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T II—EE 3—39-9UE (i)
PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii)

TRT TR & HATAAT (TAT HATAT & Glgahe) g0 9 vy 10 wifafad sreer shw s
Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India
(Other than the Ministry of Defence)

F1¥®, e frra i) g deeg
(TR 3 fSveqor fasimn)

T2 foeett, 23 weasT, 2021

F. &AM 147 —F~= TCHE, TAIgNT faoeft e qier wqmaaT stferfaas, 1946 (1946 7
25) T 91T 5 1 IT-GTT (1) AATST &TRT 6 FIET Ta LTRAT T TANT FLd g TSIEAE 98T, T2
(STT3ME-V) TaramT, S &t i 17.12.2020 T ATEg=a1 . TF.19 (44) T2-5/2020 F ATeqH 7
ST TTSTEATH T5T T9hTY i HgAtd |, a8 Taeh, To1d d99d s, THdl A< o0@T, ST,

TISTET g7 ot 9T a9er, T9Tge e 86977 2297 #u+l, 105, 75 4y, < ue =41 & foawg

% F ATT ATETIST FA T TH AT 473.66 ATE FIT AT TGAT I HIA FOA F Faer 7 a9

915 GI/2021 (387)
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TS T A faAitha 24.06.2020 & Hafaa TO=re(4T) FT =0 AT UL TITe(E) | [ AT
S Hag et TOATH, TEITOT /379 aT TS U/39aT SHT He7dg® H {ohU T AT Iegi azai &
Ioae ToRET o7 STIRTE &7 =AU FIA o Tor7 faoelt e qier eama=Ts Jaedt it afndl oY
SATIErRTY T e aHeq T =T | Fdy )

[®T. &. 228/03/2021-T1E1-11]
. 1. o, BTy, srew af=e

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS
(Department of Personnel and Training)
New Delhi, the 23rd February, 2021

S. 0. 147.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of
the Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 ( 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the
State Government of Rajasthan, issued vide Notification No. F.19(44) Home-5/2020 dated 17.12.2020 of
Government of Rajasthan, Home (Gr.-V) Department, Jaipur, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the
members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole State of Rajasthan for investigation into the
offence(s) arising out of the complaint dated 24.06.2020 lodged by Senior Manager, Punjab National Bank,
Samta Nagar Branch, Bikaner, Rajasthan against Shri Sanjay Bansal, Proprietor of M/s. Sanjay Trading
Company, 105, Nai Mandi, Bikaner and others, pertaining to cheating the Bank and causing wrongful loss to it
of approx. Rs. 473.66 lakhs and any attempt, abetment and/or conspiracy, in relation to or in connection with
such offence(s) and/or for any other offence committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of
the same facts.

[F. No. 228/03/2021-AVD-II]
S. P. R. TRIPATHI, Under Secy.

75 faeedt, 23 s, 2021

F. 3. 148.—Frx THY, TAZIT Taoet (AT qiere =aT stterf=aH, 1946 (1946 FT 25)
FT g7 5 AT IT-GIT (1) AIST I 6 FRT T AT AT TN Fd T TSTEAH T3, &
(STTame-V) foramT, Sqe #7 faqis 28.12.2020%FT Afeg=aT1 &. TF. 19(44)T8-5/2020 F ATEAT |
ST TTEIT ST 3R Al 9gdTd |, 9g@®  Agag® (TET TqE), TSa J99d 5%, e
FANE T, T TaH, TH.E. U, TIYL T HAH LT BHE Tauadr, 802-1, .57, {4 araw,
H-EhH, ST U =41 & fa%g 9% & 9T drareE! F3T 3T T8 O 879.84 A1 97 i qarT
ST FTT FA & Fael § T9f Hls T2 (9aa faAitha 20.05.2020 (|, #w 0302020170232) #
TETAd STITE(e) FT =AU TAT UH FOre(dl) & S T 99 dag TRl ToamE, oo
H/TTAT T UE/ATAT I HAag | o0 0 A7 I2T a2t | et Fohet 319 Sraerey rsreaor

e & oIy faeeft e Qe samaeTes: Jaedt i orndl 3T eraTteanTe &1 oeqe a0eq Tsed T
ST § FEAT B

[T, &. 228/04/2021-T=1ET-11]
T .. By, saw gt

New Delhi, the 23rd February, 2021

S. O. 148.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of
the Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 ( 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the
State Government of Rajasthan, issued vide Notification No. F.19(44)Home-5/2020 dated 28.12.2020 of
Government of Rajasthan, Home (Gr.-V) Department, Jaipur, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the
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members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole State of Rajasthan for investigation into the
offence(s) arising out of the complaint dated 20.05.2020 lodged by Assistant General Manager (Branch Head),
Punjab National Bank, Mid Corporate Branch, Chamber Bhawan, M.I. Road, Jaipur against M/s. Renuka
Farmers LLP, 802-A, K.J. City Tower, C-Scheme, Jaipur and others (numbered as CA0302020A0232)
pertaining to cheating the Bank and causing wrongful loss to it of approx. Rs. 879.84 lakhs and any attempt,
abetment and/or conspiracy, in relation to or in connection with such offence(s) and/or for any other offence
committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts.

[F. No. 228/04/2021-AVD-II]
S. P. R. TRIPATHI, Under Secy.

7% feeett, 23 weady, 2021

F. AT, 149.— F1T 1L, & Thehar gf24ar, 1973 (1974 7 2) &t &mT 24 FY ITTT (8)
BT Y& ARl T TN Fd g, =T TSIl HeA 19 @, ATAAFAT I, THAT AT A f&fer g=r

oo fhet srfter am TALeror =T F qHe ST, AL AT TH A | 39T AT HIHAT H

et forar qfere smoe (etems) g Sfeaa AT @&ar et 1(TH)/2009/ Hatsrs/ ot/
Has (a9l RFaTase T T&) &7 =T w3 & o s+t Rgie it airg § 9 ad #i

sty & forw a7 armaer & Ao f airg aF, =99 & S 98 g, @y qi e & = q
AT w8 |

[T, &, 225/16/2020-T41E-11]
T 1.3, P, e aEe

New Delhi, the 23rd February, 2021

S. 0. 149.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section(8) of section 24 of the Code of
Criminal Procedure, 1973 (2 of 1974), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Ejaz Salim Khan,
Advocate as Special Public Prosecutor for conducting trial of the case number RC-1 (S) /2009 /CBI /SCB
/Mumbai (Pawanraje Nimbalkar Murder Case), instituted by Delhi Special Police Establishment (CBI) in the
trial Court and appeals, revisions or other matters arising out of this case before any appellate or revisional
Courts established by law, for a period of three years from the date of appointment or till the date of disposal of

the case, whichever is earlier.
[F. No. 225/16/2020-AVD-II]
S. P. R. TRIPATHI, Under Secy.

W TE YRER 10 61T
(FaTe=T & IR Feror o)

T2 feeett, 10 fe|wa, 2020

FT. M. 150.—F1T TLHTE, Saf=ieheT Afarf=ag, 1948 (1948 #T 16) Ft &amer-3 = iavia

Y& IRRAT T TART Fd g, TAg G AT S, T1eed UF Tar el Jo1ad Hf &

24 AT, 1984 T STTEg==T F1. 3. 430 # Aeferfaa dera Fdt g, a1
2. I ATLAAT H “UTRT-3 F G (F) & Faq =art=a o & Aeterted sfee frar s, ama:
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TEET T ATH fafer gTafAteres areit 1T saf=fshedT | TATET B
KIS EIESIRG]

=t e AT, T Ud ereryy, | At | R seer T dafEirer 22.12.2018

sredrEifrnr fram e

grerETR,

SreT-fAee-173025,

Il ERES

[FT. &. 2112025/142/2020-T%]
2. 41 %, TF, 3T a=T

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE
(Department of Health and Family Welfare)
New Delhi, the 10th December, 2020

S.0. 150.—In exercise of the powers conferred under Section 3 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 1948),
the Central Government hereby makes the following amendment in the notification of the Government of India
in the Ministry of Health and Family Welfare No. S.0. 430 dated 24th January, 1984, namely:

2. In the said notification under head “elected under clause (a) of Section 3”, the following shall be
inserted therein, namely:

Name of the member Mode State Dental Council represented w.e.f.
“Dr. Gaurav Gupta, Elected Himachal Pradesh State Dental | 22.12.2018”
Prof. & Head, Council

Deptt. Of Prosthodontics, Himachal
Institute of Dental Sciences, Paonta
Sahib, Dist. Sirmour — 173 025,
Himachal Pradesh

[F. No. V.12025/142/2020-DE]
D.V.K. RAO Dy. Secy.

qH TE USRI HATAT
TE faeett, 3 weat, 2021
FAT. 151 Eare sfafaaw (1947 &1 14) ¥ =T 17 F A8 |, Feald e
URHTY] WIS SFIY0T Ud JJHeT faened, ufked &, uRar] ol [T, e (309) & Jaed=
F Hag AEE & o7 W o, A F i aqay #§ Ak siente Feare § ST  awan
ST ATEFTor- Jg- =W A, S & 94 (939 geqr 24/2011) w1 St & sqaus #
ST AT |, THRIAT FAT § ST HeaF GRE o 03.02.2021 FT ST g3 A7)

[¥. Te1-14012/4/2009-15417 (31)]
. 5. fowrie, o af
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MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT
New Delhi, the 3rd February, 2021

S.0. 151.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 24/2011) of the Central Government Industrial-Tribunal-cum
Labour Court Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
The Atomic Mineral Directorate for Exploration and Research, Department of Atomic Energy, Jaipur (raj) and
Shri Ram Sharma, Worker which was received by the Central Government on 03.02.2021.

[No. L-14012/4/2009 IR (DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

IS
D WRHR Aenfie v 9 5% <Ay, Sy

RTET AT agdal
BIEISIERCIEEN)

1. <h.ams. @Y. UH0T H. 24 /2011 Reference No. L-14012/4/2009-IR(DU) Dated:13.7.2011
$f I M GF 31 oTog] ol AT AR @le 13 /14, UG BT, Tid IS AR Ugid 99 & AT
AR, SR |

URATY] WIIST 3IY0T Ve ST Fermery uf¥es &,

RATY] Il fI9RT, IRT TRBR T. TH. Tl HHIelad. HIeI—5,

IR gAY TR AR, SYR— §RT Faerd .3omedf / fauedt
Sufkera:—

Ui o B ARG N FHoOIS Tad Sfferaat

JIUTIRTOT BT TRG ¥ : &1 I FAR 6 TS

: ARy

faHp : 20122020

1. S Ud ST §ATe YR ORBR s faeell gRT foeid 13.07.2011 & 3fenfie faare sfafam
1947 (R ST 913 IRAITH H&T S B aRT 10 (1) (S1) & F<id Uaed efdddl & AR H
Sad dfal greiier & Sy Eifed (FEfha wu H) faare i g g9 sifieRe o defid
o T —

“Whether the action of the Management of Atomic Mineral Directorate for Exploration and Research,
Department of Atomic Energy, Jaipur in terminating the services of (1) Sh. Shri Ram Sharma s/o
Shri Lallu Lal Sharma, (2) Shri Dhanna Lal s/o Shri Jagdish Bairwa, (3) Shri Rakesh Kumar Upadhyay
s/o Shri Hari Kishan Sharma, (4) Shri Chhagan Lal Dhanka s/o Shri Gulab Chand Dhanka and (5)
Shri Manoj Kumar Pipliwal s/o Shri kanhaiya Lal Pipliwal. w.e.f. 30.04.2008 is legal and justified?
What relief the workmen are entitled to? *’

S dfdl fdare s AfdRer ® U BN U SWIUE BT AR BRd gu— URiRTor a1 fdwr
%mw%aeﬂuﬁmﬁaﬁramwﬂ URIT B | TGURIT URINTOT @1 3R ¥ faHie 04.10.2011 Bl qME &
AWPHAT U By T | UrfToT & P Herg ¥ $9 bR dfofd 2 | WrRiToT $I 05.07.2005 ¥ 10.01.2006
@ 77 faf fafdl w aged oot (ReR daiar werd) & g W) omrRfl g1 fgad fear
UIIRTOT GeeR & Al D U, BIE, ORAS 9 o BRIt B STl & el & faem fee W
FRA o | ATl R SN BT GRATT H {11 2 | rRiiTor By amwnefi 7 faie 30.04.2008 B Y wY
HAT G B T |

3. arRiiTor g ourefl & Wy FRISe—FHeR & g | urRiiror @1 a1 gfad 9 9d O™ 25 (T)
M & orgaR Aifew /Aifed aa= g afayft R &1 ywram wreffror o1 781 fBar | ureffror & <
BT FHRATRAT ST ST o7 98 RME UG BT AT M W) 37 Sl | dHramr o &7 2| i 9 240
e & fde A 9% ovmar &t fhar 2| swneft 3 st @ aRssar gt =8 98 9 & B8 'R
Sig dI— TT JfT 5| FasR fhar| g9 bR gRT 25, (UT%)/ (S) / (T9) ffafa| 9 o 77 9 78
S YAl BT Secig fhar 2 | UrRiior a1 gfad & gwE I SRISHIR § | 37 faie 30.04.2008 BT B
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g URIRTOT B e AT Pl 3fael aIfvd &R g WIIRToT &1 favrq 99 9 uRemdl |afgd dar 3 g8rd
fopar Sma |

4. yorefi / fauell =1 fa7ie 04.07.2012 B1 Uil YR ¥ TGRIR UK R gU & Pel © fdb 1o
3l ol g R fFgfaq 981 & 8, afcd smawad dE R & oy smeRee Sifie & w9 H IfEdel
AfIST & SR UR @ AT AT | gAfoY AT Jfdd T yed & a1 &1 grar 2 | rumeft ST @ siofy #
TE1 o & | Wi @ BRf Suderd R R Afder 9 FuiRd avie § el 9w B 8 <1 o 9
U frgfaa s em @ a1 2 @ o) (1 ) @ oI Il § 9 ORI 25-U% & UTaET JMGT &l el
BT B | i U 9§ # 240 o A e H @ ymifrd R aR und 2| ommeft gr ifdfem g
Rl @) srager T T8 @ TS 7 A & BIS Igfud oW o far war 2 fRRN o=y a1 @ wrd =g
TE TN AT | 37 AT DR B S |

5. TTITTOT 7 24.09.2012 BT ATGICR BT Wed Bl 8¢ IMfaRad word H Rga 5y €=k g g/
@ AfHUET BT THR A BT Fae far € |

6. Sudad drEl faare yexell #§ urefRrer & e 9 kiR |9 § der wrRifTer @ dar @l
TR g Jar |qEIT @ fafy w99 € 2| gafey 9 el farer ¥ S fAarefdy 99E g9 9 sA
farel &1 ff ol aiaa w9 | SWUe @ Aedfa | fhar o <@

7. OrRiTor ¥ U U M & AWRAT b FHAA v Aled H W Uil Uos— 1 s M
S g1 AT, 31 (DY HAR SUTIR, 41 B ATl el Ud & Fera] HAR Gaeiardd I u_iferd faar
2| vordE e # ugel 1 | 17 TF Uor@l BT 8N I AT W HeddT gamwor # wefi B v 9fF 7
ufEl € gERll H IIEHRUL, UABR 9 e DI UgA T 5— SHIUT B FeAd ¥ fdarg 9. 24 /2011
s M T g9 Qe IR QIS SNl Ud I H SWIuS §RT WA |ied dI &1 Ul faarar
& Hay # g AaR a7 T' R o R@T 7 |

Sl A A fquell /sl F o Hieg H UL UL S, 1 faAe HEAR WL . (WL Biidd SIEeRI) Bl uierd
fopar T gael eTR—1 & 3R—6 Weordl & yafdfd fhar & |

8. faiep 22.12.2017 BT 9 AMRBRYT gRT U@l fqaral ¥ Ao oiRd B wrefiTor &7 I8 gay
U BT ARGRT T8I A gY aal Bl FRE PR G | 5 ARy & fawg wreiier 9 9. S
IR ¥ Re AT IR B | A, ORI Ied ey o {1 28.08.2019 B 7077 Uike &=al gY
Re afer WeRrR $R AR Qe 22122017 I UK BR QAT T AWl $9 DR BT I
fafaRea == 2g ufoufd o= A 7M. S=a <marem 7 @' fdy fRar & ureffor g ooaaR—1
(SmATas feAid 27.11.2012) & ARTH | IMUNT Uel@l &I, S fAuell @& Uiy SUCT § 31 <Teid & aHe
U fhar Sird—aerm urefRTor @1 S99 SifieRRdl I URIfed dR dT U Uel Bl MU dR bl |G
AR fe=r o |

=9 o & SgaRer # fAuell &1 goldl & WRAIARY ®1 e faar war der ugfaeser &
SR 9IS BT ARTRGT Hed UG DR DT faaR A1 e war| urefl 9 s |eg 3§ g9t U, S 1
st X\ el B gdfed fear den SifaRad vl wed # ued W 17 uefdid fhar| fauel /emmeft w1
FfaRad wey # v4. U ©. 2 AftaeF< A6 SUeEd fQ9rd T U4, T . 3 oRgH ofldd Il Bl gRiferd
frar a gordia A1ed # U<el 8IR 7 ¥ 3R 13 A& Yo Ui b |

9. famie 03.11.2020 ¥ 09.12.2020 T AT fIRRIT R SwIUer & ToH—fadd G T T U A&
BT aReiTer fbar |

10. TriToT & AMIYS o1 I8 U 9 & {6 gawR—1 urRiAmE fReie 27.11.2012 # aftfa g aifea
Tordl ®I Ul gRT UK 8 Fel (AT TAT & — T & WA 7 B BT B BT Blg AGeus HROT
wgd far 2| gafon sl @ fawg a8 ufige SwaRem @ o 6 afs 98 wfdfa orfieral o1 o
PR I UTARToT 1 fauelt & areii= FRafAd 240 39 A 1@ SRIRG I8 B d2d YA 81 Sirar | fwredi
T M @ gRT 25 (S) @ AT T IR Y SURATT BT DIS AfeRg HailRa T8l fFar| 1 @
fquell = T & S & BROT Y el PR UM PET & I T B Hael Plg Aied UK &1 el D
2| el SiRm et & gdadt eraeres # Fgfaa fafdr 06.07.2005 Ffe awr sifda &1 ¥ § R 06.07.2006 &
el ST1d S ggardda) faRad aed 9eus # ifed g | Afeidl &1 A% B BT PHIs JATT & ol o |
fauefy el o oTel WR axar 2 & e R 7 ufafe s famr &1 ersr 781 o |9aar 71 favg
el e e fauell 3 Uer 781 fPar 2| SPer g1 e &1 aa fuel 71 faar 8 fog Sdhar @1 g
AT UG & A1 B 21 o uRiiTor & 16l B WieR #x Ui oA yed A o | S
U THi & |HIF # frifha =amfie gefa uwdd

1. AR dIex Gls Us WIdRSl die g9 3R, ISTWT 9 3T 1978 U. 3MTs. IR, 548
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2. foem Rig e vfawifdea it eRamom we Wil AT 9 U 31S. 3R, 2010 G, DI, (W)
787

3. SRRGR el efifad fedior a9/ fiqg WIS JeTol 918 @mael . 7. 37R. 2010 . PIC, 1236

4. IR UH. Il 99 M. Taoiiargfed gontr fafae oidiel ¥, 5124 /2004 fofa— 07.11.2005.

5. HAfPAM Haoll fo. M A wess g ffdd odia |, 5319 /2008 g, dIc, fFora—
25.02.2015.

6. IS SR Bickol dBFR TAF JHUGIY 1999 <19, 3N, Al 97 (ISTRAT)

7. & 2 30 UNTYR 999 AR FAR 2008 (118) Uh. Ual. 31R. 460 (. <)

ureft & AfATYe BT U8 UHE d@ @ b arifrer 7 oo g ey § I8 wifrd € el fBar ©
IeH ureff & el 240 3T A A¥F—TF v P @y H BRI fhar SEfe IE RgWMR i wR
ARG 2 | wreff iR vt (a9 oy wrefforon) iR far & 6 9 g Fryfe ux 4 fen & 9 &
anmdes fgfad &g faam| af 2005 ¥ 2008 9% Tdh a¥ # fha fhaw &9 & fooanr g7 ) arg =&
gesl W-3 d W- 7 & Icold SR §U ITdI 0 © [ Wl 7 3 W BRI - 2 ATded fbar
greffeTer =1 I8 ff WeR 51 & {6 ejea—3 (Ex. R/5) SS9 Gafdd © I $99 affdbd &1 faaw
%\'9?%1( W- 10 F W- 12 I YA F FaOd ¢ | WIGRITK & SURI= (AT TH0T BT ATaegepd]

TEl <Edll & | wed @ g9 Refd J wrdiiror o1 aw one wWlierd € € self 3 suRerfar sifer
RO el fHar sterar uwga e fhar € sdfay awneft & favg ufiae STURTT &7 313 MR T8
aﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂ?%ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁ%@ﬁaﬁmﬁwwwmﬁéaﬁﬁwﬁwzs
(T%) @ WAl BT EREOT FE O Aol €| yuiefl Iwr U e & bR W g © S ST B

ELEE

o o

ﬁ%@

(12

1. = TR SRgae vagd a9 S/ 915 3FRRE [Mfde ardial H. 651172005 ORI 25.10.2005
(i 3I3) |

2. TH. Yl SolldgiCT dre 99 gRIM e J1diel 9. 2240 /2001 H19RT 27.09.2004 (UM BIT) |

3. We Al YoRId 9™ Fad g TRRIE IRAR (2001) 9 U DI BT 713 |

12. IHAYET & qDhI, e Ud A% gerar 3 urkd A R w1 f[99R a7 & IuRi= $9 fdaral H
fifda faare fig— =mafyola 2 S gu &
1. @ el / fauel, sifdfrs @ amr 2 () @ it ST &7 greffaror

2. g1 riiTer Bl el gRT Aged Al (BeUR Al WEd) d UG WR Jalls 2005 H oIS 2006
& #wey fgad faar war qom refirer 57 ol & Srefi| 240 f3d 9 31 1 U doiver— a¥ H

forar 87 greffaror

3. A fquell g1 uriivor &1 Har FHIftd & g4 AMRRE & ORT 25 (T%) & UGl &I STgurer
T8 foar Tar? . greftTOT

4. w7 AU R HHGRI B IRSAT GAI el 915 T3 Td UrRINTOT S HaT FATK B D ORI
YrRITTT F Biedy Afdadl o a1 § @1 TAT? . greftTOT

5. IFAIN?

IHIUET & Thi WIed Ud fafy iR faaR @ Swiw y@s faareie fag w ffteey 59 yar &
13. faarefia fag 4. 1:

mffTor @1 F' e § 5 omneft W @ o wfafafedt ¥ 9w e @ ot # et €
TR @ Al B URIETOT I GRRIH DI U Bl o, I B AR W IRFRHH BT IATEA Bl AT | §HD
fodia fauel &1 a8 o & & el e @S, v g ogdu™ & $1d H T © Sl e B
qRETT # TET ST 2 |
14, 5 e d fquel el fadie gaR M. . B ufauRlen H fBar T I8 bUe "eayyl © (o
TAN & TV ¥ T8 YAl Gl & & Ui REFH T ey el Afe Wi Bar 8 a1 SHeT SuAT
XA HAH H fAEd Scaured § YA fhAr S € | 39 UHR Scdifed fagd SuwTeRel 9aT d A © |
39 G UfshaT § A9 TG HINE BT YANT BT B | $9 BT A IE SUYRVT WRAAT F BT S Fhal &
o Seurfed fagd & Suwradal @ f[a5a & ufdvhd W@y g=RIRT Ui 8l 81 8 | e & art 2 (j)
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B I SN I RISl BT PIs HRAR, FIATI, SUYHH, fafaior a7 sroifaer ifaud & | urefior &r
IR | yRga i SR ey Fl1g U8 Hiavsl a1 99 R, ISl § 719, Seaad RIETerd - Hidud
Hecaqel faun fder ufauifed fhd 8—aggaR S8l dRiGaMl & Fdia 8g dadd gavell Sl e g
HHHRI B AEhR I GIfod 81, s e 9 IRaH I gadifid 81, S J19d SYANT A7 Jaref Sred
g 99 fIaqRor W Hefd 81— U SUBH SN BT ©

15. 3 |y # M, ¥qF A7 A SR @ U T Bkt ® dern e e @
e HEIURES BRIGA W & g1 od gy FfRer sruferd gram 2| fauell gR1 we sife JoRra 99 uad
Rig TRRIE AR & Aol § A4, wdiee <Irarerd gRT 9Rd A ®1 3facid ofd §Y I8 $el & b WRd
PR & URANY] Iofl [T & Sl FAT S0 R Bl FEUNT Bl URETST H T8I T T Fhell ©
Hifd Tg [T QU G BT Up 9N & | Ul 7 U Blg a8 Ugd 78l [y § e surefl & S
B BT T 1T f6ar S da | 39 39 9o g ufouifed ffy o= 799 fobar 2 |

16. il 1 I8 T welifa yAfora far 2 5 fauelt /sl gaf wao] IS faumT & srii=
URATY] WIS YT I JJHI BT BRI AT o— fobg il gRT Hufed drida i 6 fuel &
el e FAR A . g7 affd & el @1 SEr @ gRMTST @ SiaRTa M BT YR Udhe B 8 |
Tl 7] o’ T WS USRIl &1 URIEvl 9 dguRid SAdl [T & aande Idred § wArT, FiRed wy
A "SENTH AT Ulhar A+ ST Aepcll & [quell | URAY] ol fa9HT &l T § Sl udy] fagd &1
Icare At HRar 2 |

17. Jfafad H USRI uR¥T g Haled <A1 §RT IR AfEHdl & yabrer d fauell gRT Aeg #
UERIT U3 Uw IR—1 ¥ aftia fafteeg R sm g Ay w3rera gy fuell e & sifefrm a1 g
2 () & =iTd “SENT qE A T 2 R veR Werd vd ured 9 7| fQueh e § W wfe
BT GRIEV g JFHE AT ST 2— S IR YA 84 WR [Agd & Fa|rie e ¥ ugdd sl
2 7% faafea 98 2 5 39 yeR Sofkd faed & e A fAuel o eawfye g=mE g1ar 8| gafeg
fquel deerr Mf¥Ed wy & "SR B4 GHIOMG BT € | 37 I8 fdg wrefiror & vl § foiq fdar San
gl

18. foaeia fag 4. 2

1. 39 deof ¥ ureft iR et o1 oroel e wienr faAie 30.01.2020 # waT B o5 Swa fgfed
e fRiTes & J8f 06.07.2006 ®I =gl S0 (qah-iiayl Fedd) & Us W gg o | umeff =
U g wve yF faAId 06.07.2014 ¥ g ffdr 06.07.2005 afia @1 &, fobg arfermeres ureif
9 39 CHU B FC HEA U 06.07.2006 B A P e fhar — 59 e wR fauell
amafed el #1 5— ok Fgfad fafer 06.07.2006 €1 Wied # IO BT O & B |

19. ureff T NI e H 29.04.2008 TH AR B AT 9 240 &7 A 1f¥d S w1 0 Pal
21w 7w @ SuRerfa fauel g1 weRa e—RRex # a1 ®er 8| Wl @1 g% emem ® b
fauel 7 74, =g =rarery gRT e M Al & SwRid f giaR—1 (UneiEraE AT 27.11.2012) # afdfa
JfeRg TR T8l fhar 2—afq a8 aifed ifieg W faam ST dr ureiivrer &1 IuRRerfa dor 240 f&A
H e fauell & ol AR SR far S T 81 S| o fauel & faeg ufidad SueRen @
S | fauelt &1 I8 I © o UriiTer Pl avd: IBIel WAl & SR UR B R forar 11 o7 | faqrT
ERT WX e @1 ol o o SuRerd g R urff &1 SuRerfd sifed & Wit off | e A #
AHEH FRT 6 T SR T/l & JTAR IHDT A fbar 1 & | 579 @iy H urefivror gR1 wrd =181
BT - I WY & WRex Wdl B 994 el 7 | weitror e Fafhd eHe & w0 | fgea T8l o
ey 0—fdt ReR H ST M Sifdbd T8 8| Ne—fover FHgaR ve af & forg w@r rar @
IS IR AL PR QAT ST e—THPT YU A Aol @ AT FRH B AR IfUled T8l B |
gafely ufiad SUERYT & Big AR fTemE =2 7 |

20. fauef =7 ermer woM FRa gV aifd vodl & Hey § Ag dE v
1. Te—RRRER 11 F 14 a9 QR &— S 719 1 99 d 1 G I O © gafoy ugd
e fbd T |

2. a9 arseRi Ui T & ey § AR € e Y T wife 9 Frafd smer 1R ged
T o | A el ufafte MRex I R @1 T8 8- S uRgd fd T E

3. d% Rede wgd ax A B

4. B mded - wEfher & afa e W fgad T 8w den weftror @ @

fafdre Rl 7 R 99 & &R I8 R FuRd 81 T T—— yrefirr &1 dar,
ST TRgd BT & MR W ol T— SAferT U & ¢ 2|
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5. FHHAIRAT &I G dad FAfid HHaial @ @ S 2— weiier & fFafia wdes 9
B H— HTRd 78 @ TE T U el g8 |

6. HI GBI BN, SURART /A F FEIddT 7 BH 9 U el fBar T oo fag
gfeoier # ureff & omUE WR USY S<y—17 & w9 H USRid g @ fIueh gRT wew
IR—7 ¥ IR—11 TP HeX I Ugd I T g S — el a1 SuRerfay & Safea 21
39 AR U @ SffaRad fquell 1 ysel aR—5 9 aR—6 SURfT U= W Aed # uwa
frd 2o aftfa suRerfa faavor west w- 7, W- 10, W- 11, W- 12, W- 15, W- 16, &
FAMCT TR | FEr TAE weft 7 e ufqwdien # yesf eR—5,/3/ a3 H
T fdaRoT &1 W | R fdaxoer g9, 7 9 81 WeR R 2

21. gl 7 31U Wed H U8 FEl © B W BM B Bl UAT AP A fHeAdT AT| 06.02.2020 BT G-
P T gfaaRieror 3 IE FET © [P Uee AIR—7 ¥ 3R—11 b HReX I & AR W IH & I
g3 2| 3id # I8 fl WeR fhar © & 3899 R a7 &™ forar - S|ar qae fquel 7 a= &
gl

22. fquefh el wfeaer= e 7 Fefd s ufquder # @=T 8 f& 2006 & P AR oA I RN
P 21 9% ¥ YA & 96 WeHe U R § S uesl aR—13 © fobg weif @1 {6y A &1 Seorw
SOH T8I © Hifd 17.12.2006 I 4 WeHe U fHar g fbg 99 wWede 9 4w AUd W UKd 7 8 W
fl Ueef aTR—5 9 aIR—6 # affa SuRefq fJavor &1 ureffor gy w8 8F1 WaR ax o & dRr fauef
DI FEIIAGd R Ufadhdd g9d T8l gsal © | I8 SUEIRG &1 Sfaa -8l © & fJuel =1 ureffror &
RIS ISURATT B BUN & Iq¥T I PIs Uol UKGd Aol [$d Bl | Fife urRifror & IuRerfa Heel
faaxor f=r wreff 1 =& AT - erfiem R Suee € |

23, 39 uril gIRT U+ Uirudie ¥ Yy T |o "gayUl dodl UR 9 S WeW ¥ R R GEId
gl

urff FEar € 6 S P FYfad u= T8 | 9 od &1 ordf |Hsian 21 4L U U § ) ued
Seg— 3 BT Ui 7 WA B Bl g ERIER I s WIbR AT 8| 98 I8 Al WeR &l § fb e
USe Sg— 3 B WRAH Y OB WR BRI BRI B [y IfAST UG [HAT 8— IET a9 2007 H W T W
B P D oIy A A o1 S R B A & oy S | (IR0 9) T T— STl SER
FRAW A I— S B A I— IFHT TA1 e Srar o1 | uefl & $9 HUFI Bl UG AR—4 9 IR—5
e ¥ gfie fyerdt & forad wreft @1 qaceHl @& R W ST AR @1 3fafy g 6000/ — B H HT
PRAM B WIpid SN BT T8 € | I8 Wil urefl & g yael oR—3 & MR WR & forad ureff =
P SH TR 6000/ — B. H BT B WA & T gRaed fHar 2|

24, urefl & uel W yeel W- 5 §RT JARER 2006 ¥ fhd T 3B & R &G 1550 /— 2. Wihd b
T &7 Seoid & | 399 I8 A fAerar © f usst R- 5,/1 9 Usef R- 6,/5 0 g SuRefa faavor
H o7 rafdy & wreffror &1 BRI T80 891 T T - 9% afdy # wrefrer 7 3 R AfdA T U o
FIEg 9 99 gfi de FREd emRif R et faar 7

25. e & 39 Reafd g ureffuer @7 WeRifdd & Raa & o @ fueh grr fasft ug w
fgfad frar Smr gfdrg =€ 8a— v a8 yeifdra Brar € 5 ureffiror o1 fauvelt & forg oAl & uatef @t
Perg, fUars, IwEg, Ufe T, onfe o o 36 N o & fory MR ot Hures, [Af¥ed safy §— fua
gARIRT B B B FEAfd g Wpfd &1 81 3P W BRI HUGT & IURIT SIa] 2007 A AUSA 2008 Bl
Jary # yriiror 7 4= AfgAl ¥ s R- 5 9 R- 6 ¥ Q¥ T fqaR0r & Jgwy SR EhR BRI Al
forar | e & 39 fadeq 9 uredt g uefivror & "2y fARioie 7 dHGR BT Fee wfud 8197 JHIfod A8
BIAT © |

26. greft @ iR ¥ fofy fhee Rizg a9 vt SoifeR & wM. Seaaq =marera 3 g8 eifema faar
g b o9 e a9 9l o Fafid ue @ fawg e foar 8- ot dar v @ qd sfafem o o
25 (U%) & UTGETHi Pl AJUT ATRD &

27. SRR e efifda Ao a9 Wi wis wEmoll Wi 9raeT & vl § 7. SeaaH
R 1 U8 AFeeE fear € f6 gt 25 () miafm & ded # 240 9 @1 oW dR a1 gIford &=
2Q UF e a9 W @ W SuReIfd ifieRd TRgd @R @ sme SRId TE 2| FHeR 3 99 U
grar fear 81 6 9 240 a7 &1 e 2 a1 e W g8 RifgvR &fdaRa & oiar © & a8 dvar
ERT 240 & Har qof 9 &= yHiforg o |

28. BRI BRI H UTRTOT gRT S WR BRI $RAT 9 fuell gRT Uja SuRfa fderor & WiaR
PR o7 d Reafd § 59 Aok & ufqufed fafr deurers B=1ar & sror ureiior & ufy were =61 2




396 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : FEBRUARY 27, 2021/PHALGUNA 8§, 1942 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

29. IR, TH. I 991 M. Taoiiadfed ol & fof § A, Seadq <ared - a8 ufarted
W%‘ﬁ?moﬁﬂwwma%awaﬁwﬁmwﬁaﬂmaﬁzﬁﬁ@ww/ greft IR & '— T®
TR ardl gRT Wier aed (WRge 9 yordi) I B SHIfa far Srar g1 <fe aaq Wl
st afs e | SuRAfT 9 909 A &1 s1fieg URgd dRam &l ffaes dv— iR e wRgd
T - a1 e & fawg uftae SUIRIT & & ey g/ 9Me & aeail R iR 28R | gwaia
UHROT B ISUYFd IRRARAl & warer # fJuell & fawg Ui SUaRM fhd S &l $Ig JMER faeme
e 7 | 7o I fofust fafer ureft & uer # werew TE g

30. fIRiTe YR Piels didTR g9 SHISTY H A, SIE Ied IR o $el 8 {6 dHar
T4 240 AT B AR HAT UF Delvex I¥ H Y4 H1 HI @1 X Qd e 9 g9 I & aFsd—
o We fhar 8- a1 99 sie &1 il A= i |

31. . €L 3L 9MTYR §9 AR GAR F 31 ¥ A1, [2HrEe Uaw S riTerd §RT UIiRd fafer «ff
JeATHE =TT & HReT Ui & Uiy Here T8 g |

32. s i fauell o) ok ¥ tA. 0. 3afagRid) 9 W sRem 9 gy TR feRgae damm
TIH SR W5 IFRNIE & ARl H AM. Ieaad IR §RT UTRT SIfeHd &l 3faerd foram 11 | 9
ol & A4, Seaaq e | g ufauied fhar 8 6 dar il & qdad] U dolvex ay H 240 faT
AR B BT & 72 BT RGIR FHBR W & 8 | 5d PHBR 9 T2 DI YA BRI 8g DIs A&
Td T B qAT G §RT AR el UKD IR WR SPI WU I 7 T— Al I8 HeT o+ a1 b
FHHR 1 RAfGIR &1 S T8l a1 & | e & FRioie @ f[dvg dfddhd SUIRET a9 81 &Rl
MY 9 Fifod |ed BT IRk d 8 SHbR GHOT H, N Ud {Har ST Fabar 21| 519 <rirerd
& FHE S P UREH HdT FANG & Jaddl 12 Fel adb o dAd o— 341 @ o wWifed &R a8
FRIRT BT 6 FHER B JARAFTTH BT gRT 25 (TH) BT HRETT < & 3fqar =i | 349 forar § aiiRa fafer
A I8 W AN urd g1 B 5 urefrer g1 e IfReR & WRAAIa]e @ AT R IR SHG A% 8
ST BT el By uredl gRT fhAr AT 7, sl A8 el del S Fahal © P il 7 fhdl yora &
e # BT gU Y SIHge ), USIfad SSv W SN URgd T8l far 81| g9e faRed Ig ff Hewyet B
o5 amumell g1 U SuRefc— faavor ygel aR— 5,/1 | 3R— 6,/5 9 WX T YUY AR— 7 I AR—
11 T BT W7 9 WeR $)d gU faEfed 781 foar & | safay sl & fawg ufded Sugron faar
ST =T 9 fafed T8 e

33. faueh =7 v\ 0. soifeeRid) 9 99 sRRm & Aofy & 9. Swadw ~urerd g1 atiRa fafer &1
Jacid o] I8 W Fal & b wefior &1 s sRens 9 smavuddr Sifd o RN siavdddr 7 8 WR
dg o frar M o) 39 9 @) gfe el e @R W & & FUHl 9 g8 £ 39 ol § A
STIdH AT I8 AFTeed faar ® 6 ifad e @ fou e afddal o e ™ - aad
g fafg 1 2 T8 \Hs 91 Gdhal 2| 99 W) Ad 9 1 98 Ude 81 b i ofie woafie @
BRI o T 8, ug vt [E gIar ® {6 e B S B @ |ad avadar Rel 81| emif gRr
Td SURfT fJaRer 9 AR Ad & dalidd | A i & FRamn T S Jad UG w1 gEid
TEl 8o 2— HIfP IURARY fa=or 3§ s A8 # forn 1 31, Sickie Afed 2 |

34. arRiiFTor T g Al I © 1 Ui 9 Se— sife & w9y ¥ B Ale fon = & ar el &
U IFd ST TG IIAIS BT AMAIS oa— e 7 g wreft 7 Wer fHar 8- swferg umeffror
®I Uil gRT Mg &1 A/ 1d | fquel 7 59 Gdg W (B A BT AT 7 B By DR db
o1 faRe foar 21 9@ R faer far mm

35. SH1 s (AFEHT U I=gem) S 1970 @1 ORT 1 @ J=ITd ARR—H & yEas &
IR &1 Suay fhar a1 § | 9 SR & SUURT 1 (4) (a) & STIAR U YT RITUH /R et
9 I I P FHGR IR B W farg 9aRe T @ <R e fF it w B wm &
IR & urauT wEg 81| 39 gaheen § yrefrer 7 Ol g wew uvga T8 @) @ vy smeff &
T I IT U 3Mfd HHARI BT T B9 ymiforg 2idr 81| saforw Ui T &1 Ig 9% aRdH
T8l B |

36. S fJdem & I8 W w9 | YA & o areffror Jar |\ &1 fAfdr 20.04.2008 A gaaddi
UH Dolvex g9 o qad # urefl & e # 240 &7 AR 1l &x1 &1 g yAIia axd H fawd
® & gaferw emmeft gRr urRif T @ weel 30.04.2008 ¥ fhar AT ff W@ & ywifog e €Iar 2
gRomAa: Urefivror faf e @ ORT 25 (%) & Waemi @ Sfaid ol UHR &1 AREIU Urd R B
ISR T 81 gU 2| o I8 farviy fig wrffrr & fawg foffa faar smar 21
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37 faarfia fag 9. 3

fauel 1 77 WeR a1 g f& = ureftror &1 iffaq @ Rt 25 (UT%) & Uraerm= & Sfcd
Bls AfcH &1 faar 9 & Aifew 979 9 afyfd &1 yam fa— wifs Aifcw g warial o faar
ST 2 T i W g B Ble dR dd o I | fdg 9. 2 & fafeey & gerr #§ urefior @1 e
Srfifram @Y oRT 25 (TB) B UTAETT BT AR UT A& g ¥, SAfTC I WIGHT @ oA R e
1 aregar et @1 e ofi— o s fdg weitrr & fawg foffa faar smar =1

38 faarefia fag 4. 4

9 fig & ddg # wneft 7 oo wo # @'t B % oneff g™ o aRwar gE 9 9918 a8 o
mwm—wm%ﬁzﬁﬁmmw%lwméﬁﬁmﬁﬁmaﬁwﬁ 1 e
# 37 Al @1 AW A i T 7 R urelf @ Sa|E e & SR SiTS BF w AT dar |
G AT 2T |

30. fquell 9 3o Wy # @1 € b Uil & PR BieaR @l WM & ag S mﬁaﬁwﬁﬁrw
el o 51ffe @ B W TE T T 7 qAT Al B sife a1 e T8 & g 7 ufauden
# g fl BT & 5 I H 3P W O e FRRG § 9 S B Hold T8 8 Wm%ﬁmﬂ?a
e B | aaA Sifet @ B B UG aidHe war) & e €

40. oreft @ ufy wRem ¥ S wWeR R § 5 ues - 12 & § SHer 9 T8 € R®ife a9’
W HHATRIT B A © | fqueh &1 g7 @) |y 2 b Afe urefl Fafia s T8 or safaw v fd
e # SqHT AW T 2| wreft @1 A a1 weR at # 2 <ifhd g ey

41, fig | 2 & faffeag & g8 wfig & ga1 & & smreft grr wrffror &1 sl weng ar fafa
ue R gfad 781 1 g ofi— o= uRiRrr B B @I srawedl 2Y SRS WY I ARl & MR W
FfRe IR & ae R AT o1 | U SIADI B Blig RS GAl B GURT fbar S fquell & forg
TIBRT T T |

42, M. e [T H G TR fSRgae varad 99M S/T A1E RRiE & v § gee el
R IR &xd gV I8 del © & Fafa FEes & o 3 aRsdr 9@ &1 GuReT o 3 siféd T8
o— 2w aaq Arl sifel @ aRwssar gl &1 FuRor fafde e w2 | 39 faded & Swid I' fig
weft & fawg foffa fear omar 2

Al

o fdgell R urd fadfya sy & omeR oR el Heerms J=ifd SeT &1 gR«NT &
T AT YA 8ol 2 fobg W1ey & ok wR awefi grRT wrefivror &1 sl fohar Ser g =18
B3 3— Sy MR & aRT 25 (TH) & UGl I ERET0T YR Bl Iuetel el © | 3Rl gRI
urff A fhdl SiredR @fdd o dar d @ ST g 981 83 8—39 UbR urRirer sfififeeE & ofeid
e+ Uraers @1 WReor UM BT eRA T T8 gV 7| gafe urRftror aueff & fawg o
AT UM & ARBRI T2 & |

T
arct: refiro— aumeff Weerd & fawg PR AN WK FRA & ARNEN 7@ §— St g

YhR UIRT fhar orar g | Ifefaeia & ufd e ienfiis faare uamaey # o= &l WId der gare &l
gfafeti™ aienfies faare SifSfRm, 1947 @1 ORT 17 (1) & SITARYT | Yebrerr Uftd &1 <14 |

UaTe 3T fadid 29 faawR 2020 & forar g sweiRd fhar |
RTET HET wgaal, Yori el

75 faeet, 3 weady, 2021

T, 152 M= foare stfar==m, 1947 (1947 F7 14) T g 17 & AqE0 |, Feaid
LT URATY] WIIST A=90T UG JJAE Faenerd U uf¥ed &=, WAy SOl faumT, Se (3091) -+
THTT % g ATt oY o &€ AT, FE % d9 oaqad § AR et Fare § w=i
T A ATIFR- Tg- 90/ AT, TAL & d4q1e (H2H Feqr 25/2011) & s54r &
AIAF H TE@TET AT &, THIAT FAT 8 ST et T Gt &l 03.02.2021 FT ITH galr 9T

[€. TA-14012/3/2009-3T$7 (1))
2. . Ty, waw at=a
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New Delhi, the 3rd February, 2021

S.0. 152.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 25/2011) of the Central Government Industrial-Tribunal-cum
Labour Court Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
The Atomic Mineral Directorate for Exploration and Research, Department of Atomic Energy, Jaipur (raj) and
Shri Dhanna Lal, Worker which was received by the Central Government on 03.02.2021.

[No. L-14012/3/2009 IR (DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
IS
D WRHR Aefie @0 a9 ey, Sy
R HIET agaal
LIS RCIEEaN]
.SH.MMS. 8. UHRT . 25,/2011 Reference No. L-14012/3/2009-IR(DU) Dated:13.7.2011
S g1 el YA S SR SRaT FraRT 34 /22, AFER—3, YU TR, WATR, SAYR |

URATY] WG] 3907 U e ey uftem e,
TRATY] Il fI9RT, R TR T. TH. Tl HHIelad. HIeI—5,
IR gAY TR AR, SIYR— §RT Q¥ 3ol / fauedy

Suferd:—

1RGSR M| i I BN CR I BECSI
JFOTATTOT B ARG | : S Y FAR S AR

- AR

fadi : 29122020

1. S Ud S 3T YR ORAGR s faeell gRT fadid 13.07.2011 &7 sfrenfiie faare rfafasm
1947 (R ST 913 IRAIFTH HBT S &1 a_1 10 (1) (@) & WA & AfdTAT & AR H
SUad ufal greiier & @y § Eifed (@Rfed v W) 9T =t g 59 sfteRer b Haeiia
5 T —

“Whether the action of the Management of Atomic Mineral Directorate for Exploration and Research,
Department of Atomic Energy, Jaipur in terminating the services of (1) Sh. Shri Ram Sharma s/o
Shri Lallu Lal Sharma, (2) Shri Dhanna Lal s/o Shri Jagdish Bairwa, (3) Shri Rakesh Kumar Upadhyay
s/o Shri Hari Kishan Sharma, (4) Shri Chhagan Lal Dhanka s/o Shri Gulab Chand Dhanka and (5)
Shri Manoj Kumar Pipliwal s/o Shri kanhaiya Lal Pipliwal. w.e.f. 30.04.2008 is legal and justified?
What relief the workmen are entitled to? *’

SWad dfel fdare s SAfdReT $I UK BN U IWIUT Bl 3MMEd bRdl gu— UIRiTTOr i fAder
%mw%aeﬂuﬁmﬁaﬁramwﬂ URIA B | dguRid UTIRTT 7 SR ¥ Q76 04.10.2011 BT IE B
AWDHAT ygd By T | UIfFToT & P Hery H 39 bR dfofd 2 | UrRiToT BT 05.07.2005 I 10.01.2006
& me A= el w aged ooft @R doal erd) & ue R osmef g™ fged fear
IIRTOT GeeR & Al al fOTE, B8, RIS 9 o drfer & sl & el @ fwm fadw w
BRA | YTl R SN DI URAT H AT & | WrRiior By wefl A 30.04.2008 B Ay WY I
{1 g B T |

3. arRiiTor g ourefl & Wy FRISe—aHeR & Hag | urRiiror &1 a1 gfad 9 gd O™ 25 (T%)
M & orgaR Aifew /Aifes aa7 g afayf R &1 ywram wreffror o1 781 fBar | ureffor & <
HTI HRATT I T AT I8 WIS UG &7 o7 g el 1 g 51fehl | Farar o &7 2 | wefiror 9 240
e 4 aifde A1 9o ovmar a1 far 21 awneff 7 afiel o aRwar g 72 a8 9 & B ;e
Sifg BI— TT FfT M FIsR fhar| 39 UbR gRT 25, (T%) / (W) / (T9) faf| g e 77 9 78
S UTEEEl BT Secig fhAT € | Ui a1 Yfad & uwerd | SRISHR 8 | 37 [P 30.04.2008 BT B
g rRffToT @1 War |AIfd Pl 3fae 9Ifvd ded gY Ui e &7 fard 9d9 @ uRemi dfed war | 98Ta
fopar <ime |

4, aorefi / fauell =1 fa7id 04.07.2012 P1 GHAT UPRON H QIR URT HR §U I§ Pel & (b Uiy
Bl AT ug R Fgfaa T8 <1 g, dfcd Mawad BRI R B oY MHRED SHd & WY H FUBTA T
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HfIST & SR UR I@T AT AT | ST HaT G & U &1 S 78l sl © | Uil e &1 &of #
&1 o1 & | i @ BRi Suder R o e 9 FuiRa goe § $rd e a) 2g @ o |
U frgfaa e @t aRT 2 (@ &f) (@ ) & STRIId AN T T URT 25-T%h & UTae ATHE & el
B0 & | wiTor v a9 # 240 foF & 3f¥e wrd wRer g e e Uy €| omwmeft g siffemw g
Rl @1 srage T T8 B TS © A 8 BIs Igfud oM i fHAr 2| R oy sife B dil =g
TE T AT B | A dTE IRABR HY 1 |

TTRIITOT 7 24.09.2012 BT FTRICR BT Wed dHed gY IifaRad v ff ugd fd §—iR g 3.

5.
P 3MfAPUAT BT WHR B BT e fHar 2 |
6.
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T Poivex dY B afd F arureff & s § 240 T AR &1 &7 &7 92 yHIfod &+ § fawa
® & sufery orwmeif gRr wRiUr @1 Bl 30.04.2008 ¥ AT T A W@ €y SR g 2
gRomd: uredfvror Sifefd @ gRT 25 (W) @ WU @ ofavd fl UBR BT ARETT U HRA B
ISR w1 gU 2| o I8 fareiy fig weftrr & fawg foffa fear smar 2

37 fa~ofig fag 9. 3

fauel 7 77 WeR fhar g & 3= ureftror &1 siffaq @t arT 25 (U%) & Uraei & Sfdd
Bls AfcH &1 faar 9 & Aifew 979 9 afiyfd &1 yae fea— wifs Ay g sHanRal o1 faar
ST 2 T Ui W € B Bl R dcl o O | fdg 9. 2 & fafeay & g # wrefer @1 e
SIS @ ORT 25 (T) & UIGETT DT ARETOT UNK el gaN ¥, TAfIY 3 WaETHl &) ure R o
@1 qreaar gt @ TE fi— o F' g it @ fawg foffa fvar smar 2
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ssfaarvhig fag ¥ 4

39 fig & ddg # uneft 7 oo @ # @'t 2 % omneff g™ o aRwar &l 7 e 9’ o
B BRAT A— S 3 SHPI F PIAIT T @ & | I8 Iea@ 1 & 6 wrell 57 a9 aiffygedl ar e
# 37 Al @1 AW A1 i T 7 R ureff @ Same e & SWRIA s g W AT dar |
@1 AT B

39. fauell ¥ o ey # deT 2 5 Uit & B BISHR T O b dIe Sdd BRI bl AT W
Bl o #1ffe &1 BRI R @ T T € 7 R B sifte e e T8 & g 21 ufoden
Hyg N a1 2 f 9099 § 3 R N 9% SRIRT 2 9 SS9 & 9 Holie ol & 379 R ureft srika
RET & | g9 SIfHDl B BRI B UG acda dHant | 7 8

40. it @1 9fy 9de § S9 WeR fBar 2 6 usel aiR— 12 g | 9T AW Tl © Rife 98
WIg HHATRIT B A ¢ | fquel &1 g7 9§ |y 2 b ffe uredl Frafa o5t 981 on safaw U fad
e # SqHT A T2 2 | wreft @1 A a1 wve’ It # & i grar ey

41, fig 4. 2 & faffwey & g8 wonfia & ga1 & o ommeil grr ureifror o f6f werg a1 Fafia
ue R gfad T8 & 8 ofi— RA Ui B F @I Savadal vg oRes WY ¥ W B R W
FRe IR & A R AT oA | U SADI B By RS Gl BT IR far S fquell & forg
AN T 2|

42, M. Ieacd [T 1 G TR fSRgae varad 99 S1T A1E RRiE & v e e
WR IR R gU I Pl © & FHa PR & g 4 aResdar &0 &1 R Free 9 smferd T8
o— e aaq ARl sifel @ aRwsar g &1 HuRer fafde s w8 ¥ 39 fAd9ud & Swia uw fig
ureft & fawg foffa far smar 2 |

Il:

fraoii fdgell R urd fadfea sy & omeR oR el |eerms J=ifd SeT &1 uR«NT &
T AT YA 83l 2 fobg W& & SMgR WR Uil gRT iefivor &1 sedl f&ar S v 21
B3 ©— gAfoy M @ aRT 25 (U%) @& raemi or wveror yreffror & Sucter w8t & | e gwr
urff A fhdl SiedR @fdd @I a1 d @ ST g T80 831 8—39 YR Uiy sifafw & siaid
el Y uraer @1 WReT Um P Sf¥eRaE gt g gy ¥ gafow wefhor smeff & fawg @i
AT UM & ARBRI T & |

3T

arct: wreffro— oueff W & fawg ®IE A W wRT & AR g g sty =i
UHR IR fbar Sirar & | 1S &1 ufd u”ie ofiefie faare uardell § Jei= @ §iid o gare &l
gffer sienfie faare sfaf M, 1947 @1 aRT 17 (1) & FAROT H YRR U BT i |

UdTe 3T i 29 feweR 2020 &1 forar g sxamweiRa fhar T |

RTET AT dgdal, Yo Af¥reRy

7% feett, 3 weady, 2021

F.AT. 153, s Frar afafem, 1947 (1947 37 14) ¥ 17 17 ¥ @ &, F=07
ALY URATY] QIS 39 U4 e Faerery, ufRad &3, IR I f[I9RT, SR (T19)
TS & Hag AT ST o 79 THE TOAETe, RN & o9 aqae § [fey et
faaTs § el aeaETe st ATIFu- §g- 9/ AT, T & =712 (Fas 9edr 28/2011) Fr
STET o STy § fR@ma 797 €, WIS FXdt § ST e J2T< a1 03.02.2021 T ST g3 9T

[, TA-14012/1/2009-3T$37 ()]
=T, =, f{ay, waw at=a
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New Delhi, the 3rd February, 2021

S.0. 153.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 28/2011) of the Central Government Industrial-Tribunal-cum
Labour Court Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
The Atomic Mineral Directorate for Exploration and Research, Department of Atomic Energy, Jaipur (Raj) and
Shri Manoj Kumar Pipliwal , Worker which was received by the Central Government on 03.02.2021.

[No. L-14012/1/2009 IR (DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
CECic)
P WOR AEARD ARSI Ta 51 AT, STAYR
RTET AT wAgdal
CISIGIGESICEAN]
1.3 ). UHIT . 28 /2011 ReferenceNo.L-14012/1/2009-IR(DU) Dated:13.7.2011

S A AR diellard g3 s dedl offel ARl wie |, 23 Aol TR STar, Jdh TR, Haes—s,
AR, SR | . HmefToT

CHIL

URATY] WIS 3T Ud e asmed uf¥em &3,
AT ISAT fI9RT, IR ARBR T UA. ST, HHIld™. Hae—5,
IR waTg TR AR, SAYR— §RT Feerd ..3omeft / fauefy

Suferd:—

i o B ARG S0 F{OA Jqad Al
AU B TRB ¥ : 2 T FAR a9 AfSga

: ARy

faHip : 20122020

1. 3 Ud RIS A9Ted RA WReR A3 Qoo gRT f&AI® 13.07.2011 &I sienfie faarg srfafrm
1947 (T4 3T w13 AfAFRH H'T SIdwm) @1 arT 10 (1) (@) & <Fid Ued Afddal & IERo H
Sugad drdl w5 HRe e (FHied wu H) f[Jare o 89 59 S1UdRT B |HaiHd
fo T —

“Whether the action of the Management of Atomic Mineral Directorate for Exploration and Research,
Department of Atomic Energy, Jaipur in terminating the services of (1) Sh. Shri Ram Sharma s/o
Shri Lallu Lal Sharma, (2) Shri Dhanna Lal s/o Shri Jagdish Bairwa, (3) Shri Rakesh Kumar Upadhyay
s/o Shri Hari Kishan Sharma, (4) Shri Chhagan Lal Dhanka s/o Shri Gulab Chand Dhanka and (5)
Shri Manoj Kumar Pipliwal s/o Shri kanhaiya Lal Pipliwal. w.e.f. 30.04.2008 is legal and justified?
What relief the workmen are entitled to? *’

Sua Uidl fdare §9 SAMNeRT BT UKl BN UR IWIUET Bl AR R gY— WA Bl e
ﬁmwﬁ?ﬁmmﬁiﬁraﬁ?ﬁ%uﬂgﬂ P | IGURIA UrfRror @1 3R 9 A 04.10.2011 BT I B
e wRqd fBd T | uriior & weord Hem #§ g9 yeR aftfa € urfror a7 05.07.2005 ¥ 10.01.2006
@ 77 faf fafdl w aged oot (ReR daier wed) & g W) omrRfl g1 fgad fear
AT GeeR & Al D U, B1E, ORI 9 o BRIt BRI STl & MRl & fawm ey W
FRA o | Aurdl R AN BT GRATT H AT & | Wrefior ®r sueft 7 faFid 30.04.2008 B Ty wY
{1 g B T |

3. urRiifTer @ el & Hed FRISTe—®HeR & ey o | Ui @1 Jar i ¥ g4 gRT 25 (V)
Fffem & rfaR Aifew /Aifed da= g afagfct iR &1 syerar wreffror @1 =8t frar | ureffror & <
BRI HRATIT ST BT AT I8 WA YR BT AT T ATl AT =7 SI¥B] F HRART S @ & | oy 5 240
f & Ifde fAF @ avmar &1 far 21 swneft 7 sfiet @ aRssdr gl T8 I8 T & BIE W
S Bl— dT AT H| FasR fhar| 39 bR ORI 25, (UT%) / (S) / (T=) ffafd 9 w77 9 78
@ WAl P Iocigd fhar € | Ui a1 Jfad & uwerd ¥ RISMR 2| 37 f31d 30.04.2008 BT B
g URINTOT @1 HaT A Bl 3fdel BIfvd B g UIIRToT I favrd 9a9 9 uRemdl |afgd dar 9 g8rd
forar ma |
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4. yoredi / fauell =1 fasie 04.07.2012 @1 GfAT YPRON H TGk UK PR §U & Dol © fdb Uiy
3l ol g R Fgfea 98 @ 8, afcd smawd B A & o aaeRee sifie @& wu H SfErdTeid
AfIQT & MR R I@T AT AT | SAFAY AT Jfdd BT U & I A& BT © | e SR @y syofy
eI 3T 2 | Ui B R Iuderd W o) e @ FuiRa aoe § $ 9 w9 7g 1 9 o
W Fgfad M @1 aRT 2 (@7 3f) (@ @) & A< AR § 9 gRT 25-T% & UG AR 8 78
B B %mwaﬁﬁmoﬁﬁﬁmmmwﬁmﬁmqﬁ%lwﬁmaﬁﬁma
Rl @) srager T T8 @ TS 7 7 B3 Igfud oW o far war 2 fRRN o=y a1 @ wrd =g
&I ST T € | 37 a8 JIBR By S |

5. TTITTOT 7 24.09.2012 BT ATGICR BT Wed Bl gY SffaRad word ff uxga fd §—eik g </
% MBIl BN WIHR B BT e foar g |

6. Sudad dfal faare gaxol # it & e @ akicoRk w9 & dem uRitrer @ Jar @
UG g Jar |ET @ fafy w99 € 2| gaforg 9 ufEl fdarer § S fdarefdy 9[ e 89 ¥ sA
faarel &1 i tdigd wu ¥ SWIue @ |eHala | fBar S &1 7 |

7. URINTOT F AU U &I b AWHT B WHIA g W@ed d W urefl TS 1 # MW
S g1 AT, 31 B HAR U, 571 B AT g1 Gd &1 Il HAR Gveliarel bl wiferd
2| Tod Wied H ySel 1 9§ 17 T% Yoldl B 30 M I F AT g H ysRia fhar 21 9fe 57
afal & UPRON H qIEPRY, UeTHR G HIed DI Ui AHT o— I9IU bl HeAld A fddre d. 24 /2011
s M T 99 SR, URATY] @ISl STVl U9 IIJHUTE H SHIAYS §RT UK AIed HI & Uil fJarar
& Hay # g AaR faaee 7 T' R o j@T 7 |

Sl A A fquell /sl F o Wed | U, UL S, 1 faHe HEAR WL . (WL Biidd SIEeRI) Pl uierd
fopar T gael eTR—1 & 3MR—6 Werdl &1 ualRfd fhar & |

8. faie 22.12.2017 BT 9 AABROT GRT Uil fdaral H ARy ariRa R Wrefior & dig gy
U BT BRI TE A 8Y aal Bl R BR A man| 9 AR o fOwg gt 9 99, S
T H Re DT IR Bl | 719, IR e AT 7 & 28.08.2019 Pl H0ig Uik e §Y
Re afer WeRrR $R ARFCR f&Aie 22122017 I URT BR QAT TAT AW 9 3PV Bl I
fafafead @<= 2g ufoufia @x | 7M. Soa <t # 9' fdw fear 5 oo g geeRiR—1
(SIS feTd 27.11.2012) & ARTH | MU Uel@l &I, S faUell & UMY IUART © $TH AT & AHe
U fhar Sird—aerm urefRTor @1 S99 SifierRdl Bl URIfEd B AT U Uel Bl WU FR Bl AR
FaeR fe=r o |

=9 o & SgaReT # fquel &1 vordl & WRGeRYT BT Few fAr T qon wRfeRe &
SR WU BT ARTRET A1ed URGd DR Bl faeR AT faar war| il 9 oo |eg 4 g+ U, 8. 1
st XM\ el Br gRfed fhar donm sifaRad uordl wed H ueet w17 uefdid fear| fauefr /emmeft «
sfaRad e # v4. U €. 2 AfcacF< 96 SueEg eeid 9 U4, T S, 3 ogd ofld IMT Bl gRiferd
fohar 7 gordia W18y # USe SR 7 W 3R 13 dd Yo YR fhd |

9. famie 03.11.2020 ¥ 09.12.2020 T AT fIRRIT R SWIUer & ToH—fadd G T T U A&
BT aReiTer fbar T |

10. TITOT & AFTYS ol U8 U a9 & 6 giawR—1 urRAETE fisie 27.11.2012 ¥ aftfa g aifea
Tordl ®I Uil gRT UKIA 8 Fel (AT TAT & — T & WA 7 B BT B BT Plg AGeus dROT
wd e 2| gafey el & fIwg I8 ufdqe SUaRem @1 5 b Ife g8 wiidfa el &1 uqgd
BRA Al wrdiTor o fquell & sl Al 240 39 9 31 BRIRG X8 BT d2g GHIONT B Sirar | 7R
T ffrad @ gRT 25 () B U T BRI Y SURART BT HIE Ao HerRa @ fmar| S v
fquell = T B S & BROT YR el PR UM PET & I T DR Hael PIg Wied UK &1 el D
21wl siRm et & gdadt ereros # g fafdr 06.07.2005 Ffe a1 <ifda &1 T & R 06.07.2006 2
UST T4 ST g¥Erdad| AfRad Hed eaergs H 3ffhd € | Afeidl BT T B BT Bl YA E TEI B |
fauell well oee o WeR ST € b e Moer 3 ufafie f5y [ dig sr/er 721 o1 wahan 8| fohg
TET e IoRe fauel 7 ver 91 fhar 2| SdheR gRT Mygfad &1 9@ faueh 7 faan § f&g Sdar @1 @9
AT UG & A1 BT 21 o uRiiTor & 16l B WieR #x Ui oA yee fhar o | S
U Thi & |HIF # frifha =mfie geid wdd faa:

1. AR dIex iy Us IdRSl die g9 3R, ISTWT g 3T 1978 U. 3Ts. IR, 548

2. foem Rig o7 vfawifdea Sofl. eRamm we Wil AT 9 U 3fS. 3R, 2010 G, DI, (W)
787

3. SRNGR fheRie efifad o 9 i WIS HEToll 9TS adsT U. 3718, 3R, 2010 g, PIC, 1236
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4. IR UH. Il 99 M. Taoiiargfed gontrr fafae oidiel &, 5124 /2004 fofa— 07.11.2005.

5. HAfPAM Haoll fo1. M AfbA wess g ffdd odia |, 5319 /2008 g, ®ic, Fora—
25.02.2015.

6. URITT SR Pfcle flHFR 99 AAYSTY 1999 ofd. AMF. Al 97 (ISTeTH)

7. 91 SIS UNYR 99 AR AR 2008 (118) UH. Tl AR, 460 (fE. waw)

11, 3rorefi & ST HT I8 UHRd I © fb URiRTer 5 o+ g wiey | I8 yHifK & T8l fhar §
%G%ﬁsweﬁzﬁsnﬁ:rmo%ﬂﬁm—wﬁaﬁmﬁmmmw%ﬁwmﬁmw

RIfta 2 | urelf ik et (@ arg wreifron) = wer fhar @ 6 9 g Fryfeq oo & e & 9 &
PIs afde fgfad &g faar| ad 2005 | 2008 6 Ud a¥ H foba fba faF @ fbar g8 9 g 780
21U W-3 d W- 7 &I Soold &R 8¢ SHT ad & b eff = é‘cﬁq‘\f?ﬁrﬁaﬂﬁﬁgsﬁﬁﬁ»‘m
2| weifor 1 I ot WieR B & {6 ejea—3 (Ex. R/5) S99 Gdfd g dor s9H aifehd &l faw
FE T UG W- 10 F W- 12 SH YTAN 4 G 2| WORIGT & IURI<T bl JH70r a1 Araeaed
Ay L BN 7| AT B g9 Refa # wrefror @1 w7 engw Werd 78 § 5 smmeft 9 suRerfa sifvere
BT FIROT T8l AT 1rar Ugd el f6a1 § ey el & fdwg Ufiae SUEIRT &7 $Ig AR T8
2| neft @1 3T & MR W B AR =g Fd Sqe | I@n Ty o gafey I s @1 awT 25
(UW%) & UTGETE! BT AR & U7 Fehd @ | ueff 3rIvr ud i @ wrd W Hdg ® W ST &
IR¥TET 3 FET ST | O 918 SRAIBR by 11 | S 31U O & dned H frifed =nfie gl
g Jferg HurRvr orafy @ i arferet & ufd uega @1 &

s TR fSRgae dara a9 SR 9ig orRiE fafde ordieal 4. 6511 /2005 197 25.10.2005
(i BIe) |
2. U Ul Sl ars 99m RRM Rafda ardiel 4. 2240 /2001 01T 27.09.2004 (U BIT) |
3. T 3% YOI 991 Yad Rig RRAE TRAR (2001) 9 FUTH HIE Bl 713 |
12, YU & qDbi, AIed Td A1Re geidl § uikd [y R ¥R faR &1 & Iwisa g9 faral #
fFrifed faare fdg— =IafoiE &g S 8g &
1. @ emuneft / faueh, sifdiferam @t aRT 2 () & et ST 87 greffaror

2. a1 UriiTer @l Srumefl g1 Aged Al @R dd el HEd) & UG R olls 2005 H Jolls 2006
& wed frga foar ar aor ureiirer 5 apurefl & 1| 240 39 9 Mfdd Pl U defver— ay 4

’3_119

fopar 87 . greftTOT

3. 1 fquell gIRT UrRiivIor &1 |ar |AIT @ Yd SIS &1 GRT 25 (Yh) & UTGeEl &l AJUTer
T8 foar Tar? . greftToT

4. F7 AU R HHGRI B IRSAT GAI el 9915 T3 Td UrRINTOT S HaT FATK B D U
YR ¥ BiTodR fdadl o7 a1 § @1 TAT? greftaToT

5. 3fgaI?

YU & dai el v Ay R R & S ude i fig = fafteay 59 yoR &
13. fa=mrefi fag 9. 1

wrffror @1 F' wed © P ommef Weerm @ o wfafafeft € @' Se @ aRvmer # et €
R & TAI B IS F IRTIH B Ugd Bl ofl, Sl B AR UR PRI P IUTed Bl o7 | 3HD
foudia fauell @1 g8 do & & sl u=eEr] Wie, =9 g JgHgE & $rd H Xd & Sl SN B
aRYTIT # TET 37T 2 |
14, 5 e | fquel el fadie gaR M. . B ufauRlen H fBar T I8 due "eayul © (o
TAN & TV ¥ T8 YAl Gl & [$ Ui AT T ey el Afe Wi gar 8 a1 SHET SudT
URATY] HAH H fAEd Scured H YA fdAr Sirer € 1 39 YR Scnfed fagd Sudiediel yanT # Sl 2
o0 AR Ufshar § A T HlF BT YA BT €| 30 B W U SULRON WReAdl | Bl Sl Al ®
& Scurfed fagd & Suwradell @ ey ¥ ufiwd @y g=_IRT ure 8kl €1 © | i @ arT 2 (j)
B I SN I ISP BT DIs dRAR, FdATI, SUHH, fafaior ar sroifaer awd € | urefiror &

AR A YR 07 AR ey FAlg TS Al drs a9 AR, ST H A, Sedaqd R o Hiiud
Heayul feem frder uftorfed fFd 2—dggaR S8l sriedamr & §are B qacAd avell il fFrietd g
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HHBPRI B AgPR I Aufed 8, fad N g IR dd aanfie 81, S J9d SuIRT 1 daref e
g S faavor I Hefd 81— AT SuSd ‘ST’ BT B |

15. 3 Ay # A, ¥qF A1 arAref ST @ JuRAfT Jrda Bl 2 dun e e &
e HIYRS BRIGAT R & 961 od gU MERoT e siar & | fAuel gR1 we 3if ORI 9 yad
Rz RR¥E IR & ol & A4, Fatea IRITed §RT UIRA IR &l Jfacid ofd 8¢ I8 $el & [P 9Rd
WRHR & TRATY] ST IR & eI FATfera I=IToT AR BT ST BT URATHT H &1 3@ 1 qhall 2
Fifdh T8 AIYT qoi A BT T 41T 2 | Ui § U0 Pig d2F Ud el fBd 2 Rorad awmeff & e
B @1 e Frsp1fa fBar S 9 | 39 39 9o 9 ufowfed ffy w79+ faan 2|

16. ureff 7 I T welifa ymifra far 2 6 fauelt /smmeft gaft wxemy St v & aefe
URATY] G(IST AT g JHUT P BRI PRAT o— fobg Wil gRT GuIfad Sriba™ o & fauell &
el faAe FAR AL &, gRT i 8- fauell &1 "SR @1 gkt & S @ BT STER Udhe B o |
T 7] o T WS U_TIT &1 WRIET 9 dguRid SAdl [T & adnde e ¥ yan, FikEd w5
A SEUNTH FAferd Ufhar A A1 Fad! © fauell SR uRATY] IS NI &1 3T ' S uRETY] fagld @t
IcqTe Al HRaT B |

17. e o Sudfea uRYTYT 9 Walea |ararerd gRT IR IfeHdl & Uarer ¥ fauelt gRT Ay #
yef3fd U3 uew IR—1 # aftfa fafvreay e s\ 9 fafy F=mera g1 fauel svems &1 srfafs & ey
2 (j) & or<hTd “SERT TR A T - et yeR Werd vd wreg T8 2| fueh e # & @t
BT R0 g I AT ST 8- S IR YA 8 W Jgd & Fawiid ST ¥ ugad sl
2— Jg farfed =1 2 & =9 yeR Safed figd & ey 3 fueh &1 @Ay garee g 21 safey
fauell werr Mf¥ed wu @ “Serr g A g © | o g fdg grefiror & wer # fofq feban e
=

18. faaofig fag 9. 2

2. 39 e # ureft SR el T Sl HXem wRlem faAid 30.01.2020 ¥ wET © fF Sw@r fygfad
orefi TS & F-T 06.07.2006 BT ag AU (bl HeRIP) & Us W gg o1 | il o
U gd 29 UyF Qb 06.07.2014 H Fgfad fafr 06.07.2005 afvia @1 g, fbg arawmere wreii
9 39 CHU B FE FEA U 06.07.2006 B AT HT ded fbar — 59 fFded R fauel 9
amufed =& @Y B o1 fgfad fafdr 06.07.2006 €1 \rew # IEOr HY O W& 2|

19. ureff ST NI e H 29.04.2008 TH AR B AT 9 240 &7 A e S w1 0 Pal
21wt 3 T @ SuRef fauell grT HutRa e—=Rer § a1 FEl & | Wi &7 uw e ® &
fauell =7 91, =g =T gRT & ¥ ke & SWRiA | giaR—1 (greiAma fAie 27.11.2012) @ aftfa
e uwqd el A —afe a8 qifod «ifierkg uwga favar Smar dr ity @1 SuRerfa qor 240 faF
A A% fquell & el AR BRI fBar S GHIord 81 ST | o1 fauell & g Uidd U &
STd | fquell ®1 I8 T © b ureiier # awd: SerelE |iAeT & SfUR W $ uR forar wm or | famT
ERT AR I @1 S1ar o7 forqd IuRerd g« W el & SuRAfd sifdd &1 Il off | uxs A8 H
e T {5 T B fRadl & AR I|dT qaE fhar T 7| R rafy § iy g e 9@
e - S WY & "X} Ao BT 9Wa el 7 | wehr 9 fafta eier & wu 7 frged T8 9
ey 0—fd IReR # ST M Sifebd TE €| Ne—foer MR ve 9v & fou @ o @
IS IR AL PR QAT AT e—THPT YUD ¥ AWl @ AT RH B AR fUled T8l 2 |
gAlely Ui SUERYT & Bl AR [TeME T8 & |

20. faueft =7 eruer wom AR gV aifed UoEl & Hey H g dE ¥

1. TE—=MRER 11 W 14 99 YR &— Sl 419 1 99 A & YR ¥ S & $Afoy Uvd
el fpd M|

2. a4 arseRi yieiiver & ey H Huid & el By T wife 9 Mg srer iR g
T o | I el ufafte wex I R @) T8 2 S uRgd fd T E

3. d% ¥oie wRgd ax i 2

4. B mded Rer— wEfher & afa e ) fged T 8 qen wefr @ @

fafdre Rl 7 R 99 & &R I8 R duRd T8l I - urefiror a7 war,
fAfIeT TRgd B @ MR W ot T— SAferT U & 8T 2 |

5. HHATRAT B A dadt Fafid HHalRal &1 & S 8- weitrer @ Fafia s |
B ¥— GeTRd T8l @ TS 9 UG el 83 |
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6. HI GBI BN, IURART /A § FEIdar 7 8H 9 UId el fBar T e fag
gfoaen # ueff & MR W USY S<g—17 & w9 ¥ USRid gan 7| faueh gR1 uew
IR—7 F AR—11 TP AR AU TR fHI T & S — il a1 SuRerfa & Hafdd 2 |
S WX A & SR fquell 7 usst aR—5 9 R—6 IURART a1 A 3§ uwga
P 3—Fo=ri afvta SuRerfy fdeRor uesl W- 7, W- 10, W- 11, W- 12, W- 15 W- 16, ¥
FAMCT SR | TEr e weft 7 e ufowiem # ueel eiR-5,/3/ 3ol a3 #
aftia faRoT &1 w9d & Haftd faaror g, 9 wEl g WieR fhar 2 |

21. gl 7 31U Wed H U8 FEl © B W BM B Bl UAT I A o1 06.02.2020 BT G-
P T gfaRierer § IE FET © [P TS AR—7 W AR—11 TP AR U & IMUR R IH & I
B3 2| 3id # I8 fl WeR fhar © & 3899 i a7 am foram - S|ar qae faue 74 a= f&an
gl

22. faueft el Afeaa— Fe 7 Tefy ol ufqukien H wer € {6 2006 & BIS AR A U TG
fpd 21 9% I YA & dp WeHe U Y & Sl yael R—13 € fobg wrell &1 6y am &1 Seoid
SEH T8I © Hifd 17.12.2006 I dF WeHe U fFA1 © | fPg §o Wede T A% Id { udd 7 B W
) Uas AIR—5 T IR—6 H afoig SuRAfY faaxor &1 yreffror gRT |8 M1 WeR &R oF & dRoT fauel
DI FEIIIGd R Ufadhdd g9 T8l gsal © | I8 SUEIRA -1 IfId 78l & & fauelt = ureffror a1
RIS IURATT Pl GUN & I W Dls Yol U o1 (b 8 | Fifd UriRror &1 SuRerfar Heelr
faaror 17 wreff =7 98 97 2 SIfeRg R SuaT § |

23, 39wl gRT 31U+ Uiaudien ¥ fhd T B Agayul doFl iR A1 3l dev 4§ faaR o= gaid
gl

urff FEar € 6 S P PP u= € | 98 od &1 f AHer &1 41 U U § | Uy
Seeg— 3 BT Ui 7 WA P BIel g gXIER A 81 WHR fHAT 8| 98 I§ W PR Pl 8 [ I
Ueel Sg— 3 & WRIH ¥ 9 WR BRI PR D (oY IAEd UK [BAT — I ¥ 2007 H A b W
B B D oY maed B o1 S W B A B oy W | (Ui ) rei— ST ERER
PRAW S I— S B B I— IFHT 91 i S o7 | urefi & 9 Bl Bl USe 3R—4 T AR5
e ¥ gfie et @ forad wreft &1 gyl & MR R QT W8 @ S/afy g9 6000/— . H HT
PRAM B WIHid SN BT T8 € | I8 Wigfa urfl & Urfaos Ueel 3fR—3 & AER WR © fored mefl o
P 3B T 6000/ — %. H B BT Feafa & 7 gRae fhar 21

24, urefl & uel W Uee W- 5 §RT JAHKER 2006 ¥ [Hd T 3P & R vG 1550 /— %. Wihd b
T &7 Sl & | 399 I8 M fAerar & f ueef R- 5,/1 9§ Usef R- 6,/5 I Wiqd SuRefa faavor
H 57 arafdy 7 urefivror &I BrRikg =2} 89T TR TRT 3— 9 @y H yrfher 4 3 W Afddwd wy o
FIEE 9 99%d g da FREd avRif R SR fear 2

25, e &1 3 Rafg T refiuer & WeRifdd & sida & urefiror & fJueh grr feft 9g w
fgfad far Ser gefora 21 8la— o= I8 yAifra siar @ o wreffror o1 fauelt & forg Al & uatef @t
Pers, s, awrs, Ufe, anfe & & 3 R & & forv [Af¥ead o Jures, Hf¥ed safyy - fad
gARIRT B B B FEAd 9 Wpld &1 81 3 W BRI FUGT & IURIT SITa] 2007 A AU 2008 DI
Jafy ¥ uriiror 5 A= AfgAl ¥ usel R- 5 @ R- 6 ¥ Q¥ T fAeRor & gy IuRerd @hx s 1
frar | e & =9 fadeq 9 uredt g weiiror & 92y e 9 dHGR &1 ey wnfud g97 JHIfod A8
BIAT © |

26. greft @ iR ¥ fofy e Rig a9m™ vashl. SolifeR & wH. Szaa =marer 1 g8 eifema faar
g b 9 <fe = Al a1 G ue & f[awg Mgead fear g— o dar 91t & gd STiefad o o
25 (%) & UGl BT AT AaID &

27. SRR el efifde Ao a9 i, WIS #eToll 98 ardgeT & vl § AF. SwedH
SR ¥ U8 AFTeeE f&ar € 6 arr 25 (T) srfafm & e # 240 3T @ R ITAR a1 yHIford dvey
2Q TP e a9 W W SuReIfd ifieRd TRgd @R @ sme SRId TE 2| FHeR 3 99 I
T7ar far &1 & S99 240 o &1 fvar @ d- e W a8 fifgwR sfalRd &1 oar ® & a8 dHeR
ERT 240 & Har qof 9 &= y=iforg o |

28. BRI UHRUI H UTIRTOT gRT S WR BRI HRAT 9 [quell gRT Uja SuRfa fdervr &1 WiaR
PR o9 B Rafd § 9 Fora # ufquifed fafy dearers fA=rar & sror grediror & ufay were =81 2

29. IR, TH. I 9919 M. Taoiiadfed Sol-R & Fof § AF. Seadq <ared - 98 ufarted
foar & f6 240 R I FaT BRA B d2T BT YAOT B BT YA RifgyR ar<dl/ ureff R & &— u8
T¥@ 9l §RT WieR Al (AiRge d Uoikdl) Udd @Rd SHId fbar S g Qi da- |rf
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e Al FrRIGe | SURART g I I BT 1ol UK BRAT Bl FaaT de— 3R FrRisid uRgd
T - o e @ fOeg ufae SuarRem @ &1 fafteaa g&e amed & qeaf w) iR 8rm | e
UHROT B SUYFd aRRAAl & warer # fuel & g ufirard ISueRoT {50 S &1 BIs MR fem=
eI T | T Iz o Ay ueft & et § dere Tl ¢

30. fifiTer SR Dieel AHFR T JFUGRT H A4, IO Iod AT FEl & b FHdR
9 240 3T B TR HAT U Delvex d¥ H Yd PR HI IM@T X Qd RS 1 59 9 BT daFoa—
9ol Eed fhar g— a1 99 iNie &1 Wi e o |

31. 1. I 311 YNTQR g9 AR HAR G 3 H 7. A Uew Sed ey gR1 uika e o
qATHS AT & SR Y01 & Uf Hegs =@l © |

32. s i fauell &1 ok ¥ vH. 4. safdgRic! die 9/ 8ReM 9 v TR feRgae demaa
T ST TS PRI & AMel H A, Sead¥ IRITAd §RT UIRA AT &1 faerd foram 11 g1 39
ol & A4, Seaaq e | g ufauied fhar 8 6 dar wEifid & qdad] U dolvex ay H 240 faT
AR B BT & T2 BT RAGHR PHBR TR &1 8| S1d PHBR 39 028 Pl JHIVN HA &g Ple A6
T 9 B qAT FAGTS §RT AR el UKD DR WR IAP WU I 7 I— dl I8 Hel ol a1 b
PHHR 1 RAfGIR &1 SH=A T8l fhar § | =ared & e @ favg gfddhed SuaRem a9 & &l
e 59 qifod Ted & ARaE § B FHGR YA wr, O URga a1 51 |ddr 81| 59 s
T T St B UREF AT WA & Ydadi 12 "Ml ad o At o— 31 oY P Wiferd #R d8
iR & 6 FHeR 1 AT &7 ORT 25 (T) BT ERETT U 7 Ay FEl | 39 fotat # uilRa fafy
H g W qAnee™ U Brar g {6 ureifer gy e R & TR @1 A4 R W IqD AT 8
ST BT e B el gRT fhar w1 8, galey U8 A8 HET off Ahdl © b ARl 7 fdl g &
IR # BT gU 1 STHgE aR, USRI SS¥ W 99 UA el b BT | 39e ffaRad I8 i dewyel §
o5 amumt g1 U SuRefc— faaRvr Usel IR— 5,/1 ¥ 3R— 6,/5 9 AR U UG 3R— 7 H 3R—
11 T BT WRINTT 9 WeR $)d gy fadfed 781 foar © | safay sl & fIwg ufded Sugron faar
ST =T 9 fafd T8 e

33. faueh =7 vH. 0. soifdeRidl dIs 99 sRRM & Aol & 99, Swadq e g1 aiiRa fafer &1
IJTAT TBR T§ W hel 2 b Ui &1 BRI SRS 9 AMaWHAl Sifd AT— T MagIhar 7 89 W
dg o fHar T oa1| 39 JH @) gfe Wl e AR W . & dUEl 9 gs ¢ 39 o § oA
Idaq T H I8 ArTeeH fear g f i o & forv ey afeaal & fear man fFrars-— aad
g Fafid S 2 el T9S S WhdT © | 9fd A%} Id ¥ 1 I8 Ude 8l & Fafd sidvra W s |
o forar a1 8, Ig yAIG T8t B © f FRSie @ S B & Aad smavydar X&) a1 | arneft girr
TR SURRT IR 9 #eR el & 3factipd F W UrRiNTor | dRaRT T BRI Aad Ui BT YA
TET 8o 2— HIfP IURARY faa=or § s A8 # forn 1 31, SicRkie Afed © |

34. grRiTor 7 gg Al T 2 b Ui | 3o s & w0 ¥ o afe foar war g ar swwefl &
T I9d ST TG IS BT AMALIS AT— Rordd 9 2 omneft 7 TR far - gafog ureffror
®r 3uredi gRT fgad &1 w1 9rd | fauell 7 59 ey H B IgSuA B AEeASAT 7 BT by IR qb
1 R far 21 9@ R AR fear man |

35. Sa1 s (R vd S=1em) e 1970 @1 aRT 1 @ =i d =W & yrau=i @
IR &1 Sudy foar a7 €| S99 SIfAfaW @ SUIRT 1 (4) (a) & IJAR UAS U A9 / HeIe Siet
I a1 I IfE HHeR AT & a1 o aRg #E @ SRE el fam e ) - wm @
AAFIH & UraeT™ YAST BN | 39 UHRO H UIRiTor | U $ls WIed URgd el @l © foray il &
T N I SUY 3Mfd HARI b T 8 yadrg 2idr 81| saferw urifrer o1 I8 de IRad
Tl B |

36. S fJdem & I8 W w9 A YA & b areffror Jar || &1 fAfdr 20.04.2008 A gaadi
UH Dolvex g9 o qafd # el & e # 240 &7 AR S & &1 T2 gAId &l | fawa
® & sdfery owmeff gRr wrRiiur @ ®edl 30.04.2008 W AT W N W@ & gH W€ € 2
gRomd: ureffvror Sifefd @ gRT 25 (W) @ WU @ Sfaid fHl UBR BT AR U R B
SR T 1 gU 2 | o I8 farviy fig urffror & fawg foffa fear smar & |

37 faarfia fag 9. 3

fauell 7 77 WaR fear g & = urediror & A gq @1 arT 25 (UT%) & el & Afaid
D5 Afey & faar 7 & Aifew 979 9 aftgfd &1 e fea— wife Aifcw s swerRal o1 e
SITAT & Al i ¥qd € B Bls BR Tel o | g 9. 2 & fAfemy & gerer § ureier @ e
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AfAFTTH & gRT 25 (TW) & UAETH BT HREOT U el 8ol ©, SWfelg S UIaem=l &l urefn &y S
DI qregdr AUl Bl T8 ofi— 31 Ig fig ureihror & favwg foffd fdar Simar 2|

38 farefia fag 4. 4

39 fdg & day # urefl 7 oo woe H @l & 6 sl g Big aRwar = 78 F91g 9g S
B HRAT A~ SH 3 D! A PRAT ST &1 & | I8 Seo@ 14 & b urell ¥ a9 e a1 |
# 37 Al @1 AW A1 it T 7 R ureff @1 Same w1 & SR s 8 W AT dar |
GT AT 2T |

39. fauelt = ot Wey # BT 2 O ueft & IR BledR T O B dIg Sad BRI P FHEIT W)
Bl o 41ffe &1 BRI W @ T T € 7 R B sifte @ e T8 & g 21 ufauden
Hug N ®er 2 fb 9099 § 3 R o 0% eRRT & 9 SS9 a1 9 Hel= A8 8 g iR ureff srikd
TET B | aaA Sifet @ B B UGl adHe war) & e €

40. arif @1 9fy 9de § S99 WeR fBar 2 6 usel aiR— 12 g | SHdT AW Tl © R 98
WIg HHATRIT B A § | fquel &1 a7 ) wey & F fe uell Fafa esHerd 981 o safon 1 fda
AR @1 A TRl 7| wreff &7 A A ARex A 7 D) sifad g oy

41, fig 4. 2 & fafwe @ g8 wfiq & gor & o ameil grr uriiror o fedf werg a1 Hafda
ge R Fgfad 78 @ g - R URiRTT B BRI @I avadal 3G SRS WY ¥ WiAal & AR W
FRe IR & A R AT o1 | U SADI B By RS Gl B IR fBar S fduell & forg
JIGR TE T |

42, A, STaH e W G TR SRgde 9argd 99/ ST AIg oFRRIE & MU # || qedl
WR IR R U I P © & AT PR & g 4 aResdar & &1 |uReT FRree 9 smfer T8
o— 2w aaq Arlt sifel 3 aRsar gt &1 Hurer e smer 98 2| 39 Ao @ Swid g8 g
it & faeg fAoffa fvar Smar 21

Al

faremoiy fdgell w® ura fGafd ey & MR R aumefl weerd J=ift ST &l T &
=T AT YA 83l & fobg Wied & HER R Uil gRT yrfRror &1 wesl fhar SiEr y=iie =8
T3 ©— gAfoy M @ aRT 25 (TH) & UTaem=i &7 wReror uriiror a7 Suder wE 2| smeft gwr
il A fhdl SiredR @fdd @I a1 d @1 ST g 981 831 8—39 YR Ui ifafs & sfaia
el +ff graems @1 WReor UM BI eRAE Tt T8 gV | gafe urRftror ol & fawg o
AT UM & ARBRY T 7 |

:3T|ﬁ‘ 97

aret: wreffro— sueff W & fawg ®IE AN W wR @ MBI g g sty g=fr
YhR UIRT fhar Srar g | Ifefaeia & ufd e ienfiis faare uamaey # o= &1 WId der gdare &l
gffer sienfie fdare sfaf M, 1947 @1 aRT 17 (1) & IFAROT H YbrRMAER U BT i |

UaTe 3T fadih 29 faweR 2020 &7 forar g sweiRd fhar |
RTT Higd agdal, Worie siferery

75 foeett, 3 weady, 2021

F.3. 154 et Frare afafm, 1947 (1947 37 14) ¥ 17 17 ¥ e §, =07
AR URATY] @IS =YYl U fJ|eT™ feener, ufi¥ed &=, uvd] I91i faWrT, S (3191) &
TS o TG AITsrnt 3 ot TEher THT IUTLATT, FIRIR & S 499 § e st f@ars
H el AEERT ST SATHT- Hg- A7 ~ATATAT, TA & GATe (HIH 9&ar 26/2011) T ST
o srqera ® @ 3T 8, THTea FIAt § S st d aeaht & r 03.02.2021 FT ST gl AT

[€. TA-14012/5/2009-3T$37 (F17)]
2. %, By, s gt
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New Delhi, the 3rd February, 2021

S.0. 154.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 26/2011) of the Central Government Industrial-Tribunal-cum
Labour Court Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
The Atomic Mineral Directorate for Exploration and Research, Department of Atomic Energy, Jaipur (raj) and
Shri Rakesh Kumar Upadhyay, Worker which was received by the Central Government on 03.02.2021.

[No. L-14012/5/2009 IR (DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

IS
D WRHR Aefie @0 a9 ey, Sy

R AT agdal
NGB ECI BEaN]

I3 dY. UHT . 26 /2011 ReferenceNo.L-14012/5/2009-IR(DU) Dated:13.7.2011

87 RTbe FAR IUTAR GF 2 89 fberd el Frarf) daev—s8, 82 /271 ddd AN Uad TR, FATR,
SR |

URATY] WIS 3FIT d e Fasner ui¥em &3,

AT ISAT fIIRT, IR ARBR T UA. ST, HHIlad. Hae—5,

IR waTg TR AR, SAYR— §RT Feerd ..3omeft / fauefy
Sufkera:—

urRiieTor B ARG S F{OA Jqad Al

AU B TRB ¥ : 31 <99 FAR dH Afege

: ARy

faHip : 20122020

1. S Ud ST Ao YR ORBR A8 faeell gRT fosid 13.07.2011 &7 3fenfie fagare sfaf~m
1947 (T4 3T w13 AfAFH H'T SIdwm) &1 arT 10 (1) (@) & F<id Ued ol & STgaReT
SuYad uEl greiiFrer & ey FEEifed (FHied wu H) f[Jare e 8 59 JAReRY Bl daiid
fo T —

“Whether the action of the Management of Atomic Mineral Directorate for Exploration and Research,
Department of Atomic Energy, Jaipur in terminating the services of (1) Sh. Shri Ram Sharma s/o
Shri Lallu Lal Sharma, (2) Shri Dhanna Lal s/o Shri Jagdish Bairwa, (3) Shri Rakesh Kumar Upadhyay
s/o Shri Hari Kishan Sharma, (4) Shri Chhagan Lal Dhanka s/o Shri Gulab Chand Dhanka and (5)
Shri Manoj Kumar Pipliwal s/o Shri kanhaiya Lal Pipliwal. w.e.f. 30.04.2008 is legal and justified?
What relief the workmen are entitled to? *’

Sua ufdl fdare g9 SANeRT BT UK BN UR SWIUT BT Mg bRd gu— URINTU Bl FEer
ﬁmw%ﬁaﬁmﬁwaﬁmmm«gaaﬁqgwqm&ﬁﬂmaﬁaﬂ?ﬁﬁﬂmomozoﬂa#rm%r$
e Rqd fBd T | ureiior & weore Herm § g9 yeR aftfa € urefror a7 05.07.2005 ¥ 10.01.2006
& #eu faf el w® =g S @eR dael 9Ed) & us W oewrefl gw fged A wam)
UIIRTOT UeeR & Al D AT, BIE, RIS 9 o BRIl BRI STl & JAfSeTRAl & I ey W
PG o | qurdl R AN BT URHTT H AT 2 | Uriior dr syuneft 77 {6 30.04.2008 B oY wU
AT G BR T |

3. urRiifTer @ el & Hed FRISTe—®HeR & ey o | Ui @1 Jar i ¥ 94 gRT 25 (UH)
ffem & rfaR Aifew /=ifed aaw g afayfh R &1 swrar wreffror o1 &t far 7| ureffror & <
PRI BRATIT ST BT AT I8 WA YR BT AT T ATl AT 3= SI¥b] F HRART S <& & | Wiy 5 240
f & Iffe Al & AR &1 far 21 ewneff 7 sfiet @ aRear g T e E 9 & BIS W
S BI— dT AT H| FasR fhar| 39 bR ORI 25, (UT%)/ (S) / (T=) sffafrad 9 w77 9 78
@ UTEHET P Iecigd fhar € | Uiy a1 Jfad & uwerd ¥ RISHR 8 | 37 316 30.04.2008 BT B
g URINTOT B HaT A BT 3fdel BIivd xR gU UIiRToT &1 favrd 99 @ uRerl dfed dar 4 a81d
forar ma |
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4, arreff / fauelt =1 fasfid 04.07.2012 @I Uil Y&Rel ¥ AR UG - ¢ IE dal © (b urffroy
B! Bl ge R Fgfad 81 <1 1, dfed mavdd BRI B & U hRAD HHe & WY H BTl
HfIST & SR UR I@T AT AT | ST HaT G & U &1 S el sia & | oumeff SanT &1 & #
eI 3T 2 | Ui B R Suderdr W S e g FEiRa aee § B e SR TG ST 9 ¥
o fgfad M &) aRT 2 @ o) (@ ) @ <A AN T T URT 25-T% & UIGET AT 8 78
BT & | Ui U 9 H 240 o 9 1fYe HR wAT vEIOE A8 wR U 2| ol g SifftRM g
Rl @1 AR T8 B TS © A 2 Bls U o A fhar war 2| RN o=y s @1 il =g
T IR AT € | 37 918 SRAIBR B O |

TTRITOT 7 24.09.2012 BT FRICR BT Wed ded gY IifaRad wo ff ugd fd §—iR g 3.

5.
P 3MfABLAT BT WNHR B BT e fHar 2 |
6.

Sugad Uil fdare gexoi # yiefior & Sifibe g AR wEE e wreiirer @ dar @l
g g a1 FEIE o i ff w@E € €)1 safon 59 ufeEl farer § Swe fJarefdy e g 9 51
faret @1 ff ol waiaa w9 | SWue @ |edfd | fHar o <@ €

7. URINTOT F U fUN &1 b ANBT B WHIF g Wed d W urefl TS 1 # kM
S g1 AT, 31 qHY HAR SUTRAT, #1 B Tl gl Ud 5 Al HAR Qivetidrel ol ifera faar
2| UoE e # Use 1 | 17 T% Uokdl Bl 80 W v | Hefd geeer § ysRfa fhar 21 9fe 84
dfEl € gl # qIeHRUl, UAER 9 WIe B UG §EE 8- SWIYe @1 weAfd 9 farg . 24 /2011
S I T g QRI, URATY] @St STRINT U4 SIHUT H SV T URd Wied &1 &1 ufdl faarar
@ Hag # yardl Aax a9 v T8 fHar O jeT 7 |

S H el /el 7 o wWiey § UA. TS, 1 fAAe gER AL &, (FEL i AfER)) B ukied
foar g et eTR—1 ¥ 3MR—6 et &1 UelRid far 7 |

8. el 22.12.2017 BT $9 ABROT R Ufell faaral d Ao oiRa &= wifFor @1 @15 gy
U BT ARGRT TEI A gY &al Bl FRET BR ear | 5 ARy & [awg wreiier 9 9. S
IR H Re ATe IR B | A, ORI Ied e o {16 28.08.2019 B 77077 Uike &=al gY
Re aifer WeRr #x AR f3F1® 22122017 $I URT R AT T A 59 AR I Y+:
faffegd & 2q uufta o= A 7. S=a =mre ¥ 38 ke fear fo ueftror grr gaaeR—1
(ST fa i 27.11.2012) & ATH | 3MUferd Uelwdl &1, ST fauell & urd SUTe 8 $1° <IRTad & aHe
wd far Sird—den urefror @r S99 Sifierdl d TRIfEd wRE dei STUe Uel Bl ReMfUd dRe d Afed
SESNCOIRSICE

59 U & AFERVT H fAuell P yoldl & URKAHPRU BT Mowr fear & qen U]y &
SR IHIUL Bl AARFT A1ed UK BRI Dbl faaR 1 far war| ureff =7 3o |ed d g U 8. 1
sft M vl B gRfEd far den sifaRad uerdl wed # Ut w17 uslRfa fear) faueft /smmeft w1
rfaRad ey # U9, U 8. 2 Afeaee Id SuSHg Qed 9 UH. U S, 3 @ T M Bl gRifed
far T yordia Aeg # Ucel TR 7 ¥ R 13 % Yo gaidia f&d |

9. a1 03.11.2020 | 09.12.2020 T AT fAfRIT TR IWIUer & Th—fade g T 9 Iucte |ied
&1 gRefier fdar |

10. UrRITOT & SIAHIYS BT I8 UG T © (b YriaiR—1 iU & 27.11.2012 ¥ 9fvfd g aifed
Tolkdl BT ATl §RT U & &1 fhdl AT & — 7 & Ugd o PR P B Bl Dlg AGeya SR
UK fbar 2| iy ol & fawg I8 Ufdde SUERen & od & afe 98 wida siverdl & uwgd
B A1 wrdRror & fauell & sl R 240 T W 31 BRIRG R8T BT deg IO 81 ST | e
T W @ aRT 25 (S) @ AT T FRA Y SURATT BT HIE e denRa T fear| S ver
fauell 5 < &1 S & PR UG T8 BR UMT DB & S A BRI GaEl BIS Aed YA & T8l D
2| wrelt SiRm et & gdadi wrueras § fgfaa fafdr 06.07.2005 Ffe aer sifra 81 T8 © T 06.07.2006 1
TSl Y 1 qeErdadt AfaRad e gy # ifhd 2| iferdl B e B B B GHr & 6l 2
el W oee o WaR axar 2 6 e R § ufafie f O o srer 78 o1 Wt 71 fhg
agl e ey fauell 9 Uer 81 fhar 8| SeeR g1 Figfad o1 ae fquel o faar & fdbg ddbar @1 aig
AEAA UK B el fhar €| o urii e & 1@l # WER R W gAY YaH A o1d | S
U ThT & FHIA H Frifha =TRie geeid wdd fd:

1. AR IR Fells Us WdRSl dTe §9T9 3R, oW1 9 31T 1978 U. 37Ts. 37X, 548
2. fh3M R¥E 9 ufdsifded gofl. sRATm we Gl A1DieT 9 Y. 37, 37R. 2010 G, PIC, (i)

787
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3. SRNGeR BRI efiad fSdIo a9 i, Wig HeToll WS ardsl U. 318, 3R, 2010 g, PIC, 1236
4. IR UH. Il 99 M. Taoiiergfed gontrr fafae ordiel ¥, 5124 /2004 fofa— 07.11.2005.

5. HAfPAM Haoll fo1. M Al wess g ffdd odia |, 5319 /2008 g, ®Ic, Foia—
25.02.2015.

6. URITT SR Pfcle flHFR T9M AAIST 1999 old. AME. Al 97 (ISTeT)

7. @ S 3L UNYR 99 AR FAR 2008 (118) Uh. Ud. 3MR. 460 (2. <)

11, wﬁ$aﬁmwwwaﬁ%%mﬁmﬁmﬁww&uﬁwwﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁm%
%G%ﬁsmsﬁzﬁa&ﬁﬂmof?ﬂﬁam—waﬁa%mﬁﬁmﬁmmﬁﬁ R o

aRIfta 2 | ureff sk wf (@ g greifron) 5 Wier far @ 6 9% &1 P o =€ ﬁi?ﬂ%‘:ré’r
PIs afde fgfad &g faar| ad 2005 | 2008 T6 U a¥ H fba fbaw fad & far g8 W@ are T80
21U W-3 9 W-7 &I Soold axd 8 SHaT aa & fF weff 7 Sa R SR & 2q smded fhar
21 weiior 1 g ot WeR B 8 f6 ejera—3 (Ex. R/5) SUA Wafdd © do 59 Sifdd wrd fa
ﬂﬁ%\mw10®W12Wa%ﬂfﬁﬁﬁw@ﬁ%ﬂwlcbwucmiﬁ\&wm]%ﬁqﬁwaﬁww
AT e XEdhl | T b g9 Refd 7 g o1 g% smey w@erd 98 € 6 omdf 1 suRefd sifiera
2| neft @1 e & MR W B AR =g Fd Sqe | X@n Ty o gafey I ifferaw @ awT 25
(UW%) & UTaETE] I AT T U7 Fhd & | AU Y UF I @ B W HIg § W ST B
IR¥TET 3 FET ST | 3 918 SRAIBR by 91 | S 31U O & |ned H frifed =nfie gl
g fierg Harvr orafy @ i arferet & ufd uega @1 &

s TR fSRgae dama a9 SR Wi orRiE Rufde odial 4. 6511 /2005 197 25.10.2005
(U BIe) |
2. U Ul Slfdefiel ars 99™ RRM fafda ordiel |, 2240 /2001 01T 27.09.2004 (U BIT) |
3. ¥ 3% YoM 991/ yad Rig RS TRAR (2001) 9 U BIc dHSl 713 |
12, YU & qDI, A1ed Td I1Re geidl § uikd [y R\ faR o1 & Iwisa g9 faral #
frifea faare fdg— =mafrola &g S gu &
1. @ el / faueh, sifdiferam @t aRr 2 () & i<t ST 87 greffaror

2. a1 yrRiRrer @1 suredi gRT Agef S (BeUR dHd] Wed) P Ua R Jalls 2005 ¥ TS 2006
& we frga foan ar aor ureiirer 5 syl & 1| 240 39 A Mf¥d Pl U defver— av ¥

’3_119

fopam 27 . TrefiTor

3. a1 fquell g1 ureiivror &1 Ha1 HAT & Yd SIS &1 €RT 25 (Th) & UTaemHi &l AT
81 o rar? . TrefiTor

4. o1 [quell g1 PSR & IRSA A A1 9918 T$ d UrRfTor P Har FAG IRA D SO
UIIRTOT § HTSIR Al HI HaT H @1 TAT? T

5. 3fga?

YU & dai Wied v A R R & S ude i fig = fafteay 59 yoR &
13. faarehia fa 9. 1:

wrffror @1 F' wed © fF ommeft Weerm @ o wfafafnft € @' Sew @ aRemer § o €
TR & Al D GRS F IRIH BT Ugd Bl ofl, S B SMER UR PRI P IUTed BT o7 | 3HD
foudi fauell &1 g8 do & & sl uReEr] Wite, =9 g JgAgE & $rd H Id & Sl SN B
aRYTIT # TET 31T 2 |
14, 5 O | fquel el fadie gaR M. . B ufauRlen H fBar T g8 bue "eayul © (o
TAN & TV ¥ T8 yAT Gl & & Ui REFH T eyt el afe Wi giar 8 a1 SHET SudnT
ORAETY] HAH H fAEd Scred H YA AT SIAr € | 39 YR Scanad fdgd SuMiadis WA H Al © |
o0 AR Ufshar § A T HlF BT YA BT €| 30 B W U SULRON WReAdl | Bl Sl AbeAl ®
5 Scurfed fagd & SuwradRll @ ey ¥ ufiwd sy g=_IRn o &Rl &1 2 | M &) ory 2 ()
B T ‘SN A TSP BT Pls HRAR, FdATT, SUhy, fafaior ar sroifasr fwg g1 urefiror &

AR W YR 07 AR e’ FAlg TS Hiavsl drs a9 AR, ST H A, Sedaqd R - Hiiud
Heayul feem frder ufurfed fFd 8—dggaR <81 Sriear & §are 8q qalcAd Favell Sl fFareid g
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HHPRI B ASHR W Gifed &I, Nrad Wem g AR dcd Iaarie 8, S 31\ SYART 1 Jaref Icared
g 99 faaqRor W TefSrd g— U1 SUSH SN Bl § |

15. S Gag H M, 3qP AT A ST B JAJURART a Bl 2 dn e i &
e FIYRP BRIGAT R & g6 od gU MERoT e g & | fAuel gR1 ) 3ifp ORI 9 yad
Rig AT AR & Aol § 7M. wdieer <IrArerd gRT IR A ®1 Sfacid ofd §Y I8 $el & b WRd
PR & URANY] Iofl [T & el FATor SIyoT R Bl FENT Bl URETST H T8I T 1 Fhall ©
Hifh Jg FIYAT QU Hed Bl TP 9T & | Uil 7 U iy a2d uRdd el (Y © fas sl & SenT
B BT Ty Frsp1fa fBar S b | 39 39 9o g ufoifed ffy o= 79 fabar 2 |

16. ureff 7 I T welifa yAior far 2 5 fauelt /sl aft wear) Sof v & el
URATY] WIS YT AT Bl BRI PRAT o— fobg Wil g1 HuIfad drdwey o 6 fauelt &
el e FAR A . g7 affd & el @1 e @ gRMTST @ SiaRTa AT BT YR Udhe B 8 |
T 7] for T @i gsTRIt @1 uRievr 9 aguRid SHaT fagd @ Sawidd Swred # wan, Afea v
A "SENH FATId UhAT A1 ST Fahal! © fauell HReI URATY] IS 9T BT ST & S URATY] fagd @t
Icare Al HRar 2 |

17. sfafrad & Sudfd aRvTeT @ Wafea =marer gRT wIRd SifFal @& garer # fauell grT wreg #
TR U3 Usw 3R—1 ¥ aftid fafteea R M 9 Ry #3rer gRy fAuell SR &1 sififm @1 gt
2 (j) & II<ITd “SERT TE A T - A yeR Wierd vd ured T8 2| fJueh deew § 9 wfe
BT GRIEV g JFFE AT ST 2— S IR YA 84 WR [Agd & Faarie e ¥ ugdd sl
2 7% faafea 98 2 5 39 yeR Sofkd faed & e I fueh o afye g=m gar 81 gafon
fuell wRem FARed w9 § "SR 8M1 YA 81T 2 | 3 I8 fdg wieiior & uer # fofa fear smar
g

18. foaeia fag 4. 2

1. 39 ded # uredl 8™ IMi o Ul J@ e f&d 30.01.2020 H dal © b S@a Fgfaa
e fRiSTd & I8t 06.07.2006 & =qel &ofi (G-l HeR®) & 9g WX gs off | uefi o
U g w9 yF faAd 06.07.2014 ¥ g i 06.07.2005 @i @1 &, fbg srfrmers urefi
9 9 THU B FC e U 06.07.2006 B AT Pl e fbar — g9 e w fduel 7
amafed T8 @1 5— o Fgfaa fafdr 06.07.2006 €1 |rew # UEOT HY M @ E |

19. ureff ST W e H 29.04.2008 TH AR B AT g 240 &7 A e F1d w1 01 Pal
g1 weff 7 v @ SuRerfa fauell g™ HenRa le—=Rowex § oA wET g | Wi r @1 ug e %
fauell 7 74, ST =rarery gRT e M fAder & SwRia W geR—1 (@mefAres fiAie 27.11.2012) # aftfa
JfeRg TR T8l fohar 2—afq a8 9ifed ifverg W fasam Sirar ar urefiror &7 SuRRerfr der 240 o
H e fauell & o1fid TR &R e S giora 81 Sfrar | ord: fauell & faeg ufirael SuerRom &1
S | fauelt &7 I8 T © T UreiiFTer &l avd: 3ierdhreld AdaT & AR R HH R forn a7 o | 9T
ERT WX e @M ol o 5 SuRerd g R Uil &1 SuRefa sifed &1 S o | ua A8 |
S FRT 6T T SR a/l & JTAR IHDT YA fbar 1 & | 5749 @i H urefivror gR1 wrd =781
T TIaT— 9 W @ AR Ad B9 §a T8l 2 | ureihor e Fef e & wu § fged T8 o
oy U—9a IR H a1 M 3ifbd T8l © | Te—Ifoey FRMMER U6 ay & oy @m ofmar ©
IS IR AL PR QAT AT &—THPT YUD ¥ AWl @ AT FRH B AR fUled T8l 2 |
ey Ufdidpel SULRUT & BIg MR faeme w8 2 |

20. fuefy =1 e wUe R gY Aifd Uoldl & Heg # IE FET
1. Te—RRRER 11 F 14 a9 QR &— S 719 1 99 d o G I O © gafoy ugd
el fhd T |

2. a4 arseR yeiier & Hey H AemRa €1 el Y R w@ife 9 Frafd smer R g
T o | A el ufafte MRex I R @1 T8 B— S uRgd fed T E

3. d% Rede wgd ax A B

4. BRI amded - it & afa emR R g T 8 qun ureiirer @ a8
fafdre & 7 ¥ 99 & &RU I8 NRex duiRd &l fa - ureftmr & e,
fAfIeT TRgd B @ MR W ot T— SAferT U & 8T 2 |

5. HHATRAT B A dadt Fafid HHarRal @ @ S 28— wreiirer & afyd s |9
B A— HTRd g @1 TE T R el gS |
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6. BI URTHT PI, SURART/YTAE F FIAIAAT T 8 A UK A6l fBar T o fag
afcoier # ureff & omuE R Uy Seg—17 & w9 # USRI gon © | fauell grr uee
IR—7 ¥ IR—11 TP Tex I U 6 T 2 91 — wefi o1 SuRefa & wafda 2|
S MR A & SfaRad fquell 7 usst aR—5 9 R—6 SURART w=d 1 A 3§ U
P e—Rre aftfa SuRerfa faexor weef W- 7, W- 10, W- 11, W- 12, W- 15, W- 16, 9
A gufdr 7| I8 T8 ureft 7 oo ufowdiem # uesf em—5,/3/ jaie—3 #
aftfa faror o1 wd & HIdd faaxer g9, @ wE) B WieR faar 2

21. grfl 7 U Aed H I8 HEl © B W BM bR Bl UAT U | AT oA 06.02.2020 BT Y-
0 T ufaierer § SHT ®ET © P USSl eIR—7 | AR—11 T AR U B AR R I T8 A
B3 £ | 3fd # I8 A WepR fhar € & 3899 R a7 &M foran - S| grar fquel 9 ax faar
gl

22. fquefl @l Afeees< T 7 F=fl sl gfdmRien § @71 8 f$ 2006 & PIs AR A YW TR
P 21 I § YA & 9% WeHe U B & S usel aiR—13 © fhg wefl &1 5 e &1 Seoid
OH T8 § difd 17.12.2006 I I weHe U fhar § | fg 9 Wede g 4w Id R ygd 7 B W
fl U9l aTR—5 g 3MR—6 # affa SURfT faeRor 1 ureffror g1 €1 8F1 WaR &R o & SRl fquef
DI AIIadT R Ufagha J9E T8l gsal €| I8 SuIRA e Sfad T8 & f& faue | ureftror @
IS IURART BT BUM & I I Pl Uold U 8l (53 81 | Fifes wrffror @ suRerfay waeh
faeRor i reff =1 @€ AT 8- e R Suee € |

23. g Uil gRT o9 ufooRien ¥ fhy T §p "yl Al R W ¥ Wew # fAER R gETd
gl

reff el & fb S @IS Fgfad v el el | 98 o @1 s1ef dHsar €1 4. U U™ § 1 ye Y
Sg— 3 BT UM 7 W@ P Bl T ERER I 8 WIBHR fBAT 2| 98 I§ W WHR a1 2 (b S
USY Sg— 3 B HEFH § O WR BRI BRI B (oY IMAGT UG [HAT 8— I a9 2007 H W TH W
B P D ol e A o1 S R B A & oy ¥ | (U 9) 1 T— STl SR
FRAW O O— S T PR I— IAPT UA1 i Sar or | ureff & 97 FAl B USY AR—4 T AR—5
Aee ¥ g fyerdl & Rorad urefl @1 Jacel & JMER WR QT A8 @ S g 6000/— . H B
BRATT B WG SR BT T8 & | Ig Wighd Uil & i yasl 3R—3 & 3MER WR & forad ueil o
HTH B W 6000,/ — T. § F B FgAfd & g uRaae fHar 2|

24, ureff & uel ¥ wael W- 5 §RT JAHKER 2006 H [hY T b & PRI B 1550 /— %. Wi (b
T BT Ioold & | 399 I8 AT fierdr 8 f5 ueel R- 5/1 9 UeH R- 6,/5 d& Wiidd IuRerfa favor
H forg rafdy  wrefiror &1 erika 98 891 g9ir a1 8- 99 Irafy § ureifrer 9 3 W wfdaa vy |
THIGg 9 S Ut db Afad evRifY R S far 7

25. e 1 59 Reafa den wrefiuer o WeRifdd @ iRaa & urifror o fauel grr fosd g w
fgfad frar Smr gfdra =€t 8a— v g yifdra grar € s ureffror o1 fauelt & forg oAl & uatef @t
Perg, TS, awrg, e, anfe arf o 3 W w71 & forv ¥ srf wureq, Af¥aa eafr §—
gRIY g B @ Fedfd 9 g & 8| S W FH1I FURT & IURIG SaN] 2007 I AUSA 2008 D
afyy # yrffror 7 faf=1 AfgHl ¥ usel R- 5 9 R- 6 ¥ ¥ T R0 & 3rgwd SuRerd wax R W01
oo | ey & 39 fadas & smneft 9 ueiior & wey fuoTe 9 BHeR BT ey efud gET I Jal
BIaT 2 |

26. it @1 3R 9 i fasee Rig 99 waell. SoNfRR # AL, Seaad =armerd o I8 Sifa faam
g & o9 <fe daa 9l @ Fafd ue @ f[Owg e foar 8- o G 9 @ qd srfef=m o g
25 (Th) & UTGETT &I T AL 3

27. SNaeR fheel effiFe fRdos a9m i wig #9rel Wi dEael & v H# oA, SwEad
R U8 ANee f&ar € f6 arr 25 () ™ & ded # 240 &7 @1 oTIaR a1 YA &
2Q TP e a9 9 W O SuRIfT iferd TRga @R @ sTe ST TE 2| FHeR 3 99 I
T7ar fhar 81 f S99 240 o9 & fhar ® d— foie w I8 Rifgwr sfaRa &1 oar § & a8 avar
ERT 240 &7 Har Yol 7 HRAT T o |

28. BRI YR H UTfTOT R S WR BRI AT 9 fauell g1 uwgd SuRYfy fIaror &1 wier
IR o B Reafq # 371 fofl § gfqufed Y qearets far & sRoT wreiirer & ufd Jere ==l 2 |

29. AR, TH. AT 991 M. Taoiiadfed gonteR & ol # AF. Seadq =mared = a8 ufiorfed
frar & fb 240 o9 Faa Far A D d2T BT YA B BT Uriie RifgaR ardt/ ureff R & &~ u8
Tf¥f@ Il gRT Wier ey (Aige 9 yordi) Ud dxa ST fhar S 21 ofe dad |nh
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st afs e | SR 9 99 A &1 s1fielg Udd dRar &l ffaes d— iR e wRgd
T P— I FRIoe & [9eg uiiagd STeR a7+ &1 e g”e AW & aeai R 8F1m | gwwrd
gl B Iugad aRRRRT & garer # fJuel & fawg ufiad STaRT 6y S &1 @IS R e
T & | T ¥B oSt A wrefi & uer # were Tl B

30. fIRiTer SR Pielsl BRI SHIGT H AM. SIIE Ied IR o $al 8 {6 FHaR
T4 240 AT B AR HAT UF Delvex 9§ H Y4 H1 HI @1 X Ud e 9 39 9 & aFsd—
ol We fhar 8- a1 99 ASie &1 Wil A= i |

31. . €L 3L 9MTYR §9 AR GAR F 31 § A4, 2HrEe Uaw S ey g1 IR fafer o)
JATHE =TT & HReT Ui & Ui Herae T8 g |

32. s i fauell a1 ok ¥ vH. 0. safogRidt 98 W eRem 9 g TR feRgae d=maa
IH SR W5 IFRAIE & AFfel H A, Ieaad IR §RT UTRT SIfedd &1 3faerd foram 11 | 39
ol & A, STaaa |IrTed | I8 ufoifed fear & 6 dar 9 & qdad] P dolves ay H 240 faT
IR B B S 72T BT NIGHR HHPR TR & & | 54 PHPR 9 72T Bl YA HRA Bg Dls e
T T B qAT AT §RT AR el UK IR WR IAPI WU I 9 IX— dl I8 Bl o7 a1 b
FHAR - RfgR &1 S 81 far 2| <arer B FRiee @ v ufiad SueRen 99 & SR
MY 9 difod |ed H1 3Rk d BT SHHR YA BN, O Ugd fBa1 S A 81| 3 =ararery
& FAE S BT YR HdT FANG & Jaddl 12 FeHl adb o Ad o— 31 @ o wWifed & a8
FRITRT BT 6 FHBR DI ARTTA BT aRT 25 (TH) BT FRETT < 7 3ferar A1 | 39 i # uoiRka fafer
A IE W AN Uyt g1 2 5 ureifer T e IfoReR & WA @l 6T R IR SS9 A% 8@
S @l |l B aumefl gRT fhar AT §, safey g8 el del off Wadl ® b sl 7 fed o &
IRae # Bd g W TGS @), UeIed Sevd 9 S UNd Tel (hal 81| 39a SffaRad I8 W wew@yul 2
5 omumefl g1 Uga SuReIfd— faavor ueel eiR— 5/1 | 3R— 6,/5 9 WX Ud YW IR— 7 ¥ AR—
11 T &I YR § WeR $xd gy faEfed 81 f&ar g | safoy suell & fawg uldgd SuarRen fear
ST =T 9 e 9 R

33. faueh = v\ 0. soifeeRid) 9 99 sRvM & Aofy & 9. Swadw <Irerd g1 utiRa fafer &1
JTacld od] I8 W Fal & b weftor &1 Frf oRens 9 smavaddr Sfvd o— R sawddhar 7 8F W
dg o frar M o) 39 9 @) gfc el e {AR W b & Al | g8 &1 39 iy # A
STadH SR | I8 "FTeed fear ' 6 Wi e @ forv e afaaat o fear mar fAoee— |ad
g fFafg ®rd 2 T8 \Hs 91 Gdhal 8| 99 W) A 9 1 98 ude @1 b i ofie woafie @
BRI forr T B, ug vt e gIar ® {6 e B 99 B @l Aad avaddr & 8| el g
Td SURAfT e 9 AR A & a1 Ui ror § dRarr a1 $R [dd Ugia b1 GHEIod
eI g 3— I SR farvr # uxs AE # foram T &, fdvTet 9f2d 7 |

34. greifiTer &1 I8 o 9@ © 6 R 9§ SE— e & w9 H e Afe for war 2 ar el &
U 990 39T =g STSUA BT MAwE: AT— Rraar 7 81 ot 7 wier fHar 8- gafeg it
®I Uil gRT Fgad &1 /T G1d | fquell 7 59 Gdg W (B SAFAIS BT AaeIHAr 9 BT By PR AP
o1 fR foar 21 9@ R faer fear

35. SH1 #ffe (AFEHT v I=gem) S 1970 @1 ORT 1 & J=ITd ARTRH & gl &
IR &1 Iuay fhar a1 § | 9 SR &1 SUURT 1 (4) (a) & STIAR U YT ITUH /R STaf
I I S99 e HHeR AT 8 a1 fd 9Rg w8 @ dRE e fiq i @ 8- R &
AR & uraeT™ waASg 811 | 39 gaeen § yrefrer 7 Ol I8 Wew uvga T8 @) @ Rresy it &
I 9 AT I AP FHGRI BT AT T YA B &1 | gAfery wiRTor &1 9 d& aRarH
el 7 |

36. SUYad fdde & I8 W Y A YA & o arefieror Jar || o7 fdfd 20.04.2008 A geddi
T Poivex dY B afd F arureff & e § 240 T AR &1 &=7 &7 92 yHIfod &+ § fawa
® & gaferw emmeft grr urRifor @ weel 30.04.2008 ¥ fhar SAT ff W@ & ymifog e €T 2
gRomAa: Urefivror faf e @ ORT 25 (%) @ Waei @ Sfaid ol UHR &1 AREU Urd HRA B
R T 1 gY 2| ot I8 fareiy fig i & fawg foffa fear smar 2

37 fa~ofig fa=g 9. 3

fauel 7 77 WaR fHar g & 3= ureftror &1 siffaq @ arT 25 (U%) & Uraei & Sfdtd
Pls AfcH &1 faar 9 & Aifew 979 9 afyfed &1 yae fBa— ifs A g dHanRAl &1 &ar
ST 2 qeIT Ui W@ € B Ble aR dd o O | fdg 9. 2 & fAfeay & gerer # urefier a1 e
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JfAFTTH P ORT 25 (T%) S UG BT HREOT U 81 83l &, SAeY S UIAE™l H ura by S
@1 qreaan Uit B T8 ofi— 3 Jg fig urefhror & faveg foffa fear S 21

ssfaarefia fag 4. 4

39 fdg & dag # urefl 7 oo v H @er & 6 sl g Big aRwar = 78 g9 g 98 S
B BRAT AT— S 3 A HDI A PRAIT ST X8T & | I8 Ieoi g & fob Wil 7 3o Aferesii a1 e
H 9 Ffdal 1AM A1 i 1 fhar & R ureil &7 Jagad d-e & SURIA BT B W AT a1 d
g7 AT 7|

39. fauelt = ot Wey § ®ET § b Uit & B BIedR Tl WM B dIg Sad BRI B FHIG WX
Bl o 41ffe 31 BRI R @ T T € 7 R B sifte a1 e T8 & g 21 ufauden
H g fl el & b adae § 3 W S Af8d RRA € 9 99 &1 9 Herd del & o i el ek
RET & | g9 ST BT BRI B UG aaa dHant | 7 8

40. it @ U aem # S WeER e @ 6 et emR— 12 gl # S9ar AW T8 ® Jife a8
W HHATRAT I A © | [Juel &1 98 ) ey 2 5 Afe urefl Frafm s 781 o saforg U e
IRRex # IAHT 9 T 2| wneft @7 A a7 wRex o # 2 i grar oy

41, fig 4. 2 & fafeey & g8 wfid & ga1 © & ommeil grr ureifror o faf werg a1 Fafia
Ug R Fgfed e & 8 ofi— aRA Ui B BRI B AavISHdl B RIS WY I WAT & AER W
ffEa Ifr & A R @ on | W sl o P aRsar gl & JuRe e o fauel & fog
TN T8l B |

42, A, STaH e A G TR [SRgde 9argd 99 S/T A1g 3FRRE & Mo | |JAE qedl
W fIaR R gU I Pl © & AT PR & g d aResdr &0 & |uRer Free 9 smfer T8
o— 2w aaq ARl sifel 3 aRwsar g &1 HuRer e sten wE 21 39 Q9w & Swid I8 fig
et & faeg fAoifa fear smar 21

Il:

faremoiy fdgell R ura fGafd ey & MR R amumefl W J=ift SenT &l Rt &
=T AT YA 83T 2 fobg Wied & JER R Uil gRT WeiiFror &1 &edl fbar Sier g =781
T3 &— gAfoy I @ aRT 25 (TH) & WTaem=i &7 wReror urfiror &7 Suder e 2| smmeft gwr
it | frdl s edR @fad @ a1 # @ ST g T8 8N 239 UBR Ui Sifdfew & sida
=y +ff graeme @1 WReor UM B MeRa w9 gU w1 gafoy weftror auneff & fawg aE
AT UM H ARBRY T 7 |

MM

Jra: UTfRTo— Sumefl WIE @ g P A WK XA & ARHRI el o— UG S
yhR iRd fhar Srar g1 vy &) ufy ude sienfire faare u=armael # Hold @1 Wd 4T gdre &l
gffer sienfie fdare sfaf M, 1947 @1 aRT 17 (1) & FAROT H YRR U BT i |

UaTe 3T fodih 29 faaweR 2020 &7 forar g swmeIRa fdhar T |

RTET /g dgdal, Yo ¥Ry

2 foeel, 18 BRaQ), 2021
PI1.31.155 (@G fare IAfTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B ORI 17 & ATART H s ABR

R AT <59 A% 3R HH fAffcs, a1 §98 Td okgs, & Jagad, ddg Mareidl 3R 39D
PHHRI & 9 dy H# Ffde e Jae § s WReR Sefiis e/ 5™ AT, e

% UAIC (HeH . 30,/2014) Pl YHIRIT BT & Sl DGR IRBR BT 18.02.2021 DI UTE AT T |

[¥. TA-17011 /01 /2014-3MMS3TR (TH)]
99 99, SU fAevre

New Delhi, the 18th February, 2021

S.0. 155.—In In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 30/2014) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Star Union
Daiichi Life Insurance Company Limited, Navi Mumbai & Lucknow and their workmen, received by the
Central Government on 18.02.2021.

[No. L-17011/01/2014-IR(M)]
NAVIN VAIDY A, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW
PRESENT: P. K. SRIVASTAVA HJS (Retd.)
L.D. No. 30/2014
Ref. No. L-17011/01/2014-IR(M) dated 17.04.2014
BETWEEN :

Shri Durgesh Kumar Choudhary

Asstt. Manager

Star Union Daiichi Life Insurance Co. Ltd.
R/0 496/102, Chota Chandganj, Nirala Nagar
Lucknow-226020.

1. The CEO
Star Union Daiichi Life Insurance Co. Ltd.
11™ Floor, Raghuleela Arcade, I.T. Park
Sector 30A, Opp. Vashi Railway Station Vashi
Navi Mumbai-400703

2. The Manager
Star Union Daiichi Life Insurance Co. Ltd.
401-402 Ratan Square Building
Hazratganj, Lucknow.
AWARD

1. By order No. L-17011/01/2014-IR(M) dated 17.04.2014, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute between
Shri Durgesh Kumar Choudhary, Asstt. Manager, Star Union Daiichi Life Insurance Co. Ltd., R/o 496/102,
Chota Chandganj, Nirala Nagar, Lucknow and the CEO, Star Union Daiichi Life Insurance Co. Ltd., 11" Floor,
Raghuleela Arcade, 1.T. Park, Sector 30A, Opp. Vashi Railway Station Vashi, Navi Mumbai & the Manager,
Star Union Daiichi Life Insurance Co. Ltd., 401-402 Ratan Square Building, Hazratganj, Lucknow for
adjudication.

2. The reference under adjudication is:

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF STAR UNION DAIICHI LIFE
INSURANCE CO. LTD., NAVI MUMBAI & LUCKNOW IN TERMINATING THE SERVICES
OF SHRI DURGESH KUMAR CHOUDHARY W.E.F. 28.10.2013 IS LEGAL AND JUSTIFIED?
IF NOT, WHAT OTHER RELIEF THE WORKMAN IS ENTITLED TO?”

3. The order of reference was endorsed to Shri Durgesh Kumar Choudhary, Asstt. Manager, Star Union
Daiichi Life Insurance Co. Ltd., R/o 496/102, Chota Chandganj, Nirala Nagar, Lucknow with direction to the
party raising the dispute to filed the statement of claim along with relevant documents, list of reliance and
witnesses with the Tribunal within fifteen days of the receipt of the order of reference and also forward a copy
of such a statement to each one of the opposite parties involved in this dispute under rule 10 (B) of the Industrial
Disputes (Central), Rules, 1957.

4. The industrial dispute was registered in the Tribunal on 23.05.2014 and the office was directed to issue
registered notice to the workman for filing the statement of claim with list of reliance & list of witnesses on
25.06.2014; but no statement of claim together with documents etc. was filed; however, the workman sought
adjournment by filing an application D-3. Since then the workman appeared on next date and thereafter, did not
turn up at all nor filed any statement of claim till date.

5. It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality of an action, the burden lies upon it to prove
illegality of the action and if no evidence is produced by the party, invoking jurisdiction of the court, must fail.
In the present case burden was on the workman to set out the grounds to challenge the validity of the action of
the management in terminating his services; but no statement of claim had been filed even after lapse of more
than six years’ time.
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6. In the above circumstances, it appears that the workman does not want to pursue its claim on the basis
of which it has raised the present industrial dispute; therefore, the present reference is decided against workman.
Resultantly the workman is held entitled to any relief.

7. The reference under adjudication is answered accordingly.
8. Award as above.
Let two copies of this award be sent to the Ministry for publication.
LUCKNOW
25™ January, 2021
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T2 fRoell, 18 WS, 2021

PI1.3A1. 156.—3RTh fdare ATAFTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 S FIRO H Dol DR
Jo o 3feA & yEudE @& Hag RS 3R S dHeRl & 4 ey # fAfdw ofenfie faare #
P ARGR MRS IfABIVT / 311 IR, oRa-s; & Uare (FaH . 95,/2004) B FHTRT BT &
Sl Bl ARBR DI 18.02.2021 BT UTG T3 T |

[¥. Te1-12012 / 145 / 2004-3MSMR (H-11)]
T §9e, AT ST
New Delhi, the 18th February, 2021

S.0. 156.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 95/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Bank of India,
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.02.2021.

[No. L-12012/145/2004-IR(B-II)]
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW

PRESENT : P. K. SRIVASTAVA , HJS (Retd.)

L.D. No. 95/2004
Ref. No. L-12012/145/2004-IR(B-II) dated 29.09.2004

BETWEEN :
Sh. Budhiram Prasad S/o Late Sh. Lolark Nath

Mo. Rajapura, Aurai Road, Bhadohi
Sant Ravidas Nagar, Bhadohi.

Vs.
The Zonal Manager
Bank of India
B-20/44A-7, Varanasi Zone, Plaza Complex,
Bhelupura, Varanasi (UP) —221010.
AWARD
1. By order No. L-12012/145/2004-IR(B-II) dated 29.09.2004 the Central Government in the Ministry of

Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute between
Sh. Budhiram Prasad S/o Late Sh. Lolark Nath, Mo. Rajapura, Aurai Road, Bhadohi, Sant Ravidas Nagar,
Bhadohi and the Zonal Manager, Bank of India, B-20/44A-7, Varanasi Zone, Plaza Complex, Bhelupura,
Varanasi (UP)for adjudication.
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3. The reference under adjudication is:

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF BANK OF INDIA, VARANASI,
ZONE, IN IMPOSING A PUNISHMENT OF COMPULSORY RETIREMENT W.E.F. 20.11.2003
ON SHRI BUDHIRAM PRASAD, AGRICULTURE ASSISTANT, IS JUSTIFIED AND LEGAL?
IF NOT WHAT RELIEF THE WORKMAN IS ENTITLED FOR?”

3. It is the admitted case of the parties that the workman, Budhiram Prasad was working as Agriculture
Assistant in Naya Bazar branch of the Bank when he was had been issued a charge sheet dated 28.04.2003. The
management of the Bank appointed Sri D.R. Ram, Manager as Inquiry Officer, who submitted his enquiry
report dated 24.07.2003 before the disciplinary authority. A copy of the findings of the Inquiry Officer was
provided to the workman vide show cause later dated 06.09.2003. The Disciplinary Authority issued
punishment order dated 20.11.2003, which was confirmed by the Appellate Authority, after considering his
appeal dated 01.01.2004, vide appellate order dated 05.04.2004.

4. The workman has submitted that he was not feeling well, therefore, he applied for medical leave w.e.f.
03.10.2002; along with medical certificate, issued by Medical Officer, Primary Health Center, Jairampur
Bhadohi; wherein he was advised for bed rest for 15 days, which was further extended for 15 days vide medical
certificate dated 18.10.2002. The workman has submitted that further vide medical certificate dated 02.11.2002
he was advised for 30 days’ bed rest being suffering from jaundice. The workman has alleged that the
management did not pay salary for the month of November, 2002. It has been stated that the workman met with
an accident and got his hand fractured, about which he informed the management with relevant certificates;
however, the bank vide its letter dated 24.01.2003, directing him to get medically examined by panel doctor of
the bank at Mugalsarai; but could not visit Mugalsarai due to financial constraints. Further, the workman has
alleged that the management vide letter dated 20.03.2003 directed to be present at his residence for medical
checkup; but none turned form the Bank for medical checkup and the bank vide letter dated 25.03.2003
mentioned that absence of workman from medical checkup shall be considered unauthorized absence and bank
is free for taking disciplinary action. The workman has alleged that the management arbitrarily issued charge
sheet dated 28.04.2003 and concluded ex-parte inquiry in absence of workman, denying his request regarding
his inability in presence due to illness. The workman has alleged that Disciplinary Authority relying on ex-parte
inquiry report imposed punishment of compulsory retirement with retiral benefits without disqualification for
future employment vide order dated 20.11.2003; and the Appellate Authority confirmed the same vide order
dated 05.04.2004, rejecting his appeal. The workman has also alleged that the inquiry officer conducted the ex-
parte departmental inquiry without observing the due procedure of domestic inquiry, in violation of the
principles of natural justice, inasmuch as the Inquiry Officer during the inquiry did not afford proper opportunity
to the workman for his defence; and the punishment ordered as well as appellate order is illegal. Accordingly,
the workman has prayed that the Departmental proceedings which were conducted in violation to the principles
of natural justice is liable to be set aside and he be reinstated with consequential benefits.

5. The management of the Bank in its written statement has denied the allegations of the workman and
has submitted that the workman remained unauthorizedly absent from his duties w.e.f. 03.10.2002 on the plea of
sickness and kept on submitting various medical certificates, issued by various doctors; and when the Bank
asked him to present himself before Dr. Rajeev at Mughalsarai on 30.01.2003 for medical examination; the
workman declined the same, thereafter, he was directed to contact CMO with details of disease and get his
medical prescription/certificates counter signed by the CMO; but the workman again did not appear before
CMO. The management has submitted that when the workman did not appear before CMO, the management
deputed one doctor along with bank’s officer to visit the workman’s residence for his medical examination; but
the workman was not available at his residence for medical examination on 13.03.2003 and 19.03.2003. The
management has stated that when workman failed to comply with the directions of the Bank for getting himself
medically examined on various occasions, he was issued a charge sheet dated 28.04.2003 and a departmental
inquiry was initiated. The workman did not present himself before inquiry officer also, which led to proceed
inquiry in his absence and the inquiry was concluded on the basis of material available before the inquiry
officer. The management has stated that on submission of the inquiry report on 24.072003, the workman was
issued a show cause notice dated 06.09.2003 and was given chance for personal hearing on 20.09.2003 &
06.10.2003; but when the workman did not submit any reply to the show cause or turn up for personal hearing
on two successive dates, the order of punishment dated 20.11.2003 was issued, which was confirmed, after
considering appeal of the workman, by the Appellant Authority vide order dated 05.04.2004. The management
of the Bank has defended its domestic proceedings with submission that the workman had been afforded all
reasonable opportunity given under rules the principles of natural justice were fully complied with; and when
the workman did not turn up before the Inquiry Officer, in spite of serval communications, the Inquiry Officer
had left with no alternate than to proceed ex-parte against workman and conduct an ex-parte inquiry in absence
of the workman; hence, there is no anomaly with it; and accordingly, has prayed that domestic enquiry
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proceedings conducted by it may be upheld and the action of the Bank vide order dated20.11.2003 be declared
just, fair and legal without any benefit to the workman concerned.

6. The workman has filed rejoinder reiterating the averments already made in the statement of claim.

7. The parties filed documentary evidence in support of their respective case. The workman examined
himself; whereas the management examined Shri Dudh Lal Ram Dev Ram in support of their respective
pleadings. The parties availed opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses of each other. The workman
retrained form proceedings since 27.01.2016. Following preliminary issues were framed vide order dated
30.12.2020:

(i) Whether the domestic inquiry conducted by the management is fair and proper.
(ii) Whether the findings of inquiry officer are perverse?
(iii) Whether the punishment imposed is proportionate to the charges or not?

After framing the above preliminary issues, the submissions of the authorized representative of the
management has been heard; and date was fixed for award, keeping in view long pendency of the case, since
2004.

8. Heard learned counsel of the management alone and perused entire material available on record.
Issue No: 01:

9. The authorized representative of the management has submitted that the workman committed gross
misconduct of unauthorized absence from duties. It has been argued by the learned counsel that the workman
who absented himself unauthorizedly w.e.f. 03.10.2002, did not appear before panel doctor for medical
examination nor did he let the Bank’s doctor to examine himself at his residence, therefore, he was issued a
charge sheet for his alleged unauthorized absence. It has further been submitted by the learned counsel that the
workman did not appeared before the inquiry and the inquiry was conducted in his absence; however, all
reasonable opportunity was afforded to the workman during the entire course of inquiry, but the workman failed
to avail the same; and there is no infirmity with the procedure adopted by the inquiry officer.

In rebuttal, the workman did not submit any oral or written submission; however, he has pleaded that
the departmental inquiry had been conducted in utter violation of the principles of natural justice and he was not
afforded proper opportunity to defend himself.

10. The workman has come forward with a case that he had been issued charge sheet for unauthorized
absence, in spite of the fact that he had been giving constant information of his illness with supportive
documents. It is also the case of the workman that he was denied proper defence, before the inquiry officer and
the inquiry had been conducted in violation to the principles of natural justice. The management has denied the
charges and in support of its pleadings has filed number of correspondences; wherein the workman had been
directed to get his medical examination done by the doctor, prescribed by the Bank. However, from perusal of
the documents relied upon by the parties it is evident that the management made all efforts to get the medical
examination of the workman by its doctor to check the claim of the workman about his prolonged illness; but
the workman failed to comply with the directions of the management, which led to issuance of charge sheet
dated 28.04.2003; however the workman did not present himself before the Inquiry Officer and resultantly the
inquiry was conducted ex-parte, in absence of the workman and report was drawn on the basis of the material
and statement of the witnesses before the inquiry officer. Moreover, the Disciplinary Authority, relying upon
the inquiry report, issued a show cause along with copy of inquiry report to the workman with opportunity for
personal hearing. The workman neither filed reply to show cause nor appeared for personal hearing; and
accordingly, the punishment order was issued. It is evident form the documents on record that the workman
preferred an appeal, which was properly disposed of by the Appellate Authority. Thus, there seems no anomaly
with the inquiry or denial of principles of natural justices to the workman by the Inquiry.

It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality of an action, the burden lies upon it to prove
illegality of the action, here in the instant case, it was burden upon the workman to prove bonafide of his
prolonged absence; but he did not turn up during entire inquiry process, unless the punishment order was passed
by the Disciplinary Authority. However, in the case in hand, there is no iota of evidence on record which goes
to suggest that the workman made any effort to participate in the departmental inquiry and principles of natural
justice were ever denied to him during the inquiry. Thus, the workman utterly failed to substantiate that the
Inquiry Officer did not conduct the inquiry in accordance with the principles of natural justice; and accordingly,
the issue No. 01 is decided in favour of the management.
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Issue No. 02:

11. The workman has pleaded that the inquiry report of the Inquiry officer is based on surmise and
conjuncture and are perverse as based on no material. However, the management has denied the allegation of
the workman and has submitted that the findings of the inquiry officer are based on the evidence, collected by
the Inquiry Officer during the inquiry and are detailed.

From perusal of the Inquiry Report, it is evident that the Inquiry Officer has based his findings on the
documents produced during the inquiry and statement of witnesses who appeared before the inquiry. The
version of the workman could not be taken into account as he did not turn before the Inquiry and the inquiry
proceeded in his absence. Thus, it could be well inferred that the findings of the Inquiry Officer do not suffer
with the vice of perversity; and accordingly, the issue No. 02 is decided in favour of the management.

Issue No. 03:

12. Now, after decision of the preliminary issue no. 01 & 02, in the favour of the management, the
pleadings of the workman that the punishment imposed upon him is disproportionate and this Tribunal should
interfere into it within the provisions providing under Section 11 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is taken
into account. In this regard, it is well settled that the Labour Court has ample power under section 11-A of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to substitute a lesser punishment, taking into consideration the facts and
circumstances of the case. Moreover, the principle of proportionality calls for interference of this Court into the
punishment imposed by the management i.e. of removal in view of law in Joseph Solomon vs. Presiding Officer,
Labour Court, U.P., Dehradun & another 2012 (134) FLR 424.

13. It is admitted proposition of law that the Court cannot sit in appeal or it cannot re-appreciate the
evidence relied before Inquiry Officer; in as much as it cannot alter the order or punishment; however, the scope
of invoking the powers given under Section 11 A of the Act, by the Labour Court is confined to the condition
that the Court should interfere with the order of punishment when it is disproportionate with respect to the
misconduct committed or it is harsh. Admittedly, in the instant case the workman was given charge sheet for
committing misconduct of ‘unauthorized absence from duties’. Moreover, it has been held in preceding para
that the disciplinary enquiry was conducted in accordance with the principles of natural justice and the workman
was afforded all reasonable opportunity to defend himself; and also that the findings of the Enquiry Officer do
not suffer with the vice of perversity.

14. In the instant case the workman was charge sheeted for misconduct of unauthorized absence; which has
been duly proved during departmental inquiry; and the workman had been punished with the punishment of
compulsory retirement from service without disqualification form future employment. Hon’ble Apex Court in
B.C. Chayurvedi v. Union of India, (1995) 6 SCC 749 while discussing about the scope of judicial review, in
disciplinary matters, has observed as under:

“The High Court/Tribunal, while exercising the power of judicial review, cannot normally substitute
its own conclusion on penalty and impose some other penalty. If the punishment imposed by the
disciplinary authority or the appellate authority shocks the conscience of the High Court/Tribunal,
it would appropriately mould the relief, either directing the disciplinary/appellate authority to
reconsider the penalty imposed, or to shorten the litigation, it may itself, in exceptional and rare
cases, imposed appropriate punishment with cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In DG, RPF vs. Sai Babu (2003) 4 SCC 331, Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that:

) PO Normally, the punishment imposed by a disciplinary authority should not be disturbed
by the High Court or a tribunal except in appropriate cases that too only after reaching a conclusion
that the punishment imposed is grossly or shockingly disproportionate, after examining all the
relevant factors including the nature of charges proved against, the past conduct, penalty imposed
earlier, the nature of duties assigned having due regard to their sensitiveness, exactness expected of
an discipline required to be maintained, and the department/establishment which the delinquent
person concerned works.”

In United Commercial Bank vs. P.C. Kakkar (2003) 4 SCC 364 Hon’ble Apex Court on review of a
long line of cases and the principles of judicial review of administrative action under English law summarized
the legal position in the following words:

“l11. The common thread running through in all these decisions is that the court should not
interfere with the administrators’ decision unless it was illogical or suffers from procedural
impOropriety or was shocking to the conscience of the court, in the sense that it was in
defiance of logic or moral standards. In view of what has been stated in Wednesbury case the
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court would not go into the correctness of the choice made by the administrator open to him
and the court should not substitute its decision to that of the administrator. The scope of
Jjudicial review is judicial review is limited to the deficiency in decision-making process and
not the decision.

12. To put it differently, unless the punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the
appellate authority shocks the conscience of the court/tribunal, there is no scope for
interference. Further, to shorten litigation it may, in exceptional and rare cases, impose
appropriate punishment by recording cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In Union of India vs. S.S. Ahluwalia (2007) 7 SCC 257 Hon’ble Supreme Court reiterated the legal
position as follows:

“8. e The scope of judicial review in the matter of imposition of penalty as a
result of disciplinary proceedings is very limited. The court can interfere with the
punishment only if it finds the same to be shockingly disproportionate to the charges found
to be proved.”

In State of Meghalaya v. Mecken Singh N. Marak (2008) 7 SCC 580 Hon’ble Supreme Court stated
that:

“The punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the appellate authority unless
shocking to the conscience of the court, cannot be subjected to judicial review.

15. Hon’ble Apex Court in Administrator, Union Territory of Dadra and Nagar Haveli vs. Gulbhia M. Lad
(2010) 2 SCC (L&S) 101 has observed that

“The legal position is fairly well settled that while exercising the power of judicial review,
the High Court or a Tribunal cannot interfere with the discretion exercised by the
disciplinary authority, and/or on appeal the appellate authority with regard to the
imposition of punishment unless such discretion suffers from illegality or material
procedural irregularity or that would shock the conscience of the court/tribunal. The
exercise of discretion in imposition of punishment by the disciplinary authority or appellate
authority is dependent on host of factors such as gravity of misconduct, past conduct, the
nature of duties assigned to the delinquent, responsibility of the position that the delinquent
holds, previous penalty, if any, and the discipline required to be maintained in the
department or establishment he works. Ordinarily the court or the tribunal would not
substitute its opinion on reappraisal of facts.

16. The workman was punished with the punishment of compulsory retirement from service, without
disqualification from future employment; However, Hon’ble Supreme Court in catena of cases has observed that
overstaying on leave or unauthorized absenteeism from the workplace enables the employer to dismiss an
employee as it amounts to serious misconduct.

17. Moreover, the Bank being a financial institution, the employee has to work with utmost devotion to its
customers and the absence of the workman without any prior approval of the authorities might lead to lack in
service to the customers; which is not permissible at all. Hon’ble Apex Court in (2011) 1 Supreme Court Cases
(L&S) 721 has observed that:

“7. It is now well settled that the courts will not act as an appellate court and reassess
the evidence led in the domestic enquiry, nor interfere on the ground that another view is
possible on the material on record. If the inquiry has been fairly and properly held and the
findings are based on evidence, the question of adequacy of the evidence or the reliable
nature of the evidence will not be grounds for interfering with the findings in departmental
enquiries. Therefore the courts will not interfere with findings of fact recorded in
departmental inquiries, except where such findings are based on no evidence or where they
are clearly perverse. The test to find out perversity is to see whether a tribunal acting
reasonably could have arrived at such conclusion or findings, on the material on record.
The courts will however interfere with the findings in disciplinary matters, if principles of
natural justice or statutory regulations have been violated or if the order is found to be
arbitrary, capricious, mala fide or based on extraneous considerations.”

18. In the instant case the charge of unauthorized absence had been found to be proved. Therefore, under
the facts and the circumstances and considering the laws pronounced by Hon’ble Supreme Court and Hon’ble
High Courts, there is no justification in interfering with the punishment imposed upon the workman by the
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Appellate Authority for proved gross misconduct of ‘unauthorized absence’. Accordingly, the workman is not
entitled for any relief.

19. Award as above.
Let two copies of this award be sent to the Ministry for publication.
LUCKNOW
28™ January, 2021
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

¢ facell, 18 ®Ra), 2021

PIIAT. 157.—3efTE faare AfAfFTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & IR H BRI PR
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[}, TA-12011 /20 / 2017-3MMS3MR (§1-11)]
AT S, AT ATBTR

New Delhi, the 18th February, 2021

S.0. 157.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 18/2017) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Central Bank
of India, and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.02.2021.

[No. L-12011/20/2017-IR(B-II)]
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW

PRESENT : P. K. SRIVASTAVA HJS (Retd.)

L.D. No. 18/2017
Ref. No. L-12011/20/2017-IR(B-II) dated 09.05.2017

BETWEEN :

The General Secretary
Central Bank Employees Association
C.B.E.A., D-75, Sector-D, LDA Colony
Kanpur Road Scheme
Lucknow — 226012.
(Espousing matter of Shri Vihbakar Kushwaha)
Vs.
1. The General Manager (HRD)
Central Bank of India, Central Office
Nariman Point, Mumbai — 400021.

2. The Zonal Manager
Central Bank of India
23, Vidhan Sabha Marg,
Lucknow — 226001.

3. The Regional Manager
Central Bank of India, Regional Office
73, Hazratganj, Lucknow — 226001.
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AWARD

1. By order No. L-12011/20/2017-IR(B-II) dated 09.05.2017, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute for adjudication.

The reference under adjudication is:

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA,
LUCKNOW DEPRIVING PROMOTION TO SHRI VIBHAKAR KUSHWAHA TO THE POST OF
STENO-OFFICER IS JUST, FAIR AND LEGAL? IF NOT, WHAT RELIEF THE WORKMAN
CONCERNED IS ENTITLED TO?”

3. The case of the workman, Vibhakar Kushwaha, in brief is that he joined the services of the bank as
Stenographer on 08.04.1985 and was posted at Regional Office, Etawah; and subsequently, was transferred to
Lucknow in same capacity and emoluments, on his own request vide order dated 29.07.1988 and was paid
steno-allowance; but the said allowance was stopped vide order dated 19.05.1990 with immediate effect, in
violation to the clause 5.9 of Bi-partite Settlement. It has been alleged by the workman that he was transferred
back to Etawah on 22.08.1990 and on his joining at Etawah his steno-allowance was again resumed by the
management; but when again the workman requested for transfer to Lucknow, he was transferred on the
condition of non-payment of steno allowance. The workman has alleged that he was given positing at Regional
Office, Lucknow as Clerk/Typist just to deprive him of the steno-allowance and future promotion. It has been
further alleged by the workman that the bank in year 1996, without following any due procedure for promotion
to the post of Steno-Officer, promoted on Shri S. Durai Pandian to the post of Steno-Officer, who himself was
recruited as Stenographer and joined the bank on 09.04.1985; however, after completion of promotion process
of Mr. Pandian, the special allowance of workman had been restored on 24.11.1997. The workman has
submitted that promotion of Mr. Pandian was challenged by one Mr. Fateh Singh, who was designated and not
recruited a stenographer, before this Tribunal; and this Tribunal held him eligible for promotion as Steno-
Officer. Accordingly, the workman has stated that since both the promoted candidates viz. Mr S. Durai Pandian
and Fateh Singh is junior to him, therefore, he deserves to be promoted with consequential benefits and has
prayed accordingly.

4. The management of the Central Bank of India has disputed the claim of the workman through its
written statement; wherein it has submitted that the cause of action pertains to the year 1996; however, the
matter under dispute has been raised with an inordinate delay of more than 20 years, hence, not maintainable;
moreover, the similar cause of action has already been referred in I.D. No. 12/2016 before this Tribunal,
therefore, the proceedings in present case is barred by the principles of res-judicata. The management has
submitted that the transfer request of the workman had been accepted by the Bank for his transfer from Agra
Regional Office to Regional Office, Lucknow vide letter dated 29.07.1988 with certain condition, which are
binding upon him. The management of the Bank has further stated that while seeking his transfer for second
time, back to Lucknow from Etawah, the workman himself foregone his steno allowance while working as clerk
cum typist in Lucknow; accordingly, the management has prayed that the claim of the workman be rejected
being devoid of any merit.

5. The workman filed its rejoinder; wherein apart from reiterating the averments already made in the
statement of claim, introduced nothing new.

6. The parties filed documentary evidence. The workman examined himself and one Mr. Phateh Singh in
support of his claim; whereas the management examined Shri Prabhat Kumar Yadav, Sr. Manager in support of
their respective case. The parties cross-examined the witnesses of each other.

7. Perused entire evidence available on record and scanned entire evidence available on record in light of
the rival pleadings.

8. The workman has argued that the he was initially appointed in the bank services on 08.04.1985 and
was posted at Regional Office, Etawa as an additional stenographer under jurisdiction of Lucknow Zone;
however, on transfer to Lucknow, at his own request, his steno allowance was stopped and subsequently he was
transferred back to Etawah on 22.08.1990 and was allowed to join back Lucknow, on transfer at his own
request. The workman has vehemently argued that while his posting at Lucknow he was not given steno
allowance, just to deprive him of his legitimate promotion to the post of Steno Officer; and the Bank
management illegally promoted one Mr. S. Durai Pandian as Steno Officer and subsequently one Mr. Fateh
Singh as Steno Officer, at the directions of the Tribunal. He has relied on:

(i) 1983 (47) FLR 394 K. D. Gupta vs Union of Inia & others.
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(ii) Hon’ble Apex Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 1742-1742 of 2010 between State of West Bengal &
anther vs Kamala Prasad & others decided on 16.02.2010.

(iii) Hon’ble Apex Court in Civil Appeal No. 318 of 2008 between Shakuntala vs State of Haryana
& others decided on 09.06.2010.

(iv) 1981 AIR 1915 Uma Charan vs State of Madhya Pradesh & another.

9. In rebuttal, the authorized representative of the management has argued that the workman who was
posted in Regional Office, Etawah, sought transfer to Lucknow and on his transfer to Lucknow as per his own
request vide letter dated 29.07.1988, he was not entitled for any officiating allowance to a post attracting special
allowance for a period of 30 moths and promotion for a period of 3 years from the date of his reporting at
Regional Office, Lucknow. The management has argued the having accepted the conditions mentioned in letter
dated 29.07.1988, the workman joined at Lucknow Regional Office; and accordingly, cannot not claim benefits
contrary to the terms of letter dated 29.07.1988. The authorized representative has vehemently argued that the
claim of the workman is stale one, raised after a gap of 21 years; hence not maintainable; moreover, it is barred
by the principle of res-judicata. He has relied upon:

(i) Hon’ble High Court of Punjab & Haryana in Kartar Singh vs Managing Director, HVPNL &
others in CWP No. 26962 of 2015 (O&M) decided on 04.04.2018.

10. I have given my thoughtful consideration to the rival submissions of the parties and perused material
available on record.

11. The workman has come up with a case that he had been transferred to Lucknow twice at his own
request and the management in order to deprive him of his legitimate rights, deliberately exploited his
conditions and did not pay him steno allowance in an illegal manner. He has also come with a case that one Mr.
S. Durai Pandian and another Shri Phateh Singh who were prompted to the post of Steno Officer were junior to
him and he is entitled for promotion.

12. In rebuttal, the management has contended that the workman had been initially been appointed in
Etawah region and on his transfer to Lucknow region at his own request; and he himself agree to forego the
steno allowance, therefore, he was transferred to Lucknow region depriving him steno allowance for 30 months
and promotion for 3 years, therefore, he cannot claim the same at this highly belated state i.e. after lapse of more
than 21 years.

13. Having perused pleading of the rival parties and evidence relied upon by them it is admitted case of the
parties that the workman on recruitment as stenographer had been given initial posting at Etawah Region on
08.04.1985; however, he was transferred at his own request to Lucknow regional office vide letter dated
29.07.1988; wherein he was deprived of certain allowances/privileges. The letter dated 29.07.1988 is
reproduced hereunder:

“RO/PRS/5/88/1359 Dated: 29.7.88
MEMO

We are pleased to inform Mr. Vibhakar Kushwaha, Hindi Steno, that his request for transfer to
Lucknow has been considered sympathetically by the Management.

Under instructions from our Zonal office, Agra we advise having transferred services of
Mpr. Vibhakar Kushwaha, Hindi Steno to Regional office, Lucknow in the same _capacity and on
emoluments as per rules.

It is made clear to Mr. Kushwaha that this transfer has been effected at this own request to suit his
own convenience, he will not be allowed any TA/DA or joining time. He will also not be eligible to
claim officiating allowance to a post attracting special allowance for a period of 30 months and
promotion for a period of 3 years from the date of his reporting at Regional Office, Lucknow.

He shall stand relieved from this office on 8.7.88 after the day’s work with instructions to report
Regional Manager, Lucknow immediately for further instructions.

-sd-
Regional Manager”

It is the case of the management of the Bank that the workman could not be considered for promotion
for the reasons that he was not drawing any steno allowance; accordingly, was treated in clerical cadre.
Moreover, the management of the Bank denied the steno allowance on the basis of above quoted transfer order
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and claims that the workman himself requested for transfer, which resulted into withdrawal of steno allowance;
but from perusal of the above quoted transfer order, it is apparent on the face of record that there is no mention
of foregoing the steno allowance by the workman.

Admittedly the workman had been recruited as Stenographer and he was entitled for special allowance
attracted by the post of Stenographer; moreover, his cadre cannot be changed or treated to be changed by virtue
of denial of any special allowance attracted by the post, as it was in violation of para 5.9 of IBPS, which is as
follows:

31 A workman will be entitled to a special allowance only so long as he is in charge of such
work or the performance of such duties which attract such allowance. Whether a workman can be
asked to cease to do such work or discharge such duties and consequently cease to draw such
allowance, will depend upon the terms of employment. For instance, a workman who is employed
permanently as a Head Clerk or Stenographer cannot be deprived of his special allowance by asking
him to work as an ordinary clerk or asking him not to work as a Head Clerk or Stenographer. If,
however, a recipient of a special allowance wants to give up the work or duties which entitle him to
the special allowance, he shall if his request is granted, cease to draw the special allowance.”

Here in the instant case, there was no such request from the workman to give up his special allowance
while seeking his transfer; moreover, while seeking transfer the Award Staff Employees, where not required to
give up their special allowance as per provisions of contained in para 2.1 of the circular dated 18.02.1999
regarding ‘Transfer of Award Staff Employees at Their Request From One Station to Another’, as follows:

2.1 Award Staff Employees recruited or appointed in the Bank’s service in the Special
Allowance Carrying posts such as stenos/steno-cum-typist/steno-cum-clerks etc. in clerical cadre
and drivers, armed guards, watchmen, etc. in the sub-ordinate cadre, may seek transfer in the same
capacity without the requirement of foregoing the Special Allowance, to any Branches/Offices in
India and their transfer shall be considered subject to availability of suitable vacancy in such
Special Allowance carrying post at the requested place.”

Schedule-II of 9™ Bipartite Settlement, relied upon by the parties revel that certain posts, which are
included in the clerical cadre, including Stenographer, carry special pay. This special pay/allowance is
attributed to them by virtue of additional work allotted to them or due to dealing with some work of special
nature, different from work allotted to other posts included in clerical cadre. Therefore, given special
pay/allowance does not differentiate between posts in clerical cadre; but due to such special allowance, they
could be put in sub cadre, within the clerical cadre; however, denial or non-drawl of this special allowance does
not changes their category or sub-cadre, which was done in the instant case in hand as the workman had been
treated as simple clerk instead of Stenographer, due to non-drawl of steno allowance. Hence, posting of a
‘steno’ as ‘clerk’ does not change his cadre.

Thus, from above quoted circular it is clear that the action of the management in depriving the
workman from special allowance while transferring him was arbitrary and contrary to the Rules; and the
workman was entitled for special allowance during his posting at Regional Office at Lucknow.

14. Now taking into account the claim of the workman regarding his eligibility for promotion as Steno
Officer, it is admitted fact that the workman had been recruited in the bank services as Hindi Stenographer and
he joined on 08.04.1985; whereas another Stenographer viz. S. Durai Pandian join the bank services on
09.04.1985 was given promotion as Bank Officer. In this regard the workman has relied upon decision of this
Tribunal in Phateh Singh’s case in reference No. L-12012/22/98/IR(B-II) dated 14.12.1998, which is admitted to
the management; wherein this Tribunal held that Mr. S. Durai Pandian was no eligible for promotion as on the
date when he exercised his option for promotion, he did not possess requisite length of qualifying service;
moreover, this Tribunal held said Phateh Singh entitled for promotion instead of Mr. S. Durai Pandian. Hence,
in the circumstances, it could be well presumed that had the workman been given chance to participate in the
selection process, he would have superseded Mr. S. Durai Pandian, an ineligible candidate. Moreover, this
Tribunal vide its award dated 18.12.2000 has held as under:

18. Thus, on the strength of the discussions made above, it can be safely concluded that the
management of the Central Bank of India did not act legally and justifiably, in not considering
Phateh Singh to the post of Steno Office. The management did not follow the terms of Promotion
Policy Rules, regulating selection to the post of Steno Officer. In the circumstances, Phateh Singh,
being the only eligible candidate with valid irrevocable option, was entitled to the said post w.e.f. the
date, the post of Steno Office was filled by Mr. D. Pandian an ineligible person. In effect, the post
has to be treated vacant, filled by the workman Phateh Singh entitling him to all the service and
pecuniary benefits.”
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15. The plea taken by the management that the case is being raised by the workman long delay; however,
on failure of the conciliation proceedings, the present industrial dispute has been referred to this Tribunal for
adjudication under powers conferred under Section 10 of the Act; and there is no scope of limitation in the
Section 10 of the Act. Hence, upon reference of an industrial dispute by the appropriate Government, it is duty
casted upon the Labour Court or Industrial Tribunal to answer the terms of reference. Admittedly the present
case is not regarding denial of legitimate rights of the workman; and the workman had been kept on pursuing his
matter with the management and it was only after their denial he approached the Conciliation officer for his
legal remedy, therefore, in the light of the facts and circumstances of the present case the objection raised by the
management regarding delay in raising the present industrial dispute is not tenable in the eye of law. Moreover,
the delay could not be used as tool to deprive the workman of his legitimate rights of proper adjudication of the
case on its merits.

16. Therefore, in view of the discussions made hereinabove, I am of the considered opinion that the action
of the management of Central Bank of India in depriving promotion to the workman to the post of Steno-officer
is illegal and resultantly, the workman is entitled for promotion as Steno Officer from the date of vacancy on
which S. Durai Pandian was appointed as Steno Officer i.e. He is also entitled for consequential notional
benefits and back wages as well as post retiral benefits.

17. The reference under adjudication is answered accordingly.
18. Award as above.
Let two copies of this award be sent to the Ministry for publication.
LUCKNOW
28™ January, 2021
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T3 facell, 18 HRaAN, 2021

PI3AL. 158.—3IEH fdare AR, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 & ATART H daI ARBR
9% % JeIaT & Jduasd & Hag Al 8k S9a FHeRI & 9= oy # ffdwe sienfie faarg #
DT TRBR IMENfTE ARG/ 3 TSR, @S & Uare (Hed . 48 /2008) BT USRS BT &
Sl Bl ARBR DI 18.02.2021 BT UTE §3T AT |

[¥. TA-12011 /66 / 2008-3MMSIMR (d1-11)]
AT S, AT ATBI
New Delhi, the 18th February, 2021

S.0. 158.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 48/2008) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Bank of
Baroda and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.02.2021.

[No. L-12011/66/2008-IR(B-I1)]
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW

PRESENT : P. K. SRIVASTAVA, HJS (Retd.)

L.D. No. 48/2008
Ref. No. L-12011/66/2008-IR(B-II) dated 01.09.2008
BETWEEN :

The General Secretary

Bank of Baroda Staff Association

15/222 A, Civil Lines

Kanpur (UP)

(Espousing cause of Shri Sushil Kumar Wadhwan)
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Vs.
The Assistant General Manager
Bank of Baroda
21A/25A, Banerjee Bhawan, Lal Bahadur Shastri Marg
Civil Lines, Allahabad.
AWARD

1. By order No. L-12011/66/2008-IR(B-1I) dated 01.09.2008 the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute between the General
Secretary, Bank of Baroda Staff Association, 15/222 A, Civil Lines, Kanpur (UP) and the Assistant General
Manager, Bank of Baroda, 21A/25A, Banerjee Bhawan, Lal Bahadur , Shastri Marg, Civil Lines, Allahabad for
adjudication.

4. The reference under adjudication is:

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF BANK OF BARODA IN IMPOSING THE
PUNISHMENT OF ‘DISMISSAL’ FROM SERVICE ‘ON SUSHIL KUMAR WADHAWAN, EC.
NO. 50421 VIDE ORDER DATED 18/08/2003 IS LEGAL AND AND JUSTIFIED? TO WHAT RELIEF
THE CONCERNED WORKMAN IS ENTITLED?”

2. It is admitted case of the parties that the workman, Sushil Kumar Wadhawan, was working as Head
Cashier, in the Binda branch of the Bank when he was placed under suspension vide order dated 25.05.1999;
and subsequently, was issued a major penalty charge sheet dated 12.01.2001. Shri S. K. Pandey was appointed
as Enquiry Officer, who submitted his enquiry report dated 19.04.2003 before the disciplinary authority. The
Disciplinary Authority furnished a copy of the Inquiry Report vide letter dated 22.04.2003 and subsequently was
dismissed vide order dated 26.07.2003; however, he was afforded an opportunity of personal hearing and after
hearing the workman the final order for punishment dated 18.08.2003 was issued. The appeal of the workman
was also rejected vide order dated 22.04.2004

3. It has been alleged by the workman that the prosecution did not prove the documents presented by the
Presenting Officer. It has also been alleged by the workman that his representation against the findings of the
Inquiry Officer was not considered by the Disciplinary Authority while passing impugned order. Accordingly,
the workman has prayed that the Departmental proceedings which were conducted in violation to the principles
of natural justice is liable to be set aside and impugned order be quashed.

4. The management of the Bank in its written statement has denied the allegations of the workman and
has defended its domestic proceedings with submission that the workman had been afforded all opportunity
given under rules the principles of natural justice were fully complied with; hence, there is no anomaly with it;
and accordingly, has prayed that domestic enquiry proceedings conducted by it may be upheld and the action of
the Bank vide order dated 18.08.2003 be declared just, fair and legal without any benefit to the workman
concerned.

5. The workman has filed rejoinder reiterating the averments already made in the statement of claim.

6. The parties filed documents in support of their respective case. Following preliminary issues were
framed in the presence of the parties vide order dated 09.03.2010:

(i) Whether the domestic inquiry was fair and proper?
(ii) Whether the findings of inquiry officer are perverse?

After framing of preliminary issues, the parties the parties were called upon to adduce their evidence on
preliminary issues, which they foregone; and accordingly, date was fixed for arguments on preliminary issues.
The workman did not turn for oral submissions; accordingly, following orders were passed, on preliminary
issues, vide order dated 27.02.2020:

“Thus, from the facts & circumstances of the case and discussions made hereinabove, I am of the
considered opinion that the disciplinary enquiry, against the workman, was conducted in accordance
with the principles of natural justice and the workman was afforded all reasonable opportunity to
defend himself; and also that the findings of the Inquiry Officer do not suffer with the vice of
perversity. As such, the issue No. 01 & 02 is decided in favour of the management. The parties are
called upon to forward their argument over the quantum of punishment u/s 114 of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947”7
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7. When the workman or his authorizes representative did not turn up for oral submissions, the argument
of the management was heard on the point of quantum of punishment under Section 11 A of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947. Also, the parties were afforded opportunity to file their written submission.

8. Heard, authorized representative of the management and perused entire material available on record.

9. Now taking up the third issue, it is well settled that the Labour Court has ample power under section
11-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to substitute a lesser punishment, taking into consideration the facts
and circumstances of the case. Moreover, the principle of proportionality calls for interference of this Court into
the punishment imposed by the management i.e. of removal in view of law in Joseph Solomon vs. Presiding
Officer, Labour Court, U.P., Dehradun & another 2012 (134) FLR 424.

10. In the instant case the workman was charge sheeted for his alleged misconduct of embezzlement, gross
negligence and acting in manner prejudicial to the interest of the Bank; which had been found proved by the
inquiry officer and accordingly, the workman had been punished with punishment of dismissal without notice.

11. Hon’ble Apex Court in B.C. Chayurvedi v. Union of India, (1995) 6 SCC 749 while discussing about
the scope of judicial review, in disciplinary matters, has observed as under:

“The High Court/Tribunal, while exercising the power of judicial review, cannot normally substitute
its own conclusion on penalty and impose some other penalty. If the punishment imposed by the
disciplinary authority or the appellate authority shocks the conscience of the High Court/Tribunal, it
would appropriately mould the relief, either directing the disciplinary/appellate authority to
reconsider the penalty imposed, or to shorten the litigation, it may itself, in exceptional and rare
cases, imposed appropriate punishment with cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In DG, RPF vs. Sai Babu (2003) 4 SCC 331, Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that:

1/ PO Normally, the punishment imposed by a disciplinary authority should not be disturbed
by the High Court or a tribunal except in appropriate cases that too only after reaching a conclusion
that the punishment imposed is grossly or shockingly disproportionate, after examining all the
relevant factors including the nature of charges proved against, the past conduct, penalty imposed
earlier, the nature of duties assigned having due regard to their sensitiveness, exactness expected of
an discipline required to be maintained, and the department/establishment which the delinquent
person concerned works.”

In United Commercial Bank vs. P.C. Kakkar (2003) 4 SCC 364 Hon’ble Apex Court on review of a
long line of cases and the principles of judicial review of administrative action under English law summarized
the legal position in the following words:

“l11. The common thread running through in all these decisions is that the court should not
interfere with the administrators’ decision unless it was illogical or suffers from procedural
impropriety or was shocking to the conscience of the court, in the sense that it was in defiance
of logic or moral standards. In view of what has been stated in Wednesbury case the court
would not go into the correctness of the choice made by the administrator open to him and the
court should not substitute its decision to that of the administrator. The scope of judicial
review is judicial review is limited to the deficiency in decision-making process and not the
decision.

12.  To put it differently, unless the punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the
appellate authority shocks the conscience of the court/tribunal, there is no scope for
interference. Further, to shorten litigation it may, in exceptional and rare cases, impose
appropriate punishment by recording cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In Union of India vs. S.S. Ahluwalia (2007) 7 SCC 257 Hon’ble Supreme Court reiterated the legal
position as follows:

1 A The scope of judicial review in the matter of imposition of penalty as a
result of disciplinary proceedings is very limited. The court can interfere with the
punishment only if it finds the same to be shockingly disproportionate to the charges found
to be proved.”

In State of Meghalaya v. Mecken Singh N. Marak (2008) 7 SCC 580 Hon’ble Supreme Court stated
that:

“The punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the appellate authority unless
shocking to the conscience of the court, cannot be subjected to judicial review.
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12. Hon’ble Apex Court in Administrator, Union Territory of Dadra and Nagar Haveli vs. Gulbhia M. Lad
(2010) 2 SCC (L&S) 101 has observed that

“The legal position is fairly well settled that while exercising the power of judicial review, the High
Court or a Tribunal cannot interfere with the discretion exercised by the disciplinary authority,
and/or on appeal the appellate authority with regard to the imposition of punishment unless such
discretion suffers from illegality or material procedural irregularity or that would shock the
conscience of the court/tribunal. The exercise of discretion in imposition of punishment by the
disciplinary authority or appellate authority is dependent on host of factors such as gravity of
misconduct, past conduct, the nature of duties assigned to the delinquent, responsibility of the
position that the delinquent holds, previous penalty, if any, and the discipline required to be
maintained in the department or establishment he works. Ordinarily the court or the tribunal would
not substitute its opinion on reappraisal of facts.

13. In the instant case the workman, received money from the accounts holders to deposit the same into
their respective account but instead of depositing he misappropriate the same and further made number of acts
of omission and commission, which were prejudicial to the interest of the Bank.

Needless to point out that the misappropriation of the Bank’s money speaks ill of the honesty and
integrity of the workman concerned. This is definitely an act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank, which leads
to loss of faith in the workman. In Air India Corporation Bombay vs. V.A. Ravellow 1972 (25) FLR 319 (SC) it
has been observed that:

“Once the employer has lost the confidence in the employee and the bona fide loss of confidence is
affirmed, the order of punishment must be considered to be immune from challenge, for the reason
that discharging the office of trust and confidence requires absolute integrity, and in a case of loss
of confidence, reinstatement cannot be directed.”

In Knhaiyalal Agarwal and others vs. Factory Manager, Gwaliar Sugar Co. Ltd. AIR 2001 SC 3645
Hon’ble Apex court laid down the test for loss of confidence to find out as to whether there was bona fide loss
of confidence in the employee, observing that:

“@) the workman is holding the position of trust and confidence; (ii) by abusing such position,
be commits act which vresults in forfeiting the same; and (iii) to continue him in
service/establishment would be embarrassing the inconvenient to the employee, or would be
detrimental to the discipline or security of the establishment. Loss of confidence cannot be
subjective, based upon the mind of the management. Objective facts which would lead to a definite
inference of apprehension in the mind of the management, regarding trust worthiness or reliability
of the employee, must be alleged and proved.”

In State Bank of India and another v. Bela Bagchi and others AIR 2005 SC 3272, repelled the
contention that even if by the misconduct of the employee the employer does not suffer any financial loss, he
can be removed from service in a case of loss of confidence.

14. Thus, the Bank being a financial institution dealing with the public money, the employees of the Bank
are required to exhibit utmost honesty and integrity in day to day transaction/functioning. The act of dishonesty
or fraud or misappropriation lowers down the reputation of Bank in public. The public lose their confidence in
Bank, which affects Bank’s business and finally the national economy.

15. Hon’ble Apex Court in (2011) 1 Supreme Court Cases (L&S) 721 has observed that:

“7. It is now well settled that the courts will not act as an appellate court and reassess the
evidence led in the domestic enquiry, nor interfere on the ground that another view is possible on the
material on record. If the inquiry has been fairly and properly held and the findings are based on
evidence, the question of adequacy of the evidence or the reliable nature of the evidence will not be
grounds for interfering with the findings in departmental enquiries. Therefore, the courts will not
interfere with findings of fact recorded in departmental inquiries, except where such findings are
based on no evidence or where they are clearly perverse. The test to find out perversity is to see
whether a tribunal acting reasonably could have arrived at such conclusion or findings, on the
material on record. The courts will however interfere with the findings in disciplinary matters, if
principles of natural justice or statutory regulations have been violated or if the order is found to be
arbitrary, capricious, mala fide or based on extraneous considerations.”
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16. In the instant case the charge of misappropriation of the Bank’s money was found to be proved and
principles of natural justice were properly observed while conducting the departmental inquiry; and also the
findings of the Inquiry Officer were not found to be perverse; accordingly, the workman was awarded
punishment of dismissal without notice, which cannot be said to be disproportionate or harsh to the proved
misconduct, at any stretch of imagination.

Therefore, in view of the facts and the circumstances of the case; and law cited hereinabove, there is no
justification in interfering with the punishment imposed upon the workman by the Disciplinary Authority for
proved gross misconduct of ‘misappropriation’. Accordingly, I am of the considered opinion that the workman
is not entitled for any relief.

17. Reference under adjudication is answered accordingly.
18. Award as above.
Let two copies of this award be sent to the Ministry for publication.
LUCKNOW
21* January, 2020
P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T2 fReel, 18 WY, 2021
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[¥. Tet-12011 /237 / 2003-3MSMR (H-11)]
T §9e, AT ST
New Delhi, the 18th February, 2021

S.0. 159.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 31/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Central Bank
of India, and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.02.2021.

[No. L-12011/237/2003-IR(B-II)]
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW

PRESENT: P. K. SRIVASTAVA HIJS (Retd.)

L.D. No. 31/2004
Ref. No. L-12011/237/2003-IR(B-II) dated: 17.02.2004

BETWEEN :

The Regional Secretary
Central Bank of India Employees Union
538, Swaroop Nagar, Chabhai
Bareilly (UP)
(Espousing case of Sri Diwan Giri)
Vs
The Regional Manager
Central Bank of India
Regional Office, B-88, Civil Lines
Bareilly (UP) 243001
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AWARD

1. By order No. L-12011/237/2003-IR(B-II) dated: 17.02.2004 the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute for adjudication.

2. The reference under adjudication is:

“WHETHER HE ACTION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA IN
NOT GIVING PROMOTION TO SHRI DIWAN GIRI, CLERK W.E.F. 01.01.1990 IS JUST,
FAIR AND LEGAL? IF NOT, WHAT RELIEF HE IS ENTITLED TO?”

3. The case of the workman, Diwan Giri, in brief, is that he had been appointed in sub-ordinate cadre in
the Bank on 01.01.1990 and had been declared successful in the test and interview, conducted for promotion to
the post of Clerk. The workman has alleged that the Manager of Meergunj Branch, Sri R.K. Bansal filed a FIR
against the workman for alleged manhandling with him and a case was registered bearing No. 1379/1994 u/s
323/504/332 of IPC. The workman has submitted that after trail he had been acquitted from charges by the
competent court of law vide order dated 12.12.1994 and when he represented for his promotion w.e.f.
01.01.1990, the management, issued charge sheet dated 26.07.1996 in pursuance to show cause memo dated
23.06.1990 and after conducting a departmental inquiry; where principles of natural justice were not duly
observed was punished with punishment of Censure. It has been alleged by the workman that the Departmental
proceedings which were conducted in violation to the principles of natural justice is liable to be set aside and he
be held entitled for promotion to the post of Clerk w.e.f. 01.01.1990 with consequential benefits.

4. The management of the Bank in its written statement has denied the allegations of the workman and
has submitted that since the disciplinary action was pending against the workman as such the promotion could
not be released; however, confirmation and judgment from the Court in Criminal Case is not a binding in the
internal aspects of the bank. The management has submitted since his reply of the workman, to the memo dated
23.06.1990, was not found satisfactory therefor, departmental proceedings were initiated against the workman
for alleged gross-misconduct of misbehavior and assaulting the Branch Manager and disorderly behavior in the
bank premises; however, after inquiry, the charges were found to be partially proved, therefore, the workman
had been punished with the punishment of Censure. The management has also submitted that the workman was
afforded all reasonable opportunity to defend himself, inasmuch as the departmental proceedings were
conducted in accordance with the principles of natural justice and after thorough appreciation of the findings of
the inquiry officer, the workman was imposed with the punishment of Censure. As regards acquittal of the
workman in criminal case, the management has submitted that the same was not clean acquittal but after giving
him benefit of doubt, therefore, it had no effect on the domestic inquiry. The management has submitted that
the punishment order is well reasoned and speaking; therefore, the same is liable to be up held, without any
relief to the workman concerned.

6. The workman’s union has filed its rejoinder, reiterating the averments already made in the statement of
claim.
7. The parties have filed documents in support of its case. The workman filed his affidavit in support of

pleadings; but management neither cross-examined him nor adduced its oral evidence. Since the alleged action
of the management for non-grant of promotion to the workman was based on the outcome of the domestic
inquiry, therefore, following preliminary issues were framed vide order dated 23.12.2020:

(i) Whether the domestic inquiry conducted by the management is fair and proper, and
(ii) Whether the findings of inquiry officer are perverse?
(iii)  Whether the punishment imposed is proportionate to the charges or not?

The oral submissions of the learned counsel of both the parties had been heard at length and
documents relied upon by the parties had been perused.

9. It had been alleged by the workman that the Departmental proceedings which were conducted in
violation to the principles of natural justice is liable to be set aside. Moreover, he has also come up with a case
that there was not disciplinary action pending against him against the dated of judgment of criminal court dated
13.12.1994 and when he pressed for promotion w.e.f. 01.01.1990, he was illegally served upon a charge sheet
dated 26.07.1996 was served upon him, ignoring his acquittal from Criminal Court on same charges and after
conducting a defective domestic inquiry, he was not given promotion firstly, on the grounds that an inquiry is
pending against him and subsequently, on the basis of punishment awarded to him. The workman has also
alleged that the Disciplinary Authority conducted inquiry in violation to provisions contained in Para No. 19.11,
Chapter XIX of Bipartite Settlement dated 19.10.1966 in an illegal manner.
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10. However, in rebuttal the management has come up with a case, that the workman who was indulged in
disruptive activities at work place and not only used abusive language but also hurled his seniors causing utter
indiscipline, was issued a show cause dated 23.06.1990; and subsequently, was issued a charge sheet dated
26.07.1996 to the workman and after conducting a detailed inquiry, wherein the principles of natural justice
were thoroughly observed, the workman was found partially guilty for the alleged charges and resultantly, the
workman was punished with Censer. It is also the case of the management that the FIR was also lodged against
the workman for similar deed; wherein he was acquitted, giving him benefit of doubt; hence the acquittal was
not clean. The management had argued that the management had right to proceed with the departmental inquiry
even after acquittal of the workman in criminal proceedings as departmental proceedings and criminal
proceedings stand in a different footing; hence the denial of promotion to the promotion due to pendency of
departmental proceeding and later on due to punishment award is just and legal.

10. Having given thoughtful consideration to the rival contentions of the learned counsel of both the
parties, the issued framed vide order dated 23.12.2020 are taken up for consideration hereunder:

Issue No. 01:-

11. As regards first issue regarding fairness of the domestic inquiry, the workman’s union has taken a stand
that the workman’s request for dropping the charges was not adhered to by the management of the Bank on the
basis of his acquittal in the criminal case with same charges and secondly that the principles of natural justice
was duly followed during the departmental proceedings. The workman did not turn up cross-examination in
support of his affidavit; moreover, from perusal of the inquiry proceedings on record, it is evident that the
workman had been supplied copy of charge sheet along with documents relied upon before the inquiry, he was
given opportunity to be represented by defence representative; apart from cross-examining the prosecution
witness and adducing his defence. During inquiry the workman was granted adjournment/time in absence of his
defence representative; moreover, he also filed with written submission before the inquiry. Though the
workman has pleaded that there was violation of principles of natural justice; but failed to substantiate the same
through cogent evidence i.e. documentary or oral. On the contrary, from perusal of the inquiry proceedings,
available on record, it is established that the domestic inquiry was fairly conducted by the management and the
workman had been given all reasonable opportunity to defend himself during the course of the inquiry.

Also, Hon’ble Supreme Court in Karnataka Power Transmission Corpn. Ltd. vs Sri C. Nagaraju &
Anr. 2019 LLR 1181 has observed as under:

“9, Acquittal by a criminal court would not debar an employer from exercising the power to
conduct departmental proceedings in accordance with the rules and regulations. The two
proceedings, criminal and departmental, are entirely different. They operate in different fields and
have different objectives. Ajit Kumar Nag (Supra). In the disciplinary proceedings, the question in
whether the Respondent is guilty of such conduct as would merit his removal from service or a
lesser punishment, as the case may be, whereas in the criminal proceedings, the question is whether
the offences registered against him under the PC Act are established, and if established, what
sentence should be imposed upon him. The standard of proof, the mode of inquiry and the rules
governing inquiry and trial in both the cases are significantly distinct and different. State of
Rajasthan v. B. K. Meena, (1996) 6 SCC 417.”

Hence, from perusal of the above quoted law, it is crystal clear that the submissions of the workman’s
union that the management should not have proceeded with the departmental inquiry on his acquittal in the
criminal proceedings is not acceptable; moreover, the departmental inquiry, conducted by the management was
fair and proper. Accordingly, the issue No. 01 is decided in favour of the management.

Issue No. 02:-

12. As regards, issue No. 2, it is apparent on the face of record that the workman participated in the
departmental proceedings and had been afforded all reasonable opportunity to defend himself; moreover,
acquittal of the workman in the criminal case has no effect on the ongoing departmental action. Also, the
workman’s union has not suggested at any juncture that the findings of the inquiry officer was perverse or
inconsistent with the evidence collected by him during the course of inquiry. Moreover, form perusal of the
cross-examination of the prime witness before the inquiry, the complainant, Shri R. K. Bansal, Branch Manager
with whom the workman misbehaved, stood by his compliant and also before the criminal trail he corroborated
his complaint with his statement. Also, the inquiry officer on over consideration of the entire evidence available
on record, submitted his findings before the Disciplinary Authority with conclusion the charges ‘partially
proved’; hence, I am of the considered opinion that the findings of the inquiry officer were not perverse and the
second issue is also decided in favour of the management.
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Issue No. 03:-

13. Now taking up the third issue, It is well settled that the Labour Court has ample power under section
11-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to substitute a lesser punishment, taking into consideration the facts
and circumstances of the case. Moreover, the principle of proportionality calls for interference of this Court into
the punishment imposed by the management i.e. of removal in view of law in Joseph Solomon vs. Presiding
Officer, Labour Court, U.P., Dehradun & another 2012 (134) FLR 424.

14. In the instant case the workman was charge sheeted for his alleged misbehavior, assaulting the
Manager and disorderly behavior in the bank premises; which has been found partially proved by the inquiry
officer and accordingly, the workman had been punished with ‘Censure’; and the workman had been deprived of
promotion due to pending departmental inquiry.

15. Hon’ble Apex Court in B.C. Chayurvedi v. Union of India, (1995) 6 SCC 749 while discussing about
the scope of judicial review, in disciplinary matters, has observed as under:

“The High Court/Tribunal, while exercising the power of judicial review, cannot normally substitute
its own conclusion on penalty and impose some other penalty. If the punishment imposed by the
disciplinary authority or the appellate authority shocks the conscience of the High Court/Tribunal,
it would appropriately mould the relief, either directing the disciplinary/appellate authority to
reconsider the penalty imposed, or to shorten the litigation, it may itself, in exceptional and rare
cases, imposed appropriate punishment with cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In DG, RPF vs. Sai Babu (2003) 4 SCC 331, Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that:

“Bueeevnennnnn Normally, the punishment imposed by a disciplinary authority should not be disturbed
by the High Court or a tribunal except in appropriate cases that too only after reaching a conclusion
that the punishment imposed is grossly or shockingly disproportionate, after examining all the
relevant factors including the nature of charges proved against, the past conduct, penalty imposed
earlier, the nature of duties assigned having due regard to their sensitiveness, exactness expected of
an discipline required to be maintained, and the department/establishment which the delinquent
person concerned works.”

In United Commercial Bank vs. P.C. Kakkar (2003) 4 SCC 364 Hon’ble Apex Court on review of a
long line of cases and the principles of judicial review of administrative action under English law summarized
the legal position in the following words:

“l1. The common thread running through in all these decisions is that the court should not
interfere with the administrators’ decision unless it was illogical or suffers from procedural
impOropriety or was shocking to the conscience of the court, in the sense that it was in
defiance of logic or moral standards. In view of what has been stated in Wednesbury case the
court would not go into the correctness of the choice made by the administrator open to him
and the court should not substitute its decision to that of the administrator. The scope of
judicial review is judicial review is limited to the deficiency in decision-making process and
not the decision.

12.  To put it differently, unless the punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the
appellate authority shocks the conscience of the court/tribunal, there is no scope for
interference. Further, to shorten litigation it may, in exceptional and rare cases, impose
appropriate punishment by recording cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In Union of India vs. S.S. Ahluwalia (2007) 7 SCC 257 Hon’ble Supreme Court reiterated the legal
position as follows:

“8 The scope of judicial review in the matter of imposition of penalty as a
result of disciplinary proceedings is very limited. The court can interfere with the punishment
only if it finds the same to be shockingly disproportionate to the charges found to be proved.”

In State of Meghalaya v. Mecken Singh N. Marak (2008) 7 SCC 580 Hon’ble Supreme Court stated
that:

“The punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the appellate authority unless
shocking to the conscience of the court, cannot be subjected to judicial review.
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16. Hon’ble Apex Court in Administrator, Union Territory of Dadra and Nagar Haveli vs. Gulbhia M. Lad
(2010) 2 SCC (L&S) 101 has observed that

“The legal position is fairly well settled that while exercising the power of judicial review, the High
Court or a Tribunal cannot interfere with the discretion exercised by the disciplinary authority,
and/or on appeal the appellate authority with regard to the imposition of punishment unless such
discretion suffers from illegality or material procedural irregularity or that would shock the
conscience of the court/tribunal. The exercise of discretion in imposition of punishment by the
disciplinary authority or appellate authority is dependent on host of factors such as gravity of
misconduct, past conduct, the nature of duties assigned to the delinquent, responsibility of the
position that the delinquent holds, previous penalty, if any, and the discipline required to be
maintained in the department or establishment he works. Ordinarily the court or the tribunal
would not substitute its opinion on reappraisal of facts.

17. Moreover, the Banks being financial institution; where the hard earned money of the public at large is
kept, and any disorderly atmosphere in the Bank premises may lead to loss to trust of the depositors on the
Banking institution; which may ultimately lead to collapse of financial system of the country and the same is not
permissible at all. Hon’ble Apex Court in (2011) 1 Supreme Court Cases (L&S) 721 has observed that:

“7. It is now well settled that the courts will not act as an appellate court and reassess the
evidence led in the domestic enquiry, nor interfere on the ground that another view is possible on
the material on record. If the inquiry has been fairly and properly held and the findings are based
on evidence, the question of adequacy of the evidence or the reliable nature of the evidence will not
be grounds for interfering with the findings in departmental enquiries. Therefore the courts will not
interfere with findings of fact recorded in departmental inquiries, except where such findings are
based on no evidence or where they are clearly perverse. The test to find out perversity is to see
whether a tribunal acting reasonably could have arrived at such conclusion or findings, on the
material on record. The courts will however interfere with the findings in disciplinary matters, if
principles of natural justice or statutory regulations have been violated or if the order is found to be
arbitrary, capricious, mala fide or based on extraneous considerations.”

18. In the instant case, the workman was punished with the punishment of ‘Censure’; however, he was not
grated promotion due to reason that the departmental inquiry was contemplated against him. Hon’ble Bombay
High Court in Western Coalfield Ltd. vs Santosh Kumar and others 2018 LLR 764 has observed that hurling of
filthy abusive language at a senior officer justifies dismissal; whereas in the present case, the workman had been
punished with ‘Censure’, the charges being partially proved; and was not grated promotion as the departmental
inquiry was contemplated against him. Therefore, under the facts and the circumstances of the case in hand and
considering the laws pronounced by Hon’ble Supreme Court and Hon’ble High Courts, there is no justification
in interfering with the punishment imposed upon the workman. Accordingly, the workman is not entitled for
any relief.

19. Award as above.
Let two copies of this award be sent to the Ministry for publication.
LUCKNOW
28" January, 2021
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

5 foeell, 18 WRadl, 2021
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New Delhi, the 18th February, 2021

S.0. 160.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 45/2013) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Bank of
Baroda, and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.02.2021.

[No. L-12012/51/2012-IR(B-I1)]
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW

PRESENT: P. K. SRIVASTAVA, HJS (Retd.)

L.D. No. 45/2013
Ref. No. L-12012/51/2012-IR(B-II) dated 27.05.2013
BETWEEN :

Sh. Mehboob ali, S/o Sh. M. Ayub
R/0 — 9, Gulzar Colony, Behind Nav Bharat Times
Lucknow.
AND
1. Chair Man Cum Managing Director
Bank of Baroda, Kendriya Office
Mumbai

2. Asstt. General Manager
Incharge of the Region
Regional Office, IInd Floor, V-23, Vibuti Khand
Gomti Nagar, Lucknow — 226010.
AWARD

1. By order No. L-12012/51/2012-IR(B-II) dated 27.05.2013, the Central Government in the Ministry of
Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute for adjudication.

2. The reference under adjudication is:

“KYA PRABANDAK, BANK OF BARODA, LUCKNOW DWARA SHRI MAHBOOB ALI PUTRA
SHIR MO. AYYUB DAILY WAGER KO USKE SAATH KE SUM STAFF KO NAUKARI MEIN
RAKHNE KI TAARIKH SE USE NAUKARI NA DIYA JANA NYAYOCHIT EVAM VAIDH HAI?
YADI NAHI TO KAAMGAAR KIS RAAHAT KO PANE KA HAKDAAR HAI?”

3. The case of the workman, in brief, is that he had been engaged as Peon by the Bank and worked for
total 178 days in two spells of 89 days each i.e. from 17.11.1986 to 13.02.1987 and from 15.03.1988 to
11.06.1988. The workman has submitted that he submitted an application, in response to an advertisement
dated 24.09.1991, within prescribed period, which provide that those who have worked for more nan 90 days
with the Bank during period from 01.01.1982 to 21.12.1990 may apply against future vacancies of sub staff
cadre in the Bank. The workman has submitted that subsequently, the bank vide letter dated 13.09.1994, sought
certain documents from him, which he furnished to the Bank in reply. The workman has alleged that although
he was eligible for appointment even then the bank did not appoint him; rather it appointed other juniors in
violation to the provisions of Section 25 G and 25 H of the Act. Accordingly, the workman has prayed that he
be held entitled for appointment in the Bank services.

4. The management of the Bank has disputed the claim of the workman by filing its written statement;
wherein it has submitted that the workman’s claim was not maintainable; firstly, he was not engaged in
temporary capacity; secondly he was not passed class VII when he claims to have been engaged as daily wager
for first time; thirdly, he was not registered with the Employment Exchange during period he claims to have
worked as daily wager; thirdly, from perusal of his transfer certificate the date of admission of the workman is
87-89 as regular student of the session staring in 1987 and remained in the school during the session ending
May, 1990 on being promoted and left the school on 30.06.1990, then how he could a regular student during his
second spell of engagement as Daily Wager. Moreover, the Bank has submitted that there was no violation of
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any of the provision of the Section 25 G and 25 H of the Act, since there existed no employer employee
relationship between the Bank and the workman concerned. Accordingly, the management of the Bank has
prayed that the claim of the workman be rejected being devoid of any merit.

5. The workman has field its rejoinder statement; wherein apart from reiterating the submissions already
made in the statement of claim, the workman has introduced nothing new.

6. The parties filed documentary evidence in support of their respective claim. The workman examined
himself; whereas the management examined Shri Rajesh Kumar, Branch Manager in support of their pleadings.
Parties afforded opportunity to cross-examine witnesses of each other apart from forwarding oral as well as
written submissions.

7. Heard the authorized representative of the management and perused entire material available on record.

8. The learned counsel for workman has submitted that the workman had been engaged by the Bank for
two spells i.e. from 17.11.1986 to 13.02.1987 and from 15.03.1988 to 11.06.1988 for 89-89 days each; but he
was not given appointment by the Bank in pursuance to his application dated 15.10.1991, which he preferred in
response to the advertisement dated 24.09.1991, in spite of the fact that he fulfilled the eligibility criteria. The
learned counsel has also contended that the workman worked with the management of the bank for 178 days
only; hence, it not a case of violation of provisions of section 25 F of the Act; rather the claim of the workman
for induction into the bank services is on the basis of the advertisement dated 24.09.1991 and retaining other
juniors in the services of the bank, therefore, their case is regarding violation of provisions of section 25 G & 25
H of the Act. The learned counsel has also argued that the preliminary objection raised by the management is
not maintainable firstly, there is no limitation provided under the Act for reference under Section 10 of the Act;
and secondly that the cause of action raised after decline of the management for settlement of grievances vide
their letter dated 23.03.2009 and thereafter, raised the matter before appropriate authority/RLC (C) under Act in
the year 2011, which subsequently, referred to this Tribunal in the year 2013.

9. In rebuttal, the learned counsel for the management has argued that the case of the workman is barred
by the limitation as it has been raised after an in ordinate delay of 20 years. He has also contended that the
workman was not found eligible for empanelment for the reasons that he did not fulfil the eligibility conditions
as he was not engaged as temporary basis and did not possess requisite qualification i.e. VII pass, at the time of
this first engagement; moreover and he was not registered with the employment Exchange during the period of
his engagement in two different spells and further, that he could not pursue his education as regular student at
the time of his engagement as daily wager with the bank. The learned counsel of the management of the bank
has relied upon:

1 2007 LAB I.C. 270 Regional Manager, SBI v. Mahatma Mishra, Hon ble Supreme Court.

Il 2006 LAB 1.C. 3060 Manager (now Regional Director) R.B.I. v. Gopinath Sharma, Hon’ble Supreme
Court.

1. 2002 (94) FLR 98 M/s Steel Authority of India v. P.O., Labour Court, Bokaro & another, Hon ble
Jharkhand High Court

V. 2000 (87) FLR 97 Telecom District Manager & others v. A.A. Angali & others, Hon ble Karnataka
High Court.

V. 2004 (103) FLR 933 Narendra Kumar v. Presiding Officer, Central Government Industrial Tribunal,
Kanpur & another, Hon ble Allahabad High Court.

VI 2009 (123) FLR 700 State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur v. Anurag Sharma & others, Hon ble Allahabad
High Court.

VII. 2010 LAB I.C. 2890 State of Orissa & Anr. v. Rajkishore Nanda & others, Hon ble Supreme Court.

VIII. 2012 (132) FLR 785 General Manager (Operations) State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur v. Rajeev Sharma
& another, Hon ' ble Allahabad High Court.

IX. 2001 (91) FLR 824 Pramod Kumar v. State of Bihar & others, Hon’ble Patna High Court.

X 1997 LAB I.C. 2075 Himanshu Kumar Vidyarthi & others v. State of Bihar & others, Hon ble Supreme
court.

XL 2004 (101) FLR 867 Regional Manager, State Bank of India, Kanpur v. The Presiding Officer, Central
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kanpur & another, Hon’ble Allahabad High
Court.
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XII. 2005 (104) FLR 65 Nagar Panchayat Gajraula, Moradabad v. Presiding Officer, Labour Court,
Rampur & others, Hon ble Allahabad High Court.

XII. 2005 (104) FLR 893 Union Bank of India v. Presiding Officer, Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kanpur & others, Hon ble Allahabad High Court.

10. I have given my thoughtful consideration to the rival contensions of the learned counsel of both the
parties and scanned the entire evidence available on record in light thereto.

11. Before entering to the merits of the case, it is has to be looked into that the management of the Bank
has raised preliminary objection regarding maintainability of the case due to inordinate delay of more than 20
years in raising the present dispute in terms of provisions contained in Section 2A (3) of the Act. In rebuttal, the
workman has submitted that case has been referred to this Tribunal for adjudication by the appropriate
Government and this Tribunal is duty bound to answer the same on the terms of reference; moreover, the
provisions of Section 2A (3) of the Act is not applicable to the present case. The Section 2A of the Act reads as
under:

2A. Dismissal, etc., of an individual workman to be deemed to be an industrial dispute. — (1) Where
any employer discharges, dismisses, retrenches or otherwise terminates the services of an individual
workman, any dispute or difference between that workman and his employer connected with, or
arising out of, such discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or termination shall be deemed to be an
industrial dispute notwithstanding that no other workman nor any union of workmen is a party to the
dispute.

(2)  Notwithstanding anything contained in section 10, any such workman 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
adjudicate upon the dispute, as if it were a dispute referred to it by the appropriate Government in
accordance with the provisions of this Act and all the provisions of this Act shall apply in relation to
such adjudication as they apply in relation to an industrial dispute referred to it by the appropriate
Government.

3) 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, retreatment or otherwise
termination of service as specified in sub-section (1).

A bare perusal of the above quoted section revels that the limitation prescribed in the sub-section (3) of
Section 2A is regarding filing of an application before the Labour Court or Tribunal with regard to the filing of
an application directly before the Labour Court or Tribunal, after expiry of 45 days from the date it moved an
application before the Conciliation Officer under sub-section (2) of Section 2A; and there is no bar on
entertaining an industrial dispute duly referred by the appropriate Government under Section 10 of the Act.

Also, Hon’ble Apex Court in Ajaib Singh vs. Sirhind Co-operative Marketing-cum-Processing Services
Society Ltd. & another 1999 LAB IC 1435 where there was admitted delay of seven years has held that the Court
can mould relief by refusing back wages or directing payment of part of back wages. Likewise, Hon’ble
Supreme Court in 2001 SCC (L&S) 105 Gurmail Singh vs. Principal, Govt. College of Education & others, has
laid down that ‘the Labour Court cannot dismiss the case of the workman merely on the ground of delay. If the
order of dismissal is challenged belatedly, the dispute would still continue for adjudication, the only question
would be to deprive back wages for the period of delay in raising such a dispute if on merits it is to succeed.’
Further, Hon’ble Allahabad High Court in /994 LLR 29 The Chief General Manager, State Bank of India, Chief
Office, Lucknow vs. B.C. Verma & another; wherein the question for consideration before the Hon’ble High
Court was whether inaction or delay in raising industrial dispute by the workman can be condoned; Hon’ble
High Court observed as under:

“In the present case, Section 10(1) may be read along with Section 10 (5). Both the subsections read
together lead to conclusion that ‘at any time’ the Reference can be made in the exercise of the
administrative power by the Central Government provided there exists an industrial dispute or the
same is apprehended. He use of expression “at any time’ in both the sub-sections clearly indicates
that legislature never intended any limitation to be imposed for making reference.”

In the present case, the workman has contended that the cause of action raised after decline of the
management for settlement of grievances vide their letter dated 23.03.2009 and thereafter, he raised the matter
before Cancellation Officer under Act in the year 2011; and on failure of the conciliation proceedings, he
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forwarded its ‘Failure of Conciliation Report’ to the appropriate Government, which after considering the
Failure of Conciliation Report, referred the present industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication under
powers conferred under Section 10 of the Act. Hence, upon reference of an industrial dispute by the appropriate
Government, it is duty casted upon the Labour Court or Industrial Tribunal to answer the terms of reference.
Admittedly the present case is not regarding illegal termination of the workman; rather denial of empanelment
of workman in pursuance to advertisement dated 24.09.1991, and the workman had been kept on pursuing his
matter with the management and it was only after their denial he approached the Conciliation officer for his
legal remedy, therefore, in the light of the facts and circumstances of the present case the objection raised by the
management regarding delay in raising the present industrial dispute is not tenable in the eye of law. Moreover,
the delay could not be used as tool to deprive the workman of his legitimate rights of proper adjudication of the
case on it merits.

12. With regard to the merits of the case, it is not disputed that the workman had been engaged by the
opposite party bank in two different spells as daily wager i.e. from 17.11.1986 to 13.02.1987 and from
15.03.1988 to 11.06.1988 for 89 — 89 days each; and accordingly, the worked for total 178 days with the Bank
between November, 1986 to June, 1988. There is no iota of evidence on record that the workman worked for
240 days in a year preceding June, 1988, therefore, the present case does not pertain to the violation of the
provisions of section 25 F of the Act.

13. In nut shell, the management of the Bank come up with a scheme to make a panel of persons, for
appointment in future vacancies, who had worked with the Bank for more than 90 days during period
01.01.1982 and 31.12.1990 vide advertisement dated 24.09.1991; and the workman applied in pursuance
thereof; and the management denied the claim of the workman. Hence, having regard to the facts of the case
and respective claim of the parties, the rival stands of the parties have to be checked within the purview of the
terms of the advertisement dated advertisement dated 24.09.1991, which is as follows:

% [Refatad aal & sefia sfasy #1 Riwar (sreardfi/erh) &g 0F =gt # araen
9T fA9IR X7 §F A1 G FAT FIEAT & [ogla £.8.9%< UF 39.8%.8%%0 F {17

TeT & zq# raErsi/FrIiTs § T F T 7 Qo IT F1AF o syt w7 7 Fref
f#ar &t

(%) SHI=ard &1 arad] FET IHA AT FRT 37 el F&T # AT 79T TgT
39T GIFT FIRT FT STE9TE TIRTHT & &7 § G5l q1< F1F X7 31 aRiG@ #1 g
¢< TN qQUf gi1 F1RY g 2§ % quf g1 §i1 A1gT

(8) T 717 AT FAT TIT [Agfw aavEs, AR [R%enT, yaqd 4+
T F FRET TF HGTIA51% ST TF 99T F T % Spefier g

T SHIGIIR I I T8 FG & @ FIT F1E%T 97 @779 #1 g F 30 faqr
S1a% 3T AFTITEF (F116%), 3% % qSiar, FHT FEHIGT, 3, FIT9% FIRT9% 7T,
F7E fAgR, F775 1 [Rwfafaa 77 45"

Moreover, in the proforma for application, the para which seeks education qualification, it is mentioned

as under:

3. 9z FvFar:
(%) TgAT FIT T TURTHT H & F F1H & FA #1 aTG B
(@) 3raeT &1 aria st

14. In the instant case in hand it has to be determined that whether the workman was eligible for empanelment or not,
in terms of advertisement. In this connection, the management while denying empanelment to the workman has alleged that
the advertisement required temporary worker whereas the applicant was not in temporary capacity. In this regard from
perusal of the working certificate, filed by the workman, paper No. 3/5 and 3/6, it is evident that the workman was engaged
as daily wager for 89 days during period 17.11.1986 to 13.02.1987 and 15.03.1988 to 11.06.1988 respectively, which can be
well taken in temporary status.

Further, the management has contended that the workman was not class VII pass when he was inducted by the
Bank for first time; but from perusal of the advertisement dated 24.09.1991 there was no specific cut off date provided for
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ascertaining the qualification of applicant; resultantly, in absence of any specific date for consideration of eligibility, it could
be taken the date of advertisement and from perusal of the Transfer Certificate submitted by the workman, paper No. 3/9, it
is clear that the workman had attained an age of approximately 18 ' years and had requisite educational qualification, as the

required educational qualification in the advertisement dated 24.09.1991 was that “S¥HIGTRI T FIad1 FET AT 5'?7/7

FIIRY g AT FAT F ST 7847 77 197 g7 98T~ and the workman was class VIII pass. It is evident from

Transfer Certificate, paper No. 3/9, that the workman passed class VIII on 19.05.1990 and there is no evidence
with regard to fact that he had acquired higher education qualification i.e. class IX pass, on the date of his
application i.e. 15.10.1991 in pursuance to the advertisement dated 24.09.1991. Hence, in light of the facts
narrated hereinabove, it could be well inferred that the workman fulfilled all essential conditions required vide
advertisement dated 24.09.1991, as he had worked for more than 90 days during period 01.01.1992 to
31.12.1990 as temporary/daily wager peon; had attained an age more than 18 years on his date of first
engagement with the bank; and possessed requisite educational qualification on the date of advertisement. The
rest of the requirements relied upon by the management were not essential in nature and were only desirable.

Moreover, case of the workman in para 09 of the statement of claim is that the management has given
appointment to other workmen who were junior to the workman in violation to the provisions contained in
section 25G & 25H of the Act. the Section 25G & 25H of the Act reads as under:

25 G.  Procedure for retrenchment. -Were any workman in an industrial establishment, who is a
citizen of India, is to be retrenched and he belongs to a particular category of workmen in that
establishment, in the absence of any agreement between the employer and the workman in this
behalf, the employer shall ordinarily retrench the workman who was the last person to be employed
in that category, unless for reasons to be recorded the employer retrenches any other workman.

25 H. Re-employment of retrenched workmen. — Where any workmen are retrenched, and the
employer proposes to take into his employ any persons, he shall, in such manner as may be
prescribed, give an opportunity to the retrenched workmen who are citizens of India to offer
themselves for re-employment, and such retrenched workmen who offer themselves for re-
employment shall have preference over other persons.”

The contention of the workman vide para 09 of his statement of claim that the management appointed
other juniors, ignoring his candidature, is not specifically denied by the management, which amounts to
violation of Section 25G & 25H of the Act. Also, the case laws relied upon by the management in support of its
case are distinguishable in light of facts of the present case and respective facts of the case laws referred; hence
not applicable in the present case.

15. Thus, from the facts and circumstances of the case and discussions made hereinabove, I am of the
considered opinion that the action of the management of Bank of Baroda in not appointing the workman with
other sub staff, is unjustified and illegal; and accordingly, the workman is entitled for appointment as sub staff
from the date other juniors were given appointment with all consequential services benefits; however he shall
not be entitled for back wages for delay in raising present industrial dispute, in light of pronouncement of
Hon’ble Apex Court, discussed in preceding para.

16. The reference under adjudication is answered accordingly.
17. Award as above.
Let two copies of the award be sent to the Ministry for publication.
LUCKNOW.
11" February, 2021
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T3 facell, 18 HYa™, 2021

PIIAT. 161.—3eRTE faare AfAFTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 S IRV H Bl DR
Rifsde 9% & yduda & dag FRIS &R 96 FHeRI & 9 gey d ffde feifie faare
Pl WREBR AENRTH B0 / 519 T, @, & ydie (Fed 9. 21,/2006) &I GHIRIT Rl &
S Bl ARBR DI 18.02.2021 BT UTE §3T T |

[F. T-12011 /41 / 2006-3MMS3MR (d1-11)]
NGRS ERCE IR EEIN]
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New Delhi, the 18th February, 2021

S.0. 161.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21/2006) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Syndicate
Bank and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.02.2021.

[No. L-12011/41/2006-IR(B-I1)]
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW

PRESENT : P. K. SRIVASTAVA, HJS (Retd.)

L.D. No. 21/2006
Ref. No. L-12011/41/2006-1IR(B-1I) dated: 07.08.2006
BETWEEN :

The General Secretary
Syndicate Bank Employees’ Union
U.P. State Committee, 91, Halwasia Market (3" Floor)
Hazratganj, Mahatma Gandhi Marg, Lucnow — 226001.
(Espousing case of Sri Om Veer Singh)
Vs

The Asstt General Manager
Syndicate Bank
Zonal Office, IR Cell University Road, Bhawanipuram
Meerut (UP) — 250004

AWARD

L. By order No. L-12011/41/2006-IR(B-II) dated: 07.08.2006 & its subsequent corrigendum dated
21.09.2007, the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by
clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947)
referred this industrial dispute for adjudication.

2. The reference under adjudication is:

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF SYNDICATE BANK IN IMPOSING
PUNISHMENT VIDE ORDER DATED 27.12.2003 UPON SHRI OM VEER SINGH, CASHIER IS
LEGAL AND JUSTIFIED? IF NOT, WHAT RELIEF THE WORKMAN IS ENTITLED?”

3. It is It is admitted case of the parties that the workman, Om Veer Singh was working as Clerk at
Mawana Branch, when he was issued a charge sheet dated 17.07.2002 for gross misconduct of indecent
behavior on the premises of the bank and doing act prejudicial to the interest of the bank. Shri Prem Raj was
appointed Inquiry Officer, who submitted his inquiry report dated 23.10.2003. The Disciplinary Authority, on
the basis of findings of the Enquiry Officer, issued show cause, which was replied by the workman; and
thereafter the Disciplinary Authority passed punishment order dated 27.12.2003; which was subsequently
confirmed by the Appellate Authority vide order dated 25.03.2004, rejecting appeal of the workman.

4. It has been alleged by the workman that the Departmental proceedings which were conducted in
violation to the principles of natural justice is liable to be set aside. Moreover, he has also come up with a case
that the inquiry officer did not examine material witness, which caused prejudice to his case. The workman has
also alleged that the Inquiry Officer did not afford him proper opportunity to defend himself before the inquiry
and also did not summon the material witness before the inquiry, therefore, the inquiry being defective is liable
to be set aside with consequential benefits.

5. The management of the Bank in its written statement has denied the allegations of the workman and
has submitted that the workman had been involved in misconduct of indecent behavior on the premises of the
bank and doing act prejudicial to the interest of the bank; resultantly, was issued a charge sheet dated
17.07.2002. The management has also submitted that the was afforded all reasonable opportunity to defend
himself, inasmuch as the departmental proceedings were conducted in accordance with the principles of natural
justice and after thorough appreciation of the findings of the inquiry officer, the workman was imposed with the
punishment of reduction of his basic pay by one stage for one year for each of two charges separately, which
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was subsequently confirmed by the Appellate Authority under Rules. The management has submitted that the
punishment order dated 27.12.2003 is well reasoned and speaking; therefore, the same is liable to be up held,
without any relief to the workman concerned.

6. The workman’s union has filed its rejoinder, reiterating the averments already made in the statement of
claim.
7. Following preliminary issues were framed vide order dated 01.11.2019:

(i) Whether the departmental inquiry was conducted as per law.

Moreover, at subsequent stage of the case, two additional issues were also framed vide order dated
23.12.32020 as under:

(ii)  Whether the findings of inquiry officer are perverse?
(iii)  Whether the punishment imposed is proportionate to the charges or not?

The parties have filed documents in support of their case. The workman did not turn up either to get
cross-examined or to cross-examine the management witness. The workman or his representative was not
turning up for more than a year, therefore, oral submissions of the learned counsel of the management had been
heard at length and documents relied upon by the parties had been perused, keeping in view long pendency of
the case since 2006.

8. Heard, learned counsel of the management and scanned entire material available on record, including
pleading of the respective parties, evidence relied upon by them.

9. It had been alleged by the workman that the Departmental proceedings which were conducted in
violation to the principles of natural justice is liable to be set aside. Moreover, he has also come up with a case
that the inquiry officer did not summon material witness, which caused prejudiced to his case. The workman
has also alleged that the Appellate Authority also rejected his appeal in utter violation of provisions of
provisions of the Bipartite Settlement in an illegal manner and has prayed that the action of the management in
imposing the punishment of reduction of basic pay by one stage for one year be declared illegal and unjustified
and the same may be set aside with consequential benefits.

10. However, in rebuttal the management has come up with a case, that the workman who was charge
sheeted for misconduct of indecent behavior on the premises of the bank and doing act prejudicial to the interest
of the bank; and after conducting a detailed inquiry, wherein the principles of natural justice was observed, the
workman was found guilty for the alleged charges and resultantly, the workman was punished with reduction of
his basic pay by one stage for one year for each of two charges separately.

11. Having given gone through the pleadings & evidence adduced by the rival parties, thoughtful
consideration to the contentions of the learned counsel of management, the issued framed vide order dated
01.11.2019 and 23.12.2020 are taken up for consideration hereunder:

Issue No. 01:-

12. As regards first issue regarding fairness of the domestic inquiry, from perusal of the inquiry
proceedings on record, it is evident that the workman had been supplied copy of charge sheet along with
documents relied upon before the inquiry, he was given opportunity to be represented by defence representative;
apart from cross-examining the prosecution witness and adducing his defence. During inquiry the workman was
granted adjournment/time in absence of his defence representative; moreover, he also filed with written
submission before the inquiry. Though the workman has pleaded that there was violation of principles of natural
justice; but failed to substantiate the same through cogent evidence i.e. documentary or oral. On the contrary,
from perusal of the inquiry proceedings, available on record, it is established that the domestic inquiry was fairly
conducted by the management and the workman had been given all reasonable opportunity to defend himself
during the course of the inquiry.

Therefore, in view of the discussions, made hereinabove, it is held that the departmental inquiry,
conducted by the management, was fair and proper. Accordingly, the issue No. 01 is decided in favour of the
management.

Issue No. 02:-

13. As regards, issue No. 2, it is apparent on the face of record that the workman participated in the
departmental proceedings and had been afforded all reasonable opportunity to defend himself; moreover,
acquittal of the workman in the criminal case has no effect on the ongoing departmental action. Also, the
workman’s union could not prove at any juncture that the findings of the inquiry officer was perverse or
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inconsistent with the evidence collected by him during the course of inquiry. From perusal of the inquiry report
it is evident that the inquiry report was based on oral evidence of MW-1 & MW-2, which remained unrebutted;
moreover, it is apparent on the face of record that the evidence brought before the inquiry officer had been
properly analyzed; and thereafter, the inquiry officer arrived at the conclusion. Thus, inquiry officer on over all
consideration of the entire evidence available on record, submitted his findings before the Disciplinary
Authority with conclusion the charges found proved; hence, I am of the considered opinion that the findings of
the inquiry officer were not perverse and the second issue is also decided in favour of the management.

Issue No. 03:-

14. Now taking up the third issue, it is well settled that the Labour Court has ample power under section
11-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to substitute a lesser punishment, taking into consideration the facts
and circumstances of the case. Moreover, the principle of proportionality calls for interference of this Court into
the punishment imposed by the management i.e. of removal in view of law in Joseph Solomon vs. Presiding
Officer, Labour Court, U.P., Dehradun & another 2012 (134) FLR 424.

15. In the instant case the workman was charge sheeted for his alleged misconduct of indecent behavior on
the premises of the bank and doing act prejudicial to the interest of the bank; which has been found proved by
the inquiry officer and accordingly, the workman had been punished with ‘reduction of his basic pay by one
stage for one year for each of two charges separately’.

16. Hon’ble Apex Court in B.C. Chayurvedi v. Union of India, (1995) 6 SCC 749 while discussing about
the scope of judicial review, in disciplinary matters, has observed as under:

“The High Court/Tribunal, while exercising the power of judicial review, cannot normally substitute
its own conclusion on penalty and impose some other penalty. If the punishment imposed by the
disciplinary authority or the appellate authority shocks the conscience of the High Court/Tribunal, it
would appropriately mould the relief, either directing the disciplinary/appellate authority to
reconsider the penalty imposed, or to shorten the litigation, it may itself, in exceptional and rare
cases, imposed appropriate punishment with cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In DG, RPF vs. Sai Babu (2003) 4 SCC 331, Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that:

1/ PO Normally, the punishment imposed by a disciplinary authority should not be disturbed
by the High Court or a tribunal except in appropriate cases that too only after reaching a conclusion
that the punishment imposed is grossly or shockingly disproportionate, after examining all the
relevant factors including the nature of charges proved against, the past conduct, penalty imposed
earlier, the nature of duties assigned having due regard to their sensitiveness, exactness expected of
an discipline required to be maintained, and the department/establishment which the delinquent
person concerned works.”

In United Commercial Bank vs. P.C. Kakkar (2003) 4 SCC 364 Hon’ble Apex Court on review of a
long line of cases and the principles of judicial review of administrative action under English law summarized
the legal position in the following words:

“l11. The common thread running through in all these decisions is that the court should not
interfere with the administrators’ decision unless it was illogical or suffers from procedural
impOropriety or was shocking to the conscience of the court, in the sense that it was in
defiance of logic or moral standards. In view of what has been stated in Wednesbury case the
court would not go into the correctness of the choice made by the administrator open to him
and the court should not substitute its decision to that of the administrator. The scope of
judicial review is judicial review is limited to the deficiency in decision-making process and not
the decision.

12. To put it differently, unless the punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the
appellate authority shocks the conscience of the court/tribunal, there is no scope for
interference. Further, to shorten litigation it may, in exceptional and rare cases, impose
appropriate punishment by recording cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In Union of India vs. S.S. Ahluwalia (2007) 7 SCC 257 Hon’ble Supreme Court reiterated the legal
position as follows:

1 A The scope of judicial review in the matter of imposition of penalty as a
result of disciplinary proceedings is very limited. The court can interfere with the
punishment only if it finds the same to be shockingly disproportionate to the charges found
to be proved.”
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In State of Meghalaya v. Mecken Singh N. Marak (2008) 7 SCC 580 Hon’ble Supreme Court stated
that:

“The punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the appellate authority unless shocking to
the conscience of the court, cannot be subjected to judicial review.

17. Hon’ble Apex Court in Administrator, Union Territory of Dadra and Nagar Haveli vs. Gulbhia M. Lad
(2010) 2 SCC (L&S) 101 has observed that

“The legal position is fairly well settled that while exercising the power of judicial review, the High
Court or a Tribunal cannot interfere with the discretion exercised by the disciplinary authority,
and/or on appeal the appellate authority with regard to the imposition of punishment unless such
discretion suffers from illegality or material procedural irregularity or that would shock the
conscience of the court/tribunal. The exercise of discretion in imposition of punishment by the
disciplinary authority or appellate authority is dependent on host of factors such as gravity of
misconduct, past conduct, the nature of duties assigned to the delinquent, responsibility of the
position that the delinquent holds, previous penalty, if any, and the discipline required to be
maintained in the department or establishment he works. Ordinarily the court or the tribunal would
not substitute its opinion on reappraisal of facts.

18. Moreover, the Banks being financial institution; where the hard earned money of the public at large is
kept, and any disorderly atmosphere in the Bank premises may lead to loss to trust of the depositors on the
Banking institution; which may ultimately lead to collapse of financial system of the country and the same is not
permissible at all. Hon’ble Apex Court in (2011) 1 Supreme Court Cases (L&S) 721 has observed that:

“7. It is now well settled that the courts will not act as an appellate court and reassess the
evidence led in the domestic enquiry, nor interfere on the ground that another view is possible on the
material on record. If the inquiry has been fairly and properly held and the findings are based on
evidence, the question of adequacy of the evidence or the reliable nature of the evidence will not be
grounds for interfering with the findings in departmental enquiries. Therefore, the courts will not
interfere with findings of fact recorded in departmental inquiries, except where such findings are
based on no evidence or where they are clearly perverse. The test to find out perversity is to see
whether a tribunal acting reasonably could have arrived at such conclusion or findings, on the
material on record. The courts will however interfere with the findings in disciplinary matters, if
principles of natural justice or statutory regulations have been violated or if the order is found to be
arbitrary, capricious, mala fide or based on extraneous considerations.”

19. In the instant case, the workman was punished with the punishment of ‘reduction of his basic pay by
one stage for one year for each of two charges separately’. Hon’ble Bombay High Court in Western Coalfield
Ltd. vs Santosh Kumar and others 2018 LLR 764 has observed that hurling of filthy abusive language at a senior
officer justifies dismissal; whereas in the present case, the workman had been punished with reduction of his
basic pay by one stage for one year for each of two charges separately, on the account of charges being proved.
Therefore, under the facts and the circumstances of the case in hand and considering the laws pronounced by
Hon’ble Supreme Court and Hon’ble High Courts, there is no justification in interfering with the punishment
imposed upon the workman. Accordingly, the workman is not entitled for any relief.

20. Award as above.
Let two copies of this award be sent to the Ministry for publication.
LUCKNOW.
22™ January, 2021
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
T3 faeell, 18 WRav), 2021

PI3AT. 162.—3efTd faare AfAFTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 S FIIRV H Bl DR
Rifsde 9% & yduds & dag MRS &R 96 FHeRI & 9 gey d ffde feifie faare 4
Pl WREBR AENRTd BT / 519 T, @9, & ydie (Fded 9. 24 /2005) &I GHIRT T &
S Bl ARBR DI 18.02.2021 BT UTE 3T T |

[¥. TA-12011 /8 / 2005-3MMS3MR (§1-11)]
AT S, SFATT JAHI
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New Delhi, the 18th February, 2021

S.0. 162.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 24/2005) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Syndicate
Bank and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 18.02.2021.

[No. L-12011/8/2005-IR(B-II)]
SEEMA BANSAL, Section Officer
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW

PRESENT: P. K. SRIVASTAVA, HJS (Retd.)

L.D. No. 24/2005
Ref. No. L-12011/8/2005-IR(B-II) dated: 17.06.2005
BETWEEN :

The Secretary

Syndicate Bank Empls. Union U.P. State Committee
91, Halwasia Market

Lucnow —226001.

(Espousing case of Sri Pawan Kumar)

The Asstt General Manager
Syndicate Bank
Zonal Office, IR Cell University Road, Bhawanipuram
Meerut (UP) — 250004
AWARD

L. By order No. L-12011/8/2005-IR(B-II) dated: 17.06.2005 & its subsequent corrigendum dated
21.08.2006, the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by
clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947)
referred this industrial dispute for adjudication.

2. The reference under adjudication is:

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF SY. BANK IN IMPOSING THE
PUNISHMENT ON SH. PAWAN KR., CLERK VIDE ORDER DATED 17.9.03 IS LEGAL AND
JUSTIFIED? IF NOT, WHAT RELIEF THE WORKMAN CONCERNED IS ENTITLED TO?”

3. It is It is admitted case of the parties that the workman, Pawan Kumar was working as Clerk at
Lakhimpur Kheri Branch, when he was issued a charge sheet dated 25.07.2002 for gross misconduct of riotous
& disorderly behavior on the premises of the bank and doing act prejudicial to the interest of the bank.
Shri Prem Raj was appointed Inquiry Officer, who submitted his inquiry report dated 08.03.2003. The
Disciplinary Authority, on the basis of findings of the Enquiry Officer, issued show cause, which was replied by
the workman; and thereafter the Disciplinary Authority passed punishment order dated 17.09.2003; which was
subsequently confirmed by the Appellate Authority vide order dated 29.11.2003, rejecting appeal of the
workman.

4. It has been alleged by the workman that the Departmental proceedings which were conducted in
violation to the principles of natural justice is liable to be set aside. Moreover, he has also come up with a case
that the inquiry officer held the ex-parte inquiry on 23.12.2002 in spite of information of illness of workman to
him, which caused prejudice to his case. The workman has also alleged that the Inquiry Officer did not afford
him proper opportunity to defend himself before the inquiry, therefore, the inquiry being defective is liable to be
set aside with consequential benefits.

5. The management of the Bank in its written statement has denied the allegations of the workman and
has submitted that the workman had been involved in misbehaving with the Manager and disorderly behavior in
the bank premises; resultantly, was issued a charge sheet dated 25.07.2002 for gross misconduct of riotous &
disorderly behavior on the premises of the bank and doing act prejudicial to the interest of the bank. The
management has also submitted that the was afforded all reasonable opportunity to defend himself, inasmuch as
the departmental proceedings were conducted in accordance with the principles of natural justice and after
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thorough appreciation of the findings of the inquiry officer, the workman was imposed with the punishment of
reduction of his basic pay by two stages for each of two charges separately, which was subsequently confirmed
by the Appellate Authority under Rules. The management has submitted that the punishment order dated
17.09.2003 is well reasoned and speaking; therefore, the same is liable to be up held, without any relief to the
workman concerned.

6. The workman’s union has filed its rejoinder, reiterating the averments already made in the statement of
claim.
7. Following preliminary issues were framed vide order dated 01.11.2019:

(i) Whether the departmental inquiry was conducted as per law.

Moreover, at subsequent stage of the case, two additional issues were also framed vide order dated
23.12.32020 as under:

(i) Whether the findings of inquiry officer are perverse?
(iii) Whether the punishment imposed is proportionate to the charges or not?

The parties have filed documents in support of their case. The workman’s union examined workman;
whereas the management examined inquiry officer, Shri Prem Raj, in support of their respective pleadings. The
parties availed opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses of each other. The workman or his representative
was not turning up for more than a year, therefore, oral submissions of the learned counsel of the management
had been heard at length and documents relied upon by the parties had been perused, keeping in view long
pendency of the case since 2005.

8. Heard, learned counsel of the management and scanned entire material available on record, including
pleading of the respective parties, evidence relied upon by them documentary as well oral.

9. It had been alleged by the workman that the Departmental proceedings which were conducted in
violation to the principles of natural justice is liable to be set aside. Moreover, he has also come up with a case
that the inquiry officer conducted ex-parte inquiry, denying him adjournment on his illness, which caused
prejudiced to his case. The workman has also alleged that the Appellate Authority also rejected his appeal in
utter violation of provisions of provisions of the Bipartite Settlement in an illegal manner and has prayed that
the action of the management in imposing the punishment of reduction of basic pay by two stages be declared
illegal and unjustified and the same may be set aside with consequential benefits.

10. However, in rebuttal the management has come up with a case, that the workman who was charge
sheeted for riotous & disorderly behavior on the premises of the bank and doing act prejudicial to the interest of
the bank; and after conducting a detailed inquiry, wherein the principles of natural justice was observed, the
workman was found guilty for the alleged charges and resultantly, the workman was punished with reduction of
his basic pay by two stages for each of two charges separately.

11. Having given gone through the pleadings & evidence adduced by the rival parties, thoughtful
consideration to the contentions of the learned counsel of management, the issued framed vide order dated
01.11.2019 and 23.12.2020 are taken up for consideration hereunder:

Issue No. 01:-

12. As regards first issue regarding fairness of the domestic inquiry, from perusal of the inquiry
proceedings on record, it is evident that the workman had been supplied copy of charge sheet along with
documents relied upon before the inquiry, he was given opportunity to be represented by defence representative;
apart from cross-examining the prosecution witness and adducing his defence. During inquiry the workman was
granted adjournment/time in absence of his defence representative; moreover, he also filed with written
submission before the inquiry. Though the workman has pleaded that there was violation of principles of
natural justice; but failed to substantiate the same through cogent evidence i.e. documentary or oral. On the
contrary, from perusal of the inquiry proceedings, available on record, it is established that the domestic inquiry
was fairly conducted by the management and the workman had been given all reasonable opportunity to defend
himself during the course of the inquiry.
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Therefore, in view of the discussions, made hereinabove, it is held that the departmental inquiry,
conducted by the management, was fair and proper. Accordingly, the issue No. 01 is decided in favour of the
management.

Issue No. 02:-

13. As regards, issue No. 2, it is apparent on the face of record that the workman participated in the
departmental proceedings and had been afforded all reasonable opportunity to defend himself, moreover,
acquittal of the workman in the criminal case has no effect on the ongoing departmental action. Also, the
workman’s union could not prove at any juncture that the findings of the inquiry officer was perverse or
inconsistent with the evidence collected by him during the course of inquiry. Moreover, from perusal of the
inquiry report it is evident that all the documents i.e. MEX-02 to MEX-21 were proved by the MW-1; moreover,
it is apparent on the face of record that the evidence brought before the inquiry officer had been properly
analyzed and thereafter, the inquiry officer arrived at the conclusion. Thus, inquiry officer on over all
consideration of the entire evidence available on record, submitted his findings before the Disciplinary
Authority with conclusion the charges found proved; hence, I am of the considered opinion that the findings of
the inquiry officer were not perverse and the second issue is also decided in favour of the management.

Issue No. 03:-

14. Now taking up the third issue, it is well settled that the Labour Court has ample power under section
11-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to substitute a lesser punishment, taking into consideration the facts
and circumstances of the case. Moreover, the principle of proportionality calls for interference of this Court into
the punishment imposed by the management i.e. of removal in view of law in Joseph Solomon vs. Presiding
Officer, Labour Court, U.P., Dehradun & another 2012 (134) FLR 424.

15. In the instant case the workman was charge sheeted for his alleged riotous & disorderly behavior on the
premises of the bank and doing act prejudicial to the interest of the bank; which has been found proved by the
inquiry officer and accordingly, the workman had been punished with ‘reduction of his basic pay by two stages
for each of two charges separately’.

16. Hon’ble Apex Court in B.C. Chayurvedi v. Union of India, (1995) 6 SCC 749 while discussing about
the scope of judicial review, in disciplinary matters, has observed as under:

“The High Court/Tribunal, while exercising the power of judicial review, cannot normally substitute
its own conclusion on penalty and impose some other penalty. If the punishment imposed by the
disciplinary authority or the appellate authority shocks the conscience of the High Court/Tribunal, it
would appropriately mould the relief, either directing the disciplinary/appellate authority to
reconsider the penalty imposed, or to shorten the litigation, it may itself, in exceptional and rare
cases, imposed appropriate punishment with cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In DG, RPF vs. Sai Babu (2003) 4 SCC 331, Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that:

“Ouueeeninnnnnn Normally, the punishment imposed by a disciplinary authority should not be disturbed
by the High Court or a tribunal except in appropriate cases that too only after reaching a conclusion
that the punishment imposed is grossly or shockingly disproportionate, after examining all the
relevant factors including the nature of charges proved against, the past conduct, penalty imposed
earlier, the nature of duties assigned having due regard to their sensitiveness, exactness expected of
an discipline required to be maintained, and the department/establishment which the delinquent
person concerned works.”

In United Commercial Bank vs. P.C. Kakkar (2003) 4 SCC 364 Hon’ble Apex Court on review of a
long line of cases and the principles of judicial review of administrative action under English law summarized
the legal position in the following words:

“l11. The common thread running through in all these decisions is that the court should not
interfere with the administrators’ decision unless it was illogical or suffers from procedural
impOropriety or was shocking to the conscience of the court, in the sense that it was in
defiance of logic or moral standards. In view of what has been stated in Wednesbury case the
court would not go into the correctness of the choice made by the administrator open to him
and the court should not substitute its decision to that of the administrator. The scope of
judicial review is judicial review is limited to the deficiency in decision-making process and not
the decision.
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12.  To put it differently, unless the punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the
appellate authority shocks the conscience of the court/tribunal, there is no scope for
interference. Further, to shorten litigation it may, in exceptional and rare cases, impose
appropriate punishment by recording cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In Union of India vs. S.S. Ahluwalia (2007) 7 SCC 257 Hon’ble Supreme Court reiterated the legal
position as follows:

“8. e The scope of judicial review in the matter of imposition of penalty as a
result of disciplinary proceedings is very limited. The court can interfere with the
punishment only if it finds the same to be shockingly disproportionate to the charges found
to be proved.”

In State of Meghalaya v. Mecken Singh N. Marak (2008) 7 SCC 580 Hon’ble Supreme Court stated
that:

“The punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the appellate authority unless shocking to
the conscience of the court, cannot be subjected to judicial review.

17. Hon’ble Apex Court in Administrator, Union Territory of Dadra and Nagar Haveli vs. Gulbhia M. Lad
(2010) 2 SCC (L&S) 101 has observed that

“The legal position is fairly well settled that while exercising the power of judicial review, the High
Court or a Tribunal cannot interfere with the discretion exercised by the disciplinary authority,
and/or on appeal the appellate authority with regard to the imposition of punishment unless such
discretion suffers from illegality or material procedural irregularity or that would shock the
conscience of the court/tribunal. The exercise of discretion in imposition of punishment by the
disciplinary authority or appellate authority is dependent on host of factors such as gravity of
misconduct, past conduct, the nature of duties assigned to the delinquent, responsibility of the
position that the delinquent holds, previous penalty, if any, and the discipline required to be
maintained in the department or establishment he works. Ordinarily the court or the tribunal would
not substitute its opinion on reappraisal of facts.

18. Moreover, the Banks being financial institution; where the hard earned money of the public at large is
kept, and any disorderly atmosphere in the Bank premises may lead to loss to trust of the depositors on the
Banking institution; which may ultimately lead to collapse of financial system of the country and the same is not
permissible at all. Hon’ble Apex Court in (2011) 1 Supreme Court Cases (L&S) 721 has observed that:

“7. It is now well settled that the courts will not act as an appellate court and reassess the
evidence led in the domestic enquiry, nor interfere on the ground that another view is possible on the
material on record. If the inquiry has been fairly and properly held and the findings are based on
evidence, the question of adequacy of the evidence or the reliable nature of the evidence will not be
grounds for interfering with the findings in departmental enquiries. Therefore, the courts will not
interfere with findings of fact recorded in departmental inquiries, except where such findings are
based on no evidence or where they are clearly perverse. The test to find out perversity is to see
whether a tribunal acting reasonably could have arrived at such conclusion or findings, on the
material on record. The courts will however interfere with the findings in disciplinary matters, if
principles of natural justice or statutory regulations have been violated or if the order is found to be
arbitrary, capricious, mala fide or based on extraneous considerations.”

19. In the instant case, the workman was punished with the punishment of ‘reduction of his basic pay by
two stages for each of two charges separately’. Hon’ble Bombay High Court in Western Coalfield Ltd. vs
Santosh Kumar and others 2018 LLR 764 has observed that hurling of filthy abusive language at a senior officer
justifies dismissal; whereas in the present case, the workman had been punished with reduction of his basic pay
by two stages for each of two charges separately, on the account of charges being proved. Therefore, under the
facts and the circumstances of the case in hand and considering the laws pronounced by Hon’ble Supreme Court
and Hon’ble High Courts, there is no justification in interfering with the punishment imposed upon the
workman. Accordingly, the workman is not entitled for any relief.

20. Award as above.
Let two copies of this award be sent to the Ministry for publication.
LUCKNOW
22™ January, 2021.
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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[¥. UeT-41012 /88 / 2007-3MMS3TR (1-1)]
S1. ET, IR Afed
New Delhi, the 22nd February, 2021

S.0. 163.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 02/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Northern
Railway and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 22.02.2021.

[No. L-41012/88/2007-IR(B-1)]
D. GUHA, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW
PRESENT: P. K. SRIVASTAVA, HJS (Retd.)

L.D. No. 02/2004
Ref. No. L-41012/88/2007-IR(B-I) dated: 08.10.2007
BETWEEN

Mandal Sanghatan Mantri

Uttar Railway Karmachari Union

283/63 KH (B), Ghari Kanora, Prewati Nagar
Post: Manak Nagar

Lucknow — 6

(Espousing cause of Shri Shiv Kumar)

AND
Senior Personnel Officer
Northern Railway
Loco Shop, Chaar Bagh
Lucknow.
AWARD
1. By order No. L-41012/88/2007-IR(B-I) dated: 08.10.2007, the Central Government in the Ministry of

Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute for adjudication; and
the same has been adjudicated by this Tribunal vide award dated 03.07.2014 and its subsequent corrigendum
dated 24.09.2015; however, the award was recalled on request of the management.

2. The reference under adjudication is:

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF NORTHERN RAILWAY, LUCKNOW
OVER NON PAYMENT OF PCO ALLOWANCES TO SHRI SHIV KUMAR, TKT. NO. IS-08
FROM 25/06/1998 TO 17/04/2001 LIKE OTHER WORKMEN, IS JUSTIFIED? IF NOT, TO
WHAT RELIEF THE WORKMAN CONCERNED IS ENTITLED?”

3. The case of the workman’s union, in brief; is that the workman, Shiv Kumar, was appointed as skilled
fitter on 05.07.77. It is alleged that the workman was made to join in the inspection shop on the basis of
suitability vide office order dated 23.10.97 without PCO allowance w.e.f. 25.06.98; whereas the other
employees were given PCO allowance from the date of resumption of the charge. It is stated that the
management has granted him PCO allowance, on making various representations, w.e.f. 18.04.2001.
Accordingly, the workman’s union has prayed that the workman be granted PCO allowance from 25.06.98 to
17.04.2001.
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4. The management has disputed the claim of the workman’s union and filed its written statement;
wherein it has stated that the workman was appointed as skilled fitter on the sanctioned post of Speedometer in
the Cadre of year 1991-92 without PCO allowance and was posted in Diesel Shop and at the time of his posting
in Diesel Shop, the Cadre of year 1996-97 was zero. It is submitted that a policy settlement was regarding PCO
allowance; wherein it was decided that on the basis of Cadre of year 1991-92, the suitability test of the working
employees be done and according to the Cadre of year 1996-97, they may be appointed in Inspection Shop and
paid PCO allowance. Rest employees shall remain posted on their place of posting without PCO allowance and
they will be promoted in the Shop floor. The workman after screening was posted in inspection shop without
PCO allowance. It is submitted that at the time of his posting in PCO, it was decided in consultation with both
the recognized unions that staff in PCO would be made on the basis of Cadre strength of 91-92 but PCO
allowance would be applicable on the basis of Cadre strength sanctioned in the year 1996-97 and in Cadre of 96-
97 there was no sanctioned posts of Fitter Electrical Grade I as PCO allowance; accordingly, PCO allowance
could not be granted to the workman for the want of post but in other cases there was sanctioned post even in
the Cadre of 96-97 as such they were sanctioned PCO allowance. Therefore, the management has prayed that
the claim of the workman’s union be rejected being devoid of merit.

6. The workman’s union has filed its rejoinder whereby it has stated nothing new apart from reiterating
his averments already made in the statement of claim.

7. The workman’s union has filed photo copy of documents in support of its claim; whereas the
management has filed none. The workman has examined himself whereas the management has not forwarded
any evidence, in spite of ample opportunities being forward to it, which led to presumption that the management
is not interested to lead evidence hence its opportunity to lead evidence was closed and the case was fixed for
arguments. The management again did not turn for arguments and the authorized representative argued his case;
resultantly, the reference was answered in the favour of workman vide award dated 03.07.2014; and on being
notified by the Central Government, the copy of award was forwarded to the parties. Thereafter, the
management moved an application to recall the award dated 03.07.20014; and after hearing the parties the
award dated 03.07.2014 was recalled and present industrial dispute was restored on its original number vide
order dated 20.12.2017 in Misc. Case No. 04/2015 and the management was given an opportunity to lead
evidence in support its case.

8. The management filed its evidence and 21.05.2018 was fixed for cross-examination of its witness; but
the management failed to get its witness cross-examined; resulting into list of case ex-parte argument by the
workman. The workman argued its case and file was reserved for award, being the case pertaining to the year
2007.

9. Heard representatives of the workman’s union only and perused entire evidence on record and gone
through respective pleadings of the parties.

10. The workman’s union has contended that the management of railways deprived the workman of PCO
allowance for which he was entitled as the other employees were getting. The management has pleaded that the
PCO allowance was admissible on the basis of Cadre strength of 96-97 and since there was no post in 96-97,
therefore the workman was not allowed PCO allowance on his joining on the post.

11. The workman union’s case is that the workman is entitled for PCO allowance since his joining in the
inspection shop at par with other similarly situated employees. The management has controverted the case with
pleading that the PCO allowance was admissible on the basis of Cadre strength in Diesel Shop in 1996-97,
which was zero. Also, in view of the settlement arrived at between the management and recognized unions,
those who clear the suitability test according to Cadre of year 1996-97, may be appointed in inspection shop
with PCO allowance. Also it was decided that the staff in PCO would be made on the basis of Cadre strength of
91-92 but PCO allowance would be applicable on the basis of Cadre strength sanctioned in the year 1996-97.
Since, in the Cadre of 1996-97 there was no sanctioned post of Fitter Electrical Grade-I, as such the workman
was not allowed PCO allowance for the want of post in the Cadre of 96-97. However, the other employees were
given PCO allowance as their cases were covered under existing policy and availability of post. The workman
was granted PCO allowance w.e.f. 18.04.2001 as a result of decision arrived at, in the meeting with the
recognized unions and railway administration.

12. The workman in his cross-examination has admitted that he is of 96-97 batch. He could not recall
name of any employee who were receiving PCO allowance. The management of the railways did not produce
its witness for cross-examination in spite of number of dates were given to them; hence the evidence filed by
them cannot be taken into account.

13. The management has disputed the claim of the workman’s union with pleading that the PCO allowance
was admissible on the basis of Cadre strength of 96-97 and since there was no post in 96-97, therefore, the
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workman was not granted PCO allowance; but the management did not prove its pleadings through evidence.
On the contrary the workman has proved its pleadings by the way of evidence and he was duly cross-examined
by the authorized representative of the management. Hon’ble Apex Court in State of U.P. vs. Sheo Shanker Lal
Srivastava & others (2006) 3 SCC 276 the statement of the witness, having not been controverted would be
deemed to be admitted.

14. Hence, in view of the facts and circumstances of the case and law cited hereinabove, I am of the
considered opinion that the action of the management of Northern Railway in non-payment of PCO allowance
to the workman for the period 25.06.1998 to 17.04.2001 was not justified. Accordingly, the workman
concerned is entitled for payment of PCO allowance for the period 25.06.1998 to 17.04.2001.

15. The reference under adjudication is answered accordingly.
16. Award as above.
Let two copies of this award be sent to the Ministry for publication.
LUCKNOW.
11™ February, 2021
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T3 faoell, 22 BRA™, 2021
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[¥. TA-41012 /123 /2001-3MS3MR (d1-1)]
S, T8, IR g
New Delhi, the 22nd February, 2021

S.0. 164.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 176/2001) of the Cent.Govt.Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour
Court Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Northern
Railway and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 22.02.2021.

[No. L-41012/123/2001-IR(B-1)]
D. GUHA, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW

PRESENT : P. K. SRIVASTAVA, HJS (Retd.)

L.D. No. 176/2001
Ref. No. L-41012/123/2001-IR(B-I) dated 26.11.2001
BETWEEN :

Shri Syed Aley Ahmed S/o Tajamul Hussain
H. No. 84/65, Nai Sarak
Nr. Kareem Chakki, Kanpur (UP) —208001

Vs.
The Divl. Railway Manager, ADJ
Northern Railway, Allahabad (UP) — 211006
AWARD
1. By order No. L-41012/123/2001-IR(B-I) dated 26.11.2001 the Central Government in the Ministry of

Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub section (1) and sub section (2A) of
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute between Shri Syed
Aley Ahmed S/o Tajamul Hussain, H. No. 84/65, Nai Sarak, Nr. Kareem Chakki, Kanpur (UP) and the Divl.
Railway Manager, ADJ, Northern Railway, Allahabad (UP) for adjudication.
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1. The reference under adjudication is:

“WHETHER THE ACTION OF THE MANAGEMENT OF NORTHERN RAILWAY,
ALLAHABAD IN IMPOSING THE PENALTY OF COMPULSORY RETIREMENT OF SHRI
S.A. AHMED, EX-ELECTRIC SHUNTER (LOCO) W.E.F. 24.1.1996 IS JUSTIFIED? IF NOT,
WHAT RELIEF THE APPLICANT IS ENTITLED?”

2. It is admitted case of the parties that the workman, S.A. Ahmed, was working as Electric Shunter in
Northern Railway and was posted in Lucknow when issued a major penalty charge sheet dated 16.02.1995,
inviting his defence reply; and accordingly, the workman made his representation dated 29.03.1995. Shri A.H.
Khan, SLI, Kanpur was appointed as Enquiry Officer, who submitted his enquiry report dated 20.11.1995 before
the disciplinary authority, who furnished a copy of the same to the charge sheeted employee for representation;
accordingly, the charged official represented vide dated 28.11.1995. The Disciplinary Authority punished the
workman with punishment of removal from service vide order dated 24.01.1996; however, on appeal the same
was reduced to compulsory retirement from services w.e.f. 24.01.1996 vide appellate order dated 23.10.1996.

3. It has been alleged by the workman that he had been punished, contrary to the evidence on record. It
has also been alleged by the workman that his representation against the findings of the Inquiry Officer was not
considered by the Disciplinary Authority while passing impugned order and the reasons given by the
Disciplinary Authority and Appellate Authority are based on flimsy grounds. Accordingly, the workman has
prayed that the Departmental proceedings which were conducted in violation to the principles of natural justice
is liable to be set aside and impugned order, punishing him with compulsory retirement be quashed.

4. The management of the Railway in its written statement has denied the allegations of the workman and
has defended its domestic proceedings with submission that the workman had been afforded all opportunity
given under rules the principles of natural justice were fully complied with; hence, there is no anomaly with it;
and accordingly, has prayed that domestic enquiry proceedings conducted by it may be upheld and the action of
the Railway vide order dated 23.10.1996 be declared just, fair and legal without any benefit to the workman
concerned.

5. The workman has filed rejoinder reiterating the averments already made in the statement of claim.

6. The parties filed documents in support of their respective case. Following preliminary issues were
framed in the presence of the parties vide order dated 27.11.2002:

1. =T 0 & faeg Rl st Ffeqet § se@T 82
2. FT 1= ATAHIY hl AT LG (perverse) g2

After framing of preliminary issues, the parties the parties were called upon to adduce their evidence on
preliminary issues. The parties adduced documentary and oral evidence in support of their case and after
hearing the parties, following orders were passed, on preliminary issues, vide order dated 30.06.2015:

“After having heard both the parties at length and perusal of the record, it is inferred that the
departmental enquiry does not suffer from any illegality, and it is neither perverse as well.
Principles of natural justice and all the relevant rules have been followed by the concerned enquiry
authority.

Therefore, preliminary issues dated 27.11.2002 are decided in favour of the management
accordingly. Fix 30.07.2015 for arguments on quantum of punishment”

7. After deciding preliminary issues the case was listed for arguments on quantum of punishment; and
when the workman or his authorizes representative did not turn up for oral submissions, the argument of the
management was heard on the point of quantum of punishment under Section 11 A of the Industrial Disputes
Act, 1947. Also, the parties were afforded opportunity to file their written submission.

8. Heard, authorized representative of the management and perused entire material available on record.

9. It is well settled that the Labour Court has ample power under section 11-A of the Industrial Disputes
Act, 1947 to substitute a lesser punishment, taking into consideration the facts and circumstances of the case.
Moreover, the principle of proportionality calls for interference of this Court into the punishment imposed by
the management i.e. of removal in view of law in Joseph Solomon vs. Presiding Officer, Labour Court, U.P.,
Dehradun & another 2012 (134) FLR 424.

10. In the instant case the workman was charge sheeted for misconduct of gross negligence in observing
safety rules, which caused accident; whereby a passenger train collided with another engine. The charges were



[T [—&7E 3(ii)] AT T TSI - LA 27, 2021 /FHT 8, 1942 455

found proved and was awarded punishment of removal from services; however, on appeal, the Appellate
Authority, taking a lenient view had reduced the punishment of removal from service, imposed by the
Disciplinary Authority, to compulsory retirement with full retirement benefits under age limit. However, the
workman union has pleaded before this Tribunal that the punishment order is illegal being based on no
evidence.

11. Hon’ble Apex Court in B.C. Chayurvedi v. Union of India, (1995) 6 SCC 749 while discussing about
the scope of judicial review, in disciplinary matters, has observed as under:

“The High Court/Tribunal, while exercising the power of judicial review, cannot normally substitute
its own conclusion on penalty and impose some other penalty. If the punishment imposed by the
disciplinary authority or the appellate authority shocks the conscience of the High Court/Tribunal, it
would appropriately mould the relief, either directing the disciplinary/appellate authority to
reconsider the penalty imposed, or to shorten the litigation, it may itself, in exceptional and rare
cases, imposed appropriate punishment with cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In DG, RPF vs. Sai Babu (2003) 4 SCC 331, Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that:

S/ P Normally, the punishment imposed by a disciplinary authority should not be disturbed
by the High Court or a tribunal except in appropriate cases that too only after reaching a conclusion
that the punishment imposed is grossly or shockingly disproportionate, after examining all the
relevant factors including the nature of charges proved against, the past conduct, penalty imposed
earlier, the nature of duties assigned having due regard to their sensitiveness, exactness expected of
an discipline required to be maintained, and the department/establishment which the delinquent
person concerned works.”

In United Commercial Bank vs. P.C. Kakkar (2003) 4 SCC 364 Hon’ble Apex Court on review of a
long line of cases and the principles of judicial review of administrative action under English law summarized
the legal position in the following words:

“l11. The common thread running through in all these decisions is that the court should not
interfere with the administrators’ decision unless it was illogical or suffers from procedural
imporopriety or was shocking to the conscience of the court, in the sense that it was in
defiance of logic or moral standards. In view of what has been stated in Wednesbury case the
court would not go into the correctness of the choice made by the administrator open to him
and the court should not substitute its decision to that of the administrator. The scope of
judicial review is judicial review is limited to the deficiency in decision-making process and not
the decision.

12. To put it differently, unless the punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the
appellate authority shocks the conscience of the court/tribunal, there is no scope for
interference. Further, to shorten litigation it may, in exceptional and rare cases, impose
appropriate punishment by recording cogent reasons in support thereof.”

In Union of India vs. S.S. Ahluwalia (2007) 7 SCC 257 Hon’ble Supreme Court reiterated the legal
position as follows:

“8 e The scope of judicial review in the matter of imposition of penalty as a result of
disciplinary proceedings is very limited. The court can interfere with the punishment only if it finds
the same to be shockingly disproportionate to the charges found to be proved.”

In State of Meghalaya v. Mecken Singh N. Marak (2008) 7 SCC 580 Hon’ble Supreme Court stated

that:
“The punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the appellate authority unless shocking to
the conscience of the court, cannot be subjected to judicial review.

12. Hon’ble Apex Court in Administrator, Union Territory of Dadra and Nagar Haveli vs. Gulbhia M. Lad

(2010) 2 SCC (L&S) 101 has observed that

“The legal position is fairly well settled that while exercising the power of judicial review, the High
Court or a Tribunal cannot interfere with the discretion exercised by the disciplinary authority,
and/or on appeal the appellate authority with regard to the imposition of punishment unless such
discretion suffers from illegality or material procedural irregularity or that would shock the
conscience of the court/tribunal. The exercise of discretion in imposition of punishment by the
disciplinary authority or appellate authority is dependent on host of factors such as gravity of
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misconduct, past conduct, the nature of duties assigned to the delinquent, responsibility of the
position that the delinquent holds, previous penalty, if any, and the discipline required to be
maintained in the department or establishment he works. Ordinarily the court or the tribunal would
not substitute its opinion on reappraisal of facts.

13. The workman who was punished with the punishment of removal from service by the Disciplinary
Authority for proved misconduct of violation of safety rules, had been compulsory retired with full retirement
benefits under age limit, by the Appellate Authority, on appeal, taking a lenient view. Moreover, the railways
being a public transport system has to work with utmost devotion to its passengers and safety of passengers and
their property is supreme; and any deviation from safety rules or safety measures shall amount not only lack in
service to the passengers; but also shall put the life of passengers their property as well as public property at
high risk; which is not permissible at all. Any lack in safety not only causes unwarranted accidents; but also
invites loss of public faith in the services of Railways. Hon’ble Apex Court in (2011) 1 Supreme Court Cases
(L&S) 721 has observed that:

“7. It is now well settled that the courts will not act as an appellate court and reassess the
evidence led in the domestic enquiry, nor interfere on the ground that another view is possible on the
material on record. If the inquiry has been fairly and properly held and the findings are based on
evidence, the question of adequacy of the evidence or the reliable nature of the evidence will not be
grounds for interfering with the findings in departmental enquiries. Therefore the courts will not
interfere with findings of fact recorded in departmental inquiries, except where such findings are
based on no evidence or where they are clearly perverse. The test to find out perversity is to see
whether a tribunal acting reasonably could have arrived at such conclusion or findings, on the
material on record. The courts will however interfere with the findings in disciplinary matters, if
principles of natural justice or statutory regulations have been violated or if the order is found to be
arbitrary, capricious, mala fide or based on extraneous considerations.”

14. In the instant case, the charge of violation of safety rules had been found to be proved; and Appellant
Authority rationally reduced the punishment of removal from service to compulsory retirement with full
retirement benefits under age limit; moreover, this Tribunal has upheld the domestic inquiry conducted by the
Railways and found no infirmity with the findings of the Inquiry Officer, therefore, under the facts and the
circumstances case and considering the laws pronounced by Hon’ble Supreme Court and Hon’ble High Courts,
there is no justification in interfering with the punishment imposed upon the workman by the Appellate
Authority for proved gross misconduct of “violation of safety rules’, invoking power u/s 11-A of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947. Accordingly, the workman is not entitled for any relief.

15. The reference under adjudication is answered accordingly.
16. Award as above.

Let two copies of this award be sent to the Ministry for publication.
LUCKNOW

22™ January, 2021
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T3 facell, 24 BRAN, 2021

PLAL. 165.—3AERd fdarq AMRTRE, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 & AR H D
WHR IR & 96 Yaadd & Gdg RN 3R S99 $HeRI & a9 ody d FHfds siefie
faare § o= WRHR SMERe AHROT JEAGER & Uare (FeH |1 170 /2019) I YHIRIA dcll &,
Sl B ARBR DI 24.02.2021 BT TG G T |

[¥. Te1-12011 /56 / 2019-3MMS3TR (1-1)]
S, 781, IR Al
New Delhi, the 24th February, 2021

S.0. 165.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 170/2019) 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 24.02.2021.
[No. L-12011/56/2019-IR(B-1)]

D. GUHA, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

Present : Radha Mohan Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer
Dated 11" February, 2021
Reference (CGITA) No. - 170/2019

1. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India, Local Head Office, g Floor, Lal Darwaja,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001

2. The Proprietor,
M/s. Hardik Construction,
M-177/2114, Surya Apartment, Opp. Medical Complex,
Sola Road, Naranpura,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380054 ...First Parties
Vis
The National General Secretary,
Akhil Bhartiya Safai Mazdoor Sangh,
F-1/F-10, Zavernagar Soceity, Harni Varsia Road,
Vadodara (Gujarat) — 390022 ...Second Party

Present: None on behalf of Claimant(s)
AWARD

The Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India have in exercise of powers conferred by the
Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the below
mentioned dispute vide reference adjudication Order No. L-12011/56/2019-IR (B-I) dated 16.12.2019 for adjudication to this
Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the dispute raised by Akhil Safai Mazdoor Sangh, Vadodara against the management of State Bank of
India, LHO, Ahmedabad and their contractor, M/s. Hardik Constructions, Ahmedabad over alleged illegal
termination of services of Shri Shailesh Babubhai Vaghela, Part time sweeper and demand for reinstatement in
services with back wages w.e.f. 25.07.2018 is legal, just and proper? If so, to what relief the concerned workman,
Shri Shailesh Babubhai Vaghela, Part time sweeper is entitled to and from which date and what other direction are
necessary in the matter?”

1. The same reference was received in this Tribunal on 16" December 2019. The Ministry had directed the party
raising the dispute to file his statement of claim complete with relevant documents with the Tribunal within 15 days of
receipt of this order of reference as per provision made under Rule 10 (B) of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. This
order of reference had been sent to all the parties as well as this Tribunal through registered post by the Ministry. Therefore,
it is inferred that the same had been delivered to all the parties including claimants. A period of more than a year has been
elapsed but none has appeared and filed the statement of claim as directed and expected by the Ministry. It is worthwhile
mentioning that this reference is prior to spread of COVID-19 pandemic and adversities of lockdown.

2. In considered opinion of this Tribunal, it is established that either the claimant of this dispute is not interested to
prosecute his claim or the said dispute is no more in existence.

3. It is therefore just & proper to pass an award considering “no dispute” between the parties.
4. The award is passed as above. The award be sent for publication U/s 17(1) of Industrial Disputes Act.
RADHA MOHAN CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer
¢ faeell, 24 WRa9, 2021

PILIAL. 166.—AEHSH fdarg AMRFRH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 & JIFART H D=
WRPHR URFH Nold  Jdgdd & g FANDl AR 96 dHRI & qrg Jgey H Fidse sienfie faare
P AR NG AP -ACEE & Uare (Had FIT 136 /2019) BT YHIRT BT &, S
DT WRDR Bl 24.02.2021 UG GIAT AT |

[¥. Ue1-41011 /35 / 2019-3MMS3TR (1-1)]
SI. &1, AR Afd
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New Delhi, the 24th February, 2021

S.0. 166.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 136/2019) 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 24.02.2021.

[No. L-41011/35/2019-IR(B-1)]
D. GUHA, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

Present : Radha Mohan Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer
Dated 11" February, 2021

Reference: (CGITA) No. 136/2019

1. The General Manager,
Western Railway, Churchgate,
MUMBAI-400020.

2. The Chief Works Manager,
Western Railway, Engineering Workshop,
D Cabin, Sabarmati,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat)-380019.

3. The Sr. Divisional Electrical Engineer,
Western Railway, Divisional Office,
Asarwa, Nr. Chamunda Bridge,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat)-382345. ...First Parties
V/s

The Jt. Secretary,

Indian Railway Labour Federation,

28-B, Narayan Park, B/h. Chandkheda Railway Station,

Sabarmati, Ahmedabad (Gujarat)-380005. ...Second Party

Present: None on behalf of Claimant(s)
AWARD

The Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India have in exercise of powers conferred
by the Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred
the below mentioned dispute vide reference adjudication Order No. L-41011/35/2019-IR(B-I) dated 30.10.2019
for adjudication to this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of Railway Administration to change disciplinary authority for Electrical Staff
under General Manager’s Circular dated 11.2.2016 is legal, fair & justified? If yes, then what relief the
union/ Electrical Staff is entitled to and what other directions, if any, are necessary in this matter?”

1. The same reference was received in this Tribunal on 4™ November 2019. The Ministry had directed the
party raising the dispute to file their statement of claim complete with relevant documents with the Tribunal
within 15 days of receipt of this order of reference as per provision made under Rule 10 (B) of Industrial
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. This order of reference had been sent to all the parties as well as this Tribunal
through registered post by the Ministry. Therefore, it is inferred that the same had been delivered to all the
parties including claimants. A period of more than a year has been elapsed but none has appeared and filed the
statement of claim as directed and expected by the Ministry. It is worthwhile mentioning that this reference is
prior to spread of COVID-19 pandemic and adversities of lockdown.
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2. In considered opinion of this Tribunal, it is established that either the claimant of this dispute is not
interested to prosecute his claim or the said dispute is no more in existence.

3. It is therefore just & proper to pass an award considering “no dispute” between the parties.
4. The award is passed as above. The award be sent for publication U/s 17(1) of Industrial Disputes Act.
RADHA MOHAN CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

T2 fRoell, 24 HE, 2021

PILAL. 167.—iEe fdarg A=A, 1947 (1947 FT 14) B GRT 17 & TR H Hsd
WHR Uf¥gd Yod  gdedd & g RNl 3R 96 dHaR @ 4 gey 7 ffdse sienfie faare #
BEg AR AENfd ARG AT & Uare (e W&l 130,/2019) I UHBIRA HRl 8, ST
DI TRBR Pl 24.02.2021 U G T |

[¥. TA-41011 /31 /2019-3MME3MR (1-1)]
S, T8, IR g
New Delhi, the 24th February, 2021

S.0. 167.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 130/2019) 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 24.02.2021.

[No. L-41011/31/2019-IR(B-1)]
D. GUHA, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

Present : Radha Mohan Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer
Dated 11™ February, 2021

Reference: (CGITA) No. 130/2019

1)  The General Manager,

Western Railway, Churchgate, Head Quarter,
MUMBAI-400020.

2)  The Divisional Railway Manager,
Western Railway, Pratapnagar,
Vadodara(Gujarat)-390004.

3)  The Divisional Railway Manager,
Western Railway, Asarwa,
Ahmedabad(Gujarat)-380016. ...First Parties
Vs
The Secretary,
Indian Railway Labour Federation,
28-B, Narayan Park,
B/h. Chandkheda Railway Station, Sabarmati,
Ahmedabad ...Second Party

Present: None on behalf of Claimant(s)
AWARD

The Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India have in exercise of powers conferred by the
Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the
below mentioned dispute vide reference adjudication Order No.L-41011/31/2019-IR(B-I) dated 09.10.2019 for
adjudication to this Tribunal.
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SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of Railway Administration not considering the request of Shri Harun Abrahim, Pipe
Filter to alter the date of Birth from 25.01.1957 to 10.10.1962 on the basis of Railway Board Circular dated
19.11.1990 is legal, fair and justified? If Not, what relief Shri Harun Abrahim is entitled to and what other
directions are necessary in the matter?”

1. The same reference was received in this Tribunal on 14™ October 2019. The Ministry had directed the
party raising the dispute to file his statement of claim complete with relevant documents with the Tribunal
within 15 days of receipt of this order of reference as per provision made under Rule 10 (B) of Industrial
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. This order of reference had been sent to all the parties as well as this Tribunal
through registered post by the Ministry. Therefore, it is inferred that the same had been delivered to all the
parties including claimants. A period of more than a year has been elapsed but none has appeared and filed the
statement of claim as directed and expected by the Ministry. It is worthwhile mentioning that this reference is
prior to spread of COVID-19 pandemic and adversities of lockdown.

2. In considered opinion of this Tribunal, it is established that either the claimant of this dispute is not
interested to prosecute his claim or the said dispute is no more in existence.

3. It is therefore just & proper to pass an award considering “no dispute” between the parties.
4. The award is passed as above. The award be sent for publication U/s 17(1) of Industrial Disputes Act.
RADHA MOHAN CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

T3 faoell, 24 BRAN, 2021

PIIAT. 168—iEe fAare AfAF=m, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & WV F DY
PR IREH I Yagdd & Hag Faedl iR 96 dHeRI & a9 ey § ffdse sl faare
P AR NG ATHRT JEACEE & Udle (e A= 137 /2019) T UGG Bl &, ol
DRI ARBR Bl 24.02.2021 DI U< 83T T |

[¥. Ue1-41011 /32 / 2019-3MMS3TR (1-1)]
S1. &1, ) Afd
New Delhi, the 24th February, 2021

S.0. 168.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 137/2019) 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 24.02.2021.

[No. L-41011/32/2019-IR(B-1)]
D. GUHA, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

Present : Radha Mohan Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer
Dated 11™ February, 2021

Reference: (CGITA) No. 137/2019

1)  The Chief Project Manager,
Western Railway, Station Building,
2" Floor, Kalupur,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat)-380001.

2)  The Chief Works Manager,
Western Railway, Kota Factory,
Kota, Rajasthan-324005. ...First Parties
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V/s
The Jt. Secretary,
Indian Railway Labour Federation,
28-B, Narayan Park, B/h. Chandkheda Railway Station,
Sabarmati, Ahmedabad (Gujarat)-380005. ...Second Party

Present: None on behalf of Claimant(s)
AWARD

The Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India have in exercise of powers conferred
by the Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred
the below mentioned dispute vide reference adjudication Order No. L-41011/32/2019-IR(B-I) dated 21.10.2019
for adjudication to this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand of Union to grant ACP/MACP to Shri Kishan Chandra Pandey against the Chief
Project Manager, Western Railway, Ahmedabad and the Chief Works Manager, Rail Wagon Repair
shop, Western Railway, Kota (Rajasthan) is legal, fair and justified? If yeas, what relief, Shri Kishan
Chandra Pandey is entitled to and what other directions are necessary in the matter?”

1. The same reference was received in this Tribunal on 4™ November 2019. The Ministry had directed the
party raising the dispute to file their statement of claim complete with relevant documents with the Tribunal
within 15 days of receipt of this order of reference as per provision made under Rule 10 (B) of Industrial
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. This order of reference had been sent to all the parties as well as this Tribunal
through registered post by the Ministry. Therefore, it is inferred that the same had been delivered to all the
parties including claimants. A period of more than a year has been elapsed but none has appeared and filed the
statement of claim as directed and expected by the Ministry. It is worthwhile mentioning that this reference is
prior to spread of COVID-19 pandemic and adversities of lockdown.

2. In considered opinion of this Tribunal, it is established that either the claimant of this dispute is not
interested to prosecute his claim or the said dispute is no more in existence.

3. It is therefore just & proper to pass an award considering “no dispute” between the parties.

4. The award is passed as above. The award be sent for publication U/s 17(1) of Industrial Disputes Act.
RADHA MOHAN CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

T2 fRoell, 24 BYE, 2021

PLAL. 169 —iERe fdarq AMRTRE, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B URT 17 & AR H D
WHR ARG e db  Jdudd & dag MAedl iR 96 dHGRI & drd ey § Mfdse siifie
faare # By WRER e JAfeer rgAeEe & vare (e W& 173 /2019) B USRI Rl B,
Sl ST WRBR DI 24.02.2021 BT YTET G3AT T |

[¥. Te1-12011 /60 / 2019-3MMS3TR (1-1)]
S, 781, IR Al
New Delhi, the 24th February, 2021

S.0. 169.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 173/2019) 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 24.02.2021.

[No. L-12011/60/2019-IR(B-1)]
D. GUHA, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

Present : Radha Mohan Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer
Dated 11™ February, 2021

Reference (CGITA) No. 173/2019

1. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India, Local Head Office, g Floor, Lal Darwaja,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001

2. The Proprietor,
M/s. Hardik Construction,
M-177/2114, Surya Apartment, Opp. Medical Complex,
Sola Road, Naranpura,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380054 ...First Parties
Vs
The National General Secretary,
Akhil Bhartiya Safai Mazdoor Sangh,
F-1/F-10, Zavernagar Soceity, Harni Varsia Road,
Vadodara (Gujarat) — 390022 ...Second Party

Present: None on behalf of Claimant(s)
AWARD

The Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India have in exercise of powers conferred
by the Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred
the below mentioned dispute vide reference adjudication Order No. L-12011/60/2019-IR (B-I) dated 13.12.2019
for adjudication to this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the dispute raised by Akhil Safai Mazdoor Sangh, Vadodara against the management of State
Bank of India, LHO, Ahmedabad and their contractor, M/s Hardik Constructions, Ahmedabad over alleged
illegal termination of services of Shri Bhavnik Hasmukhbhai Vaghela, Part time sweeper and demand for
reinstatement in services with back wages w.e.f. 25.07.2018 is legal, just and proper? If so, to what relief
the concerned workman, Shri Bhavnik Hasmukhbhai Vaghela, Part time sweeper is entitled to and from
which date and what other direction are necessary in the matter?”

1. The same reference was received in this Tribunal on 13™ December 2019. The Ministry had directed
the party raising the dispute to file his statement of claim complete with relevant documents with the Tribunal
within 15 days of receipt of this order of reference as per provision made under Rule 10 (B) of Industrial
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. This order of reference had been sent to all the parties as well as this Tribunal
through registered post by the Ministry. Therefore, it is inferred that the same had been delivered to all the
parties including claimants. A period of more than a year has been elapsed but none has appeared and filed the
statement of claim as directed and expected by the Ministry. It is worthwhile mentioning that this reference is
prior to spread of COVID-19 pandemic and adversities of lockdown.

2. In considered opinion of this Tribunal, it is established that either the claimant of this dispute is not
interested to prosecute his claim or the said dispute is no more in existence.

3. It is therefore just & proper to pass an award considering “no dispute” between the parties.
4. The award is passed as above. The award be sent for publication U/s 17(1) of Industrial Disputes Act.
RADHA MOHAN CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer
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5 feeell, 24 e, 2021

PILIAL. 170.—iEE fdarg AfAFRH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & AR H Dl
WPHR IRAR T 96 Yaudd & ddg FANdl 3R 96 HHGRI & dr9 o gdy d Mfae ieifie
faare # D= TRGR AeNfd JAfRABR, SEHeEg & gare (e AT 171 /2019) B YHIRT HRa &,
Sl Bl ARBR DI 24.02.2021 BT UTG 3T T |

[¥. TA-12011 /57 / 2019-3MMS3TR (1-1)]
SI. T8, IR Alg
New Delhi, the 24th February, 2021

S.0. 170.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 171/2019) 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 24.02.2021.

[No. L-12011/57/2019-IR(B-1)]
D. GUHA, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

Present : Radha Mohan Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer
Dated 11™ February, 2021

Reference (CGITA) No. 171/2019

L. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India, Local Head Office, 8" Floor, Lal Darwaja,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001

2. The Proprietor,
M/s. Hardik Construction,
M-177/2114, Surya Apartment, Opp. Medical Complex,
Sola Road, Naranpura,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380054 ...First Parties
Vs

The National General Secretary,

Akhil Bhartiya Safai Mazdoor Sangh,

F-1/F-10, Zavernagar Soceity, Harni Varsia Road,

Vadodara (Gujarat) — 390022 ...Second Party

Present: None on behalf of Claimant(s)
AWARD

The Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India have in exercise of powers conferred
by the Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred
the below mentioned dispute vide reference adjudication Order No. L-12011/57/2019-IR (B-I) dated 16.12.2019
for adjudication to this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the dispute raised by Akhil Safai Mazdoor Sangh, Vadodara against the management of State
Bank of India, LHO, Ahmedabad and their contractor, M/s Hardik Constructions, Ahmedabad over alleged
illegal termination of services of Shri Akshay Bipinbhai Chouhan, Part time sweeper and demand for
reinstatement in services with back wages w.e.f. 25.07.2018 is legal, just and proper? If so, to what relief
the concerned workman, Shri Akshay Bipinbhai Chouhan, Part time sweeper is entitled to and from which
date and what other direction are necessary in the matter?”
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1. The same reference was received in this Tribunal on 16™ December 2019. The Ministry had directed
the party raising the dispute to file his statement of claim complete with relevant documents with the Tribunal
within 15 days of receipt of this order of reference as per provision made under Rule 10 (B) of Industrial
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. This order of reference had been sent to all the parties as well as this Tribunal
through registered post by the Ministry. Therefore, it is inferred that the same had been delivered to all the
parties including claimants. A period of more than a year has been elapsed but none has appeared and filed the
statement of claim as directed and expected by the Ministry. It is worthwhile mentioning that this reference is
prior to spread of COVID-19 pandemic and adversities of lockdown.

2. In considered opinion of this Tribunal, it is established that either the claimant of this dispute is not
interested to prosecute his claim or the said dispute is no more in existence.

3. It is therefore just & proper to pass an award considering “no dispute” between the parties.
4. The award is passed as above. The award be sent for publication U/s 17(1) of Industrial Disputes Act.
RADHA MOHAN CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

T2 fRoell, 24 BES, 2021

P 1713 fAarg =M, 1947 (1947 1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 B JJARYT H B
WHR ARG W 96 & Jduad & Gdg Faedl 3R 996 dHaRi & 49 o gdy # f[fdse siefie
faare # B WReR e JAfHR0T FASEG & Uare (We AT 174 /2019) BT YHIIT Rl B,
Sl a1 WRBR DI 24.02.2021 BT YTST AT T |

[¥. Te1-12011 /61 / 2019-3MMS3TR (1-1)]
S1. ET, IR Afd
New Delhi, the 24th February, 2021

S.0. 171.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 174/2019) 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 24.02.2021.

[No. L-12011/61/2019-IR(B-1)]
D. GUHA, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

Present: Radha Mohan Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer
Dated 11™ February, 2021
Reference (CGITA) No. 174/2019

1. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India, Local Head Office, 8" Floor, Lal Darwaja,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001

2. The Proprietor,
M/s. Hardik Construction,
M-177/2114, Surya Apartment, Opp. Medical Complex,
Sola Road, Naranpura,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380054 ...First Parties
V/s
The National General Secretary,
Akhil Bhartiya Safai Mazdoor Sangh,
F-1/F-10, Zavernagar Soceity, Harni Varsia Road,
Vadodara (Gujarat) — 390022 ...Second Party

Present: None on behalf of Claimant(s)
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AWARD

The Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India have in exercise of powers conferred
by the Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred
the below mentioned dispute vide reference adjudication Order No. L-12011/61/2019-IR (B-I) dated 16.12.2019
for adjudication to this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the dispute raised by Akhil Safai Mazdoor Sangh, Vadodara against the management of State
Bank of India, LHO, Ahmedabad and their contractor, M/s Hardik Constructions, Ahmedabad over
alleged illegal termination of services of Shri Reena Jagdishbhai Vaghela, Part time sweeper and
demand for reinstatement in services with back wages w.e.f. 25.07.2018 is legal, just and proper? If so,
to what relief the concerned workman, Shri Reena Jagdishbhai Vaghela, Part time sweeper is entitled to
and from which date and what other direction are necessary in the matter?”

1. The same reference was received in this Tribunal on 16™ December 2019. The Ministry had directed
the party raising the dispute to file his statement of claim complete with relevant documents with the Tribunal
within 15 days of receipt of this order of reference as per provision made under Rule 10 (B) of Industrial
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. This order of reference had been sent to all the parties as well as this Tribunal
through registered post by the Ministry. Therefore, it is inferred that the same had been delivered to all the
parties including claimants. A period of more than a year has been elapsed but none has appeared and filed the
statement of claim as directed and expected by the Ministry. It is worthwhile mentioning that this reference is
prior to spread of COVID-19 pandemic and adversities of lockdown.

2. In considered opinion of this Tribunal, it is established that either the claimant of this dispute is not
interested to prosecute his claim or the said dispute is no more in existence.

3. It is therefore just & proper to pass an award considering “no dispute” between the parties.
4.  The award is passed as above. The award be sent for publication U/s 17(1) of Industrial Disputes Act.
RADHA MOHAN CHATURVEDI, Presiding Office

T3 facoell, 24 BRAN, 2021

PLIAT. 172—iEe fdare AfAfF=H, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & IR0 H i
WHR RO W 96 & Jdudd & Hag Faeel 3R 996 dHaRi & 49 o gdy ¥ [fdse sieifie
faare § o< WRHR SRS ATHROT JEAGER & Uare (FeH F=T 172 /2019) BT YHIRIA dcll &,
Sl BRI ARBR DI 24.02.2021 YT IAT o |

[}, TA-12011 /59 / 2019-3MME3MR (1-1)]
S, T8, IR Ala
New Delhi, the 24th February, 2021

S.0. 172.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 172/2019) 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 24.02.2021.

[No. L-12011/59/2019-IR(B-1)]
D. GUHA, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

Present : Radha Mohan Chaturvedi, Presiding Officer
Dated 11" February, 2021

Reference (CGITA) No. 172/2019

1. The Chief General Manager,
State Bank of India, Local Head Office, gth Floor, Lal Darwaja,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) — 380001
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2. The Proprietor,
M/s. Hardik Construction,
M-177/2114, Surya Apartment, Opp. Medical Complex,
Sola Road, Naranpura,
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380054 ...First Parties
Vis
The National General Secretary,
Akhil Bhartiya Safai Mazdoor Sangh,
F-1/F-10, Zavernagar Soceity, Harni Varsia Road,
Vadodara (Gujarat) — 390022 ...Second Party

Present: None on behalf of Claimant(s)
AWARD

The Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India have in exercise of powers conferred
by the Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2A of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred
the below mentioned dispute vide reference adjudication Order No. L-12011/59/2019-IR (B-I) dated 13.12.2019
for adjudication to this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the dispute raised by Akhil Safai Mazdoor Sangh, Vadodara against the management of State
Bank of India, LHO, Ahmedabad and their contractor, M/s Hardik Constructions, Ahmedabad over
alleged illegal termination of services of Smt. Meenaben Prakashbhai, Part time sweeper and demand
for reinstatement in services with back wages w.e.f. 25.07.2018 is legal, just and proper? If so, to what
relief the concerned workman, Smt. Meenaben Prakashbhai, Part time sweeper is entitled to and from
which date and what other direction are necessary in the matter?”

1. The same reference was received in this Tribunal on 13™ December 2019. The Ministry had directed
the party raising the dispute to file her statement of claim complete with relevant documents with the Tribunal
within 15 days of receipt of this order of reference as per provision made under Rule 10 (B) of Industrial
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957. This order of reference had been sent to all the parties as well as this Tribunal
through registered post by the Ministry. Therefore, it is inferred that the same had been delivered to all the
parties including claimants. A period of more than a year has been elapsed but none has appeared and filed the
statement of claim as directed and expected by the Ministry. It is worthwhile mentioning that this reference is
prior to spread of COVID-19 pandemic and adversities of lockdown.

2. In considered opinion of this Tribunal, it is established that either the claimant of this dispute is not
interested to prosecute his claim or the said dispute is no more in existence.

3. It is therefore just & proper to pass an award considering “no dispute” between the parties.
4. The award is passed as above. The award be sent for publication U/s 17(1) of Industrial Disputes Act.
RADHA MOHAN CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer

T2 foeedT, 26 wa<T, 2021

FAT. 173.—3=RrE famE afaf@aw, (1947 #71 14) # g 17 F S8 J, F=0d
TALHTT TIHTI] SHoAT AT ST ATEETT FAHRT, T0AT] ST AR, SO (39) F J64aT & 93
ATTSThT 3T = SR AT 79T, FAAE & a9 qad § [Eg st @ae § w=g awEww
S AfIFeor- 98- =W =, S F U= (839 q T 27/2011) Fr ST & sqaas |
ST T 8, THRIAT FIAT & ST hea T G A 03.02.2021 FHT ST g3l 4T

[€. Te1-14012/2/2009-3E ($17)]
31.%. 7Ty, waw gt
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New Delhi, the 26th February, 2021

S.0. 173.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 27/2011) of the Central Government Industrial-Tribunal-cum
Labour Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
The Atomic Mineral Directorate for Exploration and Research, Department of Atomic Energy, Jaipur (raj) and
Shri chhagan Lal Dhanka ,Worker which was received by the Central Government on 03.02.2021.

[No. L-14012/2/2009 IR-(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

IS
D WRHR Aefie @0 a9 ey, Sy
RTET AT agaal
LIS RSIEEAR]
WN.SN3ME. . UHRUT ¥, 27 /2011 ReferenceNo.L-14012/2/2009-IR(DU)  Dated:13.7.2011

S B A GBI GF 3N YA d gFhT AR UM WIYR, gFd BT ggedl YA TR, AN,
STAYX |

URATY] WIS 30T d e Fasnerd uf¥em &,

RATY] ISl [I9RT, ART WRBR T. TH. Tl HHIeladd. HIER—5,

IR 9T TR IR, SAR— R FRed .3omeft / faueft
Sufkera:—

Ui Tor B ARG ;N F{ONA JTad Siferaan

JIUTIRTOT BT TRG ¥ : &1 I FAR 6l g

: ARy

faHip : 20122020

1. S Ud ST §3Te YR ORBR A8 faeell gRT fasid 13.07.2011 & 3fenfie faare sfaf~am
1947 (T ST A5 A9 FHET Sam) @1 aRT 10 (1) @) & I<Fid Ued wfdaAr & SRR |
Suad diEl greiiFrer & ey e (FHied wu H) f[Jare e 8 59 SAReRY Bl daiid
foa T —

“Whether the action of the Management of Atomic Mineral Directorate for Exploration and Research,
Department of Atomic Energy, Jaipur in terminating the services of (1) Sh. Shri Ram Sharma s/o
Shri Lallu Lal Sharma, (2) Shri Dhanna Lal s/o Shri Jagdish Bairwa, (3) Shri Rakesh Kumar Upadhyay
s/o Shri Hari Kishan Sharma, (4) Shri Chhagan Lal Dhanka s/o Shri Gulab Chand Dhanka and (5)
Shri Manoj Kumar Pipliwal s/o Shri kanhaiya Lal Pipliwal. w.e.f. 30.04.2008 is legal and justified?
What relief the workmen are entitled to? *’

Sua ufdl fdare g9 SAMNGRT B UK BN UR SWIUT BT Mg bR gU— URINTU Bl Feer
ﬁmwﬁ?ﬁmmﬁiﬁraﬁ?ﬁ%uﬂgﬂ P | IGURIA UrfRTor @1 3R A 04.10.2011 Bl I B
e wRqd fBd T | ureiior & weore Herm § g9 yeR aftfa € urefror a7 05.07.2005 ¥ 10.01.2006
% A7 faf= Rl R aged oofl (BeR daial W8Rd) & ue wR urRfl gR1 g fear |
UIIRTT GeeR & Al D TS, BIE, ORI 9 o BRIt B STl & el & faem fde W
PG o | qurd] R AN BT URATT H AT 2 | WHTor by syurefi 7 {6 30.04.2008 B Y wY
HAT G PR T |

3. ariiTor g Sunefl & Wy FRISe—$HeR & g o | urRiiror @1 a1 gfad 9 9d O™ 25 (T)
frfem & rfaR Aifew /=ifed aa= g afayfch i &1 syerar wreffror @1 78t far 7| ureffror & <
BT PHRAAT Sl R8T AT g8 AT Yl BT AT g TS W1 3 Sl A HRarar Sf %8l 8 | Wil 9 240
f & Iffe Al 9@ ovarR &1 far 21 ewneff 7 sfiet @ aRwar g 7 a8 9 & Hg W
S Bl— TT AT H| FasR fhar| 39 bR ORI 25, (UT%)/ (S) / (T=) ffafrd 9 w77 9 78
@ WAl P Iecigd fhar 2 | greiior a1 gfad & uwEd ¥ SRISHR © | 37 faHId 30.04.2008 BT B
g URINTOT B HaT |AN Pl 3fdel Ifvd R g UIIRToT 1 favrd 99 9 uRerrdl |afgd dar 9 g81d
fopar a1
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4. yoredt / fauell =1 faTie 04.07.2012 @1 GfAT YPRCN H TGk UK PR §U & Dol © fdb Uiy
3l ol ug R fFgfaq 988 @ T8, afcd smavad wE w & oy smaERee Sfie & w9 H Ifedel
AfIQT & MR R @ AT AT | FALMY HaT I & U & Iou= el Brar 2 | e e @ oofr #
eI 3T 2 | Ui Bl R Suderd W S e g FiRa aee § B w1 B g ST 9 9
W Fgfad M @1 aRT 2 (@7 3f) (@ @) @ A< AR § 9 gRT 25-T% & UG ATEHT 8 78l
B B %mwaﬁﬁmoﬁ:qﬁmmmwﬁmﬁmqﬁ%lwﬁmsﬁma
et @ srager T R @ TE B T & PR SHfud s N far B | Rl oy sifde @1 @l 'g
B TN T | 31 AT DR B S |

5. TTIITOT ¥ 24.09.2012 @1 dT&IR BT WeA FRd 8¢ AfARad Ho 1 WRgd fhd §—=iR g 3.
% MBIl BT WIHR A &1 e foar g |

6. Sudad el faare gaxol # it & w9 kiR w9 & dem urRitrer @ Jar @
gepfer @ a1 w1 Ay ff wAE & 21 gafey g9 dfel fdare) § S faarefdy @@ g1 W g
faret @1 ol valgd w1 | S9gue @ deafa | fear o <@ 2|

7. URINTOT F U U BT b AMGYT B THAA ©g Wed H W uefl Uos— 1 30 M
S g1 AT, 31 DY HAR SUTIR, #1 B AT gl Td &1 Aol HAR YIveiidrel bl uNifera
2| vord e # gt 1 | 17 TF Uord@l BT 8N I AT W Hedd gawwor # wefi v IfF 7
gfal & YRl H IEPHR, UeTHR G HIed DI Ui AHH o— I9IU Bl Fedfa o fdare H. 24 /2011
s M T g9 QRIe, IR WIS YT Ud I H SWIuS §RT WA Wied dI &1 Ul faarar
& Hay # g AaR faaee 7 T' R o %@ 7 |

S HF A fquell /sl F o e H U, UL S, 1 faHIe HEAR WL . (WL Biidd SIEeRI) Bl uierd
foar T oot eTR—1 & 3MR—6 Werdl & yafdfd far & |

8. faie 22.12.2017 BT 9 AABROT GRT U=l fdaral H ARy ariRa R wreffor &1 dig gy
U BT BRI TE A g aTAl B PR PR A | 59 Ao & fAwg g 5 9. S
T H Re DT IR Bl | 719, IR e AT 7 & 28.08.2019 Bl 01y Uik el §Y
Re afer WeRrR $R ARFC f&Aie 22122017 I UK BR QAT T AWl $9 ADHROT BT G
faffRea &= 3g ufoufd o) A 99, S=a <marem 7 38 fdy fRar & urffmor g/ goaaR—1
(SIS faATd 27.11.2012) & ARTH W IMUTAT Uold! &I, S fAuell & Uiy SUCT § 31 ~Teid & aHe
U fhar Sird—aerm urefTor @1 S SiferRal B UNIfed HR dT 31U Uel Bl WAMUT PR B AGrd
FaeR fe=r o |

=9 ol & SgaReT # fquell &1 Uordl & WRAIARY ®1 e faar war der ugfaeRer &
SR 9T BT ARTRET Hed UG DR DI faeR AT f&ar war | urefl 5 3o |ed 4 4= U 8. 1
st X\ el By gdfed fear e SifaRed vl wed # ued w17 uefdia fhar| fauelr /emmeft w1
sfaRad ey # v4. U €. 2 AfcaeF< 996 SUeHd Fe3id 9 U4, T S, 3 o@d ol I Bl gNiferd
fohar 7 gordi W18y # U<y 3R 7 | AR 13 I Yo yeiid b |

9. fa=ie 03.11.2020 ¥ 09.12.2020 T AT fIRRIT R SWIUe & ToH—fadd G T T IudeT A&
BT aReier fbar |

10. TrIToT & AFMIYS o1 I8 U I & O TaRR—1 urRMEs i 27.11.2012 ¥ aftfa g aifea
Tordl ®I Uil gRT UK 8 Fel (AT TAT & — T & WA 7 B BT B BT Plg AGeua dROT
wd e 2| gafey awmell & fawg I8 uftqe SuaRon @1 oid 6 afe ag uildia sifferal &1 uvqd
BRA Al wrdiTor o fquell & sl Al 240 37 9 31 BRIRG I8 BT d2g A0 B Sirar | 7R
T ffrad @ aRT 25 () B YT T BRI Y SURART BT HIE ferg HenRa R frar| S ok
fquell = < & S & SR UG el PR UMT PET & I A DY Al PBIS Wied UK 81 T8l D
21wl siRm el & gdadt eeras § yfea faf¥r 06.07.2005 Ffe w1 <ifeha &1 1 & R 06.07.2006 £
UST T4 Sl g¥Erdad] AfRad died ufus H Afda 8 | el BT T BRI B DIy TAN & el 2 |
fauell well oee o WeR ST 2 b e Moer 3 ufafie 5y [ dig sr/er 721 o wahat 8| fohg
TET e Ifoex fauel 7 Uer 981 a1 21 SdheR g1 MYfad &1 do fauell 9 faar g f&g Saer &1 @8
AT UG & e B 21 o uRiiTor & 16l B WieR #x Ui oA yee A o | S
U Thi & |HIF # frifha =mfie geid wdd faa:

1. AR dTIex Olls Us WIdRSl dTe g9 3R, JISTWT g 3T 1978 U. 37Ts. IR, 548

2. foem Rig a7 vfawifdea Soft. eRamm we Wil AT 9 U 3fS. 3R, 2010 G, DI, (W)
787

3. SRR RIS cfiFe fedio aam ey Wi AETSl |18 ardeT U. 375, 3R, 2010 G, PIC, 1236
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4. IR UH. Il 99 M. Taoiiagfed gontrr fafae oidiel ¥, 5124 /2004 fofa— 07.11.2005.

5. HAfPAM Haoll fo1. M AfbA wess g ffdd odia |, 5319 /2008 g, ®ic, Fora—
25.02.2015.

6. URITT SR Pfclel flHMR T9M AAISTY 1999 ofd. AMF. Al 97 (ISTeT)

7. 91 SIS UNYR 99 AR AR 2008 (118) U, Tl AR, 460 (fE. T

11, 3rorefi & ST HT I8 UHRd I © b URiRrer 5 o+ g Wiey | I8 yHIfK & T8l fBar §
ﬁﬁ(ﬁﬁsmsﬁzﬁaaﬁ:rmo%ﬂﬁ&%—waﬁﬁm@ﬁmmmwﬁ@wmﬁmw

RIft 2 | ureff sk =t (@ ag wreifron) o Wer fhar @ 6 S BIs Fryfeq oo & e & 9 &
PIs afde fgfad &g faar| ad 2005 | 2008 T6 U a¥ H fba fba & & far g8 @ are T8
21U W-3 d W-7 &I Soold &xd 8¢ SHST ad & b eff = é‘cﬁq‘\f?ﬁrﬁaﬂﬁﬁgsﬁﬁﬁ»‘m
2| weiior 1 g ot WieR B & {6 ejea—3 (Ex. R/5) S99 Gdfdd g dor s9H aifdhd &l faw
FE T UG W- 10 F W- 12 IS YA 4§ FOT © | ORI & SR [HAT TAI0T 1 sagaaarn
Ay L BN 7| AT B g9 Reafa # wrefror @1 w7 enew Werd 78 § 6 smmeft 9 suRerfa sifvere
BT FIROT T8l AT AT U el [Ba1 § sy el & fdReg Ui SUERT &7 $Is AER 8!
2| wneft @1 T & MR W BRI AR ¥g U S9eg  @r T of gaferg ff 7 aifdf @ e 25
(UW%) & UTAETE] BT AT TR U7 Fhd & | AU Y U FHUH b B W HIg § W ST B
IR¥TET 3 FET ST | O 918 SRAIBR by 11 | S 31U O & |wed ¥ frifed =nfie geiq
g Jferg HurRvr orafy @ i arferet & ufd uega @1 &

s TR fSRgae dama a9 SR Wi orRiE Rifde odia 4. 6511 /2005 197 25.10.2005
(i BIe) |
2. U Ul Sl ars 99m RRM Rafda ardiel 4. 2240 /2001 01T 27.09.2004 (U BIT) |
3. ¥ 3% YoM 991/ Yad Rig RS TRAR (2001) 9 U BIc dHSl 713 |
12, IYIUH & T, AIed T 1% geidl § uikd [y R ¥R faR &1 & Swisa g9 faral #
fFrifed faare fdg— =IafoRE &g S 8g &
1. @ emuneft / faueh, sifdiferam @t aRT 2 () & et ST 87 greffaror

2. a1 griiTer @l Sumeft gRT Al Al @R dEe! HEd) & UG WR Jolls 2005 A Jolls 2006
& we frga far ar aor ureiirer 5 arurefl & 1| 240 39 A Af¥d Pl U defver— av 4

’3_119

fopar 87 . greftTOT

3. 1 fquell g1 Uriivor &1 Har FHIftd & Yd SIf¥=ad &1 &RT 25 (Th) & TaemHi &l gUTer
T8 foar Tar? . greftToT

4. w7 QAU g1 HHGRI B IRSAT GAI el 9915 T3 Td UrRIETOT S JaT FATK B D ORI
YR ¥ BiTodR fdad) T Har § T TAT? greftaToT

5. 3fgaI?

IHIUE & T el v A R R & Syl feweie fig w® fafteesy g9 gar &
13. fa=mrefi fag 9. 1

wrffror @1 F' wud © fF ommeft W @ o wfafafnft € @' Sen @ aRamr § e £
R & THAI D GRS F IRRIH BT UgA Bl ofl, Sl B SMER UR PRI BT I BT o7 | 3HD
foudia fauell &1 g8 do & & sl uReEr] Wite, =9 g JgagE & $rd H Xd & Sl SN B
aRYTIT # TET 31T 2 |
14, 5 e d fquel el fadie gaR M. . B ufauRlen H fBar T I8 bue "eayyl © (o
TAN & TV ¥ T8 YAl Gl & [d Ui AT T ey el afe Wi Bar 8 a1 SHET SuAT
XA HAH H fAEd Scured # gANT fhar S € | g9 YHR Scarad fdgd Sudiddiel AT d A © |
30 AR Ufshar W Hd Td HElE BT YANT BT €| 39 AT W U SUYRIT WRefdl | Bl S Al ®
5 Scurfed fagd & Sunraell @ [9a 3 ufiwd ey g=RIRT Ui el €1 & | s &l arr 2 ()
P T SN I RIS BT PIs HRAR, FIATT, SUYHH, fafaior a7 sroifder faud & | urefior &1

AR A YR 07 AR ey TAlg TS Hiasl drs a9 AR, ST H A, Seaaqd <R - Hiiud
Heayul feen frder ufurfed fhd 3—dggaR S8l Srieal & §are 8 qacAd Favel Sl fFieid g
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HHBPRI B AgPR I Aufed 8, fad N g IR dd aanfie 81, S J9d SuIRT 1 daref e
g S faavor I Hefd 81— AT SUSH ‘ST BidT © |

15. S |y # M, ¥qH A7 A SR @ SuRIfd T Bkt ® dern e e @
e FIYRS BRIGAT R & ge1 od gU MERoT e siar & | fAuel gR1 e 3if ORI a9 yad
Rz RR¥E AR & ol d A9, Fatea IRTed §R1 ORI &l facid oid 8¢ I8 $el & (b 9Rd
WRHR & TRATY] ST IR & eI FATfera JIIToT AR BT ST BT URATHT H &1 3@ 1 el 2
Fifdh T8 AIYT oI A BT T A1 © | Ufi 9 U 3Is 92 Uga el By 8 Rorad aweff & e
B &1 e Frspifa fBar S 9 | 39 39 9 9 ufowfed ffy w79+ faan 2|

16. a1 I8 T weNifa g fahar & {6 fauelt /eroneff e uxere] S faMmT & s oRAT]
QST IV g U BT BRI PRAT o— g Wil §RT AUfed PG o & fauel & el
fade HAR 9. &, g7 aftfa & fauel &1 "SerT @ gRMIYT & Sidifd &M &1 SR Ude B & | 1
Tg forl T @S ugrdl &1 Wi 9 GgWRIA SAdT fAg[d & Jaarid e § wanT, FREd w1 |
Qe Harferd ufhar A ST Wahdl © fauelt deerd uRer] Soif NI @1 ST ® S uRATY] faga @t
IcqTe Al HRaT B |

17. e o Suydfd uRYT 9 Falea <raTerd gRT UTRT MfeHdl & Ybrer | faue g1 ey |
yefRfd U3 uawr aR—1 ¥ aftfa fafvvea Rrad 59 9 fOfy J3rea g1 fauel wvems &1 ifaf s & ory
2 (j) & Ir<hTd TR TR AT T 2 el yepR Werd vd wrew T 2| fAuel e 6 0w @i
BT RISV g JIEE AT ST 8— S IR v g R fIgd & Jaariie S § ugad sl
2— Jg farfed =1 2 & 39 yaR Safed figd & ey 3 fueh &1 ey garee g 21 sfery
fquell wver fAftad w9 | "SR 81 YA B 2 1 o I8 fdg wreiiror & ver # fofa far e
=

18. faaofig fag 9. 2

1. 39 Ao ¥ ureff frvm wmt o7 oroel wm wienr fATe 30.01.2020 # weT ® 6 Swa fgfaa
rorefi ST & UBT 06.07.2006 BT ag AN (Tb-ild] HeRP) & US W gg o1 | il o
U gd 29 UF faib 06.07.2014 H Fgfad il 06.07.2005 afvia @l 2, fobg sifwmres wredi
9 39 THU B FC HEA U 06.07.2006 B AT HT fded fbar — 59 fded R fqueh o1
amufed =& @Y B— o1 fgfad fafdr 06.07.2006 €1 \reT # VT HY O W& 2|

19. ureff ST NI e H 29.04.2008 TH AR B AT g 240 &7 A e H1d w1 0 Pal
21 el ¥ T @ SuRUfY fauell gRT WeRa Tle—<RRex # &A1 wer | wrefior &1 9% emew ® f
fauell =7 91, =g =T gRT & ¥ e & SWRid |l gieaR—1 (UreiEas f&Aie 27.11.2012) @ aftfa
e uqd el A —afe a8 qifod «ifierkg uwga favar Smar dr ureifror @1 SuRerf dem 240 i
A A% fAuell & Sl AR BRI AT S g1 81 Sirar | 3fc: fuell & fag fdael SueRom &
STd | fquell ®1 I8 T © b ureiior ®1 awga: sierdreld Wider B AR WR B R form war o | AT
ERT AR U @] S1ar o7 [ SuRerd g W ureff &1 IuRefd sifea &1 St o | g% A8 |
e T {5y T B fRadl & IR I\HT qaE fhar T 7| R rafy § i g e 9@
P - I WY & WReR o B 99a T8l 2 | ureirer e Fafid eHerd & w9 | fged T8 9-
ey 0—fet ReR H ST M Sifdd e & | Ne—fover FHgaR ve af & forg w@r rar @
IS IR AL PR QAT AT &—THPT gUD ¥ AWl @ ST RH B AR fuled T8l 2 |
galely Ul SUERYT & By AR [TeMmE 781 ¢ |

20. fauefl =¥ eruer woM FRd gY aifd gorEl & Hey § g de

1. TE—=MRER 11 W 14 99 YR &— Sl 419 1 99 A & YR ¥ S & $Afoy Uvd
el fpd M|

2. a1 arseRl yieiiver & Hey H HemRd € el Y T Hife 9 Mg smer ) Fged
T o | I el ufafte wex I R @) T8 2 S uRgd fd T E

3. d% ¥oie wRgd ax i 2

4. B mded we— wefter & Rafia emR W) fgad T 8 qun wefrer @ a8

fafdre Rl 7 ¥ 99 & SR I8 R AT &8l Fy - urefirr @1
fAfIeT TRgd B @ MR W ot T— SAferT U & 8T 2 |

5. HHATRAT B A dadt Fafid HHarRal 1 @ S 8- wreiirer & Fafyd wFEEn |9
B ¥— GeTRd T8l @1 TS 9 Tgd el 8% |
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6. HI GBI BN, SURART /A § FEIddr 7 8H 9 UId el fBar T e fag
gfoaen # ueff & MR W USY S&g—17 & w9 # USRd gom ¥ fauell g™ wew
IR—7 F AR—11 TP AR AU T I T 2 1 — urefl a1 SuRerfy | wdfda € |
39 AR U @ SffaRad fquell 1 ysel aR—5 q aR—6 SURfT U= 1 Aeg # uwa
frd 2o aftfa SuRerfa faavor west w- 7, W- 10, W- 11, W- 12, W- 15, W- 16, &
FAMCT SR | Fer e weft 9 ome ufowdien #§ yeef em—5,/3/ Igaa—3 H
T fdaRoT & W | HEfRd fdaxoer g9, 7 9 81 WeR fhar 2

21. gl 7 31U Wed H U8 HEl © B W BM B Bl UAT I A o1 06.02.2020 BT G-
P T gfaRieror 3 I FET © P Uee AIR—7 ¥ 3R—11 b WX I & AR W IH & I
B3 2| 3id # I8 fl WeR fhar © & 3899 R a7 &m forar - S|ar qae faue 1 a=
gl

22. faueflt el Afeae= Fe 7 T o ufquRie # PeT ® f& 2006 B BIS AR A UL L
fPd 21 9% I YIaH & 9 eHe U I § Sl uesl 3R—13 B fobg weff &1 {6y qirae &1 Seord
OH T8I § Hifd 17.12.2006 I I weHe U fHar g fog 99 Wede g 4% Ad R yxgd 7 B W
) Uasl IR—5 T 3R—6 H afdid SuRfy fAavor o1 ureffor gRT 98! 81 TR &R o« & ®RuT faueh
DI FIIAGdT R Ufadhd g9d T8l gsal © | I8 SUEIRG e Id 781 & b faueh 3 urefror &7
IR SURATT Bl GUN & Iq¥T I DIs Yol YA el [$d 8l | Fifd urRiRrr & IuRerfa deel
faaror 17 wreff =7 98 97 2 SIfeRg R SuaT § |

23, g Uil gRT U+ Uiudien ¥ by T B "gayul $oFl R 9 5 Hed ¥ AR $RA gEd
gl

urff FEr € 6 S0 Pz MY g3 e Herm| 98 o @1 oef |Heian 21 4L U U § 1 ued
Seeg— 3 BT Ui 7 WA P Bl g gXIER A 81 WHR fHAT 2| 98 I§ W PR Pl & [ S
Ueel Sg— 3 & ARIH ¥ 9P WR BRI PR D (oY ATET UK AT 8— IHF g9 2007 H W b W
B B B oY maed 5 o1 S W B A B g W | (Ui /) rei— STl T B
PRAV S I— S B IR I— IFHT I el Srar o1 | urefl & 97 HUAr Bl UG AR—4 9 IR—5
e ¥ gfe fyerdt & forad wreft @1 q@aceHl @& R W ST AR @1 3fafy g 6000/ — B H HT
PRAM B WIHid SN BT T8 € | I8 Wigfa urefl & rfaos geel R—3 & MR W & forad ureff =
P SH WX 6000/ — B. H B ® AEH &l T Raa fHar 2|

24, urefl & uel § yeel W- 5 §RT JARKER 2006 ¥ [Hd T 3B & R &G 1550 /— 2. Wihd b
T &7 Sl & | 399 Ig M fAerar & f uest R- 5,/1 9§ Usef R- 6,/5 0 g SuRefa faaor
H o7 rafdr  wreffiror &1 BRIk F& B9 T T - 9% afYy # wrefrer 7 3 wR AfdA T U o
TIEg 9 99 g de FREd e R et faar 7

25, e &1 3 Rafq g urefiuer & WieRifdd & iRaa # e &) faueh grr fsft 9g w
Fgfad far Sr gifdra 21 8la— o= I8 yAifra siar @ o wreffror o1 fauelt & forg Al & uatef @t
Pers, oars, awrs, Ufe, anfe & & 3 R & & forv Ff¥ad &rf dures, HfR¥ed smafyy - fad
gARIRT B B @ FeAfd g Wigfd & 21 3P W BRI HURH & IURIA Sa¥] 2007 A U 2008 B
Ay # uriiror o 4= AfgAl ¥ el R- 5 @ R- 6 ¥ Q¥ T fAeRor & gy IuRerd @hr dRI 1
fopar | e & =9 fado= | uredt g urefivror & "2y fARoie 7 SRR BT Hdy Ifod 891 YA [el
BIAT © |

26. greft @ iR | fofy e Rizg a9 vt SoifeR & wH. Szaaq =marera 9 g8 eifema faar
g b o9 <fe da= Al a1 R ue @ e Mg fhar 8- o dar w91 & qd safgd ol e
25 (U%) & UTGETHi Pl AJUTT ATRD &

27. SRR el efide fediod a9 Wi, WS WeToll 918 drdsT & Mol § A6, Swead
SR 7 U8 AFTeeE feur 8 f6 arT 25 (T%) Srfafm & e # 240 37 @1 RITAR HaT YT @
2Q UF e Ja9 W ¥ W SuReIfd ifeRd TRgd @R @ sme SRId TE 2| FHeR 3 99 U
gmar o 81 6 S99 240 a7 o fvan 8 a— Fee R a8 [fgaR aRa 81 omar © 6 a8 Fvar
ERT 240 & Har qof 9 &= y=iforg o |

28. BRI UHRUI H UTIRTOT gRT S WR BRI HRAT 9 fquell gRT Uja SuRfa fdervr &1 WiaR
PR o7 B Reafd § 59 Aok & ufqufed fafr dearers fB=rar & aror ureifor & ufey Sere =81 2 |

29. IR, TH. I 991 M. Taoiiadfed ok & Fof § AF. Seadq <ared - 98 ufarted
foar & f6 240 R I FaT BRA B d2T BT YA B BT Yrifie RifgyR ardl/ ureff R & 38— u8
TI¥@ 9l §RT WieR A6 (Hige a Uoidi) URdd dRe SHd fbar S 2| e adq |l
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e Al FrRIGe | SURART g I I BT 1ol UK BRAT Bl FaeT de— 3R FRisid ugd
T - o e & fOeg ufiae SwarRem @ &1 i ey & Amd & gl w) iR 8rm | e
UHROT B SYFd IRRARRl & gaprer # fJuell & fawg ufdane SUaRM 6y S &1 $Ig JMER faeme
eI T | T Iz o Ay ueft & et § dere Tl ¢

30. fifiTer SR Piel AHFR T AFYDIE H 4. JoRI Iod AT 7 FEl & b FHR
9 240 3T B TR HAT U Delvex d¥ H Yd PR HI IM@T X Qd RS 1 59 9 BT daFoa—
9ol Eed fhar g— a1 99 iNie &1 Wi e o |

31. 1. I 311 YNTYR g9 AR HAR G (g H 7. FHrEd e Sod A’ gRT UIRe fafer off
qATHS AT & BROT Y01 & Uf Hegs =@l © |

32. s i fauell &1 ok ¥ vH. 4. sl die 9/ 8ReM 9 v TR feRgae demaa
T ST 9T SFRRAE & Ael H A1, Ieaad IS §RT UIRG AfIHT &1 sraerd fordam w1 g1 59
ol & A4, Seaaq e T g ufauied fear 8 6 dar il & qdad] U dolvex ay H 240 faT
AR B BT & T2 PT RIGHR PHBR TR &1 8| Sd PHBR 39 T2 DI YAV BRI 8g Dlg A&
T T B qAT RS §RT AR d UKD IR WR DI @UsA I 7 H— Tl I8 Bl o+ A
PHHR 1 RAfGIR &1 SH=A T8l far g | =ared & e @ favg gfddhed SuaRem a9 & &l
MY 59 qifod e Bl AR H BFT HHGR YA B, ST UG (BAT ST Fehll BT | 219 =ATerd
T T Sl B UREF AT AT & Ydadi 12 "Ml ad o AIfd o— 31 oY P Wifed #R d8
iR & 6 PHeR BT AR B 9RT 25 (TW) BT FREUT T § 3ferar H&l | 39 fAvial § wRa fafey
H g W qAnee U B & B ureiier gR e R & IR} 31 A SR W IqD A< 8
ST BT AR B el gRT fhar T ©, SHfo g8 Rl $el off dadl @ b awrRll 7 f5 o &
IR # BT gU M1 SIS R, USRI SQ¥ W 99 URA el b B | 39e JffaRad I8 i dewyel ®
o5 amumell g1 UG SuRefc— faavor ugel aR— 5,/1 9§ 3R— 6,/5 d #ReX el &y AR— 7 ¥ IAR—
11 T BT AR 9 WeR $Ra gU [awfed 81 far & | safery smmefl & fIwg uftae SueRen f&ar
ST =T 9 fafd T8 e

33. faueh =7 vH. 0. soifdeRidl dIs 99 sRRM & Aol & 99, Swadq e g1 aiiRa fafer &1
IITAT TR I§ W hel 2 b uriiror &1 B sRens 9 Al WifNd o— O SMaeedr I B8 UR
dg o fHar T oa1| 39 JH @) gfe Wl e AR W . & dUEl 9 g8 ¢ 39 o § oA
Igaq T H I8 ArTee e § 6 i o & forw sy sfeaal & fear mar feH— ada
g Fafid S 8 el T9S ST WhdT 2 | 9fd #¥ex Id 9 W I8 Ude 8 b Fafd idvd W afie |
o foram a1 8, ug yAIG A8 B © f SR @l S Bl @ Aad avaehdt X8 8| e gRr
U SURART IR 9 HRex At & Sfaclidd o 41 URiNor § Rarl 1 SR Fad Udhid Bl JHmora
TET 8o 2— HIfP IURARY faa=or § s A8 # forn 1 31, SicRkie Afed © |

34. FriTor @1 U8 Al T © fb Ui & - #AAe & w9 § Br Afe forar war € dr el @
T I9d S9¥T TG SIS BT AMALIS oa— e 7 g wreft 7 Wer fHar 8- swferg ueffror
®I 3urefi gRT e &1 A1 97d | fauell 7 59 Gdy H Al S/geE @l Arawdhdr 9 BT by BR qD
&1 faR f6ar 8 | 9o W [4aR fear |

35. SH #fe (e vd S=ieM) fffRm 1970 @1 aRT 1 & Sr=iva M & e &
IR &1 Sudy foar a7 €| S99 AW @ SUIRT 1 (4) (a) & IJAR U U A9 / HeIe Siet
I a1 I IfF HHER FIRTT g a1 fard aRg 78 @ SRE R fam e w® B w &
AAFIH & UraeT= YAST BN | 39 UHRO H UrRiToT | U $ls WIed URgd el @l © foray il &
T NG IT S 3Afd PHGRI b fFafTd 89 g\ 2idr 81| gt i Tor &1 a7 de ardH
Tl B |

36. SR fJdes § ¥8 W w9 ¥ YA & b ureffvror Jar s\ &1 fafd 20.04.2008 A gaadi
UH Bolvex g9 o qafd # murefl & e # 240 &7 AR S B &1 T2 gAId &l | fawe
® & sdfery owmeff gRr wrRiiur @ ®edl 30.04.2008 W AT W N W@ & gH W€ € 2
gRomd: ureffvror Sifefd @ gRT 25 (W) @ WU @ Sfaid fHl UBR BT AR U R B
SR FHIf 1 gU 2 | o I8 ARy fdg weffr & fawg foffa fear s &

37 faarfia fag 9. 3

fauell 7 77 WaR fear g & =/ urediror & Affgq @1 arT 25 (UT%) & UrEeEl & faid
Bls AfeH &1 e 9 & Aifew 979 9 afiyfd &1 yae fea— wifs Ay g sHarRal o1 e
ST 2 eI Ui W@ € B Ble aR dd o I | fdg 9. 2 & fafwey & gerer #§ urfior @1 e
SIfSfra™ @ ORT 25 (T) B UIGETT BT ARETOT UNK el goN ¥, gAfY 39 WaeTl &) e fhd o
1 e el @I e off— o ¥g g uriirr & fawg foffa fear smam g
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38 faarofia fag 9. 4

9 fig & ddy # uneft 7 oo wo # @'t 2 % oneff g™ o aRwar gl 78 e 9’ &
B HRAT A— SH 3 HfHD! A PRAN 1 &1 & | I8 Seai@1d & b ureff 7 o aiffye=mi ar ey
# 37 Al @1 AW A1 it T 7 R ureff @1 Sae d & SR s g W AT dar |
G AT & |

39. fquell =1 a1 wiew H Fer 7 & Ul @& PR vied] T WM @& 9 Sad wﬁaﬁwﬁw
frell o #1ffe & R R T8 I W 7 an RN S sifte @ e T8 & E ) ufowen
#ag A e 2 5 I H 3P W 1 UfAF BRRA ¥ I IW SR W ol T8 7 ford R el eRRa
e B | aaA Sifdt @ B BT Uiy adHT dHan 9 e 2

40. it @1 9fy 9e § S9 WeR fBar 2 6 usy oR— 12 g § SHar A9 T8 Hife 9’
WIg HHATRIT B A ¢ | fquel &1 g7 9§ |y 2 b Yfe urefl Frafa s5ar 981 on safaw U fad
e # IqHT 9 T2 2| wreft @1 A a1 wve’ ot # 2 <ifhd g ey

41, fig 4. 2 & faffeag & g8 wnfig & ga1 & & ounedl gy wreifror &1 feh o ar fFrafad
Ue R Fgfad T8 1 g ofi— o= uRiRrr B B Pl srawedl 2 SRS WY I ARl & R W
fAftga IR & Yram W @ o7 | W Al @ P15 aRSd gE B GuRY B S e @ forg
JRAGRY TEl T |

42, M. Ieacd [T H Gs TR fSRgae vargd a9 S/T 918 RRiE & ok § JHe qeat
R IR &xd gV I8 del © & Fafa FEes o o 3 aRsdr g&@ &1 GuReT o 3 siféd T8
o— e aad ARl sifel @ aRwsar gl &1 HuRer fafde s w8 ¥ 39 fAd9ud & Swia uw fig
wreft & fawg foffa faar smar =1

Al

fraRoii fdgell R urd fadfea sy & omeR R umell |eerms J=ifd SeT &1 uR«NT &
T AT YA 83l 2 fobg WIed & SMgR R Uil gRT Wefivror &1 sedl f&ar S v 21
83T 2~ gafory i & arT 25 (TW) & WiaEEl BT AR URiOT B Sucter wEl § | ermeft gw
urff A fhdl SiedR @fdd I a1 # @1 ST g T80 831 8—39 YR Uiy s & sidvd
el 1 Uraeme @1 WReOT UM Bl SYeRAT I e g 2| gwforg ureifr sl & fawg @
AT UM & ARBRI T & |

T
aret: reffTo— oueff W & fawg ®IE A W wRT & MG g g sy =i

YhR UIRT fhar rar g | fefaera & ufd uxde iefiie fadre y=rgel § Holid &l id 9T gdre &l
gfaferl™ aienfies faare AfSf=m, 1947 @1 ORT 17 (1) & SITARYT | Yebrermr Uftd &1 <1d |

Yare 3e feid 29 fawmaR 2020 &7 foram g swaeiRa fear |
RTET AIEd Fqdal, Yo SAfIHy
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