee as recorded in the records of the Company shall be the
determining factor for retirement.

18.3 : A change in the date of birth as entered in the Company records can only be affected on a Judgement of a
Competent Court. Except on a Judgement of a Court the date of birth once recorded will not be changed at the
request of the Officer/ Employee under any Circumstances.

Termination further is governed by Rule 24 which reads thus
“Rule / Clause 24.0 — Termination :

24.1 : The Services of a permanent officer/Employee can be terminated either by the company or by the Officer/
Employee himself by issue of three month’s notice, or payment of three month’s salary in lieu of such notice.

24.2 : A resignation tendered by an Officer/Employee would become final on its acceptance by the company.
However, where the Management finds it expedient, it may refuse to accept the resignation in which event the
relation of employer-employee between the parties continues to subsist.”
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8. The 2™ party neither changed the date of birth which was accepted earlier nor did they conduct any disciplinary action
for submitting wrong date of birth. It is also a fact at that point of time there was mass termination on the ground of
either overage or medically unfit condition. They have not obtained permission for such termination/retrenchment as
warranted by Section 25N(1) of ID Act. For taking the opinion that the 1% Party workman has crossed the
superannuation, except for clinical examination they have not subjected him to Radiological examination.

9. He is a manual worker not knowing intricacy of legal procedure. For not challenging the medical certificate before
Appellate Authority due to ignorance shall not give advantage over him to the 2" Party Management. Wherefore, the
termination of the 1* Party on the ground of attaining superannuation is illegal and cannot be sustained. Ofcourse, there
is delay of 9 years in raising the dispute. It is also obvious that Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka allowed a Writ Petition
of a similarly placed workman who was removed from service on the similar ground and the Writ Appeal thereon came
to be dismissed. The 1*Party herein has mustered courage thereafter to raise present industrial dispute. At the same time
one has to see through the plight of an illiterate workman who is thrown out of his livelihood in the midway of his life.

10. Wherefore, this tribunal is of the considered opinion that the delay in raising the dispute shall not be an obstacle to
set right the injustice caused on the illegal termination of the I party workman.

11. His reinstatement at this stage is out of question since he is aged more than 60 years as per his own contention.
Considering the illegality of the termination and also the delay in raising the dispute in the considered opinion of this
tribunal, lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac would do complete justice in the matter.

AWARD

Reference is accepted. 2"'Party is directed to pay lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac to the 1"'Party workman
Sh. Chowedegowda within 60 days from the date of publication of award failing which the amount shall carry
future interest @ 8% per annum.

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and signed by me on 10" April 2019)
JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer

7% faweft, 6 92, 2019
F. AT, 746.—3=TRF Fare stfaf=m, 1947 (1947 F7 14) F¥ 9T 17 F FTELT | Feald qEFHN
HEH T e fffes % vaeds & gag Al o 396 FHaRl & a9 aqay § Wiee st
foaTe § Fea Oea SRR AT UF I8 AT, s & 941 (Fa9 a7 08/2008) FT TRTiardT
AT & ST sl T TR AT 03.05.2019 T ITH 3T 4TI

[H. T9-29012/81/2007-3T% 3T (TH)]
2. . gy, wav e

New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 746.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 08/2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation the
management of M/s Mysore Minerals Limited and their workmen which was received by the Central Government on
03/05/2019.

[No. L-29012/81/2007-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

DATED : 10" APRIL 2019
PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer
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C R No. 08/2008
I Party II Party

Smt. Narsamma, The Managing Director,
W/o Late Hanumaiah, MML Worker, Mysore Minerals Limited,
Chevenahalli Village, Nagar Navile Post, No. 39, M G Road,
BagurHobli, BANGALORE - 560 001.
ChannarayapatnaTaluk,
HASSAN DIST.

Appearances

I Party : Shri K T GovindeGowda, Advocate IT Party : Sh. T K VedaMurthy, Advocate

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide order No. L-29012/81/2007-IR(M)dated 06.02.2008 in exercise
of the power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947 (hereinafter referred as “The Act”) (14 of 1947) referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for
adjudication:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the termination of Smt. Narasamma by the management of Mysore Minerals Limited w.e.f. 2/6/1998
is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. The case of the 1 party workman is, she joined the service of the 2"Party on 02.08.1984 at its Mines Unit viz.
Thagadur Chromite Mines, Channarayapatna Taluk, Hassan District, while joining service she had furnished his age
as 35 years i.e., date of birth being 03.11.1945 as per the horoscope maintained by her parents. Same date of birth is
mentioned in all his statutory records, she was entitled to continue in service upto 03.11.2004.

3. It is further stated,1*Party was subjected to medical examination and refused employment 02.06.1998 on the plea
that she has reached superannuation age of 58 years, termination order is issued, she is unemployed and has a
dependent family, the 2™ Party officials obtained her signature on various applications and submitted his application
to EPF authorities. They have terminated many of her co-workers. In one such case of the workman(Smt. K
Dundamma vs. MML WP No. 5615/2001(S-RES)) was reinstated with full back wages and continuity of service by
the order of the Hon’ble High Court. Similar WP 2610/2001 connected with other cases are also allowed on
01.06.2006. The 2"Party had not provided safety measures to work in the Mines. There was no proper
working/service condition. During 1995 — 1996 they entrusted some of the mining development works in Hassan
District to some private contractors without following due process of law. Because of this transaction they faced
administrative problems, there was no production and they suffered loss, ultimately they decided to terminate the
workers illegally by resorting to so called medical examination during the year 1998. The medical examination was
conducted by one MBBS Doctor but not by Doctor of Rank of Assistant Civil Surgeon as defined under rule 19(C)
of mines act. She is terminated from service on the basis of Medical examination Report. Age certificate issued by
Medical Officer summarily and in a blind manner. They have no right to refuse employment to her, remove her
name from the Muster Rolls in unilateral manner without following due process of law. Hence, prayer for a
direction to reinstate the 1*Party workman retrospectively with continuity of service etc.

4. The claim allegation is assailed by the 2™ Party in its written statement on following lines; she had not produced any
authenticated document regarding his date of birth, her alleged horoscope is concocted one. It is further contended
that upon the intervention of the employee’s union of the 2 Party the 1% Party was subjected to medical
examination and she was not allowed to work after 02.06.1998 since she had reached the age of superannuation.
Medical Examination is conducted as per the mines rules 1955 and same does not affect any of the provisions of the
mines rules. Delay in raising the dispute is not supported by any valid material. She is not entitled for any relief.
She was relieved after attaining the age of superannuation, with all terminal benefits. During the medical
examination she was found to be more than 58 years. She has not questioned the said report before the appellate
board prescribed under the Mines Rules 1955.

5. Both parties have adduced their evidence, the workman has examined herself as WW 1 and produced documents
Ex W-1 to Ex W-5. On behalf of the 2™ Party their Assistant Manager / MW 1 was examined.

6. As such the 1% Party workman is terminated from service w.e.f. 02.06.1998. Going by her version she would have
reached superannuation of 58 years on 03.11.2004. For the purpose of statutory records B Records, EPF Records and
Service Record her date of birth was mentioned as 03.11.1945 on the basis of Horoscope as provided by her.

7. The 2™ Party has its own certified standing orders i.e., MML (Officers and Employees) Conditions of Service,
Conduct and Disciplinary Proceedings Rules:
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Rule /clause 18.0 pertaining to the age of superannuation reads thus:

18.1 : Every Officer/ Employee of the Company shall attain the age of Superannuation on his reaching the age of
58 years and shall retire from the services of the company.

18.2 : The age and date of birth of the Officer / Employee as recorded in the records of the Company shall be the
determining factor for retirement.

18.3 : A change in the date of birth as entered in the Company records can only be affected on a Judgement of a
Competent Court. Except on a Judgement of a Court the date of birth once recorded will not be changed at the
request of the Officer/ Employee under any Circumstances.

Termination further is governed by Rule 24 which reads thus
“Rule / Clause 24.0 — Termination :

24.1 : The Services of a permanent officer/Employee can be terminated either by the company or by the Officer /
Employee himself by issue of three month’s notice, or payment of three month’s salary in lieu of such notice.

24.2 : A resignation tendered by an Officer/Employee would become final on its acceptance by the company.
However, where the Management finds it expedient, it may refuse to accept the resignation in which event the
relation of employer-employee between the parties continues to subsist.”

8. The 2"party neither changed the date of birth which was accepted earlier nor did they conduct any disciplinary
action for submitting wrong date of birth. It is also a fact at that point of time there was mass termination on the ground
of either overage or medically unfit condition. They have not obtained permission for such termination/retrenchment as
warranted by Section 25N(1) of ID Act. For taking the opinion that she has crossed superannuation, except for clinical
examination they have not subjected her to Radiological / Scientific examination.

9. She is a manual worker not knowing intricacy of legal procedure. For not challenging the medical certificate before
Appellate Authority due to ignorance shall not give advantage over her to the 2™ Party Management. Wherefore, the
termination of the 1* Party on the ground of attaining superannuation is illegal and cannot be sustained. Ofcourse, there
is delay 10 years in raising the dispute. It is also obvious that Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka allowed a Writ Petition
of a similarly placed workman who was removed from service on the similar ground and the Writ Appeal thereon came
to be dismissed. The 1*Party herein has mustered courage thereafter to raise present industrial dispute. At the same time
one has to see through the plight of an illiterate workman who is thrown out of his livelihood in the midway of his life.

10. Wherefore, this tribunal is of the considered opinion that the delay in raising the dispute shall not be an obstacle to
set right the injustice caused on the illegal termination of the I party workman.

11. Her reinstatement at this stage is out of question since she is aged more than 60 years as per her own contention.
Considering the illegality of the termination and also the delay in raising the dispute in the considered opinion of this
tribunal, lumpsum compensation of Rs. 50,000.00 would do complete justice in the matter.

AWARD
Reference is accepted. 2™ Party is directed to pay lumpsum compensation of Rs. 50,000.00 to the 1%'Party
workman Smt. Narsamma within 60 days from the date of publication of award failing which the amount shall
carry future interest @ 8% per annum.

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and signed by me on 10™ April 2019)
JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer

T2 feeett, 6 7S, 2019

. A, 747 3= foare At aw, 1947 (1947 F1 14) ¥ 9T 17 F AT | Frxl T TR
e A fOAen e % Yaeas & 95 Al st 394 FHarl & o9 Jqae § WHieg s
foaTe § Fa GXaTT SRR TR U ¥ AT, sy & 9d9re (639 Tedr 33/2008) &l TaRTiard
FAT 5 ST sl T TR AT 03.05.2019 T ITH 3T 4TI

[/. U-29012/33/2008-3T% AT (TH)]
<. =, f{ary, wav g

New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 747.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 33/2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
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Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation the
management of
M/s Mysore Minerals Limited and their workmen which was received by the Central Government on 03/05/2019.

[No. L-29012/33/2008-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

DATED : 4™ APRIL 2019
PRESENT : JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer

C R No. 33/2008
I Party II Party

Sri Sannaiah, The Managing Director,
S/o Late Sh. Rangappa, Mysore Minerals Limited,
Hullenahalli, Agrahara Belaguli Post, Nuggehalli No. 39, M G Road,
Hobli, BANGALORE - 560 001.
ChannarayapatnaTaluk,
HASSAN DIST.

Appearances

I Party : Shri K T GovindeGowda, Advocate II Party : Sh. T K Veda Murthy, Advocate

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide order No. L-29012/33/2008-IR(M) dated 02.04.2008 in exercise
of the power conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes
Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred as “The Act”) (14 of 1947) referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal
for adjudication:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the termination of Shri Sannaiah by the management of Mysore Minerals Limited
w.e.f. 26/2/2001 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. The case of the 1™ party workman is, he joined the service of the 2"*Party on 02.08.1984 at its Mines Unit viz. Jambur
Chromite Mines. While joining service he had furnished his age as 38 years i.e., date of birth being 02.08.1956 as per the
horoscope maintained by his parents. Same date of birth is mentionedin all his statutory records, he was entitled to
continue in service upto 02.08.2015.

3. It is further stated, 2" Party subjected him to medical examination on 26.02.2001. They refused work to him, on the
plea that he has reached superannuation age of 58 years, termination order is issued, he is unemployed and has a
dependent family. The 2™ Party officials obtained his signature on various applications and submitted his application to
EPF authorities. They have terminated many of his co-workers. In one such case of the workman (Smt. K Dundamma
vs. MML WP No. 5615/2001(S-RES)) was reinstated with full back wages and continuity of service by the order of the
Hon’ble High Court. Similar WP 2610/2001 with connected cases is also allowed on 01.06.2006. The 2"Party had not
provided safety measures to work in the Mines. There was no proper working/service condition. During 1995 — 1996
they entrusted some of the mining development works in Hassan District to some private contractors without following
due process of law. Because of this transaction they faced administrative problems, there was no production and they
suffered loss, ultimately they decided to terminate the workers illegally by resorting to so called medical examination
during the year 1998. The medical examination was conducted by one MBBS Doctor but not by Doctor of Rank of
Assistant Civil Surgeon as defined under rule 19(C) of mines act. He is terminated from service on the basis of Medical
examination Report. Age certificate is issued by the Medical Officer summarily and in a blind manner. They have no
right to refuse employment to him or to remove his name from the Muster Rolls in unilateral manner without following
due process of law. Hence, prayer for a direction to reinstate the 1*Party workman retrospectively with continuity of
service etc.

4. The claim allegation is assailed by the 2™ Party in its written statement on following lines; he had not produced any
authenticated document regarding his date of birth, his alleged horoscope is concocted one. It is further contended that
on the intervention of the employee’s union of the 2™ Party the 1* Party was subjected to medical examination and he
was not allowed to work after 26.02.2001, since he had reached the age of superannuation. Medical Examination is
conducted as per the mines rules 1955 and same does not affect any of the provisions of the mines rules. Delay in raising
the dispute is not supported by any valid material. He is not entitled for any relief. He was relieved with all terminal
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benefits after he attained the age of superannuation. He has not questioned the Medical report before the Appellate Board
as prescribed under the Mines Rules 1955.

5. Both parties have adduced their evidence, the workman has examined himself as WW 1 and produced documents
Ex W-1 to Ex W-5. On behalf of the 2" Party their Assistant Manager/MW 1 was examined.

6. As such the 1* Party workman is terminated from service w.e.f. 26.02.2001. Going by his version he would have
reached superannuation of 58 years on 02.08.2015. For the purpose of statutory records like B Record, EPF and Record
his date of birth was mentioned as 02.08.1956 on the basis of Horoscope provided by him.

7. The 2™ Party has its own certified standing orders i.e., MML (Officers and Employees) Conditions of Service,
Conduct and Disciplinary Proceedings Rules:

Rule /clause 18.0 pertaining to the age of superannuation reads thus:

18.1 : Every Officer/ Employee of the Company shall attain the age of Superannuation on his reaching the age of
58 years and shall retire from the services of the company.

18.2 : The age and date of birth of the Officer/Employee as recorded in the records of the Company shall be the
determining factor for retirement.

18.3 : A change in the date of birth as entered in the Company records can only be affected on a Judgement of a
Competent Court. Except on a Judgement of a Court the date of birth once recorded will not be changed at the
request of the Officer/ Employee under any Circumstances.

Termination further is governed by Rule 24 which reads thus
“Rule/Clause 24.0-Termination :

24.1 : The Services of a permanent officer/Employee can be terminated either by the company or by the
Officer/Employee himself by issue of three month’s notice, or payment of three month’s salary in lieu of such
notice.

24.2 : A resignation tendered by an Officer/Employee would become final on its acceptance by the company.
However, where the Management finds it expedient, it may refuse to accept the resignation in which event the
relation of employer-employee between the parties continues to subsist.”

8. The 2"'party neither changed the date of birth which was accepted earlier nor did they conduct any disciplinary action
for submitting wrong date of birth. It is also a fact, at that point of time there was mass termination on the ground of
either overage or medically unfit or temporary unfit condition. They have not obtained permission for such
termination/retrenchment as warranted by Section 25N(1) of ID Act. Ex W — 1 is the copy of the medical certificate
which is identified by MW 1. It is certified to the extent that he appears to be 55 years plus of age. For taking such
opinion except for clinical examination, they have not subjected him to Radiological examination.

9. He is a manual worker, not knowing intricacy of legal procedure. For not challenging the medical certificate before
Appellate Authority due to ignorance shall not give advantage over him to the 2" Party Management. Wherefore, the
termination of the 1* Party on the ground of attaining superannuation is illegal and cannot be sustained. Ofcourse, there
is delay of more than 7 years in raising the dispute. It is also obvious that Hon’ble High Court of Karnataka allowed a
Writ Petition of a similarly placed workman who was removed from service on the similar ground and the Writ Appeal
thereon came to be dismissed. The 1%Party herein has mustered courage thereafter to raise present industrial dispute. At
the same time one has to see through the plight of an illiterate workman who is thrown out of his livelihood in the
midway of his life.

10. Wherefore, this tribunal is of the considered opinion that the delay in raising the dispute shall not be an obstacle to
set right the injustice caused on the illegal termination of the I party workman.

11. The reinstatement at this stage is out of question since he is aged more than 60 years as per his own contention.
Considering the illegality of the termination and also the delay in raising the dispute in the considered opinion of this
tribunal, lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac would do complete justice in the matter.

AWARD

Reference is accepted. 2"'Party is directed to pay lumpsum compensation of Rs. 1 lac to the 1*Party workman
Sh. Sannaaiah within 60 days from the date of publication of award failing which the amount shall carry future
interest @ 8% per annum.

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and signed by me on 4" April 2019)
JUSTICE SMT. RATHNAKALA, Presiding Officer
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T2 faeet, 6 92, 2019

FT. A1, 748.—i=nTe foare stfafaas, 1947 (1947 FT 14) T 9T 17 % AT | Frxl T T
He Rrgea S [iee & Taeds & da5 MASh T 376 FHEHRT 6§19 ey § [iae sfentes
faTe # Fa gEaT SRR TR Ud ¥ A, ST & G4l (689 a1 53/2012) &l TaRiiard
AT § STT Fea T FLHIT 1 03.05.2019 T ITH 3T 4TI

[¥. TS-43011/1/2012-3T% 3T (TH)]

&, . fewtey, orw AfE

New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 748.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 53/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Jaipur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s Hindustan Zinc Limited and their workmen which was received by the Central Government on
03/05/2019.

[No. L-43011/1/2012-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
g
B.oNamg 8. gHvor |, 53/2012
Reference No. L-43011/1/2012-IR (M) dt.:- 0404-2012
0404-2019

JUY TeT TSl W YRR el 8Y A & A Sed AT B AT Bl GHIO Ui YR Bl 2 | A
Jed R ORI, §RT S.B. C.W. Pet. No. 8007/12 fegw Rie fo. a9 gfaa oifw sfsar @ o= #
AleTe 3 Gafed Re Arferereil & arer gk AT &1 dd—Ufd Seie & Aegd | UI &1 T Sl Aol UaAdel
<E |

39 MY § AT o AT gRT 39 fAd1g Udhvol § YRT ORGR gRT {S7id 04.04.2012 BT AT
Nenfire faare . L-43011/1/2012-1R (M) & Gse & fomifed sifdwd <gad fear

“The reference order dated 26.7.2010 and 4.4.2012 are in itself illegal in so far as there was no
retrenchement or terminations of the workmen, who had opted for the benefits under the voluntary retirement
scheme.......ccevveenenn. Therefore the terms of reference are hereby quashed and set-aside.”

9 Y@ IS & ATAR 9 AP0 B IRINT Iaq il fdare, axga: 9y 7 &1 4 aiaa #

TR HET AT € AT IR B AT AT 2—SAfTT 397 IMfIder gRT I rfafyviae s9 reference # fasar Sim
TG T VBT B I TE RO ¥ UPR SIRT [HAT WA B dw WRAR B GRT 17 (1) 3ienfie faar
fafrd & ofaefa ammel 9 garerrel Ufa e imd | yevor foffa # afafea 81 9 siferam R & 59 &7

T e Igadl, Werie Sif¥ran

< faeedt, 6 WS, 2019
F. AT, 749.—3M=RF [Fare Afa==H, 1947 (1947 FT 14) T 9T 17 F FTTEIT | Feald LR
HHE TATAE AAIRET i Sf0eAT o Jaeds & Hag Il oiiT 394 FHaRl & a9 aqae § [fee
A FaTe § Feaid Geant e Afawaor ug 987 =Arared-1, faedl % t=re (a9 9eq1 93/2016)
T TERTIAT FLAT & ST e 1 T w1 03.05.2019 T ITH g3 AT
[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T% AT (TH)]

2. . gy, wavata
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New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 749.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 93/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court-1, Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s Airport Authority of India and their workmen which was received by the Central Government on
03/05/2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND DOGRA : PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT No.1, DWARKA COURTS COMPLEX : NEW DELHI.

ID No. 93 of 2016

General Secretary,

Indian Airports Kamgar Union (IAKU),

Through its General Secretary,

Qr No.B-140 Pocket A, INA Colony,

New Delhi. ...Workmen/Claimant™

Versus

The Chairman,

Airports Authority of India,

Rajiv Gandhi Bhawan,

Safdarjang Airport,

New Delhi 110003. ...Management/Respondent

AWARD

This Award shall dispose of a complaint preferred by the workmen under Section 33-A of the Industrial
Disputes Act (hereinafter referred to as “the Act”). Briefly stated facts of the case as pleaded in the complaint are that
the working hours of the employees of International Airports Authority of India which were fixed in the year 1972 and in
respect of employees of National Airports Authority was fixed in the year, were from 9-30 AM to 5-30 PM and this
continued to be so even after formation of Airports Authority of India in the year 1995. Management issued a circular
No.02 of 2012 dated 17/1/2012 whereby employees were sought to be prematurely retired on attaining the age of 50
years, on the ground of inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the ground of medical unfitness. The workmen/Union
raised an industrial dispute and the Appropriate Government vide order dated 19/2/2014 referred the dispute before the
Tribunal for adjudication which was registered as 39 of 2014. It is pleaded that during pendency of aforesaid dispute, the
Management issued a circular No.1/2016 dated 6.1.2016 whereby working hours of the non-operational staff has been
changed from 9-30 AM to 6-00 PM (with half an hour lunch break from 1-30 PM to 2.00 PM) instead of 9-30AM to
5-30 PM, which act of the Management is stated to be illegal, unjust and bad in law because as per provisions of Section
42(2)(b) and 43 of the Airport Authority of India, following three pre-conditions as imposed by the Legislature, for any
rules and regulations to be made under the Act, were effective :-

(6] Prior approval of the Central Govt.
(i1) Notification in the official gazette
(iii) Laying of the rules and regulations before each House of Parliament and agreement or disagreement of

both the Houses of Parliament for making or not making the rules & regulations.

It is stated that without taking prior permission of the Tribunal/Labour Court, the impugned circular dated 6-1-2016
regarding change in working hours, has been issued by the Management and same is in utter violation of Section 33 of
the Act. Even otherwise, the impugned circular has been issued without any notice as required under Section 9-A of the
Act and as such the said circular is void ab initio. The workmen/Union made a representation dated 14/3/2016 to the
Management, asking to withdraw the circular dated 6/1/2016 but to no response. Hence, prayer has been made for
passing an Award, holding that the circular dated 6/1/2016 regarding change of working hours for non-operational duties
of the staff from 9-30 AM to 5-30 PM to 9-30 to 6 PM as illegal, arbitrary and in violation of Section 33 read with
Section 9-A of the Act and for directing the Management to restore the working hours as 9-30 AM to 5-30PM and pay
over-time wages for the period worked by the workmen in excess by 30 minutes.

2. Management has resisted the claim of the Workmen Union and filed written statement, taking preliminary objections
that the complaint under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable inasmuch as no conditions of service have been
changed to the prejudice of the workmen and that the present complaint does not even remotely relates to the disputes in
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ID No.39 of 2014 pending before the Tribunal. The complainant Union under the garb of present complaint has sought to
challenge the Airport Authority of India (General Conditions of Service & Remuneration of Employees) Regulation,
2003 which were duly formulated under Section 42 of the Airports Authority of India Act and as such, this Tribunal has
no jurisdiction to adjudicate the validity of regulations 2003 duly formulated under the Act. It is alleged that the present
complaint is misuse of the process of law and that the Complainant Union has not approached with clean hands. It is
also alleged that the working hours of the organization have been changed in accordance with law and after following the
procedure and in accordance with powers conferred by Section 42 of Airport Authority of India Act, 1994 and Airport
Authority of India (General Conditions of Service & Remuneration of Employees) Regulation, 2003 framed thereunder.
It is prayed that present complaint under Section 33-A is not maintainable and that complainant Union is not entitled to
any relief.

3. Rejoinder was filed on behalf of the workman/claimant, whereby the case as set up in the claim petition has been
reiterated and allegations made in the written statement have been denied.

4. On the pleadings of the parties, following issues were framed on 21/12/2016 :-

(6] Whether the complaint under Section 33-A of the ID Act is not maintainable and this Tribunal has no
jurisdiction to try the matter as alleged ?

(i1) Whether circular No.1/2016 dated 6/1/2016 is arbitrary and illegal as alleged ?

(iii) Relief
5. The Claimant Union in support of its case examined Shri GA. Rudrappa, General Secretary as WW1 who tendered
his affidavit Ex WW1/A & relied on the documents Ex. WW1/1 to Ex.-WW1/14, whereas Management examined one
Shri Rajiv Duggal, Deputy General Manager (HR) who tendered his evidence by way of affidavit Ex MW 1/A alongwith
authority letter Ex MW1/1.

6. I have heard Shri K.K. Aggarwal, A/R for the workmen Union and Ms. Neha Bhatnagar, A/R for the Management
and have gone through the records carefully. My findings on the above issues are as followsw.

Issue No.1 and 2
7. Both these issues being inter-related are taken up together and the same can be disposed of by common discussion.

8. During the course of arguments, learned A/R for the workmen Union strenuously argued that the circular No. 1/2016
dated 6/1/2016 whereby working hours for General shift/non operational staff were increased by half an hour i.e. from
9.30 AM to 5.30 PM, to 9.30 AM to 6.00 PM,, has been issued during pendency of similar dispute (bearing ID No. 39 of
2014) without prior approval of the Tribunal/Labour Court as required under Section 33(1)(a) of the Act and same has
been done without any monetary benefits to the workmen, which caused prejudice to the interest of workers inclusive of
members of Workmen Union. He also submitted that the Management has violated the provisions of Section 9-A of the
Act for changing the existing service condition of the employees by increasing working hours and change in time,
without giving notice to the workmen and the claimant Union. He placed reliance on the decision of Hon’ble Apex
Court in the case of Lokmat Newspapers P. Ltd. Vs. Shankar Prasad, 1999 II CLR 433, to stress that a notice under
Section 9-A of the Act was required to be issued by the employer, prior to the altering the service conditions of the
workers.

9. Per contra, learned A/R for the Management argued that the present complaint under Section 33-A of the Act is not
maintainable inasmuch as subject matter of the complaint in question and the pending reference are not connected and
are all together different and independent of each other and therefore, the provisions of Section 33 of the Act are not
attracted. He also contended that the working hours of the organization have been changed in accordance with law and
after following the procedure and in accordance with powers conferred by Section 42 of Airport Authority of India Act,
1994 and Airport Authority of India (General Conditions of Service & Remuneration of Employees) Regulation, 2003
framed thereunder. As such, the present complaint under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable and same be
dismissed.

10. At the outset I may mention that Section 33 of the Act clearly provides that during pendency of the proceedings
either before the Conciliation Officer or Labour Court or Industrial Tribunal, no employer shall alter or change the
conditions of service of the workman without written permission/approval from the authority before which such
proceedings are pending. In case of contravention of the provisions of Section 33 by any employer, aggrieved employee
has been given a right to make a complaint in writing under Section 33-A of the Act before the Authority before whom
such proceedings were pending at the time of retrenchment/discharge etc. of the workman.

11. It is fairly settled that where Section 33 of the Act is contravened by the Management during the pendency of
proceedings, any employee aggrieved by such contravention has a right to file a complaint against such contravention
which is to be adjudicated as a dispute in accordance with the provisions of the Act. The Legislature in its wisdom has
made Special Provision under Section 33-A of the Act, for adjudication as to whether conditions of service, etc. of the
employees were changed during pendency of proceedings. Under Section 33(1)(a) of the Act, no employer is entitled to
alter the conditions of service of the workers which are subject matter of the pending disputes. This Section, thus,
provides protection to a workman, provided an industrial dispute is pending and alteration in the service condition is with
regard to any matter connected with the dispute and such alteration is prejudicial to his interest. For invoking violation
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of Section 33(1)(a) of the Act, what is to be considered is whether the particular matter in regard to which the
complaint of alteration of service is made, is one which can be said to be connected with an industrial dispute
which is already pending. It is only where the alteration effected by the employer and the dispute pending before
the Tribunal is connected, then the said Section comes into play. If the alteration of conditions of service is not
connected with the subject matter of the pending dispute, the workman would not be entitled to the protection of
Section 33(1)(a) of the Act.  To this view I am fortified by the decision of our own High Court in the case of
M/s Richa & Company Vs. Suresh Chand W.P. (C) No. 10744/2006 and other cases — decided on 12/9/2008).

12. It is worthwhile to mention here that as against a circular No.02 of 2012 dated 17/1/2012 regarding premature
retirement of workers on attaining the age of 50 years, on the ground of inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the
ground of medical unfitness, issued by the Management, an industrial dispute bearing ID No.39 of 2014 by the workmen
Union was raised, as the Govt. of India, Ministry of Labour vide order dated 19/2/2014 had referred the dispute for
adjudication before this Tribunal and the terms of reference of the said dispute were as follows which is also evident
from document ExMW1/W-3 :-

“Whether the action of the Management of Airports Authority of India in making compulsory retirement of
employees on the basis of AAI circular No.02/2012 dated 17.1.2012 on premature retirement is legal ? If not,
what relief the workmen are entitled to?”’

It is, thus, evident that the term of reference of the dispute/s pending before the Tribunal was pertaining to premature
retirement of workers on attaining the age of 50 years, on the ground of inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the
ground of medical unfitness. However, the alteration in conditions of service allegedly brought about by the
Management vide circular dated 6/1/2016 (Ex. WW1/1) is about review/increase of working hours of the workmen, to
be more precise that the working hours for non operational duties were changed from 9.30 AM to 5.30 PM, to 9.30 AM
to 6.00 PM. To my mind, a change in work timings can not be said to be a matter connected with the pending disputes
ID No.39 of 2014 which pertains to premature retirement of workers on attaining the age of 50 years, on the ground of
inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the ground of medical unfitness. As such, the present complaint under Section
33-A of the Act is not maintainable and liable to be dismissed.

12. There is another aspect of the matter. Section 33(2)(a) of the Act gives a right to the employer to alter the conditions
of service of a workman, in regard to any matter not connected with the pending industrial dispute, which were
applicable to him immediately before the commencement of the proceedings in respect of that industrial dispute,
provided such alteration has been made in accordance with the standing orders applicable to the concerned workman or
where there are no such standing orders, in accordance with the terms of contract whether express or implied, between
the employer and the workman. The proviso that has been appended to Section 33(2) applies only to clause (b) of
Section 33(2) of the Act and not to clause (a) thereof. So, if the alteration has been brought about in accordance with the
standing orders or the terms of contract between the employer and the workman, then no prior approval of the
Tribunal is required. Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Lord Krishna Textile Mills Vs. its Workmen, AIR 1961
SC 860, with respect of provisions of Section 33(2)(a) of the Act had held as under :-

“....It is obvious that in cases of alteration of conditions of service falling under Section 33(2)(a) no such
approval is required and the right of the employer remains unaffected by any ban.”

In Strawboard Mfg. Co. Vs. Gobind, LLJ Vol.II 1962 it was held that sub section 2(a) of Section 33 of the Act on the
other hand, gives power to the employer to alter any conditions of service not connected with the dispute and this the
employer can do without approaching at all the Tribunal where the disputes may be pending.

13. As mentioned above, alteration in conditions of service allegedly brought about by the Management vide circular
dated 6/1/2016 (Ex. WW1/1) is relating to review/increase of working hours of the workmen and the same was not a
matter connected with the pending disputes ID No.39 of 2014 relating to premature retirement of workers on attaining
the age of 50 years, on the ground of inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the ground of medical unfitness. Case of the
Management is that working hours for non operational staff have been changed in accordance with law and after
following the procedure and in accordance with powers conferred by Section 42 of Airport Authority of India Act, 1994
and Airport Authority of India (General Conditions of Service & Remuneration of Employees) Regulation, 2003 framed
thereunder.  Perusal of the record shows that WW1 G.A. Rudrappa, General Secretary of the Workmen Union has
admitted that under Section 42(4) of Airport Authority of India Act, 1994, Airport Authority of India has got powers to
frame regulations but he volunteered that for that prior approval of the Govt. is required. =~ He also admitted that
notification dated 23/5/2003 (Ex.MW1/W-1) was published in the Gazette.

14. Tt is fairly settled that Sub-Section 2(a) of Section 33 of the Act gives power to the employer to alter any conditions
of service not connected with the dispute and this the employer can do without approaching at all the
Tribunal/Court where the dispute may be pending.

15. It is, thus, apparent that the dispute (ID No. 39 of 2014) pending before the Tribunal pertaining to compulsory
retirement at the age of 50 years on the ground of inefficiency or doubtful integrity or on the ground of medical
unfitness, was not connected to dispute about review/increase of working hours.

16. Having regard to the ratio of aforesaid rulings and the facts of this case, this Tribunal has no hesitation to hold that
there is no violation of Section 33(1)(a) of the Act as the subject matter involved regarding the working hours/timings of
the workmen was/is different & distinct from the subject matter of pending dispute concerning compulsory retirement.
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Therefore, the circular bearing No.1/2016 dated 6/1/2016 regarding review/increase of working hours of the non-
operational staff can be held to be arbitrary or illegal. Consequently, both these issues are decided against the Workmen
Union and in favour of the Management.

Relief :-

17. In view of my findings on issue No.l and 2 above, it is held that the claimant/Workmen Union is not entitled to any
relief and the claim petition is dismissed, however, with no orders as to costs. Award is passed accordingly.

Dated : 12/4/2019
AVTAR CHAND DOGRA, Presiding Officer

7% faweft, 6 2, 2019
F. A1, 750. =R Fare srfafa=m, 1947 (1947 F7 14) F¥ 9T 17 F AT | Feald qEFN
e off e forffee & gaad % dag A oY 376 FHar & 99 aqag § [fEe sienfes e &
Fexl T TLRTE AT ATITAHROT UF AH ATITAA, ASTHL o6 GATe (H2H Gea1 06/2017) FT THRIAT FAT
g ST s F¥h1E T 03.05.2019 T TTH gl =T

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T AT (TH)]
. . gy, wav e

New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 750.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 06/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Ajmer now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s Shree Cement Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on
03/05/2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
KhER)
31 AT Ud el <SR, $oWR (I1910)
YIoRIA ARHERI—3N TALA. ToR |, IR.YAATH
YhROT AT ARMEERIR . 06 /2017
[ 3 v . 27 /17

51 sroraRie faifear gz s aeRis R snfa oy et godio Mifdeire dewiid 4R fTel oorR
BT ARl WIRET W & U, RICT JTS, g URT I dgdiel SiaRel RTar arell (/1510

—oreff
T

1. 20 Yool 31dId, AeUdyd, o die faffics, as— 39, dgdid SIaReT fSTelr urel,

2. it 79T Agaer, iR aEw Riee, o diMe fafics, Sar$ 9 desiiar SiaRvr fR57efr gre,

3. o Ao Hear, WifFeR 9 Riiee (T9H), 5N e fafics, 9ie TR, |rer RTerr ivR (/190),
4. o gerEiT GIR, WERR G54 U-rse, 5 e fafics, aiTeTR, @rar el 3romR

—3ryreftaror
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grff @ AR W ;80 v T WIals, SffSaer
refl B BIR A : SN RS, o9 (R1fdraqa) ufafafer

1.

— IS — fedi® 18.3.2019

areif gIRT STumRIRToT & fdveg U ICeHe 3% @old 3fcivra &RT 2 U 3ilefie fqare ifSifrad 1947 i
10.7.2017 BT W Bx IFH AWaa {6y 17 2 fF S0 qd srien Fees s v & RHE o drfe oo
JFe—3, IS TR, AR §RT &6 28.10.2006 BT &I a4 & oIy & oy ¢ sifuver & ug W Fgfad
Ued @1 g | wefl @I fadid 31.10.2007 @1 FYfad u= A wan| fRFie 01.05.2010 W HEE yEEd o
urif B HHAl H CHIRRE B Ue WR YA H%H BRI U HIBRARA oleR faHld 29.4.2008 BT SN
foar T e ureff @1 BRivere s Anie foafics, s@rs I Rrar arell @ T | Uil $1 sel weREd
% oy qag vz A1 fear g A #e & forg diéfhae i driicd SR fdhar /=1 fhg s sifavex
&1 foram Sirar o ureff &1 wre § Fgfad @& uvErd AR 8 'vC 9 SEW Yadder JATReR & W A
P A G Uefl BT UEe B THR G B TS | e e smgde afecirerd, R H gare
BT 3IR 31TST T galroRd & | Uil §RT U wilY # USIeel U8 U U T a9 3ifdd R gU W 9T
TEI B A Uil HE JEEd | YA d AT P Al ARG 81 ¢ g Urfi Bl HATgrd B BT A
g1 forar Ud eRaad A UREH fBAT S S| SRR BT STl SAT PR, Sl ¥ e A’ B,
SHR BT YRI G Sfoik 81, SMAPT 1 ST SIReH H ST, Sid Aol S/dex A dRar Ruic sifis &1 81
o AMfe AT STeid J{al UR YEEH DI 3TATd HRAT AT b FaRer &1 fham | Hwu-l yaierd o1 i
10.02.2016 X Urfl &1 PHFIN H BRI WR 37 S BT I d& HRal fagr o faid 00.03.2016 A Ureff &1
o foll qd o & AR I ¥ A BIC WS BR [GAT Td AATGAFHRON DI o uredi BT T8l &
g AfeH d1€ W TRAT BR AV | WA A Al gl qA Ig Al SRy el fb wrefi @1 emHR
U A AR (BivgTe) iR d=a+ # oR fear| urefl 9 Ser) 814 0k Ad1geradrol g RIHI=iRol
TF B Yyegd F ;T B fbg eI AU T & B uR SuRerd B faar war| ol wEe § urelf @
fFrafa e & TR oiuife o st & smeencis raemsi @ aramr =8l &) urefl & fafd
f[Ivg TNId A HAgAd B 3AT| HAYYSH B A Qd 1 Al I9d [dwg @ & dals Tg AR AT &
TIGHROT FAT 3R AT &1 Ta78 A U™ HR BT R faar | s1fie feawr efe @ uiRaie aRRerfa &
HROT 47 AT 918 IR I§E IR 4 BRIIA TR a0 of forar| ueff 7 9ere oM Rad, S
5 a9, SIoPR & ¥ [T aTdi =g faare uqd fbam | R SueiiFor & g8 W a8l o SiR
JIURT B WR BalF S MY, ASHR o FHIT U SR B 379 IR Qd eRh =R,
ISR & |AE YHRY SRR B BT God (a1 | ofd 7 uriAr &1 78 & & Foagar srias! a1 o |

AU BT IR ¥ Ia Fold URATIS BT a6 U PR SADI AGIR JWIBR B gY 3Mwaa fdy
2 & urll s WiFc 9 S U9 S99 Wt @M § BRIRA 81| SE sdbls dgdld SiaRel e arefl
# Reord 2 91 & SR fSdioM & 39 &1 gog IfaRI Ud Wed 519 Agad, Said, 3SR+ &RT
2—U T8d S [9are Bl 30 IS H U B DI BIL 4 DI 2 | o faarg relt el | daidd
B W 9 YR P JAdls d9d AABR Tl © | Uil R So MY Hiod fdare SrgR § Rerd s
AT U 3y =JramfeeRor, SiEyR gRT &1 Hoiid f6ar S dadar & S8l SHST aAUeR 2 | dai
WEHR R 51 T U6 e =ramfiasvl, SaqR &1 R0 &8 981 gd & o gl & fore gegof
ISR BT SAMBR ¢ | 37T Gl AR Td ABFD M AYdd, ISR g1 ST fdare HI Sad
RSO & THE B WAl ST AR 8 | HFA DI YR SIS DI R R Jufi HH & 14
SHlE U GO AE T H BRIk #1 roraiiE Rydifen, s Raure va s odRR¥E ok b el &
HrTer 3Me faid 06.022016 & SIRY TR T9E W YR RAMIRG B AT T 76 IR B
BRI B Jlad R 31| Uil gRT HA® 1822016 P U U= U FR IAD S AR & ol
Bl IooiRad TR Uged d FAR B9 F 15 W1E dd SYLT ST el B UM @ Hod By | Ay # IJeh
SUER U Al U fhar R R wreff & gweR T8 o | omunefl R & YR A B S TSN
ERT &A% 17.032016 &1 I Red A~ & aRQ HeWd"d & U U for@r M f59a gRT S
SHEN & & R 3 afdaat o eraraRd fear oo sad R s wordRRiE ok gRT &
RITTIRG I UR IURAMA T 75 | I UF &I U & uzand Uil &wel & = fadid 23.03.2016
grT wrefl &1 gfua fFar T & S9e gRT RIARa I W SuRefd T8l @ g den 9 i 09.02.
2016 W TR AFURYT =l I8 21 Sad 9= g Uil &1 g: fRergd <1 18 & 98 48 "9 & AR
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AR ¥ IURT Tol BRI Td Rt & Hay W I wiaRer od | Ul gRT Sad U3 ©

YR Rerd Sare # SuRerfa 81 <11 sueil gR1 o3 a7 29.3.2016 A Uil &1 e foar & S
Iqd uF e 2332016 & drave Hl SURAM &1 & & 9 98 997 SR & SFIRGT wU A AU
Tl R8T & U4 s =rerd gs A4M foran wan fb a8 @l e Bl swgd w8l o] uell g AiEd
AT G # B SR fhar S @1 vd RO o wR urRfl $rikd o 98 |l 9l § S99 ardal &
foU SIRMeEr® ardrgqierd Hiem o, R 6 729 areie ol YRIET d w@Rer ardrery § SRl dxd o |
AT T I G R HEOd HHARAT & R BT uier i g7 ora fafdhedr e gy
gFRaa far gam o 19 A8 & Il & SR W54 H $RRa @ sife! &1 afsea (e fafear
TRIETOT) HRIAT ST & | O SRRaeR SR 3if% Al 9®Sl & §RT daid+ /g fhar Srar 2
rureff & W H B9 455 @faa PRI 8 RT9H T 108 SRR SR & U8 TR $HRRA & | Used
PIg W 9 8T 8 O f 9= ¥ R dxa I Bl 81| uneff g7 ugel IR o9 U fadie 18.2.2016
ERT I8 iR fhar a7 & 39 &fId U 9 used & 9 2| 399 4d SO R I I Sad UaR
@1 RIera HrRRg wd g TRl @ T3 | ureff g S RIMIRRY & UvErd € ulsed &1 HId G
DI HEF T TE T | G B YIAE, 999 AR B IFAR &R fHAT SaT 8T 7 Td U9 TH G,
a9 & A1 ufomre a1 Simar © ROy ureil gRT 3o ARl prRieTd & AR AT B ISR U UaRTS
@ UT A Sar W81 7 | WeM # uRasd 7 Ugad fhU M SRRl W SFR Sd1ed Rl g ReiRa
I ARG AT 60 T 3MP qofe el W1 Ol © | fh ATSHRE T SUfAId oicd HH © A SAR
H AEEREH WA 99 9T URIET @ SR AN IR dRARe™ XA 98T dT IRagdT & aRE d1 R
ARAR BT f9ERE 1 8 $9a foly SR & Sdl & QM OB 6-6 9 B W o &l g T
AT & foaRrd 819 & 9uIfdd @a”l &Y Tard &3a & forg ura O4r fhar sirar 8 arfe ant § faww
AEARCH @ I8 ¥ BIg gredr A1 &1 | Uil & FRiee & SRM S35 Ul gl S9d 9ey 781 ’<l | 39
e H SR P HHE KOMATSU NI fadid 27.52013 &1 Us ux Al ORI fhar a1 s R o
JraTeff FHEE A SRRGER Sifh W= Wwhel dI giud fEar| ureft & R o Seen ureft W@ @
off IRy THgsaR A 922016 ¥ MI¥GA wU ¥ AFURUT & o Rrds dee § 99§79 W)
arif BT AT &1 TS | el g1 Sl fadre sfefRem @1 BN N aRT &1 Seoud g1 fBAr T B
greft gRT ' del | we FE R T ' fF S9d gRT W RIMNIRY I§E BRI 96d Blg HRIAR! 6
g dfew ORIl gRT STHgsiax SR &1 377S ey RIMIINRG SifE W SagfiT F&1 < 13 o fog
@ gl RTeR & | 9ed 5 ogad & wHel el §RT o uF faAld 2072016 @ WIRY fawga
feuofl wRga @1 8 o | R R AR fy 91 €1 Saa e gRT vET uF SRy @R e T ud
SHBT A AFE IR §RT T8l o1 S bl 21 3fd H I gk Goig AR Td TErId 54
TG, AR gIRT ey fqare S| 1947 &1 &R1 2—U & T8d SRl YA U3 fald 21.9.2018 WR
Plg BRIATE] PR BT SAMIGR T8l 8 gd il 1 8 B U HT MUSN &1 B BT BT HIA Y
weHe i gor @RS fhy S @ uref=r @) 2

S URTHRIE & JifAda-l Td SUaT Il & Heg Aok fedid 10.01.2016 &I <A gRT f=rifed
faare fa=g faxfeaa fou Tu—

1. omar ureft &1 ol Weerd gRT faFie 9.3.2016 BT AT fhdll Yo & WERIA H AH BICHR
faferes urae=i & Socted § HagYd w) fIAr T4T?

2. 3T b ST UBRUT BT 59 AR Bl SIBR 81 87

3. gam?

4, 9t 9 o9 HiRgd |ed H U T9.1 oroaRig R W al RIS HRaT U9 YoRkd ey H
Ugel 9.1 IT $9.22 SXATAS] UG HRaATg MY § | {urefior | 3rue HiRgd ey # U9 U s
1 Yol YA, T U S92 & A I, U9 U 6.3 gUE HAR WRgN $I WIfEH HRA™T SR
Ty I8 H yeel TH—1 o ad UH—5 U9 Y3 TH—10 oI ad UH—12 TSl 9aidid ®xard
™R

5. 989 Siftm g T | i @ oIk & S Wede ot doid @ QIeRd & A 9@ <8 ® fh umedf
q faRa aRRefcdl & wrd forr smar o o9 fawda aRRerfol &1 sl e &1 SFer)
ARgd AR R $H IR A7 frg el Hwerd gRT 318 BRiarE TR @ T | ewmeft W &
AfIBRY reff | gfaT e o SR Ueft T A SiAwmR SRl WReIH g1 SN HhTSi H
B B AT AT Safd VAT Pl RIAIAROT UF 3fraT AT wrRif @l 9 ar f&3r war 7 8 gEer &
T ST 3Rl HeRrd @ gUiaT T @I WK w0 ¥ Udhc aRdl § | Uil & WIFIORe & dRidTE]
AT gde <& & | ureff A STRRaeR SRa ot AgE el @ i faudia aRRerfat @ Rierma
o1 o R FHRor sueft W @ fawg wg g8 RSrgat St Ruid gamaell w8 | IR @t
o urefl Bl fH T A T8 & W T 8 Y8 IBR Sffex T © SHdT Ars 3G et
R 2 IT WE ! 2 | 39D Dl WG Ul A7 S g W 78 8 | ureft & | gergawor |
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%

ugel ureft 9§ Bpig WiaRer T8 forr | @it w3 @ ] @ urad A wEEen )

gqe! i & da) a1 faT 96 el gedl off | S1& O & 78 81 wadr off fhw o '
JFsAT €S BT &1 TIeA 3ifdhd 2 | Harad amew H Uil & f&. 9.3.16 | rgulerd aamm ©

Pl o s # U TRl & oguRefd & IR # i dAreieie feam S ar ueff
WGV AT W Fel Udhe 81 8ral & | uredl MR 27 o 59 Gy H unefl 7 uFhell R u=R
A3 IS 9 {5y € e 0 dve 9 ged 981 7 | Wit 7 gedl &1 U g3 o fIar
of ST T TUTRITTUl &1 W T2 & | 9N & Sedrdel Wl UAEell WR | Suriirer @) A
F il @ HaT gUFHRY I gd AifeH o9 AfE B W SR TS BFT Tol bRaml & M
A H ITH AFGR Tel B8FT qof HRAT & Oad WK © 6 I 98 919 e § 81
e A TAT ID! Aed fIegdia T2 7| uefl F 1 § W v SR W B forar S o
HURAST A o off iR W I9H U9e o At dcar Sfrar of | O 919 oAl TRy
SUAeY 2 | aurefl el T U S92 & A1 el oumeff W @1 fhdl TR ¥ #ag T8 #Ral © |
uredl |l U9 U 9.3 quE qRgrl o Uil gRT k9 T aAl H €l SAffeaR B WIeR Har 2|
Jrureft el umeft @t aRIY um R S 9wt ¥ wWaRvr s & day # o A9 aRd 2 e
@WﬁwﬁﬁmmwzsWaﬁwa‘zﬁaﬁmﬂ%‘wﬁqaﬁmﬁaﬁﬂﬁﬁvﬁm
T T 8 B Rarie vt fear T wreft § o wdiaer ganfe ft 7 forn I 9 S @ T
rrefiror gIRT wreft @1 @1 W FaMfe T 9 ordy © e uefl gul 9a9 uRemy wfed war |
UARATYAT Bl ANBRI & | Aargfa 319y B & bR yefl W & db dorel Uil Bl ANGRI
Fiifd rureiior IE g 781 o) Ui © b Ui Ine vwerade § o e fb 9R el )
& o7 | T B B A A WM ARG SEER B AGy § T8 g | SAeR & ddy H
JUTARTOT B 3R A 3 T W TSN Y YRS bR A7y a1 & | fJuelt s sarar # Rerd
B TAT IHI AT TR § Rerd g4 e urefl & Fgfad @ efimem sreer @R 9 IR 8F
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e uael s9.18 U= @1 Uil @1 wiitq & A Ui & WM gRT U $9.19 B GIRY Uil Bl AU
ameer & 20316 & <fie #x fRar o f dunfie gfedior § WE TR SN S Wahdl B i
sqm%ﬁ?m?wmﬁmqaﬁﬁmzsszmemwmﬁ m‘eﬁaﬁﬁgmq UPHR TIN B
T BT AR o Tl gt $9.18 U wrefi pr AR B ARy o AT IS S v ofie TE

b

)

qT A1 © P SH ud B Ui v @ IeeN el ot | S uRRefadl # smmeiRrer @ ok W wRd
=TI eI 2007 Tl Tl AR 390 M Pax AT 94 Ho @9 feclfaea woidr uo fofo 9 o=y wd
T T 2001 TATS R 548 ¥ o9& A SFSAT I9M AT ARATA Tl @l =il & HIROT
TATTOT B B HAEE e B © | MIB FEIT 2015 Tl T 3R 169 diuce agRe afdas s
AT 3 U A1 < 3if% 8ol 9 3 H Udud @1 3R 9 U5 ORI fdal STax SiImR QST & aref
TE By S 99 HHART § TSRO AR AT o U HHAR + IHBT o d1d f3ar o i aRRerfa Y
WA YHROT § 21 B dfcd SXTd ISRl ¥ Uy Serg—18 U Urefi &l §gfad T8 8F @ S UhR
aRReIfT 2| 5/ BReT Iad RS geeid AURINTOr &1 dedl &1 F=Id1 & RO Pl ASRIAT d8! Bl
2| =% i@ 2001 (2) GUH DI DHYUS 289 TENE U US dfded folo 999 dai= Rusics 918
4 HPBL (T A s ) ARRCECH VAN 9 3R § AN gRT RIMIdRG RIF 1R S A §hRI &
AT ol U SN B BRI TGbROT H DI Aled T8 § | AP AT 2018 Tl Ul IR 752 HEHAIDRUI
I IR Seldeiad foo RUSE sca ooRdd &9 AAfST SRRTeR 9 39 # S+ fdadl &
RITHTRYT YR~ gfte 4 g 11 o Sir W1 deg 8&iid YRl H 81 & | <Ii¥d A 2018 Tl
T 3R 727 TF Ul T PUADET TS Hofd e folo a9M 9@ # el offd & WA off S
aRRIY BRTIT YRl 8 8 | R UHR0T B I it aRRIfy # aromeffrer & wwers &1 ureff
B 93 UT PxD vd urefl B D U FRATAR BRI TR SURT B qraq AT ad g TRIHRT
ﬂmmmwwﬁm@aﬁﬂﬁaﬁrﬁaﬁﬁmmaﬁaﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁwaﬁww
JTITTOT gRT ARl fhar AT 71 U H SRt @Y ok 9§ 3y W 9 91 I8 99 AW G A © P
urei Yy gRT HaT BT IS PR T 17 o 7 & I8 T AN S A 8 fb YPROT H GRT 25 Th
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Mg <1 Uae 1947 AN 7RI B0 & | I # faafya uRRefoat # smmeffror @ ok & feam mar 7' Y 9@
AM ST AR e © b e §RT IR < $T Uil 81 B SIIbR AR IJJURT & PR dT
FT SIS Bx fear war o | Saa uRRefodl #§ <fe gwid 2018 Ua U AR 933 e w9ufay
qifee g™ GAN dbdel adaarar e aared, ATl g =g A1 el & M=l & BRoT ygrefiror
B BIS Aag T Hrar &1 el & Jamfad W qd af F 240 B & o gof 7€ B9 & W B R
ST 1 SR A oo el H &l forar war g1 wnell @ Aargfdd A qd i B iR A gRT 25
T SfieEfire fqare Afaf w1947 &1 Ure T Wigd AR WR FEN @I W B | Sad wEw aRRefaal H
Jrorefi AR BT SR | Uil @1 HaT WA d7aq uIRd e fd 20.3.16 AFRIT UG IdY € SHH Bl
Heg T8 T | aRvTRawY Sad farers da ureit @ et # faftrea foear wrar @

e 9. 2—

17.

18.

19.

Sad fqarerd B g R @1 9R R W el & | fAgM sftae gfae swei @ a8 9 @8 ©
5 urefi g7 31U WeHe it Fom & e # 21 sl Aric folo 31 Sais 9 Jediidd SiaRer forar arell
| BT g5t fhar w2 feg geer # Wi dk R I8 Refd 8 & srwmeifror &1 grearery @k # Rerd
o ureff &1 IR oirawr vd Wargfaa sreer I8 SN fhy T 2 udRer H HHSidn ardl feR H
2| JEIUT U Sl gRT 2—T A fdare fSfd 1947 W WERIG S AP, dald TSR
ST fBar A & | o uneft e Aern 39 s RITerd § SO oM & Wl fhy S & ded
21 39 Y & fAvg AU @ IR W A ST AR & |AE Bls Hridrel el &I T8 ©
& 5 R agt gar & € 2| fagm ifdaear ufaffy swreft & u' @ W ® f el Wiga dk
3ot e & FHa I forer urell # € SRiIka o g 39 wdy # fage sifdgadn ueff & g8 9@
M S AR 2 b 9w ue b e AfAe vd asie &1 ey uell &1 ygfad ey @R | 8
W A BRI B a7 IH WA ey Nl @R W B R e 2| TA & H A SeaaH
IR gRT S §id AaRM g9 TR UleliRex felo (2016) 6 TAALAL 200 # f=ifra fafer
gfeaTfed &1 g 8-

Though, the learned counsel on both sides had addressed in detail on several issues, we do not think it
necessary to go into all those aspects mainly because in our view they are only academic. In the background of
the factual matrix, the undisputed position is that the appellant was employed by the Company in Aurangabad,
he was only transferred to Pondicherry, the decision to close down the unit at Pondicherry was taken by the
Company at Aurangabad and consequent upon that decision only the appellant was terminated. Therefore, it
cannot be said that there is no cause of action at all in Aurangabad. The decision to terminate the appellant
having been taken at Aurangabad necessarily part of the cause of action has arisen at Aurangabad. We have no
quarrel that Labour Court, Pondicherry is within its jurisdiction to consider the case of the appellant, since he
has been terminated while he was working at Pondicherry. But that does not mean that Labour Court in
Aurangabad within whose jurisdiction the Management is situated and where the Management has taken the
decision to close down the unit at Pondicherry and pursuant to which the appellant was terminated from service
also does not have the jurisdiction. In the facts of this case both the Labour Courts have the jurisdiction to deal
with the matter. Hence, the Labour Court at Aurangabad is well within its jurisdiction to consider the complaint
filed by the appellant. Therefore, we set aside the order passed by the High Court and the Industrial Court at
Aurangabad and restore the order passed by the Labour Court, Aurangabad though for different reasons.

g Ae geid 4 ufouifed A & #eaor I8 81 9191 1 Fahdn & urefl @1 arg SR 39 -
T aABR ¥ fqerqer W Uar F81 gon ifds uredl &1 FRyfad @ efHieem sirewr <R | €1 9N gU © ud
urff & cHived &1 ol orumeff ue gRT @R # €1 form ST wahe BIAT © dT Esiar ardl 1 SR
H 8S © Ud SRV W@I—3 9 4 B BRI A AR H B € | FURINU R UHRY & 39 ARSI §RT
@ gars By S ¥ disgfeer W wIRT 78l 811 & Hiifd DT GeATerd Ud Ui §@—3 9 4 &1
PRI 59 R & &AOdR H & | el ueT gR1 Sad fawg W uwgd iiie geefa il uer &
DI AGE el Bd § a7 queft U & dd "W O ARG T8l © B 59 Sarad B g YHRe Bl
SAMIGR B 8| Na: Iad [Jarers d@n—2 Uit & fawg g ueff & vt # 99 fhy o= arg 89 4
I faarers dw=—2 smrRil ug & fawg vd Uil & ug | 99 fhar o ©

faarers H.3—

fareres 3 gAY & IR # 2| fg™ g sweffr & a8 9o v ® f weft @ ok & ormm
el g e # A < & uvErd e VadriHe H ARl I8 19 ot /) Al wud T8 fdhar
T B | & U SR B UrRIHe IcRea Wyl iR on | R U €S9 Sad ad &l
e uiiTor gRT fhar ST o | I8 Ay A oF O S e §IRT S A1d ST 2016 U Ul
R 1244 SOIRIR 39 A% grexy RN feurdde AuTer 9919 A9exvT § gfquifed & = g | <ufiusd
A 2005 TA Ul 3R 275 duld fAeileld W6 G 39 H AT Hdied <M g§RT Sad AR &
fafer ufomfed @=a gU 9% o9 & oIy FHSR &1 I8 Udhe HRAT AGeId BT AR fHar mar 2

e

mp
fall

443
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6 98 Tgd Tueiade H TE o7 | <fd gid 2018 (2) UM DI YW (T US TH) 395 UT dweudm
S o A H W AHIY Gdied e gR1 I8 A gfquifed @1 = 2| @ uell @ &R ¥ Sad
fog W ugd <R geidl & 1 IR I8 2| gawa aRRefoal # ueff @1 yg 999 Wi g ke &
AP BFT Dz AT T8 WA ST AHal & fdbg fdares da el & ug d qn e dwea—
i & foeg fafvead fd o= @ urelt swmeifror & 'l qdva dar # FRavar afzd qgrell ue
ISR BFT AF O AFa & | ey g sftaadr smrefior & g1 $9 ddy # A W I8 99
S A ® 6 ueft g wede off Fom H 31U S a &l Wi T8 fhar a7 feg et e
T AN BT UH & 39 W OR A FT @ TR $T 2| howawy [Jaresd 6.3 FRavar
R smmeffrer @ Sar # q'tell & ueft & Afder) 89 & S dN @ g a® Uil & ug #
fpar S & o ureff &1 WeHe offp g g Sumeiir Sa geR & WeRr By o arg
SIGIE

3 9

3

oy

d

%

=

e

20.. Ira: Uil &1 weHe M doM fawg it ofires wu | Wier fhar Sax smmedf uer gy ureft &
HATgfT araq WRT 3<er 3. 29.3.16 3 Ud 3fde R Y Sl gQ orumeff uet &1 araer fe=m Simar 2
6 I ureft @1 fFRaRar afed qaRa o war # aifdcid ggral @) | fhg ureft @ qd aa7 wedl 9 uRem
BT ARHRT T8 BT JAEiRT fovar Srar 8 | @at gedRe 1UAT AT 989 B |

21, 3fare foRamam SR el fadid 18.3.2019 T Yol R H TWER HR AT AT 3@TE P Ui
FRATIER &8 ARPR Bl I Mol H JhrRH UfNd &1 o |

T, U, ok, =ITareer
7% feeett, 6 WS, 2019

1. AL 751 == Gars =g, 1947 (1947 F7 14) ¥ 9T 17 % STLAIT § Feald G
HE TR Feegae forfies ud Rrgeam R forfies % yauds % dag et siv s9 FH &
= ogae & Miee st Fare § waig a9 st AR Ud 90 AT, dSTHT 6 9491e
(¥ |=AT 03/2016) FT THTTAT FLAT & ST el TLahT w1 03.05.2019 T ITH gl AT

[¥. ST€-16025/4/2019-3T% AT (TH)]
2. . fgary, wav e

New Delhi, the 6th May, 2019

S.0. 751.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 03/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour
Court, Ajmer now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the
management of M/s Teknomin Construction and Hindustan Zinc Limited and their workman, which was received by the
Central Government on 03/05/2019.

[No. Z-16025/4/2019-IR(M)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
g
Y T U AN ~ATAfEaxor, 3R
NorfF JPEN—3 TETA.CeR, IRTAN.TH
YR T~ W37, SL3TR. 03 /16
3 3 T Ho 2/16

s gueR R¥g g3 50 usare Rig ofa Iogg Farll — dara dedid weqar o fUear R Jrii,
NSRRI | ———urefi

9
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1. OIRel HGR ,Cd(*‘lllr‘\‘l"l DA IR s ﬁg’ﬂ fER JARC dIds AGTHY XTI

2. ORE HoR g R ffics are A5 URE $1IS 3R JTOTReIT|

——3yreff
Sufkerfa
ureff @1 SR | : ol HORITE @, SfeaadT |
JuTeft H.1 B SR A : S AR ATel S, SferaeT |
aoreft W2 & fawg | YpUelT BRIATE |
SIBIE D
fadTe 29.3.2019

il ERT HEE S Agad (GRIA)RR & |Ae RIed udd B SM W i 9)T 2 U Sieifes
fqare A= 1947 THIOT U5 UTW B9 WR 9 RO & 99 Rl & v UMl Wedw 3% o
el 8.11.16 B 30 AR &7 UK fBar a1 2 5 omumell W= 2 dwe N7 il W= 1 Bl B
BRIE GH 1 YT @F SdeuHe & S IR S99 @ forg SR fasar T 8 | et W= 1 e |
PRIS A H G & B B MR T3 SR B gU Uil B 3ReME #olgy! Ug Bq Mg ueE @l g
it 4 @ 9T B 12,787 /— WR BRI BRAT I B fear | seft Ho 1 FRT Uil I s U AU Bl
PR B B oy areg fHar Tar| urRfl @RT A8 TS AR R AR WIHR BT T AR B mmd
@ 1 g oM Uil § Aol R Sl A B IS TSR SifuRey & wrd form Swar | st e 1
mwﬁﬁwﬁ%ﬁﬂsﬁaw@amﬁgﬁamwﬁﬂ%mﬂ%ﬁﬁmﬂmlmﬁmww
fami 7.2.2014 BT $NHH FETIH S IMYHRT UG FHSICT SUDN (SHIA)RIGHR B foram 1 fo1d Hea<ny
JuSf =T 1 FA R HY A 915 Uil & 9d9 UeR H Tl R uRil @1 999 19,024 /— W
gferre &R e T grerifes Uit & e e Sifuvex a19d dig Fgfad o= IR 781 fhar 11 R B SfeRe
ﬁ@ﬁ@mm%‘r%{mwm@|f?;vil'ch28.3.2015aﬁ3m9ﬁﬂ'@n1mm‘eﬁﬁﬁmﬁ’s‘ww
TP e afaer T 198 fadid 28345 SN &”d 8¢ WRfl R URAEl 9 Us YN AN b e
efrad &R faar | SHRId SR TG S & Gadr 91 & 75 | Uit &l e o@afd & SR $ig
subsistence allowance SR 92! fhar T 9 weft &1 99y fHar | Feed & SRE ST s=RTaR @
T wrfl | ST U HEIAT U 15 e 9% @IS drd 81 form a9 R R @ B 9y shiRed 4
ms@m@rﬂﬁ:@aﬁﬁqﬁmﬁaﬁaﬁs‘w B 39 990 P SR Bl Tz o A PBIs s
PR FIgad garm 9 ®Ig Bis Tardl gs 7 Uil &I B A yfquRem &= &1 FawR a1 11 7 srad
Raré ureft @ &M yee @1 78 T T8 Ul B B gAars &1 Aer @ e W@ | (A e 13515 B UF
TG YA fAG 13515 & dEd IS YR AfRd BW @ | qd gu uRff @1 afsd aw
o | B SMRed gTRRRI /S & T # Uit gRT oH uA e 2.7.15 & dsd Imnelt avar 1
A IR u= /=6 e 3 Ul [ §9E S SRIAE] [ SUSey e &I FHIord Uil AR S & draojg o
ot BT Uit e 1§ Sad H 9 BIs W Swras yeH T8 fRar T ® | Sad 9 dedr | 98 91w
A g Biar © & smmeft e 1 grr ueft & fvg o 13 9 HRIAE) gvargdd e 9§ A B
H urpfae =g geTell & G Bl d1h WR I IR Pl s © 9 Uil $I qauiE gdrsd fear T g 9 e
A SeRA FaTer M7 7 | URIRTT [/ FRiSTe & Jrgfad @l HERn Uil / #iffd R 3eT IR™ A gy urelt
T Iog s U & AR & & dold A FT H 11,00,000 / RS R Uil & da= d 9l 9
PIC SN BT qUS TAT AT & Ui/ #1ffe B gfad wie 9 Fafed we iR el @ Ferd s &
3RM g W subsistence allowance SR &I f&ar ST 9 39 a1 Ut & a9 ¥ Hare
Ry 9 SN R Tverey ¥ gfved fhy o | ureft /a1 e 9 ueft & 9Rar @ srafe "miie 9 anfefe
TN 989 B U8 @ 2 i urRfl /e & 39 #E daR W 98§ | 9wsiar aral @) v &
IReT Ry HETIdS S MY Ud |HsIl SN did |§RT Uil / 81ffe &1 smid ar1 2 U oieifie
faares =T 1947 & B WHIOT UF GINI @Rd 8Y S (Gdle Bl FUSH @I $H FR-Ed / Eifd
SRSV & Tl TR fbY S Bl AT U&H dR a1 T3 s Bowawy uefl /sifid gR1 a9
Rl UF / WeHT 3G dold 39 UG & |AE URJd BAT S R8T © | 3 ¥ U @ g 5wl
5fe & foog A wU § HR—E 11,00000 /— P AR & TUSQY fald 13515 I 39 Pl gg Uil
/Hf® B @RI ABY &M B o d | yiefi / 31ffd &1 o1 w0 ¥ e &1 R e e@fd &
SRM T 909 U 9 SR PR 14 | G A6 TR 8T [Py S 1 @i T BT daq9 SR HRAAT S
| fearell 9991 SR fdham S | 18 Ui a1fies <ol are &g JIuTiiRTor ¥ faetarr o |
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2.

Ted B S R ureff @ 2 Jage ariid Aified & srgulRerd @1 o R S9e faeg f&Aie 54.17
B U RG] BRIAE! FFA H g Ts | 9l H&IT 1 §RT IR Af¥aad SuRerd slax urRil & S
FTHT 3% FoM & Sad Tgd B Uil & oA 3ifh doid H AGaR IRAIGR Hd gy A
P T 2 P el 7 WeeT ¥ WS WS B BRI T B URiAT B R wR il 9. 1 7 9 S U
B B o AR fHAr | uRf @ g8 & ufd I 9 AFER) 9 SRR B GEd g SS9
I TS W T Dl TS | Uil BT SHD G fHY O 2 A€ YR B H1d BT T 4§ FEifad @ Y
S SFGEHR ATRAE ¥ S IR T & HROT W el afad fHar T 9 feres srafy #§
urefl W 1 B Pl B dav@ e vl ar et fhar | ureit sl dwir 1 & oef| srre " |
RIS USR 3RS & U H B B & oIy (a1 20.3.2015 B T Ul # R fham o | 1”1 & IRM
greff 71 IS S ATIRARET F FAT B A€ e & AfiRd o= fear | g9 gd o ueff 9 09 faaw 4@
faie 16.3.2015 @I W UNI H R[S U Pl AURATE H Tl HR &fu fbar 1| ureff &1 el H
ddwgE el @ 9 98 Wl | e 9 A g oguRed e @1 iead
o | for9® araq 39 forRga # =rdral o= A1 QA T 9HY WA WR a1 & TR g [ AT
Teldl WHR HRd gY Al W1 AR o ofhd S99 o & 9 JagR # #18 uRady 98 faar g
ATRATE] Yo §ed Bl SR W1 | S G491 GRIERVI BT 3P HRdl 8¢ umeil |, 1 grRr urell &l e
PRD SRIT UF AU T3 HHID GAT 198 1P 28.3.15 F uredi &l faar et o &*7 & qravig el
9 ®IS SA@ T AT 9 59 HROT Uil W 1 R IH ARMUI 19T U ST BHSI TS Bl T o
ERT 14415 BI 39 919d o a1 T3 s urif =1 1 w7 forn 9 S99 g T qaral &1 ofdd fQar |
Sia BHS B GRIT AP 14.4.15 DI YB T Faral & Sfard H i S Sam9 fear 71 399 uahe & &
a1 20.3.15 ®1 Uit <1 =1 Bl Aert il / GURTH & 3<e & T IH A1 Ul 3§ BRI dRA D
I T el & fAuId SR WBT W ATURaAE] 9 TMS! Fell dx 9S4 &y 9= fear| o &9t &
|qHET U8 W T2y ST B urell BT ST BT AT T H AR B DI qrd ol TAT ST ASAT BT
aeer urefl & YARTH 3N Foaredd SRR ERT S A8 &A1 11 o7 | 37 dedred SolaR GRI
SITe BT BT I8 AT g AT b urefl 4 AuRarg! gul a¥ie 9 ST Fadrg R eRME U g o SR a8
M T ARG 81 © | Uefl 7 59 HHS & T 39 HUT Bl WK wY 9 WieR [HA1 & 389 g
A fUeR T ST AR g8 9 U SRER W S $HC! ol YIRS WR 5 | S AT & awer ureff
& FEN 9 I8 aey [Mfdare |ifed § 6 ol 7 99 A W e /el & g e R
BU U SYCI HEl 3T Te! ax g 3fael /el & fuRa Sex dmuRars! & TSl 9 aR e Bl
JHar ugarn o el . 1 BT eI e JHAr ugdr | Uil BT Sad dd WS v o
TRIR GRIERTT &I S0 H 31dT 8 9 SHd |RT 30 GRMER0T &1 WieRIad {6 I & dRor el 4. 1

T et sfAE & A UK BT AfURT B & BRU A YA UF faAG 13515 | Ig fAId dvar e
b s Ysv & &l 819 H SHD! ATURare! (g BRil 8 9 IS9P 59 Hed A Wil . 1 BT AT 11
g

I B M gE T S AN T ST W T GHAT ¥ A A SR WS Ao a9 &
ATATT SHE b B TUS Gl g 9 9IS 3 AT 9§ 8IdR B HI M B HY wal & A1
TETel R BY S 9 UA DI UMK & 24 °< H AU HSANT o d1ad B8N FAT I8 A oIl ST
% a8 e &1 gegd A8 © | Saa uF A 13.5.15 &1 Uil Bl gy fHAr T or ! uradt e
T WR AISE © | Sad UF B Ui & ugerd uRfl 9 A7 A1 B 9edld uF Sad U & g H Ugd
fpar @ =1 & 0 il ¥ R fien @ s [Mfdare gee © 6 urll W@ el wWeeT | SuRerd T8
81 R8T € 9 99 Weel I urefl & Fled Bl & § | SH dUHIER I8 UdHe I Udhe o fd Uil &
AqMe # Uil W 1 §RT AR uF QA T S ot TS e # Uil 7 WeeT ¥ uer g fear @
il @RT S9a RIcT® o T IR &1 WISRITGd & HRoT 39 urRfl | 1 gRT 93 ’Fi® 13515
U far forae @Ig Starg il = e faar @ 1 &1 SYET W SuRerd 8a | 59 Udhe © fdb il @1
Ig F e g o © & ueff & A # B o anfe TR faers S efa ureir @ @ 5 ureff @

Weh< 3P Foi PR 89 e 2 o FARvd AR 9 |

S UTHRIT & ATl & MMUR IR R gRT 2. 6.6.17 &I ydror § =feRaa faareres wrm
&y M-

1. o uell & fadwg JIRIMNUG gRIERUN graq Rl A&l 1 §RT &1 T8 8Re], Siid UTdhfae = &
Rigrl & orgwy faftramaa vd fwer 87

2. oy el W 1 g1 Uil & fieg Uik sverey fadie 13.5.15 A A¥Id Ud gRIERUI & A

87

3. T Uil W 2 & AT oy & eI H Her et dwar 1 & gt driRa Ul sifid ar st

AR 1 R SVaol Fa= e dR W e 13.5.15 BT HagIs w- fear wr ?

4. 3T urefl omumRil AT 1 & I8l w9 e dd @ gd da+ Wl Ud §9 2015 & <rdlell 999 Q4

Tl Afed Har § YeRUAT 1 fafded ey 27?
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AN L AW

5. 3T ?
6. 3T ueff & 1 gRT Ul @ fawg mRIfta gRERvr =maed # fig Ry W 7 ?

fAI® 6.6.17 B ARRIGIAR [T FRT [Jaerd 1 I qaR e faarge [fRea fear s
YRAT gl AT AR g8 fdares W1 GAl SeR 59 ATy §RT UIRG JATee fQ24.41.17 | S
faarere .1 omwnefl uet & faeg e wrell & uer # faffwea fear T B |

ez gl @1 AR ¥ U S4.1 quiw (e g Uil @ AiRge AR oikgdg HRard S gy Riedd
37214 31 ufy uset s9.1 Rreraa f21.1.16 & gfoam u<el €916 9 $49.31, doia Reg o1 ufy uaet <4
2 et ueel €9.22 UF f2.28.3.15 9maq freiad & Ul ucel S9.3 IAD I Uee €9.24, deey fR135.
15 B URT USY S9.4 IFD! AA UG $9.25 U AFel 9 UK SIS SRl ©9.5, AT U &
maee @ Ul ueel a6, UNTA ISR A% A USY ©9.7, URT 3SR Bl Bl ufd ueel 9.8, U I
grac! 3Tel TSl €4.9, TTh WIS A Ueel $4.10, Ueel $9.27 9 28 U4 WIel Ufd # Ussl s4.12, Uy
€q.13, Afew Sifrgaar @ uforat uest $9.11, Ueel S4.15, USel ©9.26, UGl $9.32, HY Wces Rl @l
HIcT Ui Uael €4.14, 3T UGY $4.29, USS ©4.30, UM UF R qaq S8 B dl Uy Ueel 84.17
g 918 UF Td UHIOT U ST URT 2 T 3ME € Tae I Ui Ueel $9.19 9 ©9.20, I UH HISAa
Aeade $1 Ul uesl Sd9.21 9 $4.33 Uil &1 Fygfad ua f2.15.2.13 3rel Ueel $9.23 Uelid #Ray T 2
| STafds Jrumeff |4 @1 3R 9§ AIRgS Aed # T U S AN T B e oRIdE HRAT gU Aol
e ¥ yeel -1 U f28.3.15 qaq eidT (Ueef €93 9 ©9.24 B) Uee vH-2 SR 313515 (e
T94 9 $4.25 B) Uee TH-3 i HRIART 3T US3l TH—4 STid ufded @) ufay welRia exa 1§ |

g9 offom g T | Rag srftraadr ureft @ oo et Jif% dol| & QR & WY a @ g e
PI gl ARl & AR W B F B I A 8¢ Ya $9.25 qeael faar mar | yrefl =7 go=m
I Fell TR SuRll Ha Uil B Ferer T €1 arear o ok Tad wdl @ ome § Uil I dri
form | gd # i ureft 7 el @ 979 gfg T T Iaq Rrara @ off 5 W SHa! a7 @
T off g Iad UBR ureft Bl Fprer @1 sruredl W4 g1 dRidr ) & T R R urefl @1 3R
faftrep AIfe srfdaaar & Aregd | ORI By T | Uew S9.24 & Aregq I uredl &1 feifad far war fog
594 SifhargaR Siiad fafe wear 81 faar war | ureft &1 ewer Rt ewnefl W4 g1 fhar wmar | I8
IHIUT & ARV A We & | I8 W W g & Faee g sifiel &1 a9 T8 Rl 8 Ud AT—Hsl
B I TP S ITHT Ga1d 4 3@al & | wl & [awg el |1 gRT &1 T SH SRIAE! Rd &
U™ & ogwes 21 & fOwg & R dRoT uell 7 91e A9 a9 I ol SEa] Alell STeld WRTd
8l T e aread FE1 € 6 98 SRISMR 81 & U9 T9hd Yudigde H T8l R8T Sl 92 WRIE wU |
Rfl & WoHe S wM H Uhe BW ' | MRl & R IoE H WA H e
2 | oumeft gRT Ueel ©9.25 BT 9 SASDT oS H @I T Harfad sy 7 | ofd H wieff &7 wede oifw
Foli WIHR BT gU SHH dT8T AT gy wrefi &l fad S+ @1 urefen &1 =Y & |

g ¥ fagr srfSraaa sl W1 & d@ 8 & b urRll 7 sl Jadfad @l fafy oue wede it Fom
T8 & 7 U W@ 7 U AT 3T dold 7 ST e JReng AT ® 9 AR # off Wier fear
2 | yeel vH—1 9 2 o farere @ weft @ iR W @iE wed Rl fhar A @ R vd ot ey #
il @ WeRIfAT 4S9 f[avg IRIMNUT gRERT R9g et & | ureff =1 omuneil &1 Wi JaaE fear
e e fumfia g § W € 919 3§ 98 B[ WR AR B A8 9 WI 7 B Ble AT | 0D
B W AM B BIg Ad N T8 2 | Uil B9 B9 B W M SHS! Al & T8 I urm ¥ | SEA
TR & SIS W SURYT EdHR & Hal &1 Ia e fhar & | a8 foefl Y orgdiy &1 ura
T8 2 | Ay e T B 99q 9 o S 3faEd § 9 & Big aeg & | il &1 gom wiRe
P S A € | ofd # et o7 Wede 3T o WIRS fhd S @) wrier & WY § | oUW bt &
A ¥ I8 gR1 fifed =i grefa ff wga fed T 8-

1. 2015 TSl Ul 3R 747 TR URYE, f[IRIQR 99M a9 39 9 31,

. 2012 UdT Ul 3R 178 GUQARIE d-1H9 <8ell Sdeudc 3ferd],

. 2008 T TS 3fR 256 URYRT IME §914 Ta-He 3if T AT <1 offth <gell 9 31,

. 2009 TS Udd 3R 1135 ol Aok, 9 31 d<ial g9 Il Ao,

. 2010 Uel T 3R 656 Qgell gidulc HIRANT a9 it R gaprer,

. 2010 UST T 3R 778 FATY IFAGIGEN I HERTE T HIRURICT THidheaR TS Xl SIAmie 9
foo g a=g |

SHIUGTHRI $1 AR A & T Jof & dge Tor Gdfdd A g swmefl 9.1 &1 R 4 uga uii®
TRl & vl BT faeR § o gU UAdel] & Aelifa THRATgad aiReied f&ar T |
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9.

10.

U DI AR ¥ M I9d AIRgd I TSN A1ed BT GeA favelvor a3 W I8 W 7 & Uil g™
Ul Hg U & v U H (U AMTEAgAR & Hied Tl pRar T § | 99D g Ualdid
TSl 7 9§ Rera 37,1214 USel S9.1 9 IHH AU Rl 9 @ IR H AERIS 37 YA b AT
areft W @ fIeg Rarma & 2 | 9 o & Ry yeel €92 9 g9.22 § 9@ e w1 &
FHeR SR fhar g | vF fR283.15 aaq fieies ueel €93 9 w924 # Q28315 @I unil @
fefdd od 8y 59 3/l &1 FRaagaR a9 fear S A g9H sifed € | sy Q13,515 Uel Sd4
g $9.25 A Uil gRT IS YSR BT &I AMURAE] &b HR o 4§ TURE oRg wqd Bl BT+ Uga &
RERT BT 3ureft W1 gRT AR # forn SR S Aled ¥ farem @ 99 AT & JMER W
T BT wW JUA §U AT a9 BT WA FAFHHC 3T el B, AAHIRAT gRT |im 11 H1d A3,
I UsX @1 & @1 [ el H2 & R gRT el S WR I8 Ny ueff & 9d9 & Irgurd
TN S, 9IS § AT g5 BIPR PRI bxl g URfl g1 30+ SURART § FoR & &1 el Ui
I AR Y [H AT R BRI BRI BT $98H 8 UR Uil BT AN Gl B 3iaR Ifuel Hedd Fad
PR AT IABT AN DI BT 32gd A8l BT A9 o) T & 2T Udhe Bl © | UGSl $d.56 W
U3, yael $9.7 9 8 URCH 3ifex T Uyael $4.9 T I Ul 3T 3fe | I8 2 & urefl g1 S gRIervr
P! PRGOS A FfOT Swaell o ufoi el w4 & Ardl WA § | USe $4.11 USel $4.15, $9. 26 9 4.
32 Uit & ifdgaar & Aifed &1 ufd 8 fH ST 39 UaRUT & WHe Sifh dold & A &1 ad Qo
€ | gaE $9.17 9 9ol $9.18 weil & g ux 91 Sered HR B g 2 R seer s deew

BT B BT B Y 2014 BT FaA qd e fhar o1 ¥E 98 ¥ &
2 W@a P b dex Wl o |ﬁﬂ%‘rwm%mmaﬁ
gar faar oa1| I8 wel © % usel Sog—1 ¥ 9@ 9 s
Y g9 IS YSR BT dM 781 ofd | g e o

|l 2 b WeHe o FoF H 5 I $I a1 el fordl 88 © | 3 USsl Seyg—1 H U 9 o foran ganm
f a8 ®™ o7 ¥ /AT PR < A | H T9qI U g | yee-uH—1 H U
T awEd W8 2] ueel -3 Rl gwaEd U a1 WA g Ell
AT %waulaﬁ?wﬁ?gﬁm:ﬁﬁwwéﬁlmw R A TREd a1 ue fay
%Wwé%maﬁmwmw—sﬁwwﬁlwwﬁﬁgﬁmw
TERIT HRATY A | I Pl ToAd © [P q31 UG Seeig—25 UI 8 & 18 HpHl SYCI el AT AoRga
P 6 H AT b & qTER Wl I8dT AT Bls el godT of & 4 Y & | A & forg 791 &
d 9| 13,052015, 15.05.2015 @ 17,5.2015 BT H T Albx & qraa UriA0s f&am o1 | I8 ¥ © 6 #
Saa fafdet &1 St U3 ford a8 o uAdell WR SudeT TR 2|

it W4 BT A U U SEANA Hel AR §RT 30N & uRel & U U H o Iuefi &
JHTIATAR & Aed Tol HRaA] T § | 39 AIell gRT USRI Swidal § 9 yael gH—1 g gH—2 gd #
fadferd ueel €9.3424 9 25 € 8 | SE($ UKW UH-3 S @I HRIAE! Ud YR UH—4 o9 Ufdaed @l
gfa & e o & wag % gd ¥ 5y T faaaagar fRfaa faaree |1 oueff & fOwg a ureft & e
# foffRea &= A 9 & SRT /@ SfiE Hedl S9d qxdrasll &1 dls IRy "Ed TRl Bl § | Sad
Jrgreft et g7 S ke H Ay & W 2 f # 39 Al H SRSl Aok @ U R g 99 2013 |
21 TA 1 S KRR 8 1 U ¢ &1 Ulolae H9oR 3Fdl Ticiae @ BWeR & | UeY 3 ¥ ShIa) H 9eH
T yaef 3 H B S W Al A S TRNER W & | US UH 1 7 W A I A A Sfd fHY W g1 g
3D TSR T8l © 6 39 afd § ureff &1 frere afd aa= fear o @ 98 | ¥' 99 9@ 7 fF
yeel UH 3 R HHGR UR Sl RMY RT3 8 ST f31d 20.3.2015 & ol &Fmm 137 € | Uael uH 4 ¥
T g 41 e foRm s 7l &1 fRAid 16.12.2014 & &G 81 &1 faavor faar R & g dd IR
TRg garg T B8 91 el © o & ueel W 4 W U g 1 Ui faTa 16.12.14 @ " & fdaRor
PHBR P UNT FRSH 3G 916 H I8! T | I8 a1d Fel & P UeY 2 ¥ 59 R g S B
B &1 9o fdhar a1 & S uesl U9 4 § U g @ e | aftia afd &1 afmfe eva gy e man g
Ig q1d Ael & b s UK U 2dl Eldbel ¢ | I8 d1d Hel © (b 39 a8 bl gl & o gdl Lo
AT HT ARAT BFT Ol & | I8 91 Al 921 7 fF ol & U 2 Sied A o gafed 9 U
BRI AT o | U8 919 Wel § B 99 2014 H FHGR 7 Ugell IR WA &1 $A fhar W IR org
TR P A0 gE | I' 99 9L ® 5 S Ay & ol T FHGR @I I gara um a8 fear | ot
92013 ¥ 2015 96 BRI AT | I8 a1 Al € 6 FHOR & & 94 & PRADIA § IH Dl AqEH I
feam 81 U1 i SIS UATEell R el @ W bl b dIaEd uF fear on | 98 g9 & T8 © &
TIATE U Hd feAar o1 | 9% 919 el ? P FHeR 7 ve Rrera @ o 91 fF uest €9 1 7 999 I
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11.

12.

M & ford em ARG R &1 <1 off 598 1% 899 Ue IR 909 gfg a1 &1 o | I8 & Tod © &
uee U 2 e @ 918 FHGR SIS SAIST R & o SIIAR UTfAT &Rl J8T 81 oige del & g
9IS ST bR D ORI Bl oifdb a8 el AT | U 91 el © b yge sq 11 AP 28.8.2015 BT ©
ST B UT B AT AT | YT A1 Wel & fb Uy §9 11 A U ¢ I 9N YL WA B BT o 9
TE T TE 9 I ® 5 vest w9 15 e Afew o weft grr fstarar o o & e T o |
TR A R P Ui g 15 A U T f1 IR W T & U H FHBR ERT YS! R e e fafe
e 9 faarell a9 & oy amue faar o fhR ®eT S9 ofax LT SAlsd d_Al @ifey off | I8 98l © f&
Uee S 18 BIwd 9 Aed SURAY TR &R S SR & FHET QR GRSl ardl W $1id GRT
SIS ST R & (o s fbar WA o fR der fb 81 amel wisad el g o1 | afe il oo
FHAAT BT T AR IR AGH <1 & A I Mol A BRI W forar S wahar © | fg or@ wieft B 8w
Fgfad &1 < 9 1 g9 ofen # < | I8 91d el & (b TR BH PrIS A5 H B BR V@l T |

39 &A |IUYH fqarerd w6 douvanq faareds w23 Ud ofd H fadared €4 9 5 vear fafRed fear
ST ST GHSTd 2 |

faarers 4. 6 —

39 faarere &1 Afdd &R B 9R omueft 9. 1 W @ g | Ul iR IRE Giax ArRarel | S S {9 T
OISl & TATPR ISP &K B RS AT HUY BT JHAM PR [ad T S GRER0T & ARIT e
H1 B IR A Uhe (I T 2 | 59 Hag H Y 3wl WA el TH U S AR el gad el b
TR IURT o UHT IABI WIed | Yde Fel 8l & | difd SE 30 RRE & | H s U
#fIRd BT B a1 "R 16,1214 @1 U4 f2.20.3.15 @1 Il € fg I8 Udbe 781 fHar T & & a8
Sad gedRl # ¥ fofl g & 9wy SuRed o | Sad QN1 "edril H aHarafey &1t HIwl faR ® |
AARSH 3% aTel # 12.16.12.14 @) geaT &1 fqaRor 981 g1 Iaa Al g1 g § WaR & a1 g
AT I8 N WeR fFar T 2 & TR a0 @ A S @1 AT Iad SHf geARl H g8 2
el 4 B IR A I AT BT AT B WR U W g fh uredt 7 Saq "eARi & 9wy yRe W
G B 3D Pls A O AT FEY TGS TR el 2 | Ui @) AsUsk gdH d fhd ueR @
AMORATE! JE I A ueft W4 B Wew ¥ W @ gar 8 | wrefi W4 & @l u7 ¢S94 ARA gN
U I WRIET b WU TF H Uil B FUIRER S FodTedl SRR Bl TP & IAD! &4 FoTrord
% ASUSR FAMT &6l PRART & g $H Hodlallel SR Bl Ul |1 B AR A Fed d Uwgd ol
far ar € O goTiora 81 B 9 et el W gRT W T @ W WeR IRy T8 %8 9d ©
| S99 BIg WHT 81 & b uredl H.1 gRT Uil I TSR acrardn SIar o fbg a8 umefl |.1 grr el
Bl ForgR B Ul | A S qraq e wefl v s guiw @) Rer w7 s ddy 7 smmefi 4.
1 P IR | IE T & T & b et .1 2 ares e Oy aredd o faT e R 8 ]IS
ISR AT ST o1 fbg weff gRT U @ wiefAr @ T & sHa ff umEel R B wew a8 7 |
ARG RIS R S8aR @ Ja4 ®I 99 @] TRl | B 3 AR Joigy] | a8 gl Wi @
38 PIg AT 81 ® o & uRRAMT ST TdxoT § e Bl @ | Uil @ 3R | Y@ T Ig T
A S A Reafa # zenfid gar @ f ureft &1 Asiey S AoieR aR aerarar SIdar of w®iife ureft @
dr yeel $9.23 gRT Wighd R W HAOGR & AR R & ARl w1 gRT @1 141 o 7 & @redd & dR W)
3R B T2 ureff 7 o el T Wed H W © fF ISP AR B US UR W& gY 9S4 i i
ERT AR PR ASUSY IAIRIT STl AT o7 |ieg iR 98 ReR W R8T & | T8] O A<USR & &l
M BT U B, I8 afd 59 UeR 9 AR & fd arT @1 g8 aw Al wreft |1 @ ey 9 gae T8
BT 2 | TAIfdhord UdR Jssx afid 8 WR fhas wudi & @l gar sda] A1 $Is A1eg u3ael )
aurefl W4 B AR A TE 2 | uell W4 gRT WURE &g @ e gl W 2 fbg W Big Qe A
Habfhel JamIAT Rule Wl u=@aell R 8 2| $a°1 8 8! USsl 9425 USY UH—2 @I o W63 A
TATHRNT afy & IR B Rpay el F2 & WM &1 IR A {5 I &7 29 gof § S I8 Udhe
BT & fb IsTex arumeft H.1 &1 T8 B) e F2 B oor derr JAsUex wefi Fa &1 W B yHAded
TR DS AT T8l & | UAI BIs a¥gell umedl W2 gRT URY &I M1 81 VAT W B3 awardol Uil d.2 @l
3R I UFEel W e 7 | Wyol uRRfT # o faarers & deail iR ey ol 61 & fOeg 9 uefi &
g H 2 der ommeft W1 Sad NIfd gRERer ueff & fawg wmerm # fig T eR w2
IRV Y Sad faarers .6 el H.1 @ foeg T uelt & uer & fafeaa fear Srar 2

R S=r — 2—
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13.

14.

15.

9 faarere &1 Aifdd BT BT 9R gl R I8 § | @ W1 ey 2241147 R T fdarerd
H. 6 ol Sad fagargar ueft & et § g eueff @ fawg fifeea 5 w1 & 0 # ureft R amRifta
GRIERVT & SR R AUl |1 &1 3R A Ul & g uika seewr 213545 9 @ fafdr wd sa=mn
ST FHAT © 7 &1 GRIERYT B I A1 S Fahal & VAl IRRefT § Saa faares ureft & uer 6 fafaRed
5 S arg B | el & ue # fafafad fear smar g

faarere g=r—3:—

9 fqarerd o1 AT B b1 IR 1 ureff R @7 | Wied aR ¥ uefl 31 e ueel s4. 23 &

e 4 ge © fg s aftfa smmeft | @1 el wma @ ') e B o eR 9 use T8 g
2 | el & grr ol & fawg fa7.214 @1 W yewl S4.1 Ridprad U 6§19 ©R SED! daq ghg B
ST Sumeft WA & el U9 U 891 ANA gRT WIeR fHar T € 9o Sad fAdergaR e |1 9 6
i ® geT # 9 il & favg fafafed 5y T & | SSRel Uyl 4. 25/TH—2 & Uod ¥ WK § b
s grefl UR g oY TR € ar g9 uredl @l @ gl 1 8 |edla g 9ed fadr T g S
gereell @ dey # fRfya faame w2 ueft & ug & fuiRa fear T 8 09 4 S9a dga urft &
IR MY T e AT 9 AL A S Wbl © | UGe—17 F yazi—18 refAr o ureii grRr otwneff w4 @l
fem i urefl Al g garar war @ qer sl W1 6 Wl U9 US4 AE §R1 AU ORE B el
H urfl gRT ST Sa1sA & o FHsiir ardl & SRE A el ST oAl fORE & SR WieR fhar wan
2 | 3T IE uRil @I orEr # T Y €1 <9 @1 e Wl IS dRar § | uell gRT Sa uA
yee—17 9 18 ¥ U<l ©9.25 /TH-2 I .3 T fb Sad bR Rbad) & IR # 8, &7 fa9y IR ) uferwer
far mar & | sl W1 @ SR | FEl gl gR W € ar afcfTd R @ 9 W T B fag
IS AR A Uil BT & T By Q@ TF AT ACH BT UK Tl AT AT 2 9 E ar W A D
g 3MEd B S &1 IHDI AR | BIs Ted & dfod Iad YBR a3 925 /TH—2 H IADI Al A
& fou <l gt &1 & w\y A1 T & SS9 91 BT Aldd © (P el 64 S g edl &
e H Uil &l ®rH UR ! o =medr o | U # fAgr sifdga sl & g8 de 4M S Ay e
g o urelt 71 W@ 9 &M s &A1 g afew A8 siitgaar urelf & 98 9@ AF o Aarg € & usel <.
25/TH—2 SR &4 & a5 Auefl H.1 gRT Uil & &R wR T8 foram Sie” S¥a! 3y warfad & &
T U A I Harfad 213515 W 8 A OM AMG © | Sad Hargfad ¥ qd 3wl .1 gRr ureii @
Brg Rezrie war serar Aifew Ay agaR 781 f&ar Mar & | SHs g1 Uil &1 a1 d SIS aarn
T & S fag R 5o € e Stumefl @ SR W W Sad =nfie geid uRgd Y T ' wft sifrce
% fdg R g 598 gaxvll § Saq [Gafd deg 781 9 RO SR Sad e geid urell |1 &1 3y
Heg R oA & | faares ¥ 2 @ fafey § Sea <Ry 13545 o AU T8 umm W @ den Sed
faafaa aRRefa & urff @ Jamfaa 1 og ST vae 1947 BT ORI 25 Uh & Iocigd H 399 & Udbe sl
2 | wva gRReIferlt § Saa farere & deg w ey il & v # € ordva Sad faarers ureft & uer #
fafaf¥ea foar smar & |

faarers =T 4 9 5

faarere d4 @1 g F 1 9R Ul W e © TN I fAqed AgA & Tl Bl HmRd HRaT 8
faarers 6.5 AT & R H &, U4 ¥ Sad Ml [qaredl B Thar fafeed fear S e ©
faarers H16 wft & g § 9 ol & fwg fftead 5y M & | fRargs d2 1 4 ueft & ger #
faffega f& & 2 | fgm siftgadr ueff & 98 q@ 98 2 & 1= fR283.15 a9 facled ueet <.
24 /TH—1 H Uit @1 Nefdqdral &1 Siaq fale waar fear sar SfeaRad & aafd sa8 Ja9 wree fear
AT ® fbg et WA @ IR AR 7 | Midddera § fafe e Y 9 @ Ay o 2 fg Siad
fArafe wear greff &1 arurell W1 g1 fear wn €1, I8 Yehe TEl ear & | wredl WA g U el 9
e # reft @7 Sfias frafe e o T2 oI garar AT @ fhg 98 9o SHeT favadHg udhe el ST
2 | urefl yeel $9.24 /UH—1 SR R S @1 fafdy fa28.3.15 | sy fR.13.5.15 T6 Fefdd @1 & den
X A § g8 Sfig faie 9l Ui &1 ghaR & 399 BIs Tl 78! & fbg a4 o d2d Uil @l 3R
q e IR R g T8 2 | fage sifdgar sweff W4 @ I8 9@ " o A @ {6 umeft grr e
Tl T e H WA BT YA B UTA] USRS H T8 84 g9l T8l HRarl AT § | 59
e 3 fagr aifdaad weff & a8 9 AF o Arg T8 2 fF ureff & sifaeni 9§ 98 e B © fF
g8 orye FEeE 4 T8 o wife el Pk wgRd smR wefl & AfWeEHl T8
2| Safe ureft @1 I8 omedd RmErr off f a8 o siffigedi # U WaMfdd & UREr AU
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RS 3 81 389 9197 SR oldR) & I= UG dR JHId oxal | S9d U¥EN S9d Eed &
ST T & QR AT 7 | Ureff ) S Sy Wargfad & uwEnq e ariue PR # T8 g8
% il & SifWaas T wiey T8 B o uredl SuHl Wargfad & uvend qd qul daq URA™ B Ui @
BHER B T S & | fbg Uil @1 S ypR WA oy U S uR uredi orumeff WA @ Jar #
FRORAT Af2d QR GARTUAT &l JAfBRI 8, $99 $Is odT el & | Uil |1 & el U9 ¢ Sa.1 A0
B RE @1 A d urefl & T | ) T FRYfa @7 S 99 g9 BRI T 928 BT DR
Ar T8 B | A aRRf # uefi Sy fQ135.15 U9 SHa omuR W Rl @1 Sad fafdr @ s
HA gRT &1 AT Hargfa e =i $Rawd gy il WA @I war # FRavar |fed qdad gHeenur &
Y Ue feefasiepler @1 3rafey & forq Sitg fafs wear oIy & Y &l JA&DRI urn Sl & fobg gd
999 gRE™M Td I BT ARNBNT T8 IR ST & | UROTHERY 3ad aFl fdrerd Sad UeR &1 urRii
& U ¥ RANREd 5 S 2 den uell &1 WoHe ot 7o g vl 9.1 STgaR Aiite w0 4
WeR 5y M a9g g

e

16. 3 urRil @1 WeHe 3% o fawg uriRToT ofif¥e dR W WieR By Sd 8y smell 9. 1 gRr urefi
% faeg wIRT <Srew Q13515 9 SHS IMUR WR Iad & @ @l T well @ Jargfad sgfid @
3T U9 T AT Ry i ge orunelt W @l orew A Srar ® b ag ureil @1 orue War # fFRdaRar
afed gdad Afdeld geRenmfUd & | @1 € Uil ol 99 [eieTdrd B Al & Siiaq faiE W b
P Al et B | gd 9a9 RS g I & gAY & dag H uredl $1 WeHe i do [9g
STATAITUT SRAIHR T ST & | @l UeTdhRT JAUAT 9T a8 el |

17. TS foramar SR ol Qi 29.3.19 BT ol TSI H FRIER HR GART TAT| 3@re d Ufd
MR Had ARPR Bl I Tole | YR Uitd o1 Sid - |

T, U, ColR, =graredIer
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