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TR TLH & HATAAT (TAT HATAT Tl GIEHT) TR I 36w 70 Fqifafers smeer six sfegm==m
Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India
(Other than the Ministry of Defence)

ECUKEIEE]
(.. sromT)

T2 feeett, 1 3Te, 2022

FLAT. 719.—TSATA AT FHIATT ATEHILN (AT TF 6IE) F ATAHTH, 1948 FF 97T 2 % @
(F) F ATHALI | TeTHS AT

TAEIT, & T AT gaTaTd, avare | off 799 SrHal [6g, 9ga® AT SAfeemd,

20 S[ATE, 2022 | HEITF HIAT ATHTLT F & H FIAAL HATA FT [Hagd Fe & (70 FTFa Fdl gl
[T, . ff—4330/01/2022(28)]
UH. .U, FgHl, 3T =4 (FA9)

5177 G1/2022 (1481)
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MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
(CPV Division)

New Delhi, the 1st August, 2022

S.0. 719.— Statutory Order in pursuance of clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular
Officers (Oaths and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Maibam Somorendro
Singh, Assistant Section Officer in the Embassy of India, Bhagdad as Assistant Consular Officer to perform Consular
services with effect from July 20, 2022.

[F. No.T-4330/01/2022(28)]
S.R.H FAHMI, Dy. Secy. (Consular)

S faoett, 1 9mred, 2022
FLAT. 720.—TAATI AT FIATT ATARTET (77 U F1H) F Atarf=aw, 1948 # a7 2 F @
(F) F ATHLT | FeITHA AT

TAET, % H¥ AT SEEN, gAs areeqa™ | ot [Aaer g, 8 ateEeT a8 &)

AT Hied FTHR AT, IS AT GgEF, F 01 0T, 20228 HZAF HiAL ATTFET 6 €T § HAL
FaTet F1 e 2 F forw srfdga =t 2)

[®T. /. §1-4330/01/2022(29)]
UH.3. U, FgHl, 3T a4 (Fga)

New Delhi, the 1st August, 2022

S.0. 720.—Statutory Order in pursuance of clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular
Officers (Oaths and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Nitesh Singh, Junior
Secretariat Assistant and Shri Soundarya Kumar Jha, Senior Secretariat Assistant in the High Commission of India,
Brunei Darussalam as Assistant Consular Officers to perform Consular services with effect from August 1, 2022.

[F. No.T-4330/01/2022(29)]
S.R.H FAHMI, Dy. Secy. (Consular)

T2 foeett, 2 e, 2022

AT, 721.—TSAATIF ST RIATT ATTHRTE (7T TF F) F Aferfaaw, 1948 F 9T 2 F @
(F) F ATALIT | TeTHS AT
TAENT, & O¥hE AT % gATa™, Tad § off =&d 97, FAS q=EeT agrae, &7 02 o[,
2022% FETIF FHIAL ATAFTLT & ®T H HIAC qATSA FT AT FeA & oIy Tfapa F:edt 2
[T, . $-4330/01/2022(30)]
TH.AR. T, FgHl, 3T A= (FTT)

New Delhi, the 2nd August, 2022

S.0. 721.— Statutory Order in pursuance of clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular
Officers (Oaths and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1048), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Chandan Kumar,
Junior Secretariat Assistant in the Embassy of India, Kuwait, as Assistant Consular Officer to perform Consular
services with effect from August 2, 2022.

[F. No.T-4330/01/2022(30)]
S.R.H FAHMI, Dy. Secy. (Consular)
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S faoetY, 8 wmTed, 2022
FLAT. 722 — AT T FIATT ATARTET (77 U F1H) F AT, 1948 F a=T1 2 F @
(F) F ATHAL | TeTHS e

TAENT, %% IR AT % T HEaarard, el § #ff #s(ia FAR 7 7 a9 191, q9g9F
ATATT SATHTRAT F TadTs 08 3WTEd, 2022 H HZIF HIFALT ATAHIAT &/ €T § FIAL HaATHA AT
fedee Fe 3 for arforpa et 81

[®T. /. 1-4330/01/2022(31)]
UH.3. U, FgHl, 3T =4 (FA9)

New Delhi, the 8th August, 2022

S.0. 722 —Statutory Order in pursuance of clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular
Officers (Oaths and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Sanjiv Kumar and
Shri Satya Prakash, both Assistant Section Officers in the Consulate General of India, Toronto, as Assistant Consular
Officer to perform Consular services with effect from August 8, 2022.

[F. No.T-4330/01/2022(31)]
S.R.H. FAHMI, Dy. Secy. (Consular)

FHIH®, AT [AHAT AL G HATAT
(7T 3 sfRveror farr)
T2 faoett, 8 T, 2022
T3, 723.—F5 TALHTL, TSAATHT [H9 F ATEGHT TIS1 & forg y7amr] Faumast, 1976 (T7
Terrtera 1987, 2007 3w 2011) & 7w 10 & SU-F479 (4) F A0 § FIHF AT TAAT AT F

FET FATAT FAT AU AT & AefiT Afataq Fwameaar, s 80 wiaed & stfers

srferepTat /A=t F 2t AT T wrEeE {9 G F e g, g w7 g—

1. g FOgs 9T, gedr
JETET fATra 9mar, fermer

g AaraT ATET, <g g

HeldI Ir:lil‘ﬂ"h MET, TGS

FeA T AT ST SAHTGHT, AT
TR [HreeF AT, TR

Jfr T wie amaT, qa2

N o g A w N

[®T. €. €. 11017/1/2022-FF]
Tfom ey, sroe A=
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MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS
(Department of Personnel and Training)
New Delhi, the 8th August, 2022

S.0. 723.—Central Government in pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 of official languages [Use for
official purpose of union] Rules, 1976 (as amended in 1987, 2007and 2011) hereby notifies the following offices
under the Central Bureau of Investigation, a subordinate office of Department of Personnel and Training whose more
than 80 percent staff has acquired working knowledge of Hindi language:—

Anti Corruption Branch, Patna

Anti Corruption Branch, Shimla

Anti Corruption Branch, Dehradun

Anti Corruption Branch, Lucknow

Central Bureau of Investigation Academy, Ghaziabad

Anti Corruption Branch, Nagpur

N o gk~ w D E

Banking Security Fraud Branch, Mumbai
[F. No.- E- E11017/1/2022-Hindi]
RASHMI CHOWDHARY, Addl. Secy.

TR ST yTHfas 49 wAeg
7% fawett, 10 sred, 2022

FLIAT. 724.—D5 TR, USIfermd iR TS arsuerrsd (I # ST & ARHER & 3rid) e,
1962 (1962 T 50) BT URT 2 & WS (B) B MFARV H AR IR WBR & USIoRIH AR UTHAd I AT B
MfAgeT =T 2543 () AN 15 fAdeR, 2014 B AMHIA BRI TG, Ds WRHR TAEART 1 I HAR
SR, U6g®, JauRiva—de uiguag fofice & S ffam & d8d Ioud UeRE & aRg 9
ORI T &3 & WIdR Ga—d(SSl Ursuelsd & oY el AR T Hed TSR & Hodi Bl de ol &
forw wfdrepd o 2|

[T, . 3M-12031/2/2018-3r317-1/2-26406]

o, FHTEAT, Fa7 g

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS
New Delhi, the 10th August, 2022

S.0. 724.—1In pursuance of Clause (a) of Section 2 of the Petroleum and Mineral Pipelines (Acquisition of
Right of user in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) and in suppression of notification number 2543(E) dated the
15th September, 2014, the Central Government hereby authorizes Shri Ramesh Kumar Rojasara, Manager, HPCL-
Mittal Pipelines Limited, to perform the functions of the Competent Authority for the Mundra-Bathinda Pipeline,
under the said Act, within the territory of the State of Gujarat from the date of Gazette publication and until further
orders.

[F. No. R- 12031/2/2018-OR-1/E-26406]
P. SOMAKUMAR, Under Secy.
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FIIAAT HATAT
T2 feeett, 12 sred, 2022

FLAT. 725.—Fw4T HLEHE H Tg TAIT gl g 1o, THE UG A9HT § Itedatead arers 6t
ffr # & Frrer e i e A T 2

Iqdq:, I<h ﬂﬁ?ﬁ?’l’ ¥ afttg &= ¥ siafag =1 Eis gedr @1-1(3)/111/53m7/0622/988, aria
25 54, 2022 #T e, a¥ed wiathieeq forfies, (T5rea faemT) #ire Tee, e e, anre-440
001 (HBTRTE) F FIATAT | AT &I HSTIAH (TS THN), Feald G AT U T2 Teqme, Tear
o1, i e, WA -834 001 F FMATAT § AT HIFAAT [AF5F, 1, FSEA e Tle, Freaawrar-700 001
F FATAT § AT T Ferere?, FreT Fws® (WeTarg) & Fraias § & ST a6dar g ;

A AT Fra T LRI, FAAT G &7 (399 3 ) srfarf=am, 1957 (1957 =t 20) (e
THH THE T9ATA Sh ATAHIH gl AT §) Fl 1T 4 i ITLTRT (1) FTT T ARRAT T TN Fd 8O,
I T | AT AT LAA FIA o T ST AT TAAT aA T g

3 AT | sfeafea qff # Raag 7 =~ -

() SFF AfIH=w At g 4 FF ITIRT (3) F AL At WA T FREAART F g2 AT G ATSAT HATIAT
Y et & forw srfarfam it g 6 3 sreht= witee &1 amaT # g, srerat

(i) o AfaH=w A a7 (13) FT ITLRT (1) F TfT AT AATHAT % TATAGIT g & Faer | IT
I ATTHAH HF g7 13 AT ITART (4) * T @F9 95 THERIA g o (70 TTahe H7 74T 7
T 3T I I SATAAH T 92T 13 T IT-GT AT ITeTT (1) F @< (i) 7 @< (iv) § FfafEe ==
T IUT AT HN IUNAT KA F [T qEih W T Fafga gt wEteeE, qred 67 o6
TEATASTT T TG T TR

T ATAAT o T | T T AT F o fa 6 fiaw, &efir wgraaas, aee frerhiosd

fofies, 5o &, T@aT 93, TeHid 9g1E, S J5qY (FgrTg) a7 Aegmad (g & Te1ed),
IEed wAhiegd foffiee, i seee, e s, ARrE- 440 001 (AETTY) & FTATAT T AT THT|

AT
‘Hdlshl IFSI('CII‘\ SAlYdchiec [
EENECE
et =wqe, wErTy
(Tt " ®-1(2)/111/57317/0622/988, aTiE 25 7, 2022)
FH | TEH | Tears | dgd | e o T quiT FT oot
=, q BIEE) LEl LEEA] (gFAT
-
9, | ot 12 EERRS AR 137.90 | 11.52 149 .42 AT
aTeT
2. | B 12 | FET EERR 196.47 | 1.32 197.79 AT
3. | et 12 EERRS EERRS 38.63 3.50 42.13 AT
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4. |FF 34 | WEEAT | WEE | 106.91 | 14.43 | - | 121.34 | A

P! 479.91 30.77 - 510.68

F &7 : 510.68 FFT (FTHT) FTAT 1261.89 T (FTH)

(1) T qrareft weTeY it HAT % fiae & wiie gegis

1, 3w, 3/1/Y, 42/, 5,6,7/1/7, 7/2/7, 8/dT, 9/1, 9/2, 10/1, 10/2, 11/1, 11/2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18,
19/1, 19/2, 19/3, 20, 21, 22, 23/1/7, 23/1/dft, 23/1/=T, 23/1/S, 23/2,24/1, 24/2, 24/3, 25/1/T,
25/1/&Y, 25/2/1, 25/2/41, 25/3/T, 23/3/dT, 26/1,26/2, 26/3, 26/4, 26/5, 26/6, 26/7, 26/8, 26/9, 27/1,
2712, 27/3, 28/1, 28/2, 28/3,29, 30,31/1, 31/2, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37/1, 37/2, 37/3, 37/4, 38/1,
38/2, 38/3, 38/4, 39/1, 39/2, 39/3, 40/1, 40/2, 40/3, 41, 42/1, 42/2,43/1, 43/2,103,104,
105,107,108, 109, 110, 111, 112/1, 112/2, 268, 269/1, 269/2, 269/3, 270, 271/1, 271/2, 271/3,
271/4, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 277, 278/ 3i¥ 279.

LT g : 2, 13, 106, &l qTdT, 2%, TRafdd wiie §&dT 26, Tt TasT.

(2) o et Y T F o F wite geiT

11,12, 13/1, 13/2, 13/3, 13/4, 14/1, 14/2, 15/1, 15/2,16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25/1, 25/2,
25/3, 26, 27, 28, 28/2, 28/3, 28/4, 29, 30, 31/1, 31/2, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38/1, 38/2, 38/3, 38/4,
38/5, 38/6, 39, 40/1, 40/2/T, 40/2/dt, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64,
65/1, 65/2, 66, 67/1, 67/2, 68, 69, 70/1, 70/2, 71/1, 71/2, 72, 73, 74, 75/1, 75/2, 76, 77, 78, 79,
80/1, 80/2, 80/3, 81/1, 81/2, 81/3, 82, 83, 84/1, 84/2, 84/3, 84/4, 84/5, 84/6, 86, 87, 88, 89/1,
89/2, 89/3, 89/4, 89/5, 90/1, 90/2, 91/1/1, 91/1/=, 91/1/5, 91/2/2T, 91/2/FW/1, 90/2/EW/2, 91/2/E/3,
92, 93 3fiT 94.

AL g © 7T 3T G2

(3) T fher=t Fit FHaT F fiaT F wiie geaiT:
15/1, 15/2, 15/3, 15/4, 16, 17/1/T, 17/1/d%, 17/2/7, 17/2/, 30/1/7, 30/1/sT, 30/2, 31/1, 31/2, 32,
33, 35, 37/1, 37/2, 37/3, 37/4, 63/1, 63/2,64,65,66,69,70,71,72/1 3% 72/2.

YR I : AqTAT, 926 3T 7T

(4) T 9 TGS it €T % Fia< =i qeqi®

141/1, 141/2, 141/3, 141/4, 141/5, 141/6, 143/1, 143/2, 143/3, 144/1, 144/2, 145/2/T/1, 145/2/T/2,
145/2/Y, 150/1, 150/2, 151/1, 151/2, 151/3, 151/4, 152/1/7, 152/1/%, 152/2, 152/4, 153/1, 153/2,
153/3, 153/4, 153/5, 154, 155, 156/1, 156/2, 157/1, 157/2, 157/3, 158, 159/1, 159/2, 160, 161/1,
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161/2, 161/3, 161/4, 162/1|1162/2|162/4, 162/3, 163/1, 163/2, 164/1/T,164/1/, 164/2, 164/3,
165/1, 165/2, 166/1|166/2/7, 166/1|166/2/FF, 166/1|166/2/T, 166/1|1166/2/ET, 166/1|166/2/%,
167/1/T, 167/1/, 167/2, 167/3, 167/4, 167/5, 167/6, 168/1/7/1/1, 168/1/7/1/2, 168/1/T/1/3,
168/1/T/1/4, 168/2, 168/2, 168/3, 169/1/T, 169/1/3T, 169/2, 170/1/7, 170/1/F, 170/2/T, 170/2/,
171, 172/1,172/2, 172/3, 173/1, 173/2/7, 173/2/3, 174, 253/1, 253/2 =¥ 253/3.

qEHTT I 175, 91

AT quie

F-T @ g e # 6y w ¥ AR g W g i 49, 40 S 11 i argdt €47 7 g
g &g ‘= o et gl

G- e &g " " AR g I qfEE R & et g2 9T et & e e 1,
12, 13, 14, 15, 23, 24 3T 25 < YTH IIAT ATST F e qeqi® 5, 3, 1, 274, 272,
271 ¥ 270 3% XL 4T % ATt fheTe | Toredt g2 foig v uw et 8

T ¥ €Y T A g 338 A4l I Fd g0 UTH fheTel F tATe Hedis 37 & 39 04 H
&g 7 9 et 2

T-T. W@ A5 T H A IO ITH (e[Sl & e qedish 37 6l arg] AT & ol gs [&§g €
o7 e 2

T Y A5 T " AEH g e faar § qedr g2 UTH Relsl % e g diE 37 Hi
et AT 7 21T g &g ‘T 9% et 2l

-7 @ Eg W q A T U fRerdt F woATe "enid 35 fF argdy Hiwr & g gu 6y

T ey 21

G- @ fEg W A U TSl o e dedih 35 S 33 AT aredt HT § gd gy fdg W
T ey 21

ST Y@ 6 S AR grh AT fherel & tA1e Hedid 63 Hf arg<l ST H Zid gU 6 W W
et 21

F-A . G &g T AT gAY TerT 39T & [l g2 U [helel  tATe §eqiT 63, 64, 66,
69, 72, 17, 15 =T 16 F a1t HHHT ¥ 2 gv fag 7 9 et 2

e @l &g T " AR g 9w o § oAt gu utH st % tre /e 16 ST 15
FT FTEY AT & gra gu fog @ av et 8

T3 . W@ EE T AR g IO Q9T | AT g2 ITH et & e gediw 15 #iY 17 H
LT HwT & ra gu foig 3 9 e 2

T-T . @ Eg T W AT g qrEe 9T [t g AT fherSt & wlre @edidw 30 v Aty
HHT & gra gu fig 2 a7 et 8

T-T . G Eg T ¥ AN 2 3T Q9T | et g U feret & e "end 30, 31, 32, 33
A 35 AT T HHTEIq g0 &g ‘@ a7 et &l
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T-M . @ g T W AR g 9fEE R | et g2 T el F wiie "edid 37 & argl
HATH Y 322 T4 T Fd g UTH qTIet WeTSt & wle dedis 269 v 268 T TTeam
T Fleh TTe 9eidh 112 T JTg<l HIHT § gid g0 &g ‘o7 9% fHeadt 2|
T-T o T Eg W AR g 3T QT i g0 UTH T HeTSl & wle gediw 122, 110 3%
109, H=%F T Fd gT 103, 105, 42 3fiT 43 &t arg] €91 & gid gu &g ‘@ 9% et 2
T-o . @ g T T AR g O e | [Edt g2 UTH It Jerel & e qedid 40,
38, 37, 36, 31, 30 & 27 #¥ argy HHT & 219 gU g ‘o w7 ferdt 2
J-3T : @IEG T AL I T@ H IIHF | oIl g ITH Tl Felel & e q9edi® 27
T ATELT AT | [T g2 A0 o faeasT & e qedqih 253, 143, 141, 145, 175, 174,
170, 169 T 150 F arg<t Har gra g2 &6y T 9= faerdt 2
T- . @ Eg T HEE AW AF AeEsT & e §emiE 150, 151 #iw 152 A argdt S |
=i gu fog o o frerd 2
g-F Y@ fEg o F AEA AT I QT & T 10 g0 UTH o [aeasl & e geaidw 152
T 162 T FTgLT ST | id gC fag T 9 fHadt 2
T W A T H ARV AT QA Q9T H [T gU ATH T [A¥asll & e eaih 162, 163,
166, 167 3T 172 =T aTgdt #HT | gid gu &g @ u¥ ferdt g
T-% . Y@ &g T A g 9T et F wie g w91, 92, 93, 94, 86 3fi¥ 88 i ATl
=T & 2Ia gU &g ‘® 9¥ et 2
%k Y@ g F AW g &ferr | I faar g gu aw Bt # wie genis 84, 51,
38, 50 3T 49 F T HHT H g gu &g ‘F a¥ et 8
[T, 5. 43015/08/2022-U<T U ATEA]
T ferretor s, e

MINISTRY OF COAL
New Delhi, the 12th August, 2022

S.0. 725.—Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that coal is likely to be obtained from the land in
the locality described in the Schedule annexed hereto;

And, whereas, the plan bearing number C-1(E)/I11/JR/0622/988, dated the 25™ June, 2022, containing details
of the area of land described in the said Schedule may be inspected at the office of the Western Coalfields Limited
(Revenue Department), Coal Estate, Civil Lines, Nagpur— 440 001 (Maharashtra) or at the office of the Chief General
Manager (Exploration Division), Central Mine Planning and Design Institute, Gondwana Palace, Kanke Road, Ranchi
— 834 001 or at the office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata — 700 001 or at the office of the
District Collector, District Chandrapur (Maharashtra);

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central
Government hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal from land described in the said Schedule ;

Any persons interested in the land described in the said Schedules may -

1)  claim compensation under section 6 of the said Act for any damage caused or likely to be caused by any action
taken under sub-section (3) of section 4 of the said Act ; or

2)  claim compensation under sub-section (1) of section 13 of the said Act in respect of prospecting license ceasing
to have effect or under sub-section (4) of section 13 of the said Act for mining lease ceasing to have effect and
deliver all maps, charts and other documents relating to the aforesaid land to show the expenditure incurred in
respect of items specified in clauses (i) to (iv) of sub-section (1) of section 13 of the said Act,
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to the Office of the Area General Manager, Western Coalfields Limited, Chandrapur area, Post Chandrapur, Tahsil
Chandrapur, District Chandrapur (Maharashtra) or General Manager (Land and Revenue), Western Coalfields
Limited, Land and Revenue Department, Coal Estate, Civil Lines, Nagpur — 440 001 (Maharashtra) within a period of
ninety days from the date of publication of this notification in the Official Gazette.

SCHEDULE
Bhatadi Expansion Opencast Mine
Chandrapur Area
District Chandrapur (Maharashtra)
[ Plan bearing number C-1(E)/I11/JR/0622/988, dated the 25" June, 2022 ]

Sr. | Nameof | Patwari Tahsil District Description of land Total |Remarks
No. Village Circle Tenancy Govern- | Forest (in
number hectares)
ment

1. | Paili 12 Chandrapur | Chandrapur 137.90 11.52 - 149.42 Part

Bhatadi
2. | Chicholi 12 Chandrapur | Chandrapur 196.47 1.32 - 197.79 Part
3. | Kitadi 12 Chandrapur | Chandrapur 38.63 3.50 - 42.13 Part
4. | Chack 34 Bhadrawati Chandrapur 106.91 14.43 - 121.34 Part

Tirwanja

Total : 479.91 30.77 - 510.68

Total Area : 510.68 hectares (approximately) or 1261.89 acres ( approximately).

(1) Plot numbers within boundary in village Paili Bhatadi :

1, 3/A, 3/1/B, 4/2/B, 5, 6, 7/1/A, 7I2/A, 8/B, 9/1, 9/2, 10/1, 10/2, 11/1, 11/2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19/1, 19/2, 19/3,
20, 21, 22, 23/1/A, 23/1/B, 23/1/C, 23/1/D, 23/2, 2411, 24/2, 24/3, 25/1/A, 25/1/B, 25/2/A, 25/2/B, 25/3/A, 25/3/B,
26/1, 26/2, 26/3, 26/4, 26/5, 26/6, 26/7, 26/8, 26/9, 27/1, 27/2, 27/3, 28/1, 28/2, 28/3, 29, 30, 31/1, 31/2, 32, 33, 34,
35, 36, 37/1, 37/2, 37/3, 3714, 38/1, 38/2, 38/3, 38/4, 39/1, 39/2, 39/3, 40/1, 40/2, 40/3, 41, 42/1, 42/2, 43/1, 43/2, 103,
104, 105, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112/1, 112/2, 268, 269/1, 269/2, 269/3, 270, 271/1, 271/2, 271/3, 271/4, 272, 273,
274, 275, 276, 277, 278/C and 279.

Government land : 2, 13, 106, River, Nallah, Road, diverted plot number 26, Paili Gaothan.
(2) Plot numbers within boundary in village Chicholi :

11, 12, 13/1, 13/2, 13/3, 13/4, 14/1, 14/2, 15/1, 15/2, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25/1, 25/2, 25/3, 26, 27, 28,
28/2, 28/3, 28/4, 29, 30, 31/1, 31/2, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38/1, 38/2, 38/3, 38/4, 38/5, 38/6, 39, 40/1, 40/2/A, 40/2/B,
49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65/1, 65/2, 66, 67/1, 67/2, 68, 69, 70/1, 70/2, 71/1, 71/2,
72,73, 74, 75/1, 75/2, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80/1, 80/2, 80/3, 81/1, 81/2, 81/3, 82, 83, 84/1, 84/2, 84/3, 84/4, 84/5, 84/6, 86,
87, 88, 89/1, 89/2, 89/3, 89/4, 89/5, 90/1, 90/2, 91/1/A, 91/1/B, 91/1/C, 91/2/D, 91/2/D/1, 90/2/D/2, 91/2/D/3, 92, 93
and 94.

Government land : Nallah and Road.
(3) Plot numbers within boundary in village Kitadi :

15/1, 15/2, 15/3, 15/4, 16, 17/1/A, 17/1/B, 17/2/A, 17/2/B, 30/1/A, 30/1/B, 30/2, 31/1, 31/2, 32, 33, 35, 37/1, 37/2,
37/3, 37/4, 63/1, 63/2, 64, 65, 66, 69, 70, 71, 72/L and 72/2.

Government land: Nallah, Road and River.
(4) Plot numbers within boundary in village Chack Tirwanja :

141/1, 141/2, 141/3, 141/4, 141/5, 141/6, 143/1, 143/2, 143/3, 144/1, 144/2, 145/2/A/1, 145/2/Al2, 145/2/B, 150/1,
150/2, 151/1, 151/2, 151/3, 151/4, 152/1/A, 152/1/B, 152/2, 152/4, 153/1, 153/2, 153/3, 153/4, 153/5, 154, 155,
156/1, 156/2, 157/1, 157/2, 157/3, 158, 159/1, 159/2, 160, 161/1, 161/2, 161/3, 161/4, 162/1|162/2|162/4, 162/3,
163/1, 163/2, 164/1/A, 164/1/B, 164/2, 164/3, 165/1, 165/2, 166/1|166/2/A, 166/1|166/2/B, 166/1|166/2/C,
166/1|166/2/D, 166/1|166/2/E, 167/1/A, 167/1/B, 167/2, 167/3, 167/4, 167/5, 167/6, 168/1/A/1/1, 168/1/A/1/2,
168/1/A/1/3, 168/1/A/1/4, 168/2, 168/3, 169/1/A, 169/1/B, 169/2, 170/1/A, 170/1/B, 170/2/A, 170/2/B, 171,
172/1,172/2, 172/3, 173/1, 173/2/A, 173/2/B, 174, 253/1, 253/2 and 253/3.

Government land ; 175, Road.
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Boundary description:

A-B

B-C

P-Q
Q-R

Line starts from point ‘A’ in village Chicholi and passes through outer boundary of plot numbers 49 ,
40 and 11 and meets at point ‘B’.

Line starts from point ‘B’ passes in south west direction along the outer boundary of Plot numbers 11
12, 13, 14, 15, 23, 24 and 25 in village Chicholi and passes along the outer boundary of plot numbers
5,3,1,274,272,271 and 270 of village Paili Bhatadi along the Erai River and meets at point ‘C’.

Line starts from point ‘C’ crosses Erai River and meets at point ‘D’ on north- east corner of plot number
37 of village Kitadi.

Line starts from point ‘D’ passes along the outer boundary of plot number 37 of village Kitadi and
meets at point ‘E.’

Line starts from point ‘E’ and moves south direction along the outer boundary of plot number 37 of
village Kitadi and meets at point ‘F’.

Line starts from point ‘F’ passes along the outer boundary of plot number 35 of village Kitadi and
meets at point ‘G’ .

Line starts from point ‘G’ passes along the outer boundary of plot numbers 35 and 33 of village Kitadi
and meets at point ‘H’.

Line starts from point ‘H’ and moves along the outer boundary of plot number 63 of village Kitadi and
meets at point ‘I,

Line starts from point ‘I’ passes in south direction along the outer boundary of plot numbers 63, 64, 66,
69,72, 17,15 and 16 of village Kitadi and meets at point ‘J’.

Line starts from point ‘J’ passes in west direction along the outer boundary of plot numbers 16 and 15
of village Kitadi and meets at point ‘K’.

Line starts from point ‘K’ passes in north along the outer boundary of plot numbers 15 and 17 of
village Kitadi and meets at point ‘L’.

Line starts from point ‘L’ passes in west direction, along the outer boundary of plot number 30 of village
Kitadi and meets at point ‘M’.

Line starts from point ‘M’ passes in north direction along the outer boundary of plot numbers 30, 31,
32, 33 and 35 of village Kitadi meets at point ‘N’.

Line starts from point ‘N’ passes in west direction along the outer boundary of plot number 37 of village
Kitadi and crosses Erai River and also passes along the outer boundary of plot numbers 269 and 268
and cross the road, plot number 112 of village Paili Bhatadi and meets at point ‘O’.

Line starts from point ‘O’ passes in north direction along the outer boundary of plot numbers 112, 110
and 109 and cross the road, plot numbers 103, 105, 42 and 43 and of village Paili Bhatadi and meets
at point ‘P’ .

Line starts from point ‘P’ passes in west direction along the outer boundary of plot numbers 40, 38, 37,
36, 31, 30 and 27 of village Paili Bhatadi and meets at point ‘Q’.

Line starts from point ‘Q’ east to west ward along the outer boundary of plot number 27 of village
Paili Bhatadi and outer boundary of plot numbers 253, 143, 141, 145, 175, 174, 170, 169 and 150 of
village Chack Tirwanja and meets at point ‘R’ .

Line starts from point ‘R’ and passes along the outer boundary of plot numbers 150, 151 and 152 of
village Chack Tirwanja and meets at point ‘S’.

Line starts from point ‘S’ passes in north direction along the outer boundary of plot numbers 152 and
162 of village Chack Tirwanja and meets at point ‘T,

Line starts from point ‘T’ passes in east direction along the outer boundary of plot numbers 162, 163,
166, 167 and 172 of village Chack Tirwanja and meets at point ‘U’.

Line starts from point ‘U’ passes along the outer boundary of plot numbers 91, 92, 93, 94, 86 and 88 of
village Chicholi and meets at point ‘V’.

Line starts from point “V’ south to north along the outer boundary of plots numbers

84, 51, 38, 50 and 49 of village Chicholi and meets at point ‘A’.

[F. No. 43015/08/2022-LA&IR]
RAM SHIROMANI SAROJ, Director
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[¥. TeT-42011/118/2020- ArE3m-(317)]
3. %, fRuiy, swaw ot

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT
New Delhi, the 25th July 2022

S.0. 726.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 54/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court — I New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
The Director General of Infantry / Inf-6(Pers),General Staff Branch/Shaka-1 HQ of MOD(Army), Sena Bhawan, New
Delhi and Smt. Reena, worker,which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on
14.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/118/2020- IR (DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, NEW DELHI

Present: Smt. Parnita Mohanty

ID.NO. 54/2021
Smt. Reena W/o Late. Sh. Mahesh
Through Lok Mazdoor Sangathan A-625-626,
3" Floor Choukhandi Tilak Nagar,
New Delhi-110018. ...Workman
\ersus
The Director General of Infantry/Inf-6(Pers)
General Staff Branch/Shaka-1 HQ of MOD(Army)
Sena Bhawan, New Delhi-110011 ...Management
AWARD

In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No.
L-42011/118/2020-IR-(DU) dated 06/11/2020 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10
of the Act, for adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the Sh. Ashish Kumar S/o Late Sh. Mahesh as raised by Smt. Reena W/o Late Sh. Mahesh through
Lok Mazdoor Sanghatan is entitled to employment on compassionate grounds? If yes, to what relief is he
entitled and what directions are necessary in this respect?”

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file
statement of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days
of receipt of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in
the dispute. Despite directions so given, Claimant union opted not to file the claim statement with the Tribunal.

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the
postal article sent to the claimant, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal
services remained unserved in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that
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the above notice was served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in
adjudication of the reference on merits.

4, Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause
against the management, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim” award. Let this
award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for
publication.

Date: 04.07.022.
PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer

7% fReet, 27 S[eTE, 2022
FLAT. 727 —f=ntie fFame sfaf==m, 1947 (1947 F1 14) FT =T 17 F AqELT H, Feald
LAY ATV AT, FIEATT [racd Haeqvr, AT (TAT),; AT, AT 1 Ided G970, S99,
< faeet (Z.dY), & Yaga= & gag FAShl 37 &t T, FEA, F q17 Aqad # [iQE wea avamw
AT AR Td 519 =TT, FIAE G4 (34 §&aT 11 of 2016) Tl 4T & siqaw® | fe@mw
AT &, THRTIAT FIAT & ST hea [ LRI I G AT 6 G197 26.07.2022 T TTH g o7 |

[5. TT-42012/02/2016-3T57 (F17)]
1. %. Rais, s atam

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2022

S.0. 227.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 11 of 2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court — Kanpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The
Superintending Archeologist, Archeological Survey of India, Agra (U.P.),; The Director General, Archeological
Survey of India, Janpath, New Delhi and Shri Rajpal, worker which was received along with soft copy of the award by
the Central Government on 26.07.2022.

[No. L-42012/02/2016-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

BEFORE SHRI SOMA SHEKHAR JENA, PRESIDING OFFICEr CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT KANPUR

PRESENT : SOMA SHEKHAR JENA, HJS (Retd.)

I.D. No. 11 of 2016
L-42012/02/2016-1R(DU) dated 15.02.2016
BETWEEN :

Shri Rajpal S/o Shri Khoobi Ram,
Vill-Murenda, Po-Arsena,
AGRA(U.P)-282007
AND

1. The Superintending Archeologist

Archeological Survey of India,

Agra Circle, 22, Mall Road,

AGRA (U.P.)-282001
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2. The Director General,
Archeological Survey of India,
Janpath, New Delhi-110011

AWARD

This award arises in respect of the reference mentioned in the schedule stated below as received from the
Government of India in letter no. L-42012/02/2016-1R(DU) dated 15.02.2016.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Archaeological Survey of India, Agra in terminating services
of Shri Rajpal S/o Shri Khoobi Ram workman with effect from 01.04.2013 is just fair & legal ? If not, to
what relief the workman concerned is entitled to? ”

On receipt of notification notice was issued to the parties on 15th March, 2016. In response to the notice the
AR of the worker filed the claim statement on 22.04.2016. Later on 24.10.2016 AR of the management filed a written
statement. On 07.12.2017 A.R of the worker filed rejoinder. From thereon the case was fixed for filing of the
documents of the worker. On perusal of the record it is found that the worker failed to make his presence before this
Tribunal and did not file the documents.

On 05.04.2022, during the pendency of the dispute A.R of the worker filed a memo declining his interest to
pursue the dispute. The worker failed to communicate with the A.R despite his several attempts. This clearly
manifests reluctance and lack of interest of the workman to pursue the case. Pleadings of the workman are not to be
read as substantive evidence.

Hence in the given circumstances the reference stands disposed of as of ‘NIL’ award.

Parties are left to bear their respective costs.

Let a soft copy be sent to the Ministry and two hard copies of the same will follow in due course of time.
SOMA SHEKHAR JENA, Presiding Officer

7% e, 27 SeE, 2022

FTT. 728 —=firs faare wifdfRaw, 1947 (1947 #7 14) ¥ a1 17 % Sqaeor §, =417
R ggrEdd, T wiEaress v wfuwen aEusr fffes, STnme, tAigad & Jaegds & q94
TSt i ofF 9. . W9 & 9= ey § ARy F=07 a9 st Afaar- 98- 98 =Araad-
TATHAH 94Te (F39 §&a1 31/2015) &7 ST & sqeras § @ ar @ §, T F2dl g S dweaid
LT I TS FHIAT % d17 18.07.2022 FT ITH g3 7T |

[&. TeT-42012/114/2015-Ar$A7 (F17)]
1.7, Ry, s At

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2022

S.0. 728.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 31/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court - Cum-Labour Court - Ernakulum as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to The General Manager, FACT Limited, Udyogamandal Ernakulam and Shri P. K. Rajan,
Worker, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 1 Shri.P. K. Rajan
8.07.2022.

[No. L-42012/114/2015-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

Present: Shri. V. Vijaya Kumar, B. Sc, LLM, Presiding Officer
(Monday the 4™ day of July 2022, 13 Asadha 1944)

ID No. 31/2015

Workman : Sri. P. K. Rajan
Pattuparambil
Elamkunnapuzha P.O.
Ernakulam - 652503

By Adv. K. Balachandran

Management : The General Manager,
FACT Limited
Udyogamandal
Ernakulam - 683501

By M/s.B. S. Krishnan Associates

This case coming up for final hearing on 22.06.2022 and this Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on
04.07.2022 passed the following:

AWARD

1. In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Act 14 of 1947) the Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.
L-42012/114/2015-IR(DU) dated 15.07.2015 referred the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal.

2. The dispute referred is;

“Whether the action of the Management of FACT terminating the services of Sri.P. K. Rajan without
following the legal procedure is justified ? If not, to what relief they are entitled ?”

3. According to the claim statement, the workman entered the services of the Management company in the year
1981 as Helper. He was later elevated as Operator Grade Il. In the year 1993, he had some mental illness due to
the pressure. He had to undergo medical treatment. The workman informed the Management the above position.
Medical certificate was also made available. He met with an accident on the way to the Management company. The
accident aggravated his mental illness. The workman could not attended the duty for some time. The absence of the
workman from service was not purposeful. He had no intention to abandon the service of the Management. He did
not come across the order removing him from the rolls of the company treating him having been voluntarily
abandoned from service. The workman was removed from service without following any legal procedure. Once the
workman realized that he lost his job, he approached the Management officials explaining the reality. He also
informed that he is perfectly fit and mentally sound. The workman was not given any opportunity by the
Management company to explain his position before removing from service. No domestic enquiry was conducted. No
charges proved against him. There was a clear violation of pimples of natural justice. He is not even paid
retrenchment compensation, gratuity etc. The workman applied under Voluntary Retirement Scheme/Golden Shake
Hand Scheme in the year 1993. This application was not properly considered. However he was removed from the
rolls of the company. Disabled persons in service are entitled to certain rights and protection under Persons with
Disabilities (Equal Opportunities, Protection of Rights and Full Participation) Act. After patiently waiting for some
time and hoping for a change in attitude of the Management, the workman moved the Regional Labour Commissioner.
The conciliation proceedings failed as the Management took an adamant position. The Management had violated legal
provisions and also committed unfair labour practice. Since the workman has crossed the retirement age ie., 58 years,
the Management may be directed to pay the workman the entire arrears of wages and other monetary benefits as if he
had continued in the service till the age of superannuation with all consequential benefits.

4, The Management filed written statement denying the above allegations. The workman was removed from
the rolls of the Management company in the year 1993 treating as he has voluntarily abandoned the service of the
Management. The present dispute is raised after a period of 20 years. There is inordinate and unexplained delay in
raising the above dispute and the claim is stale and the reference is unsustainable.

5. The workman joined the services of the Management company as helper on 03.04.1981. He was promoted
as Operator Grade 11 on 13.09.1988. He was in the habit of absenting unauthorizedly. There were 11 incidents of
unauthorized absence between 10.05.1986 and 22.05.1993. In May 1986, action was initiated against the workman
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for 36 % days of unauthorized absence in 1985. The action initiated against him was dropped considering it has a
first instance. On 18.04.1987 Absent Notice was issued to the workman. On 04.05.1987 the workman was warned
for 48 days unauthorized absence during 1986. On 15.06.1987 Absent Notice was issued to the workman. On
15.04.1988 action was initiated for 44 days unauthorized absence. However the proceedings were dropped taking a
lenient view. On 16.03.1989 he was awarded 3 days suspension for 89 days loss of pay in 1988. On 16.03.1989,
26.02.1993 and 18.03.1993 Absent Notice was issued to the workman. On 31.03.1993 action was initiated for 54
days unauthorized absence in 1992. On 22.05.1993 Absent Notice was issued to the workman. On 31.03.1993 the
workman was issued a charge sheet for unauthorized absence. A domestic enquiry was conducted and in the Enquiry
Report dt.23.06.1993, the Enquiry Officer returned a finding of guilt against the workman. In the written statement
filed before the Enquiry Officer, the workman stated that he was suffering from Bronchial Asthma as the reason for
absence. Subsequently the workman has been absenting from duty from 29.05.1993 onwards. Management issued
notices to the workman on 05.06.1993, 30.06.1993 and 06.07.1993 directing him to report back to duty and explain
his unauthorized absence. He was also directed to submit medical certificate and proper leave application vide letter
dt.23.07.1993. He was also directed to report for duty before 30.07.1993 failing which action would be taken under
the Certified Standing Orders. The workman vide his letter dt.30.07.1993 stated that he met with an accident. The
Management vide letter dt.11.07.1993 asked the workman to produce relevant medial certificate and report for duty
before 20.08.1993. The workman requested for time till 23.08.1993 to submit medical certificate. The workman
neither produced the medial certificate nor reported for duty on 23.08.1993 or any time thereafter. The Management
issued a notice on 25.08.1993 directing him to report for duty before 01.09.1993 and also informed to him that in the
event of failure to report for duty, it would be deemed that he had abandoned services voluntarily. The workman
received the notice but there was no response from his side. Thereafter the Management issued another notice on
22.09.1993 informing that in case he fails to report for duty before 01.10.1993, it would be taken that he had
abandoned the service voluntarily. There was no response from the workman. The Management thereafter vide order
dt.27.10.1993 removed his name from the rolls taking as voluntarily abandoned of the service of the company in
accordance with Clause 16(c) of Certified Standing Orders of the company. The order was communicated to the
workman. Even after receipt of the order, the workman did not make any representation to the Management. The
present dispute is raised after a period of 20 years. As per rules had he continued in service, he would have reached
the age of superannuation in February 2013. The prolonged unauthorized absence despite specific directions and
notices to report for duty shows that the workman was not interested in continuing the service of the Management and
he had voluntarily abandoned his work. The claim of the workman that he was terminated from service without
following procedure is not correct. The workman was served with number of notices asking him to report for duty.
He did not report for duty. He never produced any medical certificate as required by the Management. For
unauthorized absence in 1992, he was charge sheeted on 31.03.1993. The departmental enquiry that followed found
the workman guilty of the charges levelled against him. On 10.11.1992, based on the request of the workman, an
NOC and verification certificate was issued for acquiring a passport. In his request for NOC dt.15.10.1992, he has
specifically stated that he wished to go aboard seeking employment. The workman or his family members never
produced any proper medical certificate inspite of issuing notice to the workman on that ground. It is learned that
there was an incident in which the medial certificate of the workman was denied by the issuing Doctor and the Doctor
proposed action against the workman for producing the medical certificate. The workman did not represent his case
before the Management even after the receipt of the order of the Management removing him from service treating his
service as voluntarily abandoned. He raised this dispute after a period of more than 20 years from the order of the
Management. The workman raised this dispute after 20 long years as an afterthought and as an experimental measure
without any bonafides. As per Clause 16(c) of the Certified Standing Orders, if a workman absents without leave or
remains absent beyond the period of leave originally granted or subsequently extended, he shall lose his lien on his
appointment unless he returns or applies for leave within 3 days of such absence and explains to the satisfaction of the
Management or other Officers empowered in this respect, his reasons for absenting without leave. He never
approached any official of the Management regarding his unauthorized absence and he waited for 20 years to raise
this dispute. The workman never brought to the notice of the Management regarding any mental illness or produced
any certificate to substantiate the same. It is true that the workman had applied for Voluntary Retirement in 1993.
But the request was not accepted as there was no surplus in the category of Operator Grade Il. The workman was
removed from service in the year 1993. Persons With Disability Act was enacted in the year 1995. Therefore the
workman cannot claim any protection under the said Act. All the amounts of workman were settled in full and the
gratuity amount was also paid. The workman raised a dispute before the Controlling Authority and the same is
pending. The workman was removed from the service of the Management in accordance with provisions of
Certified Standing Orders. The wife of the workman has made a representation for employment treating as his
dependent after the removal of workman from service. Even at that point of time the workman has not given any
representation to the Management. The workman must be put to strict proof regarding the claim of mental illness
justifying the delay of 20 years. The workman was removed from service vide order dt.27.10.1993. The workman
approached the Assistant Labour Commissioner on 22.03.2013 after completion of 58 years of age ie., after the age of
superannuation. This is not a case of termination under the Certified Standing Orders on an absence without or
beyond the period of sanctioned leave by only issuing a notice calling upon the employee to report for duty and on
failure to report, the orders of removal from service was issued. There were a number of notices issued by the
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Management. The 1% correspondence started in 05.06.1993 and the workman was removed from service only on
27.10.1993 after a period of 5 months and after 5 notices. The removal from service was in accordance with
provisions of Certified Standing Orders of the Management company. Therefore there was no discrimination,
victimization or commitment of any unfair labour practice as alleged by the workman.

6. During the pendency of these proceedings the learned Counsel for the Management filed M.P. no.2/2018
seeking the approval of this Court for the approval of the dismissal of Sri.C. T. Wilson, Work Assistant, Product
Handling Department in the Management company in view of the pendency of this industrial dispute. In response to
the summons issued to Sri.C. T. Wilson, his wife Smt.Diana Wilson vide her letter dt.14.03.2019 informed that the
whereabouts of Sri.C. T. Wilson is not known from June 2009. At the conclusion of the proceedings in the present
industrial dispute, the learned Counsel for the Management submitted that he may be permitted to segregate the
Miscellaneous Petition from the present industrial dispute and file a separate independent Miscellaneous Petition, in
case it is required. Hence M.P. no0.2/2018 is not taken up for consideration along with this industrial dispute.

7. On completion of pleadings the workman examined himself as WW1 and marked Exbts.W1 to W4 and M1
to M23 through him. The Management examined MW1 and marked Exbts.M24 to M28 through the witness.

8. The issues to be decided in this industrial dispute are;

1. Whether the industrial dispute is maintainable ?

2. Whether the Management is justified in terminating the service of the workman without following the legal
procedure?

3. Relief and cost ?

9. Issue No. 1

The learned Counsel for the Management pointed out that the workman in this dispute will not come
within the definition of workman as per Sec 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act and therefore the industrial dispute is
not maintainable. According to him the date of birth of the workman is 16.02.1955 as per Exbt.M1, application of
the workman for employment. The workman ought to have attained the age of superannuation on 16.02.2013 had he
continued in the service of the Management company. As per Exbt.M28, the notice issued by the Assistant Labour
Commissioner (Central), the workman raised the industrial dispute vide his representation dt.22.03.2013. Hence the
workman ought to have retired from the service of the Management company on 16.02.2013 and after the
retirement, an employee cannot be treated as a workman as per 2(s) of the ID Act. As per Sec 2(s)

“Workman means any person (including an apprentice) employed in any industry to do any manual,
unskilled, skilled, technical, operational, clerical or supervisory work for hire or reward, whether the terms of
employment be express or implied, and for the purposes of any proceeding under this Act in relation to an industrial
dispute, includes any such person who has been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in connection with, or as a
consequence of, that dispute, or whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has led to that dispute, but does not
include any such person -

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

It can be seen that the above definition falls in 3 parts. The 1% part of the definition gives the statutory
meaning of the workman. The 2™ part deals with persons who has been discharged or retrenched in connection with
an industrial dispute or whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has led to an industrial dispute. The 3" part
specifically excludes certain categories of employees such as those who are employed as per Air Force Act, Police
service etc. From part 2 of the above definition it is clear that when the services of an employee is terminated he
will continue to be a workman even after his age of retirement. In the normal course, otherwise a retired workman will
not come within the definition of employee as held by the Division Bench of the Hon'ble High Court of Kerala in
Everestee Vs District Labour Officer, 1999 2 LLJ 147. In this particular case since the dispute involved is with
regard to the termination of the workman from the service of the Management company, it is not possible to

conclude that the workman ceased to be a workman under the Act since he crossed the age of superannuation when
he raised the industrial dispute on 22.03.2013.

10. Another preliminary issue raised by the learned Counsel for the Management is with regard to the delay in
raising the industrial dispute. According to him, the workman was removed from the rolls of the Management
company w.e.f. 02.10.1993 vide Exbt.M21 order dt.25/27.10.1993. The order was communicated to the workman
and the same was acknowledged by him on 02.11.1993 as per Exbt.M20. He was also issued 5 notices prior to
issuing Exbt.M21 order. He failed to respond to any of the notices or Exbt.M21 order. According to the learned
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Counsel for the Management, the industrial dispute is raised by the workman vide his representation dt. 22.03.2013
before the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), after a delay of 20 years. According to him the reference is liable to
the rejected on the threshold itself solely on the ground of delay.

11. According to the workman he was undergoing some treatment for mental illness and he came to know about
the Exbt.M21 order only after he became normal in 2013 and thereafter he raised the industrial dispute. However the
workman failed to produce any documents to substantiate his claim that the workman had some mental illness for
which he had undergone treatment for almost 20 years. Further it is seen from the documents in his earlier
representation, that he had met with some accident and in another representation he has pointed out that he was
having Bronchial Asthma. Nowhere prior to raising this industrial dispute he claimed to have undergone any
treatment for mental illness. As per Sec 10 of the ID Act, there is no limitation in filing a claim. However there are
conflicting decisions by various High Courts whether a reference shall be thrown out on the ground of delay. In
North West Karnataka Road Transport Corporation Vs Abdul Salam, 2002 2 LLJ 297(Kant) the Hon'ble High
Court of Karnataka held that a reference can be treated as a stale and dead when there was an unexplained delay of 8
years by the workman in raising the dispute. In Karan Singh Vs Executive Engineer, Haryana State Marketing
Board, 2008 1 LLJ 289(SC) the Hon'ble Supreme Court held that when a dispute was raised in 2000 in respect of
termination effected in 1994, even in the absence of explanation for the delay, the lower Court cannot invalidate the
reference. Considering the above legal position, it is better that the relief if any, to the workman is moulded taking
into account the delay in raising the industrial dispute.

Hence the preliminary objections raised by the Management is decided against the Management and in
favour of the workman.

12. Issue No. 2 & 3

The workman joined the service of the Management company as Helper on 03.04.1981. According to the learned
Counsel for the Management, the workman used to unauthorisedly absent from his duties starting from 1986. The
learned Counsel for the Management relied on Exbts.M2 to Exbt.M10 and Exbt.M24 to prove that the workman
was regularly irregular in attending his work. It is interesting to know that all the above exhibits are marked through
the workman WW?1 and he admitted to the same. As per Exbt.M10, a domestic enquiry was conducted and as per
Exbt.M24 dt.23.06.1993 the charges against the workman regarding unauthorized absence was established. The
workman again remained unauthorisedly absent from 29.05.1993 onwards. The Management issued Exbt.M11
dt.05.06.1993, Exbt.M12 dt.30.06.1993 and Exbt. M13 dt.06.07.1993 directing the workman to report back for duty
and explain his unauthorized absence. Later the Management vide Exbt. M14 letter dt.23.07.1993 directed the
workman to submit medical certificate and proper leave application with a direction to report for duty before
30.07.1993. The workman was also informed that in case he failed to report for duty, action as contemplated under
Certified Standing Orders would be initiated. The Management vide Exbt.M15 dt.11.07.1993 informed the workman
that his wife produced a medical certificate from Dr. M. Chandrasekharan Nair stating that the workman was
undergoing treatment for depression from 26.06.1993 and that he will have to produce medical certificate from the
Company Doctor. The workman again informed the Management that he met with an accident on 30.07.1993. The
workman was therefore directed to report for duty before 20.08.1993 along with proper medical certificate from
Company Medical Officer and leave application, failing which action will be taken against the workman under the
relevant provisions of the Certified Standing Orders. On 20.08.1993 the workman vide Exbt.M16 informed the
Management that he may be given time till 23.08.1993 to produce the medical certificate as the Doctor who treated
him for the accident has gone to Trivandrum. The workman on the same day ie., 20.08.1993 as per Exbt.M17
informed the Management that the medical certificate produced by his family is not correct and Dr.M.
Chandrasekharan Nair never examined him. He also informed the Management vide Exbt.M17 that he is taking
action against the Doctor for having issued a wrong certificate. Inspite of all the above correspondence, the workman
failed to report for duty or produce medical certificate as directed by the Management. The Management thereafter
issued Exbt.M18 dt. 25.08.1993 directing the workman to report for duty before 01.09.1993. It was also informed
that in the event of failure to report for duty, it would be deemed that he had abandoned the service voluntarily. The
workman acknowledged the notice, however he failed to report for duty. The Management vide Exbt.M19 issued
another registered notice dt. 22.09.1993 informing that in case the workman fails to report for duty on or before
01.10.1993, it would be taken that he had abandoned service voluntarily as contemplated in Clause 16(c) of the
Certified Standing Orders of the company. The workman received the notice but did not report for duty even on
01.10.1993. The Management therefore issued Exbt.M21 order dt.27.10.1993 removing the workman from the rolls
of the Management treating as voluntarily abandonment of company service in accordance with Clause 16(c) of the
Certified Standing Orders. The order was received by the workman vide Exbt.M20 acknowledgement card from the
Postal Department. It is seen that the signature in Exbt.M20 is same as that of the workman in Exbt.M16, M17 and
M23 letters issued by the workman to the Management. The workman also admitted having received the Exbt.M21
order during his cross examination in the box. Even after receipt of the order the workman failed to raise any dispute.
The present industrial dispute is raised by the workman after 20 years.

13. As per Clause 24(e) of Exbt.M25 Standing Orders, “ Habitual absence without leave or absence without
leave for more than 3 days ““is treated asa misconduct. As per Clause 16(c),
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“ If a workman absents without leave or remains absent beyond the period of leave originally granted or
subsequently extended, he shall lose his lien on his appointment unless he returns or applies for leave within
3 days of such absence and explains to the satisfaction of the Management or other Officer empowered in
this respect his reasons, for absenting without leave”.

As already pointed out, the workman was in the habit of going on unauthorized absence from 1986 itself.
The Management has taken actions on various occasions but condoned the misconduct taking a lenient view. In
the year 1992 he was unauthorizedly absent for 54 days and in the departmental enquiry conducted, the workman had
taken a stand that he was suffering from Bronchial Asthma. However the workman stopped attending his duty from
29.05.1993 and the Management issued notices dt.05.06.1993, 30.06.1993, 06.07.1993 directing the workman to
report back to duty and explain his unauthorized absence. He was also directed to produce medical certificate and
proper leave application. The workman came with a new case vide his letter dt. 30.07.1993 that he met with an
accident. The workman failed to produce any medical certificate to substantiate his claim that he met with an
accident and was hospitalized. Thereafter the Management issued various notices as discussed above directing the
workman to report for duty and also produce medical certificate from company Doctor along with proper leave
application and explanation for unauthorized absence. Since the workman failed to respond to any of the notices
even after acknowledging the same, the Management issued order dt. 27.10.1993 removing the name of the workman
from the rolls of Management treating him as voluntarily abandoned the service of the Management company as per
Clause 16(c) of the Certified Standing Orders The workman received the order, acknowledged the same and did not
respond to the order for 20 long years. In the above circumstances, the Management is fully justified in their action
removing the name of the workman from the rolls of Management treating him as having voluntarily abandoned the
service of the Management. Labour statutes are meant to protect the employees. However no Management will be
in a position to countenance the action of the workman.

14. Taking into account all the facts, circumstances and evidence in this case, I don’t find any infirmity in the
action taken by the Management in terminating the services of the workman from the service of the Management
treating him as having voluntarily abandoned the service of the Management.

15. Hence an award is passed holding that the action of the Management terminating the service of the
workman is fully justified and he is not entitled for any relief claimed by him in this dispute.

The award will come into force one month after its publication in the official Gazette.
Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and passed by me on this the 4" day of July, 2022.
V. VIJAYA KUMAR, Presiding Officer

APPENDIX
Witness for the Workman:-
Ww1l - Sri. P. K. Rajan, dt.03.03.2021
Witness for the Management:-
Mw1l - Sri. Nandhakumar K. A., dt.15.12.2021
Exhibits for the Workman:-
W1 - True copy of the order dt.01.04.1981 issued by the Asst. Personnel Manager of the Management
w2 - True copy of the correspondence dt.11.08.1993 issued by the Chief Personnel Manager of the
Management
W3 - True copy of representation dt.22.03.2013 submitted by the workman before the Management
w4 - Copy of the order dt.20.07.2020 passed by the Controlling Authority
M1 - True copy of the application for employment submitted by the Workman
M2 - True copy of charge sheet dt.10.05.1986 issued by the Management
M3 - True copy of absent notice dt.18.04.1987 issued by the Management
M4 - True copy of charge sheet dt.04.05.1987 issued by the Management
M5 - True copy of charge sheet dt.15.04.1988 issued by the Management
M6 - True copy of charge sheet dt.16.03.1989 issued by the Management

M7 - True copy of absent notice dt.16.03.1989 issued by the Management
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M8 - True copy of absent notice dt.26.02.1993 issued by the Management

M9 - True copy of absent notice dt.18.03.1993 issued by the Management

M10 - True copy of charge sheet dt.31.03.1993 issued by the Management

M11 - True copy of absent notice dt.05.06.1993 issued by the Management

M12 - True copy of absent notice dt.30.06.1993 issued by the Management

M13 - True copy of absent notice dt.06.07.1993 issued by the Management

M14 - True copy of notice dt.23.07.1993 issued by the Management

M15 - True copy of letter dt.11.08.1993 issued by the Management

M16 - True copy of reply dt.20.08.1993 submitted by the workman

M17 - True copy of letter dt.20.08.1993 submitted by the workman

M18 - True copy of notice dt.25.08.1993 issued by the Management

M19 - True copy of notice dt.22.09.1993 issued by the Management

M20 - True copy of the acknowledgment evidencing the receipt of order dt.27.10.1993

M21 - True copy of order dt.27.10.1993 issued by the Management

M22 - True copy of the representation dt.22.03.2013 made by the workman before the Management
M23 - True copy of letter dt.15.10.1992 submitted by the workman

Exhibits for the Management:-

M24 - True copy of Enquiry Report dt.23.06.1993

M25 - Certified Standing Orders of the Management company

M26 - True copy of the memorandum of settlement entered between the Management and the Unions
M27 - True copy of settlement of account of the workman

M28 - True copy of notice dt.14.05.2013 issued by the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), Ernakulam

for conciliation

TE faeedt, 27 STE, 2022
FLAT. 729 =T Frars wfafm, 1947 (1947 37 14) ¥ W7 17 ¥ sqEeo &, ¥4
LA & AEMEd®, AT 9912 (AH fofiee, g5asisl, @a@ds,; Agiad®d, 9 g9 A fofies,
e, (T.91), F YagdT % gag e o7 off 9wt §e, FE, F §= aqag § A w0
AL JAENATE TSIV T M IR, FIAIL & G491 (H29 a1 62 /2014) FT 547 6 srqaas &
ST AT |, TRTAT FEAT § ST Hea 1 F TLRIL I A1 FHidT 6 919 26.07.2022 FT I g1 o7 |

[€. Te1-40012/08/2014-3T=% (310)]
. %, RBary, saw atea

New Delhi, the 27th July, 2022

S.0. 729.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 62 of 2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court — Kanpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The
Chief General Manager, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Hazratganj, Lucknow; The General Manager, Bharat
Sanchar Nigam Limited, Mirzapur, (U.P.) and Shri Chakradhari Bind, worker which was received along with soft
copy of the award by the Central Government on 26.07.2022.

[No. L-40012/08/2014-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

BEFORE SHRI SOMA SHEKHAR JENA, PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, KANPUR

PRESENT : SOMA SHEKHAR JENA, HJS (Retd.)
I.D. No. 62 of 2014
L-40012/08/2014-1R(DU) dated 06.05.2014
BETWEEN :

Shri Chakradhari Bind, S/o Sh. Lalji Bind
Vill: Purjagiri, PO Chillaa Distt.
MIRZAPUR (U.P.)
AND
1. The Chief General Manager,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited,
Hazratganj, Lucknow -226001

2. The General Manager,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited,
Mirzapur,
MIRZAPUR (U.P)
AWARD
This award arises in respect of the reference mentioned in the schedule stated below as received from the
Government of India in letter no. L-40012/08/2014-1R(DU) dated 06.05.2014.

SCHEDULE

“Whether Shri Chakradhari Bind, is an employee of the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited
Mirzapur ? If yes, the action of the management in terminating services of Shri Chakradhari Bind is
justified? If not to what relief the concerned workman is entitled for?”

On receipt of reference, notices were issued to both the parties on 11th August 2014. But neither Authorized
Representative of the claimant workman nor the claimant workman appeared before the Tribunal. The proceeding of
the Industrial Dispute is still at the first stage of filing of claim statement by the claimant workman. The reference of
Industrial Dispute was received in this Tribunal in 2014. Since then ample opportunities were provided to the claimant
workman to present his averments. But claimant workman has not submitted his statement of claim.

From the above mentioned circumstances it is presumable that the claimant workman is not interested in
prosecuting the case further before the Tribunal.

Hence in the given circumstances the reference is bound to be answered against the claimant workman and
the reference stands disposed of as of ‘NIL’ award.

Parties are left to bear their respective costs.
Let a soft copy be sent to the Ministry and two hard copies of the same will follow in due course of time.

Date: 23.06.2022
SOMA SHEKHAR JENA, Presiding Officer

¢ faoeft, 28 TS, 2022
FT.3M. 730.— =T foare afa=aw, 1947 (1947 &1 14) & =T 17 F AT |, Fvald
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THAIHT™ ST HHARI ASIqR YA, Wi, SHe Uohdl &g, SR, & a9 aqad ¥ [y Fag avww
AR ATTHLT- HE- AT ATATAT- TAE (TSTEATH) T=Te (H2H Fedr 07/2017) Fr 47 T aeers &
ST 3T 8, THRITAT FIAT & ST Fex 1T TR I A% FIAT % G127 13.07.2022 F7 I g3 47 |

[, TT-40011/11/2016-3E37 (F11)]
A% Ruiey, v afa




[ATT H—ug 3(ii)] AT T TSIA ;3R 13, 2022/4A1907 22, 1944 1501

New Delhi, the 28th July, 2022

S.0. 730.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 07/2017) 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
Circle Head M/s, Vodafone Services Private Limited, Jaipur,; The Manager, Partap Technocrats, Jaipur; The Manger,
M/s Northern Engineers, Shri Ganganagar (Rajsthan) and The President, Rajasthan Telecom Contract Employees
Mazdoor Union, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 13.07.2022.

[No. L-40011/11/2016-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
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New Delhi, the 28th July, 2022

S.0. 731.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 07/2015) of the Labour Court Solapur, as shown in the Annexure,
in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The Principal, Jawahar Navodaya Vidayalaya,
Pokharapur, Solapur, and Shri Santosh Rukmaji Bhalerao, Worker, which was received along with soft copy of the
award by the Central Government on 28.07.2022.

[No. L-42012/194/2015-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE A.A. VYAS, PRESIDING OFFICER, LABOUR COURT, SOLAPUR
REFERENCE (IDA) NO. 07 OF 2015
CNR NO : MHLC13-000285-2015
BETWEEN :

The Principal,

Jawahar Navodaya Vidayalaya,

Pokharapur, Tg. Mohol,

Dist. Solapur. ...First Party
AND

Shri Santosh Rukmaji Bhalerao,

Cl/o Shri Khandare,

3/1, Mahesh Nagar, Hyderabad Road,

Solapur. ...Second Party

CORAM : Shri A.A. Vyas, Presiding Officer
Appearances :  Advocate S.S. Kyatam for First Party.
Advocate : V. R. Deshpande for Second Party.
AWARD
(Passed on 11™ April, 2022 )

The Commissioner of Labour (Central) situated at New Delhi exercising powers under Section 10(1)(d) and
(2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 has referred the present dispute for adjudication to consider whether the
second party is entitled for regularisation in the service with Jawahar Navodaya Vidayalaya.

2. After arrival of reference notices were served to both parties. Accordingly, second party appeared and filed
his statement of claim at Exh.U-3. It has been contended by the second party that, he was working with the first party
as a Mess Helper since December-2006. The first party has been running Jawahar Navodaya Vidayalaya, at
Pokharapur, Tg. Mohol, Dist. Solapur. It is submitted that, the second party workman was not regularised and given
permanent post, even after rendering of continuous service for several years. It is also submitted that, second party has
rendered more than 240 days service in every year while he was serving with first party. As per second party, the first
party Jawahar Navodaya Vidayalaya school is a residential school and around 400 students are taking education and
residing in the hostel adjoining to the school. It is submitted that, the school has established a separate Kitchen to
serve the residential students with Tea, Breakfast, Lunch and Dinner. It is submitted that, as per the decision of
Hon’ble Supreme Court, school is an Industry. So also, the second party was working with skilled work as Mess
Helper, therefore, he was a workman as per ‘I.D. Act’.

3. It is submitted that, second party has rendered continuous service from 01.12.2006 as a Mess Helper cum
Cook. As the work of second party is related to Kitchen and Mess, he has to work almost all the days in a month
without holidays. Therefore, he has rendered more than 240 days for all the years during his service. It is also
submitted that, second party has applied for the post of Cook, but he was not allowed to appear for interview. As per
second party, it was binding for the first party to regularise service of second party as a Mess Helper cum Cook as he
was serving since 2007. Hence, second party prayed to regularise his service as a Mess Helper cum Cook and he be
given salary and wages as per the permanent worker.

4. First party appeared and filed its written statement at Exh.C-5. It is submitted that, second party workman
was working as daily wage worker with the first party as and when the work is available, but he was not working as a
Mess Helper as two regular Mess Helper have been appointed. It is submitted that second party himself left the work
in March-2015 giving reason of illness of his mother. It is submitted that, the work done by second party was not as
per the norms of the school and there were serious complaint against him. It is also submitted that, second party
produced experience certificate for his working as a Cook, but the certificate was not genuine. As per the first party,
three sanctioned posts are available in the Mess and the posts are filled. There was no need of regular Mess Helper.
First party denied that, second party had worked continuously more than 240 days in a year. It is also alleged that,
second party involved in threatening the authorities. It is further submitted that, second party was informed that, he
can be taken back to the work on daily wage basis, but he cannot taken as a regular Cook or Mess Helper without
following recruitment procedure. It is also submitted that, this Court has no jurisdiction as per Central Government
G.R. and the Central Administrative Tribunal has the jurisdiction. First party denied all the contents and prayed to
answer the reference in negative.
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5. After perusal of rival pleadings of all parties, my learned predecessor has framed Issues at Exh.O-5 but as
those Issues have been recasted by me those are now at Exh.O-6 which are reproduced hereinbelow and my findings
with reasons thereon are as under;

ISSUES FINDINGS
1.  Whether the reference is maintainable for want of jurisdiction ? : “In affirmative”
2. Whether second party proves that, the action of not regularising his “In negative”

service and making him permanent by first party is illegal ?

3. Whether second party is entitled for the relief of regularisation of service : “In negative”
and benefit of permanency as Mess Helper from 01.12.2007 alongwith
due wages and other benefits ?

4.  What award ? : “As per final order”

REASONS

6. The second party has examined four witnesses including himself and also filed documents with list at Exh.U-
5. First party also examined one witness at Exh.C-21 and also relied on documents at Exh.C-21-A to C-31. Heard
learned Advocates for both parties.

As to Issue No.1:

7. It is the contention of first party that, present reference is not maintainable for want of jurisdiction. It is
argued that, the defence of non-maintainability rests upon two footings. It is submitted that firstly the reference is not
maintainable as the Navodaya Vidayalaya Samiti under whom the first party is functioning has been brought under the
Central Administrative Tribunal. Therefore, this Court has no jurisdiction to try and the entertain the reference. It is
further submitted that, secondly the reference is not maintainable as the demand by second party is of regularisation or
getting permanency benefit and the same has not been attributed to the Labour Court as per the I.D. Act. It is argued
that, by making amendment in the Administrative Tribunal Act the Navodaya Vidayalaya Samiti has been brought
under the Central Administrative Tribunal, therefore, the issue if any regarding recruitment etc has to be raised before
the Central Administrative Tribunal only. It is further contended that, the Labour Court has right to decide about the
issue of retrenchment, dismissal etc and the demand of permanency cannot be entertained.

8. On the contrary, advocate for second party argued that no any Government Resolution issued by Central
Government has been placed on record to show that Central Administrative Tribunal only has the jurisdiction. It is
further argued that first party has placed on record, copy of letter issued to the Deputy Directors and Principal of
Jawahar Navodaya Vidayalaya, but the letter cannot be construed as a circular or Government notification so as to
confer jurisdiction to the Central Administrative Tribunal (Hereinafter to be called C.A.T.). It is further argued that
second party was working as Mess Helper and is a workman, therefore, the right to approach to the Labour Court
cannot be taken away. Advocate for second party also argued that, the 1.D. Act sufficiently gives powers to the Labour
Court to decide the dispute between workman and his employer. The school has been recognised as an Industry,
therefore, the dispute of non-teaching staffs can be raised in Labour Court. It is further submitted that, as per
Schedule-Il of the Act Labour Court has appropriate powers to decide the issue of regularisation or permanency of
workman.

9. Considered the documents by both parties and perused the documents placed on record. First party at Exh.C-
21-A has placed on record copy of letter appears to be issued to the Deputy Director and the Principal of Jawahar
Navodaya Vidayalaya. It is to be noted that, the said letter is barely visible and the document, as it is a photo copy
difficult to go through. It is to be noted that, first party has not placed on record any such Government Resolution
issued by Central Government or any circular or notification which would show that the jurisdiction of the staff of the
Navodaya Vidayalaya in respect of recruitment etc. has been conferred upon C.A.T. only. After careful perusal of the
letter, at Clause-3 provides about the provisions under section 28 and 29 of the Administrative Tribunal Act and the
provisions are reiterated in the letter. Therefore, | have gone through both sections of the said Act. Section-28
provides about exclusion of jurisdiction of Courts except Supreme Court. The section provides that except Supreme
Court or Industrial Tribunal, Labour Court constituted by the 1.D. Act, no other Courts can exercise any jurisdiction,
powers or authority relating to such recruitment or such service matters. Therefore, the section is very clear and
sufficient so as to have jurisdiction of the Labour Court as well as Industrial Tribunal constituted by the I.D. Act.
Section-29 is in respect of transfer of pending cases and not concerned with present dispute. Therefore, it is
absolutely clear that Labour Court has got the jurisdiction to entertain reference which has been arisen out of an
Industrial dispute between workman and employer.

10. Another contention of first party is that Labour Court has no power to decide about the permanency or
regularisation matters. For that purpose it would be just and necessary to go through the provisions of S.7 of the 1.D.
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Act which provides for appointments and powers conferred upon Labour Courts. Sub-section 1 of the Act provides
that the Government may constitute Labour Court for adjudication of dispute relating to any matters specified in
second schedule and to perform other functions. It is clear that second schedule of the 1.D. Act gives powers to Labour
Court to decide those disputes which falls within the said schedule.

The second schedule reads as under.

Matters within the jurisdiction of Labour Court.
1. The propriety or legality of an order passed by an employer under the standing orders;
2. The application and interpretation of standing orders;

3.  Discharge or dismissal of workmen including reinstatement of, or grant of relief to, workmen
wrongfully dismissed;

4.  Withdrawal of any customary concession or privilege;
5. lllegality or otherwise of a strike or lock-out; and
6.  All matters other than those specified in the Third Schedule.

The Item-6 of second schedule provides that ‘all the matters other than those specified in the third schedule’.
It means that those matters which are not provided in third schedule can be tried and decided by the Labour Court. As
mentioned earlier, the Item-6 of the second schedule provides for all other matters which are not provided by the third
schedule. The dispute having demand of permanency or regularisation in service has not been provided under the third
schedule, therefore, it can be included in Item-6 of the second schedule. The contention of advocate for second party
regarding the jurisdiction is considerable. Hence, it can be observed that the Labour Court has jurisdiction to decide
the issue of regularisation of service and giving permanency benefit to a workman. Accordingly, | answer the Issue
No.1 in affirmative.

As to Issues No. 2to 4 :

11. It has been argued by advocate for second party that, second party was working as Mess Helper with the first
party since December 2006. It is submitted that, the first party is a residential school and around 400 students are
residing thereat. The first party is running a Mess for these residential students and as the job of second party is in-
relation to mess, he was not getting any holidays. The second party was doing his job for almost all the month. As per
second party though he was working as a daily wager, but in all the years in which he served with first party, he had
completed 240 days of his service in each year. It is also submitted that for years together first party has taken daily
work as Mess Helper from second party workman, but avoided to give benefits of regularisation in service. It is
submitted that at some Navodaya Vidayalaya some of the staff members who were daily wagers, were included in
service on regularisation basis. It is also submitted that, the first party has stopped giving work to the second party
since when he had raised dispute. Advocate for second party submitted that they have called records from first party
under the Right To Information Act which proves that second party was working since 2006 on daily wage basis. The
record also shows that, he has completed 240 days his service in each years. According to the second party, post is
available with the first party and second party should be absorbed in service as a regular Mess Helper and he should
be given benefit of permanency as Mess Helper. Advocate for second party draws attention towards the documents
filed with list Exh.U-5 which contains the attendance record and wage record of second party as well as information
obtained from other Navodaya Vidayalaya's.

12. On the contrary, advocate for first party argued that second party was not working as a Mess Helper, but was
working as a daily wager as and when any of the work is available with first party. It is argued that the staffing pattern
allotted to the school prescribes for two Mess Helper and one Cook. These posts are already filled and no vacancy is
there. It is also submitted that the post of Cook was filled by giving an advertisement, but as the experience certificate
by second party was not appropriate, hence he could not be selected. It is further argued that in the year 2015, second
party workman left the service by giving reason of illness of his mother. According to first party there was no
termination of service of second party, but he was not interested, therefore left the service. It is also argued that second
party cannot be regularised in service as his entry would become back door entry which is prohibited in public
employment. Therefore, the service of second party can never to be regularised.

13. Considered the arguments and perused the pleadings and evidence of both parties. The workman has
examined four witnesses including himself to establish that he was working with first party and entitled for regular
service. Second party in his affidavit has reiterated all the facts mentioned in his statement of claim. Out of other
witnesses two were earlier working with first party and one witness is working with first party. All these witnesses
have categorically submitted that second party workman was working with first party as Mess Helper on daily wage
basis. Witness No. 3 has mentioned that second party was working in the Mess under his instructions. Another issue
raised by second party is about filling post of Cook by an advertisement. It is alleged that earlier school has mentioned
for two years experience and later it was changed as five years. It is to submit that his candidature was not accepted by
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first party for post of Cook. It is the contention of first party that the experience was mistakenly mentioned as two
years, but lateron corrigendum was issued and it was corrected. It is to be noted that at this juncture the said issue is
not much concerned with present dispute, because the dispute has been raised for regularisation as Mess Helper and
not as a Cook.

14, It is argued by advocate for first party that, considering the nature of school, the service has to be reckoned to
be public employment. Therefore, recruitment cannot be done by asking for permanency in the service for completion
of 240 days in a year. Considering objections it is to be seen what is the nature of service at the first party. The first
party is Jawahar Navodaya Vidayalaya, a school run by Ministry of Education of Central Government. All the schools
running under Navodaya Vidayalaya Samiti are controlled and their affairs have been looked into by the committees
established under Ministry of Education. The Navodaya Vidayalaya Samiti is working under the Central Government
Education Ministry, hence, it can be termed as an instrumentality of the Central Government. Therefore, it can be said
that the recruitment of any of the employees in the Navodaya Vidayalaya are part and parcel of the public
employment.

15. It is the contention of second party that, he had worked with first party for several years that too for more
than 240 days in each year of his service, therefore his entitlement for regularisation cannot be denied. Advocate for
second party has drawn attention towards documents filed with list Exh.U-5. Some of the documents are information
taken from other Navodaya Vidayalaya in respect of recruitment of daily wage employees. It is submitted that other
Navodaya Vidayalaya have absorbed some of the daily wage employees into permanent category. It is submitted that
these documents have been called under Right to Information Act, therefore, those have to be considered. It is shown
that, Navodaya Vidayalaya at Vasmat Nagar, Dist. Hingoli, Kannad, Dist. Aurangabad, Parbhani, Latur, Mahim, Dist.
Palghar and Choppadandi Dist. Karimnagar, Andra Pradesh have given status of permanency and regularisation of
service to some of their employees who had been in daily wage service.

16. So far as the service rendered by second party workman is concerned, it is of no doubt that he had worked
with first party as daily wage worker for some years, to be precise from 2007 to 2015. The said contention even
has not been denied by the first party. The documents placed on record have clearly shown the service of second party
as pleaded by him. The record also shows that, he has completed more than 240 days of service in each of the year of
his service. The documents referred by advocate of second party, which are in respect of giving regularisation benefit
of some employees in other Navodaya Vidayalaya can also be taken into consideration. Those documents are showing
that, in above referred Navodaya Vidayalaya’s some daily wage workers have been taken into regular service and
given permanency benefit. The claim of second party rests upon these documents. Even after it is considered that,
some of the employees have been taken in regular service by other Navodaya Vidayalaya’s, it cannot be considered
that, the second party also should have been regularised in the service. A workman, as second party cannot claim
benefits at par showing by comparing with employees in other similar establishments. Specifically the claim of
regularisation or giving permanent status cannot be granted by considering the law of parity. Advocate for first party
rightly referred about the observations of Hon’ble Apex Court in Secretary, State of Karnataka & Ors. V/s Umadevi &
Ors. As mentioned earlier, the employment in the first party is a part of public employment, in that context such
regularisation or permanency cannot be asked for by contending the period of service as daily wager for several years.
Hon’ble Apex Court in Umadevi (Supra) have observed that, “The obligation cast on the state under Article 39 (a) of
the Constitution is to ensure that all citizens equally have the right to adequate means of livelihood. It will be more
consistent with that policy if the courts recognise that an appointment to a post in Government service or in the service
of its instrumentalities, can only be by way of proper selection in the manner recognised by the relevant legislation in
the context of the relevant provisions of the Constitution.” Therefore, it would not be possible to accept the contention
of second party for regularisation or getting permanency benefit in the service of first party.

17. One another aspect in respect of regularisation of service is that whether the said post is available with the
employer. It has to be pleaded and proved by the workman the post for which he has claimed regularisation is
available. First party has pleaded and also placed on record document showing that, there are two posts of Mess
Helper and one post of Cook as per the staffing pattern granted by the appropriate authority. As per first party both the
posts of Mess Helper are filled and not vacant. Second party has not led cogent evidence which would suggest that
post of Mess Helper is vacant with first party. It is also contended by second party that, one Mr. Hakke has been
regularised in the service as Mess Helper. It is suggested that, during cross-examination, witness of first party has
admitted this fact. On perusal of the cross-examination first party witness, it is seen that, he admitted about
regularisation of service of Mr. Hakke. Second party has neither pleaded nor proved as to whether the said employee
had attained the qualification criteria or he has been given any partial treatment. It is to be mentioned that, any
workman cannot claim for regularisation as a rule of parity without proving that other persons also placed in similar
qualification and experience, but was taken in regular service. To support his contention, Advocate for second party
relied on Ballarpur Industries Ltd. V/s Mah. Lok Kamgar Sanghatana (W.P.N0.3944/2006)(Hon’ble Bombay High
Court.) I have gone through in the case law, but it is not helpful for the case of second party, because the case law is in
respect of Item Nos. 5, 6 and 9 of Schedule-IV of the MRTU & PULP Act. As per the provisions of the Act
regularisation or giving permanency benefit is within the domain of the Industrial Court.
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18. Another important aspect which cannot be lost sight of is in respect of employment of second party. It is
contended by the second party in his statement of claim that, he was working with first party from December-2006,
but since when he raised the dispute with Central Government Labour Commissioner, the first party has stopped to
allot him any work. In that connection, it would be appropriate to go through the evidence of second party workman.
During cross-examination he admitted that, for last two years he was not in service with first party. The cross-
examination has been recorded in September-2017 and in connection to the admission it can be said that since 2015 he
is not in service with first party. The admission corroborates the contention of second party made in his pleadings. He
also admitted that, he has given a letter dated 14.03.2015 to first party stating that, he is ready to work on daily wage
basis. It is seen that, even after the said letter he has not joined the service on daily wage basis. Considering these
admissions it is clear that, second party workman is not in service with first party even on daily wage basis.

19. Now the question arises that, when the workman who is out of employment can ask for his permanency in
the service where he was employed. It is alleged by the second party that when he raised dispute with the
Commissioner of Labour, first party stopped his work with it. Therefore, now it can be observed that since 2015 the
second party workman is out of his employment with first party. First party has raised defence of abandonment of
service by second party by giving reason of illness of his mother. It is part of record that, first party has not issued him
any show cause letter or initiated any enquiry regarding his abandonment. That is not an issue of concern in present
reference, because second party has not claimed for his reinstatement. There were no efforts by second party to secure
his employment when he was not allowed to work after raising the demand with the appropriate authority. When a
workman is not being given any work or he is not in service, though on daily wage basis, how can he ask for
regularisation of such service. The issue of praying for permanency benefit or getting regularisation has to be asked
for, while concerned person is in service with his employer. He cannot raise claim for regularisation in service from
which he has been ousted. The pleadings as well as admissions of second party to that effect are appears to be fatal for
his case. The concept of permanent service or regularisation in such service after completion of 240 days and served
for several years, can be asked while a workman is continuously in the said employment. Second party is not in
service and | am of the opinion that, he cannot ask for regularisation in such service, when he is not in that service.
Therefore, it can be observed that, the second party has failed to establish his contentions with regard to his claim for
regularisation and giving permanency benefit. It is admitted position that, second party is out of employment of first
party since 2015, therefore, his prayer for giving him benefit of regularisation in service alongwith all the service
benefits, cannot to be said maintainable. In accordance with the discussion, Issues No. 2 and 3 are answered ‘in
negative’ and in answer to Issue No. 4 following order is passed.

ORDER
(i)  The reference is answered in negative.

(i) Copy of Award be sent to the Commissioner of Labour (Central) of New Delhi for information and
necessary action.

A.A. VYAS , Presiding Officer
Dated : 11/04/2022

Argued on : 08/04/2022
Award dictated on . 12/04/2022
Award checked & signed on . 12/04/2022

TS faoett, 29 =TS, 2022
FLIM. 732 M= fFame staf==m, 1947 (1947 FT 14) FT &RT 17 F AT H, Fwald
ILFHY A a, (3 U2 UH), T, HOq, FEame (.9.); dfaiss Y64 3T 7\d S9ree (799),
Foe uar oo AT e, Aruer (qft); afeEser e, v g iRt ffee, e
(B.)F THGAT & G5 HASTHI AT AeTeT, SAERE FHART ASGL UawdT A4, FamER® (B.1), +
= gay 7 [ st F@are § FeT awEwr efie Ao ud sm <aared, Jada e & 91
(F=F /=T CGIT/LC/R/106/2017) T SHET T sTeryre § fa@mar a7 §, 17 Tl g S ahea i qvahie

T e FHIT o A1 27.07.2022 T ITH g1 AT |

[. TA-42011/54/2017-3r% (7))
<. =, fgany, sExaE



1508 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : AUGUST 13, 2022/SRAVANA 22, 1944 [PART I1—SEC. 3(ii)]

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 732.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/106/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager (O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager & HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh Karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/54/2017-1R(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/106/2017
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S. ( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman

\Versus

The General Manager (O&M)
NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001

2. Additional Manager & HR(Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. C-56/41
Sector-62, Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Management

AWARD
(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 4-8-2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No.
L-42011/54/2017-IR(DU) The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Smt. Sulekha, W/o Shri Kapur Das and
not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta
Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above hames workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No. 2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.
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4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B. The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 733.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/107/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager (O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager & HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh Karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/55/2017-1R(DU)]

D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/107/2017
Present: P.K.Srivastava, H.J.S. ( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur(Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman

\Versus

The General Manager (O&M)
NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.
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2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. C-56/41
Sector-62, Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Management

AWARD
(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 4/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42011/55/2017-IR(DU) The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Shri Kateshwar S/o Shri Rambhao Ram
and not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta
Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.

4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.  The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.  The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

TS faoett, 29 =TS, 2022
FLA. 734 —f=ie fFame staf==m, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) FT &I 17 F AT H, Fwald
ILFHY A a, (3 U2 UH), T, HOd, FEame (.9.); dfaiss Yags T 7e 9re+ (799),
Foe uar oo ST e, Aruer (qft); afeEsET e, v g iRt i, e
(B.T1.) & THGAT F Hag (HATSIH] AT TeTeq, BUTENE FHHAT A9 UahdT I3, Fa@EIe (F.T.),
= agae 7 [ st Fare § Feg aear Siefie Af¥aRer ud 5™ <y, Jadq e & 941
(F=sF /=T CGIT/LC/R/108/2017) T SHET T3 sTervre § fa@mar 147 §, TH1ierd Tl g S sheal T qvahie

T e FHIT o A1 27.07.2022 T ITH g1 AT |

[. TA1-42011/56/2017-3r=% (17)]
<. &, fgamy, sEwaE
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New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 734.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/108/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager (O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager & HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh Karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/56/2017-1R(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/108/2017
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S. ( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
\ersus

The General Manager (O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.

2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. C-56/41
Sector-62, Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001
...Management
AWARD

(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 4/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No.
L-42011/56/2017-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Shri Santan Kumar S/o Shri Jodhram
and not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta
Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.
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3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.

4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A. The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.  The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

< fawett, 29 SaTE, 2022

AT, 735 —=nRrd faare sfafaas, 1947 (1947 = 14) &it &7 17 F AqET |, Fad
AT TTIaea, (AT U TH), TACYTET, Hod, Feama e (2.97.); Afaies Tag s a9 d69rae (T99),
HEE T T St ferfiee, Aroet (); aRESET ghe, U Sh SSatar et A
(BT) F TG Gag AR ST LA, RS FAAT AL ThaT A4, e @ (=.0), *
= sqay | [fee i Fae 7w awEr deifiie Afeer Ud 3/ e, Saaqe & 941e
(¥ #=aT CGIT/LC/R/109/2017) T ST {3 sTqerwes # faamar 74T 8, Y19 FTdt & ST e Tt
T Tiwe FH F 912 27.07.2022 FT I8 g1 AT |

[5. TT-42011/57/2017-3m57 (F11)]
1. %. Rais, s atam

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 735.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/109/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager (O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager & HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh Karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/57/2017-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/109/2017
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S. ( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
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\ersus
The General Manager(O&M)
NTPC, Seepat
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.
2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62,Noida(U.P.)-201301
3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 4/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-42011-
57/2017-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Shri Giordhar Sahu S/o Sh.Balram Sahu
and not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta
Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.

4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.  The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.  The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

< fawedt, 29 TS, 2022
F.AT. 736.—f=te fFame sfafe=m, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) FT =T 17 F AT H, Fwald
LA TIIaes, (AT U TH), TACYIET, o, Feamme (B.97.); AT Sae@® i a9 g6rae (T99),
HHE T ST ST forfee, qroeT (T0); TRASHET a9, T S0 ST offee e
(B.)F TG & Hag HIISIHI ST TeTel, FAEE FHATT A9GL UahdT A, FamE (B.9.),5%
f= ey § [Afee sienfie Gae & F= e e el vd 5[ <Irme, Sadq? & 9491e
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(F=f /=T CGIT/LC/R/110/2017) T SHET T3 sTerores & fomamar 17 §, T1ierd Tl g S shea T qvahie
T | FIT % A1 27.07.2022 T ITH g1 AT |

[#. TA-42011/58/2017-3r3% (17)]

. %, RRary, saEv atea

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 736.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/110/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager (O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh Karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/58/2017-1R(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/110/2017
Present: P.K.Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
\ersus

The General Manager (O&M)
NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.

2. Additional Manager & HR(Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62,Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD
(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 4/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of 1.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42011/58/2017-IR(DU) The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Shri Dev Kumar S/o Shri Saukhilal and
not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta
Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is entitled to? .”
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1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.

4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.  The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.  The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

TE faeedt, 29 S[ATE, 2022

F.AT. 737 —f=nte fFamE sataf==m, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) FT &R=T 17 F AT H, Fwald
AT TTIaes, (AT U TH), TSI, Hud, FemE e (2.97.); Afaies yag s a9 g69rae (T99),
FEH U T Sl forfies, qruet (qft); aRASET gEes, U 26 Ssiitatar e fAemR
(B.T1.) F TG % GG (HATSIHT AT TeTeq, BTG FHAT A9 UahdT I, FaEq (F.T.),
= ey 7 [f<E st Fare § Feg aear Sieifie Af¥aRer ud 5 <uared, Jadq L & 941
(F&sf /=T CGIT/LC/R/111/2017) T SHET T sTerwre § fS@mar 17 §, TH1ierd Tl g S eald qeFhie
T HIFe FIT F A1 27.07.2022 T ITH g1 A7 |

[¥. T-42011/59/2017-A1$1< (317)]
&% fRwrtqg, v ata

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 737.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/111/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager(O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/59/2017-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/111/2017

Present: P.K. Srivastava, H.J.S.. ( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union,Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
Versus

The General Manager (O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.

2. Additional Manager & HR(Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62,Noida(U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD
(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 4/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42011/59/2017-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Smt. Laxmi Bai W/o Shri Amritlal and not
paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta Union,
Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.

4. The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.  The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.  The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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S faoett, 29 §[=ITE, 2022

FLAT. 738 M=t fAame sfarfe=m, 1947 (1947 F1 14) FT =T 17 F AqALT H, Feald
ALHRTT T, (AT U UH), T, Hud, fSema e (=2.97.); afafies seu i o g6 (S99),
Fee Uy o3 Sefifaatar forfiee, At (@dh); R vEaw, S ssimatar ffvee ffem
(BI)F THIAT F g (AASHT AT AeqeT, FAENE FHART ASGE Tl I3, T (B.),%
= ey ¥ [ sienfe fFeme & F= o i Affeer vd sM <Ired, Saaq® & 9=1e
(F=sf §=aT CGIT/LC/R/112/2017) T ST {3 sterwres # faamar T 8, Y19 FXdt & ST e T TRt
T | FIT % A1 27.07.2022 T ITH g1 AT |

[¥. T1-42011/60/2017-3T=17 (7))
. %, RRary, saEv atea

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 738.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/112/2017) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manage r(O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/60/2017-1R(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/112/2017
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
\ersus

The General Manager (O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.

2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62,Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
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AWARD
(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 4/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42011/60/2017(IR-DU) The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the
principal employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Shri Manoj Kumar S/o shri
Amritlal and not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari
Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is

entitled to? .”
1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.
2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel

also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.

4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.  The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B. Theworkman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

TS faoett, 29 =TS, 2022
F.AT. 739.—f=n @A stfef==m, 1947 (1947 & 14) HT &7 17 F AT H, Feald
ILFHY A a, (3 U2 UH), T, HOd, FEame (.9.); dfaiws Yags i 7d S9re+ (799),
A9 T T SShfaafar forfies, Aroet (3fY); afRasET yawe, o 3w Sshfaafar fofres e
(B.I)F TG % Hag FIISIHT 3T TeTel, FAEE FHATRT A9GY UahdT A, FamEe (B..),5
T ey 7 [fee et Fare § g awar Sieife ARHER0T v 5 <-Ted, Jadq L & 941
(F&sf /=T CGIT/LC/R/113/2017) T STET T sTerwre § fo@mar 717 §, T Tl g S hwa i qeahie

T e FIT o A1 27.07.2022 T ITH g1 AT |

[, TeT-42011/61/2017-T84% ($170)]
5. Ruiey, v afa



[ATT H—ug 3(ii)] AT T TSIA ;3R 13, 2022/4A1907 22, 1944 1519

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 739.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/113/2017) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager (O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/61/2017-1R(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/113/2017
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
\ersus

The General Manager (O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.

2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62, Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 4/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42011/61/2017-1R(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the
principal employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Shri Kamal S/o Shri Pardesi
and not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor
Ekta Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.
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4. The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A. The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.  The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

% faoett, 29 =TS, 2022

FLEAT. 740.—s=NRrw foare sfaf==m, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) & 9T 17 F ATALT H, Fweaid
HTHRT HETIELF, (A1 U UH), T, #ivd, faemaqe (@), afafis gege s /e q91e (794),
AHE U T SSfAAter forfies, qruer (d); afesEr sy, uer S SShfaetir ffies e
(B..) F TEIAT % GG FATSTRT 3T T, FEANE FHAT FoIgL UahaT =2, FaE (F..), *
f= orqay § [ sienfte fGee § s avar lEifie Af¥fexvr v oM <armer), SEdd? & 949
(Fas & CGIT/LC/R/114/2017) =t St&T T stqerass | famamar 1 2, Thiiard it & ST shva 1 9ehie
T FFe FIT F 1 27.07.2022 T ITH g1 AT |

[&. TeT-42011/62/2017-T54% ($77)]
A%, Rteg, o afr

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 740.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/114/2017) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager (O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/62/2017-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/114/2017
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
Versus

The General Manager(O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur(Chhattisgarh)-495001.
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2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62, Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 4/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No. L-
42011/62/2017-IR(DU) The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the
principal employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Smt. Karuna Bai W/o
Shri Jeevan lal and not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh
Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names
workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.

4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

TS faoett, 29 =TS, 2022
FLAT, T4 .—i=nfis Rars afafmm, 1947 (1947 #7 14) £ a7 17 F sqew §, =407
LA TIIaes, (A7 U TH), TACd !, o, Feamm (8.97.); AT Sae s a9 g6rde (99),
Foe Uy T3 Sefifaatar forfiee, druer (adh); g seee, v s ssifaafir i e
(B.I)F TG % Hag HIISIHT 3T TeTeT, FAEIE FHATRT A9GY UahdT A, FamE® (B..),5%
= gy & [ sienfre fFare & F=g a3 alfiie TSR0 Ud 5/ <RI, STadqL & 991e
(F=f /=T CGIT/LC/R/115/2017) T SH€T T sTerwre & fo@mar a7 §, TH1ierd Tl g S shea T qeahie

T e FHIT o A1 27.07.2022 T ITH g1 AT |

[, TeT-42011/63/2017-1$ 4 ($17)]
. %, Rertey, s At



1522 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : AUGUST 13, 2022/SRAVANA 22, 1944 [PART I1—SEC. 3(ii)]

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 741.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/115/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager (O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/63/2017-1R(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/115/2017
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union,Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
\ersus

The General Manager (O&M)
NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.

2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62, Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 4/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42011/63/2017-1IR)DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the
principal employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Shri Ranjeet Ram S/o Shri
Mahesh Ram and not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh
Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names
workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.



[ATT H—ug 3(ii)] AT T TSIA ;3R 13, 2022/4A1907 22, 1944 1523

4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

S faoett, 29 §[=ITE, 2022
FAT. 742 = @A staf==m, 1947 (1947 FT 14) H¥ &R=T 17 F AT H, Feald
LA WAL, (A1 U UH), T, Hioq, "emqe (2.7.); daih Taeh s /e Haree (799),
HHE U R St ferffes, qroet (Fdh); aRASET 969w, U S S e faame
(Z.I.)F JaGTT & Hag AT T FLAE, FAIE FHATT ASGL THaT A, AR (B.9),%
F= orqay § e st e & e e e i¥fexvr v oM <rmer, SEd? & 9491
(Fs "#=AaT CGIT/LC/R/117/2017) =t ST o stqawes | faamam 74T 8, T8 FTdt g ST el T qLahte

T Tl FH F 912 27.07.2022 F7 I g1 AT |

[, TeT-42011/89/2017-T5 4 (F17)]
<. %. Ry, o atm

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 742.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/117/2017) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager (O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/89/2017-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/117/2017
Present: P.K.Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
\ersus

The General Manager (O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.
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2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62, Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ... Management
AWARD
(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 9/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42011/89/2017-IR(DU) The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Shri Yagya Kumar S/o Shri Kashiram
and not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta
Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above hames workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.

4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

TE faeedt, 29 S[@ITE, 2022
T, 743 M=t fFamE staf==m, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) FT &I 17 F AT H, Fwald
ILFH A a, (3 U2 UH), T, HOq, FEame (.9.); dfaiss Y69 T 7e S9ree (799),
Fad war e Seitator frfiee, Aruer (ft); TR e, v g st e faem
(B.) & JagaT & gag FASTH T Teqel, BAERE FHART ASGL UadT a4, Feamaw (2.71.),%
= g § [fae senfs TaE § =607 awar Aefie Afdeer 16 sM <arad, Fadq e & 91
(F=sF /=T CGIT/LC/R/118/2017) T SHET T3 sTerwres & fo@mar 7147 §, TH1ierd Tl g S shea i qehie

T Al FHI % 912 27.07.2022 FT I g AT |

[¥. Te1-42011/90/2017-3rE=1% (17)]
<. =, fgany, sEaE
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New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 743.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/118/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager(O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/90/2017-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/118/2017
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
\ersus

The General Manager (O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.

2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62, Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 9/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.
L-42011/90/2017-IR(DU) The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the
principal employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Smt. Brihaspati Bai ,W/O
Shri Dilmohan and not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh
Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names
workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.
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4. The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20.7.2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

% faoett, 29 =TS, 2022

FLAT. 744 —si=ntie fFare Afaf@{awT 1947 (1947 &1 14) Ft a7 17 F OO §, Feald
AT AT (AT TS UH), TASIET, H9q, FAme (2.97.); AT Taes® o7 a19a S9ree (79),
FEH U T Sefitatr forfees, Jret (qft); aRASET gEes, U S Seitatr e e
(Z.T.)F TAITT % Hag  FATSTH] T LA, TR FHART ASGL THaT A, FAaE® (B..),%
= sqay | [fee i Fae 7w awEr e Afeer Ud 3/ <[ried, Saaqe & 941e
(7= 5=ar CGIT/LC/R/120/2017) ﬁ@mﬁ?wﬁmwé, TERTIOTT AT § ST e TLRTT
T HIFe FIUT F A1 27/07/2022 7 ITH g1 A7 |

[&. TeT-42011/65/2017-154% (F17)]
1. %, Reriey, s at

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 744.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/120/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager(O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and President, Chhattisgarh Karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/65/2017-1R(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/120/2017
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ....Workman
Versus

The General Manager (O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur(Chhattisgarh)-495001.
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2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62, Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 9/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42011/65/2017-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Smt./ Arati W/o Shri Firtu and not
paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta Union,
Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.

4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20-7-2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

e fawetY, 29 TS, 2022

FAT. 745.—3=NR faara stfafaas, 1947 (1947 F7 14) Y 9T 17 % AT H, Feal T AT
HAETIEEH (AT U UH), TALI T, HOq, @A (2..); A Taeeh i 7 9qre+ (THE), J69 U
T S ferffes, qrusT (i), aRESET Jaes, 1T 3w St fofves e (2.) %
TG & HIG [HASThT AT LT, A FHAT AGL TahdT A, AR (.9.),% o= qaer
# Afdy sirenfs fFare § FeT g i Ao a5 <rrel, FTadqY & 9=Te (V3% §eT
CGIT/LC/R/121/2017) T ST o SIqawa # [R@TT TAT &, THIAT FIAT & ST Hea(d GLH1L 00 TR HIOT
& |1 27/07/2022 T ITH g 4TI

[€. TA-42011/66/2017-3T==1 (1))
2. %, Rwig, sEw gt
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New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 745.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/121/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager (O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and President, Chhattisgarh Karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/66/2017-1R(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/121/2017
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union,Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
Versus

The General Manager(O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.

2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62,Noida(U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 9/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification
N0.42011/66/2017(IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Shri Geetaram S.o Shri Sonuram and not
paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta Union,
Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.
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4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20-7-2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

7% fReet, 29 S[eTE, 2022

FAT. 746.—T= Fame sttef==m, 1947 (1947 F71 14) &t =T 17 F ATELT H, Feald
ALHRTT HETIaerah, (AT U UH), T, #Huq, fSema e (=2.77.); afafies seys i o g9 (S99),
HEH T TR Sear forfies, Fiuet (Tf); TRATSHT Jaesd, TR SR Seianr e femee
(BT) F TG Gag AR ST LT, RS FAAT AL ThaT A4, e @ (=.0), *
= sqay | [fee e Fae 7w awEr i Afaer Ud 379 <r-ied, Saaq? & 9491e
(Fes "#=AT CGIT/LC/R/122/2017) &1 ST o6 Sqeraeh H [R@TET AT 8, THRIAT FIAT § ST hea 1 T
T Tl FH F 9127 27.07.2022 F7 IT7 g1 AT |

[5. TT-42011/67/2017-3m7 (F11)]
. %. Rwie, wa wfm

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 746.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/122/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager(O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and the President, Chhattisgarh karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/67/2017-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/122/2017
Present: P.K. Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union,Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
Versus

The General Manager(O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.
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2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62, Noida (U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 9/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42011/67/2017-1R(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Smt. Teras Bai, W/o Shri Ramcharan and
not paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta
Union, Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.

4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20-7-2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

S faoett, 29 =TS, 2022

FIAT. 747 —==ire Fame srteaf==m, 1947 (1947 F71 14) &t =T 17 F ATEL H, Feald
ILFHY ETIaeah(3 U UH), TALdHT, #oq, e (2.91.); dfafias Tau® i 7 99re+ (9E),
Foe U7 T3 Sefifaati forfies, druer (adh); afReErsET yeee, v S ssifaafi e fAeme
(B.) F TIGAT % GG FATSHI T LT, BATENE HHALN ASGL UHhdT A9, FamE@® (B.1.),5%
= gy & [ st Fere § FeT awwr el Ao ud M <Ired, Sadqe & 9=
(F=sf /=T CGIT/LC/R/123/2017) =T ST T siqerass ® f@mam 3T 8, W9 FXdl § ST el Ay
T e FIUT o AT 27/07/2022 T ITH g1 AT |

[. TA1-42011/68/2017-3r=% (17)]
<. . f{ary, sEw A
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New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 747.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/123/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager (O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/s
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and President, Chhattisgarh Karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/68/2017-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/123/2017
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union,Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
Versus

The General Manager(O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.

2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62,Noida(U.P.)-201301

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 9/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42011/68/2017-1R(DU). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Shri Chhatrapal, S/o shri Pusau Ram and not
paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta Union,
Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.
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4. The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence
holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20-7-2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

7% fReet, 29 S[eTE, 2022

FAT. 748.—f= Fame sttearf==m, 1947 (1947 F71 14) &t =T 17 F ATELT H, Feald
ALHRTT T, (AT U UH), T, #Huq, fSema e (2.97.); afafies sey i ame g6 (S99),
Fee uT 2T Sffaafi forfaes, droer (dh); aREsET vEaew, e S Sshfaafar ffiee ffam
(B.T.) % YHIAT & GG [HATSTRT AT FeTel, FEIE FHATN ASGL ThdT a4, FaEqe (F.T.), &
= sy | [fee e Gee #§ FT aewr e AfRe0 Ud 5/ <-Te, Saaq? & 9491
(F9 "#=AaT CGIT/LC/R/105/2017) &1 ST o Siqeraeh H [Q@TET AT 8, THRIAT FIAT § ST hea 1 T
T Tl FH F 9127 27.07.2022 F7 IT7 g1 AT |

[€. Te1-42011/53/2017-r$7 (310)]
€. . Ruig, s afm

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 748.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/105/2017) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour—Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The General Manager(O&M), NTPC, Seepat, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Additional Manager &HR (Head), M/S
Era Infra Engineering Ltd., Noida (U.P.); The Project Manager, Era Infra Engineering Ltd. Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)
and President, Chhattisgarh karamachari Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh), which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/53/2017-IR(DU)]

D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/105/2017
Present: P.K.Srivastava, H.J.S..( Retd)

Shri Omprakash Gangotri

President, Chhattisgarh Karmachari

Mazdoor Ekta Union, Bilaspur

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001 ...Workman
Versus

The General Manager (O&M)

NTPC, Seepat

PO-Ujjwal Nagar,

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001.

2. Additional Manager & HR (Head)
M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.C-56/41
Sector-62, Noida (U.P.)-201301



[ATT H—ug 3(ii)] AT T TSIA ;3R 13, 2022/4A1907 22, 1944 1533

3. The Project Manager
Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
NTPC, Seepat Site,
PO-Ujjwal Nagar,
Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh)-495001. ...Management
AWARD
(Passed on 20-7-2022)

As per letter dated 4/8/2017 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of 1.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42011/53/2017-IRDU. The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part or M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd. A contractor working under the principal
employer at NTPC, Seepat site in terminating the workman namely Shri Tikaram S/o Shri Dukalu and not
paying the terminal benefits as espoused by the President of Chhattisgarh Karmachari Mazdoor Ekta Union,
Bilaspur is legal and justified. If not, what relief the above names workman is entitled to? .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties.

2. The workman side appeared through its learned counsel on 10-7-2019. The management learned counsel
also appeared on the same date. The learned counsel for Management Party No.2 i.e. M/s Era Infra Engineering Ltd.
Filed its compliance on 25-10-2019. The workman side did not file any statement of claim. They were given last
chance for filing statement of claim vide order dated 25-10-2019 even then the workman side did not care to file
statement of claim till date. Today none was present from the side of the workman.

3. Since no statement of claim was preferred from the side of the workman, the Management No.1 and No.2
also preferred not to file any written statement of defence.
4, The initial burden to prove his case lies on the workman in which the workman has miserably failed. Hence

holding the claim of the workman not proved the reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is
answered accordingly.

5. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-
A.The action of the management as mentioned in the reference is held to be just and proper.
B.The workman is held entitled to no relief.

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 20-7-2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

TE faeedt, 29 S[ITE, 2022

FIAT. 749, == fFame srfearf==m, 1947 (1947 F71 14) &t =T 17 F ATEL H, Feald
TCHRTT T2, 2131491, 72781 9 Yoy FHaer, 98 faoedl, g gled & aad Yrzae fofies, 98 faodl, &
T F Heg fAATert e oft ger =g, FETR, F A aqay § [ e awwr st st
g~ A9 AATAI-1 7% et % 991 (629 dea1 251/2018) &t s o srqerasd § e 17 g, e

FIAT § ST a1 HLHIT 1 TG HIAT % G127 08.07.2022 T ITH g1 AT |
[¥. T1-42012/112/2018-3rE17 (17)]
. . gy, A7 At

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022
S.0. 749.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 251/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court — I New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
I.T.D.C through chairman cum Managing Director, New Delhi,; Hotel Sleepwell Private Limited, New Delhi and Shri
Mool Chand, worker, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on
08.07.2022.

[No. L-42012/112/2018-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, NEW DELHI
Present: Smt. Parnita Mohanty
ID.NO. 251/2018

Sh. Mool Chand (Chef De Rang) S/o Late Sh. Ishwar
R/o A-168, Raja Park Dewali

Delhi-110062 ...Workman
Versus
1. I.T.D.C through its chairman cum Managing Director
Scope Building, Core 8, 6th Floor,
New Delhi
2. Hotel Sleepwell Pvt. Ltd.

Room No. 12 2nd Floor, Block No. 11,
CGO Complex, Lodhi Road,
New Delhi- 110003 ...Management
AWARD
In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No. L-
42012/112/2018-1R-(DU) dated 07/09/2018 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of
the Act, for adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the option of VRS dated 14.11.2002, exercised by the workman Sh. Mool Chand (Chef De Rang)
S/o Late Sh. Ishwar Dass was vitiated and invalid in law?” If yes what relief the said workman is entitled
to?”’

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file
statement of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days
of receipt of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in
the dispute. Despite directions so given, Claimant union opted not to file the claim statement with the Tribunal.

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the
postal article sent to the claimant, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal
services remained unserved in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that
the above notice was served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in
adjudication of the reference on merits.

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause
against the management, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let this
award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for
publication.

Date: 05.07.2022
PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer

< faoetl, 29 S[eITE, 2022

FTAT. 750.—=firs fare sifdf@aw, 1947 (1947 #7 14) ¥ a7 17 ¥ aq@wo §, F=4
LA HAH HIAISeedel, TT AT (TE gIed), 9, 75 faedt; =ff Tl orf, Hfted reeditaT ue
st giaas aT. forffes, 72 fReet, & gaady & dag st o «fwdt Y@ ame, grn wrasfte
ASgY &9 7 fawetl, & 9= aqae # ARy Feaa e st Afaar- 98- 9% =ramad-1 98 fGedt
F UHTE (39 §EAT 163/2020) T ST T sqeas § @ a7 8, TH1id FiTdl § ST Feald TEhTT &l
qite AT % 717 07.07.2022 T ITH g1 AT |

[&. TF-42011/103/2020-ATE4 ($17)]
1. %, Rerfey, s af
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New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 750.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 163/2020) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court—II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
M/s CPWD, Eastern Court (Guest House),Janpath, New Delhi,;Shri Praveen Sharma, Capital Outsourcing &
Management Services Pvt. Ltd.,New Delhi and Smt. Rekha Tomar, Through, Pragtisheel Mazdoor Sangh, which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 07.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/103/2020-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, NEW DELHI
Present: Smt. Pranita Mohanty

ID.NO. 163/2020
Smt. Rekha Tomar, W/o Narender Chauhan,
Through, Pragtisheel Mazdoor Sangh,
I-148 & 161, Karampura, New Delhi-110015. ...Workman
Versus
1.  M/s CPWD, Estern Court (Guest House),
Janpath, New Delhi-110001.

2. Sh. Praveen Sharma,
Capital Outsourcing & Management Services Pvt. Ltd.,
B-323/16 Sant Nagar, New Delhi-110084. ...Managements.

AWARD

In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No.L-
42011/103/2020 IR (DU) dated 21.09.2020 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of
the Act, for adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under:

“Whether the services of the worker Smt. Rekha Tomar, W/o Narender Chauhan represented through
Pragatisheel Mazdoor Sangh, New Delhi vide letter dated 17.07.2017 have been terminated illegally and /or
unjustifiably by the managements of CAPITAL outsourcing and Management Services Pvt. Ltd., New Delhi
(contractor) under CPWD, Easter Court (Guest House) Janpath, New Delhi? If yes, to what relief is she
entitled and what directions are necessary in this regard?”

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file
statement of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days
of receipt of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in
the dispute. Despite directions so given, Claimant union opted not to file the claim statement with the Tribunal.

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the
postal article sent to the claimant, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal
services remained unserved in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that
the above notice was served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on her behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in
adjudication of the reference on merits.

4, Since the workman has neither put in her appearance nor has she led any evidence so as to prove her cause
against the management, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let this
award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for
publication.

Date:  4th July, 2022
PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 751.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 52/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court — I New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
Jamia Hamdard University, Jamia Nagar, New Delhi,; M/s. Peregrine Security Pvt. Ltd., Udhyog Vihar, Haryana and
Shri Niranjan Singh & Others, worker, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central
Government on 14.07.2022.

[No. L-42011/110/2020-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, NEW DELHI
Present: Smt. Parnita Mohanty

ID.NO. 52/2021
Sh. Niranjan Singh & Others
Through Bhartiya labour Union, B-86,
Sanjay Colony Road, Okhla Phase-IlI,
Delhi-110020 ...Workman
Versus
1. Jamia Hamdard University.
Jamia Nagar, New Delhi-110062.

2. MJs. Peregrine Security Pvt. Ltd.
Plot No. 458, Udhyog Vihar, Phase-V,
Gurgaon Near Post Office,
Haryana-122001. ...Management
AWARD

In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No. L-42011/110/2020-IR-
(DU) dated 05/11/2020 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Act, for adjudication of a
dispute, terms of which are as under:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the dispute raised by Bhartiya Labour Union vide letter dated 08.06.2017 that the services of the workers
mentioned in letter dated 08.06.2017 have been terminated by the management of M/s Peregrine Security Private
Limited, Haryana (contractor) under Jamia Hamdard University, New Delhi illegally and/or unjustifiably is proper, legal
and justified and if so, to what relief are they entitled and what directions are necessary in regard?”

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file statement of claim,
complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of the reference order
and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. Despite directions so given,
Claimant union opted not to file the claim statement with the Tribunal.
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3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the managements. Neither the postal article
sent to the claimant, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services remained unserved
in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the above notice was served upon the
claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his
behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in adjudication of the reference on merits.

4. Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause against the
management, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let this award be sent to the
appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication.

Date: 04.07.2022.
PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 29h July, 2022

S.0. 752.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 160/2020) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court—II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
NBCC Limited, NBCC Placement, New Delhi,; Any Time Security, Tuglakabad Extension, New Delhi and Shri Ravi
Kumar, Through Rashtriya Trade Employees Congress, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the
Central Government on 07.07.2022.

[No. L-42012/13/2020-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, NEW DELHI

Present: Smt. Pranita Mohanty
ID.NO.160/2020
Shri Ravi Kumar, S/o Sh. Murari Lal,
Through — Rashriya Trade Employees Congress,
52-C, Okhla Estate, Phase-111, New Delhi-110029. ...Workman
Versus

1. NBCC Ltd.

NBCC Placement, V.P Marg,

Lodhi Road, Pragati Vihar, New Delhi-110003.

2. Any Time Security,
TA -01, Main Okhla Road,
Tuglakabad Extension, New Delhi-110019. ...Managements
AWARD

In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide reference No.
L-42012/13/2020 IR(DU) dated 15.09.2020 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of
the Act, for adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under:
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“Whether the termination of the services of the workman Sh. Ravi Kumar S/o Shri Murari Lal as raised
through Rashtriya Trade Employees Congress by the management of M/s NBCC Limited and M/s Any time
Security is proper, legal and justified? If yes, to what relief is he entitled and what directions are necessary in
this respect?”

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file
statement of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days
of receipt of the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in
the dispute. Despite directions so given, Claimant union opted not to file the claim statement with the Tribunal.

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the management. Neither the
postal article sent to the claimant, referred above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal
services remained unserved in the period, referred above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that
the above notice was served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the
proceedings. No claim statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that the workman is not interested in
adjudication of the reference on merits.

4, Since the workman has neither put in his appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove his cause
against the management, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let this
award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for
publication.

Date: 4th July, 2022.
PRANITA MOHANTY, Presiding Officer

7% feet, 29 S[erTE, 2022

FTAT. 753 —dr=nfirs fFare afaffam, 1947 (1947 #71 14) ¥ a1 17 ¥ aq@wo §, =417
AL AEET q9d, HFET W9 e, FILST HATAT, LR A, WA, Faems, 56T 2o a1, F9=T
HATAT, ALHRTE AT, THAT AREE, TAT, AT Ha9h, FET Ta A8 T90er geom, (Beam) #7,
FAT LT FIE, FRAT, F TAIAT 6 G5 WIS AT =T qaq 97, AR, F S qqae § [ieg
AENRE Fam § Feg gea JAefie Sftaxvl Ud s/ <ared, Saaq® & d=re (Ha9 §eqr
CGIT/LC/R/114/2004) =T SrET T siqeras # fS@mar 77 §, THiiad w2l § S el JCahtd &l 9iee
FHT o AT 28.06.2022 FT ITH g3 AT |

[¥. TH-42012/274/2003-3T5=m7 (FTTH-11)]
. %, RRary, sav afua

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 753.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/114/2004) of the Central Government Industrial-
Tribunal-cum Labour Court — Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The Member Secretary, Central Silk Board, Ministry of Textile, Govt. of India, Bangalor,; The Director
Central Silk Board, Ministry of Textile, Govt. of India, Ranchi Jharkhand, Ranchi,; The Assistant Director, Central
Tasar Research Training Institute, (Extension Centre, Central Silk Board, Korba, and Shri Bhuvan Pal, Worker,
which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 28.06.2022.

[No. L-42012/274/2003-IR(CM-11)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/114/2004
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S. ( Retd)

Shri Bhuvan Pal,

S/o Shri Pawanath,

Village Rampur, Via Katghora,

District Korba (Chhattisgarh) ...Workman
\ersus

The Member Secretary,

Central Silk Board,

Ministry of Textile, Govt. of India,

C.S.B Complex , BTM Lay Out

Medivala, Bangalor-560068.

The Director

Central Silk board,
Ministry of Textile,

Gouvt. of India,

Cillage, PO-Piska Nagadi,
Ranchi Jharkhand,

Ranchi 825303.

The Assistant Director,

Central Tasar Research Training Institute,

(Extension Centre, Central Silk Board,

Village and PO Katghora,

District Korba-495449 ...Management
AWARD

(Passed on 14-6-2022)

As per letter dated 8/11/2004 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L-
42012/274/2003-IR(CM-II). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action of the management of Central Tasar Research and Training Institute(under Silk
Board) in terminating the services of Shr Bhuvan Pal, S/o Shri Pawanath and regularising the services of
his juniors overlooking his seniority is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled
to?.”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties. Both the parties have
filed their respective statement of claim/defence.

2. The case of the workman as stated in his statement of claim is that the workman was working in the Rampur
Farm of Management  under O.P.No.3 i.e. The Assistant Director, Central Tasar Research Training
Institute(Extension Centre) Central Silk board since 1983 and engaged in rearing work for so many years. The non-
applicants collected employees provident fund subscriptions from his wages regularly till 2001 but never supplied the
EPF slips. The workman approached the management to regularize his services but the Management terminated his
services instead of regularizing without any notice or compensation which is against law. The workman raised a
dispute before the Assistant Labour Commissioner Central Bilaspur. After failure of conciliation, the reference was
sent by the Central Government to this Tribunal for adjudication. According to the Workman the action of
management in terminating the workman without any notice or compensation or inquiry is illegal and arbitrary
because the workman had completed continuous service of more than 240 days in every year including the year
preceding the date of his termination. It is violative of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act,1947(hereinafter
referred to as the word’Act’). Accordingly the workman has prayed that setting aside his termination, he be
reinstated with all back wages and benefits.

3. The case of management in brief is that the Management is a Research Institute engaged in production of
tasar silkworm basic seed, production of seed cocoons by conducting rearing’s of tasar silk worms, raising and
maintenance of eco plantation of tasar food plants; and training of farmers and rearer's. It cannot be said to be an
industry within the meaning of Section 2(j) of the Act. It is also the case of the Management that each season the daily
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wagers are engaged for conducting seasonal activity generally from 45 to 50 days in one spell. It never extends to 140
days in three spell in a year. After completion of one season, the daily wagers are discontinued. The are engaged
from labour market and paid on daily basis. The workman might also be one of the daily wager. He has not been
appointed against any vacancy following the recruitment procedure. Hence his dis-engagement does not fall under
Section 2(o0) (b) of the Act. The workman is not entitled to be regularized in the light of the law laid down by
Hon’ble the Apex Court in the case of State of M.P. & Others Vs. Lalit Kumar Verma(2007) 1 SCC 575.
Accordingly the management has prayed that the reference be answered against the workman.

4, The workman has filed rejoinder, wherein he has reiterated his claim as mentioned in his statement of claim.
The workman filed an application for directing the Management to produce original documents as mentioned in the
application and affidavit which was allowed by my learned Predecessor. It was also mentioned in the order allowing
the application that in case the management fails to produce these documents summoned, the workman shall be at
liberty to prove these documents by way of secondary evidence.

5. The workman filed his affidavit as his examination in chief. He was cross-examined by learned counsel for
the Management. The workman did not care to prove any photocopy documents. The Management has not examined
any witness.

6. None appeared from the side of the workman at the time of argument. No written argument was filed. | have
heard arguments of Shri R.C.Shrivastava, learned counsel for the Management and have gone through the record.

7. The Reference is the issue, for determination in the case in hand.”

8. The pleadings of the parties have been elaborated earlier. Before entering into merits, the following

provisions (Section 2(j), 2(00)(b), 25B and 25F of the of Industrial Disputes Act,1947) are being referred as follows: -

Section 2(j) “INDUSTRY” MEANS ANY BUSINESS, TRADE, UNDERTAKING,
MANUFACTURE OR CALLING OF EMPLOYERS AND INCLUDES ANY CALLING,
SERVICE, EMPLOYMENT, HANDICRAFT, OR INDUSTRIAL OCCUPATION OR
AVOCATION OF WORKMEN;

2[(00) “retrenchment” means the termination by the employer of the service of a workman for
any any reason whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment inflicted by way of disciplinary
action, but does not include— (a) voluntary retirement of the workman;

or (b) retirement of the workman on reaching the age of superannuation if the contract of
employment between the employer and the workman concerned contains a stipulation in that
behalf;

Section 25 B:-
Definition of continuous service.-

(1) a workman shall be said to be in continuous service for a period if he is, for that period, in
uninterrupted service, including service which may be interrupted on account of sickness or
authorised leave or an accident or a strike which is not illegal, or a lock-out or a cessation of
work which is not due to any fault on the part of the workman; (2) where a workman is not in
continuous service within the meaning of clause (1) for a period of one year or six months, he
shall be deemed to be in continuous service under an employer- (a) for a period of one year, if
the workman, during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the date with reference to
which calculation is to be made, has actually worked under the employer for not less than- (i)
one hundred and ninety days in the case of a workman employed below ground in a mine; and
(ii) two hundred and forty days, in any other case; (b) for a period of six months, if the
workman, during a period of six calendar months preceding the date with reference to which
calculation is to be made, has actually worked under the employer for not less than- (i) ninety-
five days, in the case of a workman employed below ground in a mine; and (ii) one hundred
and twenty days, in any other case.

25F. Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen.- No workman employed in any
industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year under an employer
shall be retrenched by that employer until- (a) the workman has been given one month's
notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the period of notice has expired,
or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the notice: 1[***]
(b) the workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be
equivalent to fifteen days' average pay 2[for every completed year of continuous service] or
any part thereof in excess of six months; and (c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on
the appropriate Government 3[or such authority as may be specified by the appropriate
Government by notification in the Official Gazette.]
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9. In the light of the decision of Hon’ble the Apex court in the case of Bangalore Water Supply Board Vs.
A. Rajappa and Others, AIR (1978)SC 553, the Management is an industry as defined in the Act and is held
accordingly.

10. For getting his termination declared against law the workman has to prove firstly his continuous engagement
for 240 days or more in a year atleast in the year preceding the date of his dis-engagement and secondly that his
services were terminated without any notice or compensation.

11. As regards the point of continuous service, there is on record the self serving statement of workman on oath.
The workman side has not cared to prove the photocopy documents though they were given permission to prove it by
way of secondary evidence. In his affidavit as his examination in chief, he has reiterated his case as mentioned above.
He has stated that he was first engaged on 10/4/1983 and disengaged on 15/7/1999. In his cross examination, he
admitted that he had worked only for four to five months in a year for which he as paid. Hence it is held that the
workman could not prove his continuous engagement for 240 days in a year as defined under Section 25B of the Act.
The fact that he was dis-engaged without any notice or compensation is not disputed between the parties. In the light
of the above finding, the dis-engagement of the workman is held not against law. Consequently, the workman is held
not entitled to any relief.

12. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-

A. The action of the management “of Central Tasar Research and Training Institute (under Silk
Board) in terminating the services of Shri Bhuvan Pal, S/o Shri Pawanath and regularising the
services of his juniors overlooking his seniority is held not against law.

B. The workman is held entitled to no relief.

13. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 14-6-2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 754.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/LC/R/92/2004) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court-Jabalpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The Member Secretary, Central Silk Board, Ministry of Textile, Govt. of India, Bangalor,; The Director,
Silk board, Ministry of Textile, Govt. of India, Ranchi Jharkhand, Ranchi,; The Assistant Director, Central Tasar
Research Training Institute, (Extension Centre, Central Silk Board, Korba, and Shri Sohan Das, Worker, which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 28.06.2022.

[No. L-42012/277/2003-IR(CM-I1)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

NO. CGIT/LC/R/92/2004
Present: P. K. Srivastava, H.J.S. ( Retd)

Shri Sohan Das,

S/o Shri Harbhajan Das

Village Rampur, Via Katghora,

District Korba (Chhattisgarh) ...Workman
Versus

The Member Secretary,

Central Silk Board,

Ministry of Textile, Govt. of India,

C.S.B Complex , BTM Lay Out

Medivala, Bangalor-560068.

The Director

Central Silk board,

Ministry of Textile,

Govt. of India,

Village, PO-Piska Nagadi,

Ranchi Jharkhand, Ranchi 825303.

The Assistant Director,
Central Tasar Research Training Institute,
(Extension Centre,Central Silk Board,
Village and PO Katghora,
District Korba-49544
AWARD
(Passed on 14-6-2022)

As per letter dated 13/8/2004 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L
42012/277/2003-IR(CM-I1). The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action of the management of Central Tasar Research and Training Institute(under Silk
Board) in terminating the services of Sh. Sohan Das, S/o Shri Hharbhajan Das and regularising the
services of his juniors overlooking his seniority is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is
entitled to?” .”

1. After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties. Both the parties have
filed their respective statement of claim/defence.

2. The case of the workman as stated in his statement of claim is that the workman was working in the Rampur
Farm of Management under O.P.No.3 i.e. The Assistant Director, Central Tasar Research Training
Institute(Extension Centre) Central Silk board since 1984 and engaged in rearing work for so many years. The non-
applicants collected employees provident fund subscriptions from his wages regularly till 2001 but never supplied the
EPF slips. The workman approached the management to regularize his services but the Management terminated his
services instead of regularizing without any notice or compensation which is against law. The workman raised a
dispute before the Assistant Labour Commissioner Central Bilaspur. After failure of conciliation, the reference was
sent by the Central Government to this Tribunal for adjudication. According to the Workman the action of
management in terminating the workman without any notice or compensation or inquiry is illegal and arbitrary
because the workman had completed continuous service of more than 240 days in every year including the year
preceding the date of his termination. It is violative of Section 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act,1947(hereinafter
referred to as the word’Act’). Accordingly the workman has prayed that setting aside his termination, he be
reinstated with all back wages and benefits.

3. The case of management in brief is that the Management is a Research Institute engaged in production of
tasar silkworm basic seed, production of seed cocoons by conducting rearing’s of tasar silk worms, raising and
maintenance of eco plantation of tasar food plants; and training of farmers and rearer's. It cannot be said to be an
industry within the meaning of Section 2(j) of the Act. It is also the case of the Management that each season the daily
wagers are engaged for conducting seasonal activity generally from 45 to 50 days in one spell. It never extends to 140



[ATT H—ug 3(ii)] AT T TSIA ;3R 13, 2022/4A1907 22, 1944 1543

days in three spell in a year. After completion of one season, the daily wagers are discontinued. The are engaged
from labour market and paid on daily basis. The workman might also be one of the daily wager. He has not been
appointed against any vacancy following the recruitment procedure. Hence his dis-engagement does not fall under
Section 2(00) (b) of the Act. The workman is not entitled to be regularized in the light of the law laid down by
Hon’ble the Apex Court in the case of State of M.P. & Others Vs. Lalit Kumar Verma(2007) 1 SCC 575.
Accordingly the management has prayed that the reference be answered against the workman.

4. The workman has filed rejoinder, wherein he has reiterated his claim as mentioned in his statement of claim.
The workman filed an application for directing the Management to produce original documents as mentioned in the
application and affidavit which was allowed by my learned Predecessor. It was also mentioned in the order allowing
the application that in case the management fails to produce these documents summoned, the workman shall be at
liberty to prove these documents by way of secondary evidence.

5. The workman filed his affidavit as his examination in chief. He was cross-examined by learned counsel for
the Management. The workman did not care to prove any photocopy documents. The Management has not examined
any witness.

6. None appeared from the side of the workman at the time of argument. No written argument was filed. | have
heard arguments of Shri R.C.Shrivastava, learned counsel for the Management and have gone through the record.

7. The Reference is the issue, for determination in the case in hand.”

8. The pleadings of the parties have been elaborated earlier. Before entering into merits, the following

provisions (Section 2(j), 2(00)(b), 25B and 25F of the of Industrial Disputes Act,1947) are being referred as follows: -

Section 2(j) “INDUSTRY” MEANS ANY BUSINESS, TRADE, UNDERTAKING, MANUFACTURE
OR CALLING OF EMPLOYERS AND INCLUDES ANY CALLING, SERVICE, EMPLOYMENT,
HANDICRAFT, OR INDUSTRIAL OCCUPATION OR AVOCATION OF WORKMEN;

2[(00) “retrenchment” means the termination by the employer of the service of a workman for any any
reason whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment inflicted by way of disciplinary action, but does not
include— (@) voluntary retirement of the workman;

or (b) retirement of the workman on reaching the age of superannuation if the contract of
employment between the employer and the workman concerned contains a stipulation in that behalf;

Section 25 B:-
Definition of continuous service.-

(1) a workman shall be said to be in continuous service for a period if he is, for that period, in
uninterrupted service, including service which may be interrupted on account of sickness or
authorised leave or an accident or a strike which is not illegal, or a lock-out or a cessation of work
which is not due to any fault on the part of the workman; (2) where a workman is not in continuous
service within the meaning of clause (1) for a period of one year or six months, he shall be deemed to
be in continuous service under an employer- (a) for a period of one year, if the workman, during a
period of twelve calendar months preceding the date with reference to which calculation is to be made,
has actually worked under the employer for not less than- (i) one hundred and ninety days in the case
of a workman employed below ground in a mine; and (ii) two hundred and forty days, in any other
case; (b) for a period of six months, if the workman, during a period of six calendar months preceding
the date with reference to which calculation is to be made, has actually worked under the employer for
not less than- (i) ninety-five days, in the case of a workman employed below ground in a mine; and (ii)
one hundred and twenty days, in any other case.

25F. Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen.- No workman employed in any industry who
has been in continuous service for not less than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by
that employer until- (a) the workman has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the
reasons for retrenchment and the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of
such notice, wages for the period of the notice: 1[***] (b) the workman has been paid, at the time of
retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to fifteen days' average pay 2[for every
completed year of continuous service] or any part thereof in excess of six months; and (c) notice in the
prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government 3[or such authority as may be specified
by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette.]

9. In the light of the decision of Hon’ble the Apex court in the case of Bangalore Water Supply Board Vs.
A. Rajappa and Others, AIR (1978)SC 553, the Management is an industry as defined in the Act and is held
accordingly.
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10. For getting his termination declared against law the workman has to prove firstly his continuous engagement
for 240 days or more in a year atleast in the year preceding the date of his dis-engagement and secondly that his
services were terminated without any notice or compensation.

11. As regards the point of continuous service, there is on record the self serving statement of workman on oath.
The workman side has not cared to prove the photocopy documents though they were given permission to prove it by
way of secondary evidence. In his affidavit as his examination in chief, he has reiterated his case as mentioned above.
He has stated that he was first engaged on 4/1/1984 and disengaged on 15/7/1999. In his cross examination, he
admitted that he had worked only for four to five months in a year for which he as paid. Hence it is held that the
workman could not prove his continuous engagement for 240 days in a year as defined under Section 25B of the Act.
The fact that he was dis-engaged without any notice or compensation is not disputed between the parties. In the light
of the above finding, the dis-engagement of the workman is held not against law. Consequently, the workman is held
not entitled to any relief.

12. On the basis of the above discussion, following award is passed:-

A. The action of the management“of Central Tasar Research and Training Institute (under Silk
Board) in terminating the services of Sh. Sohan Das, S/o Shri Bharbhajan Das and regularising
the services of his juniors overlooking his seniority is held not against law.

B. The workman is held entitled to no relief.

13. Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.

DATE: 14-6-2022
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

TE faeedt, 29 S[ATE, 2022
FAM, 755.—3A=ie fars afafmm, 1947 (1947 #1 14) £ a7 17 F oeew §, =407
LA TaEH, AT GLRE I, AR F0el, B & Taeds & G5 (Harsrehi i =1 oS e,
FIRME, o= Aqag § [M3e Fmtd e i Ao 9g- =W AEad- TG & 949e (§a9
AT 45/2014) T STET T3 e § @ 97 8, THRIAT FLAT & ST Fea T TRl G Rl F 91
12.07.2022 =T 9T g o7 |

[&F. TT-42025/7/2022-19-3TE3 (317)]
. 5%, Ry, sEv At

New Delhi, the 29th July, 2022

S.0. 755.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 45/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court - Ernakulum as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
The Manager, Government of India Press, Khannanagar P.O. Koratty, Thrissur and Shri. Shaju Antony, worker, which
was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 12.07.2022.

[No. L-42025/7/2022-19-IR(DU)]
D. K. HIMANSHU, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

Present: Shri. V. Vijaya Kumar, B.Sc, LLM, Presiding Officer.
(Friday the4™ day of April 2022, 3 Asadha 1944)
ID No. 45/2014

Workman/Union Sri. Shaju Antony
Kannampuzha House
Thirumudikkunnu
Koratty East P.O.
Thrissur— 680308
By Adv. Ashok B. Shenoy

Management : The Manager
Government of India Press
Khannanagar P.O.
Koratty
Thrissur - 680309
By Adv. C. Anil Kumar

This case coming up for final hearing on01.02.2021 and 01.12.2021 andthis Industrial Tribunal-cum-
LabourCourt on 04.04.2022 passed the following:

AWARD
1. This is an application filedU/s 2A(2) of the Industrial DisputesAct, 1947.
2. The Management is the employer of Govt of India Press which is a factory governed by the provisionsof

Factories Act, 1948. The workman was employed as an unskilled helper by the Management in the Govt of India
Press from 07.09.2009. He was employed continuously and regularly against the regular and permanent vacancy to
do regular and permanent nature of duties of unskilled helper. While so, the workman’s services were terminated on
18.07.2013 without any reason.  The workman raised an industrial dispute challenging the termination of services
before the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central). The conciliation proceedings ended in failure with no settlement
having been reached between the parties. The termination of the services of the workman by the Management
amounts to retrenchment. Though the workman worked continuously from 07.09.2009 to 18.07.2013 the
Management did not issue notice of retrenchment nor paid the workman wages in lieu of such notice as mandated by
Sec 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The Management also did not pay any retrenchment compensation
mandated U/s 25F ofthe Act. The retrenchment of the workman is therefore illegal and unjust. Employees much
junior to him in service are retained in the service of the Management. This is violation of Sec 25G of Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947.  Fresh and new hands have been employed by the Management againstthe same work and jobs
for which the workman was employed, without affording to the workman an opportunity for re-employment.Thisis
violationof Sec 25H of Industrial Disputes Act. The workmanwas treated bythe Management as a temporary and
casual workman against permanent vacancy to deprive him the status and privilege of a permanent workman. The
Managementtherefore violated the provisions of IDAct since the practice amounts to unfair labour practice prohibited
U/s 25T of the Industrial Disputes Act. Sinceretrenchment from service of the Management, the workman was
without any job.

3. The Management filed written statement denying the above allegations. Even though it is stated inthe
claim statement that the servicesof the workman was terminated on 30.09.2010 a complaint is filed before the
Conciliation Officer only on 29.07.2013. The application U/s 2A(2) of the ID Act is filed on 12.09.2014. Sec
2(A)(3) of the IDAct provides that an application U/s 2A(2) shallbe made to the Labour Court or Tribunal before
the expiry of 3 years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as
specified in Sub-sec (1). The present dispute is raised after 4 years after the alleged termination and the
industrial dispute is therefore not maintainable.

4, The Management is an organization under the Ministry of Urban Development, Govt. of India engaged
inprinting national and public documents exclusively for Govt. Govt. of India Press is not an industry coming under
thedefinition of Sec 2(j) of IDAct.

5. The workman was not employed by the Management. During 2009-10 in order to meet the exigency of
urgent work, some workers were out sourced from a local self help group, Mathruka Purushaganam Self Help Group.
An agreementwas executed with the group for supplying five unskilled helpers on daily wage basis. Necessary
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approval was taken fromthe competent authority. The workman herein is one among the 5 labourers supplied by the
Self Help Group. The Management never paid any wages to any of the workers supplied by the group. The
workman failed to implead the real employer in this dispute and therefore the dispute is to be rejected for non-joinder
of necessary parties. On completion of the urgent work, the engagement of all the outsourced unskilled workers were
discontinued w.e.f. 01.10.2010. The decision of the Management was communicated to the Self Help Group vide
letter dt.30.09.2010. The workman’s services were not terminated by the Management as he was not engaged by the
Management. During the pendency of the conciliation proceedings the workman approached the Hon'ble High Court
seeking similar reliefs by filing W.P.(C) no.25786/2013. The Secretary, Mathruka Purushaganam Self Help Group
was a party before the Hon'ble High Court. The workman withdrew the writ petition. The workman was engaged by
the contractor and therefore there is no termination of service by the Management as alleged by the workman. Since
there is no employer- employee relationship between the workman and the Management, the Management is not liable
to issue notice, notice pay or compensation to the workman. In the agreement entered into between the Management
and the Self Help Group, it was made clear that no claim shall lie against the Management for regular posts for those
engaged through the group. The allegation that employees much junior in service to the workman are retained in
service by the Management is not correct. During 2011 there was some urgent additional work. Hence the services
of unskilled helpers from Mathruka Purushaganam Self Help Group and Oruma Activity group were taken. The
workman here in was one among such outsourced workers engaged from 01.08.2011. He continued to work till
18.07.2013, when the requirement of the additional workers engaged through Self Help Group were over. The
additional work load was not perennial in nature and there is no requirement of unskilled workers on a permanent
basis. The allegation regarding unfair labour practice is false and therefore denied. The workman worked for wages
through Self Help Group from 01.08.2011 to 18.07.2013 in the Management company. In 2013 the workman
approached the Hon’ble Central Administrative Tribunal, Ernakulam  Bench seeking similar relief in
0.A.n0.678/2013. The Hon’bleTribunal dismissed the application vide order dt.23.07.2013. Thereis a specific
finding by the Tribunal that the workman was engaged through a contractor. The attempt of the workman is to get a
back door entry in Govt service in violation of the dictum laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in State of
Karnataka and others Vs Uma Devi and others, 2006 (4)SCC 1.

6. The workman filed I.A. N0.54/2015 seeking to amend the claim petition filed by him in view of certain
inadvertent mistakes that crept into the claim application. The workman sought to substitute the date appearing as
30.09.2010 in various paras as 18.07.2013. The Management opposed the application on the ground that in the
pretext of typographical error, the workman is trying to get over the preliminary objection of limitation raised by the
Management in the written statement. This Tribunal vide order dt.07.01.2016 allowed the 1A to rectify the
typographical error in the claim application on the ground that whether the new dates in the amendmentapplication
is factually true or otherwise is a matter to be decided while consideringthe contentions in the industrial dispute.

7. In view of the amendments the Management was allowed to file additional written statement. The
Management filed the additional written statement. According to the Management the claim of the workman that his
services were terminated on 18.07.2013 is false and the same is made in order to get over the limitation prescribed in
Sec 2A(2) of the IDAct. No case has been made out by the workman to prove that he was terminated on
18.07.2013.

8. The workman filed rejoinder in line with the claim application filed by him. The workman was engaged by
the Management from 07.09.2009 till 18.07.2013. He was employed continuously and regularly against the regular
and permanent vacancy to do regular and permanent nature of duties of unskilled helper under the direct control and
supervision of the technical officers of the Press. The workman used to sign in the Muster Roll in the Management
company. The two agencies who are claimed to have supplied workmen and through whom salary was paid every
month and as also the agreement spurported to have been signed with the said agencies constitute a sham arrangement
to deny employer-employee relationship. The services of the workman was terminated on 18.07.2013 on the ground of
poor budgetary allocation from the Govt of India for making payments of salary to the workman. The termination of
the workman was effected on the plea of financial constraints as admitted by the Management before the Assistant
Labour Commissioner (Central) during conciliation proceedings. The workman is not party to the agreement waiving
the legitimate right available to the workman under the law of the land. The Management was well aware of the
dictum laid down bythe Hon'ble Supreme Court in State of Karnataka and others Vs Uma Devi and others when
they appointed the workman on 07.09.2009. The Management admitted in the written statement that the workman was
terminated on 18.07.2013.

9. After completion of pleadings the workman examined himself as WW1 and marked Exbt.W1, Exbt.M1 and
M2. The Management examined MW1 and marked Exbts.M3 to M9 through him.
10. After completion of evidence the following issues are framed for adjudication

1. Whether the industrial dispute is maintainable ?
2. Whether the termination of the services of the workman by the Management is illegal and unjust ?

3. Relief and cost ?
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11. Issue No. 1

The learned Counsel for the Management argued that the present industrial dispute is filed U/s 2A(2) of
the Industrial Dispute Act and the claim of the workman is that he was terminated from the service of the
Management on 30.09.2010. The present industrial dispute is filed on 12.09.2014. As per Sec 2A(3), an application
U/s 2A(2) shall be filed before the Labour Court or Tribunal before the expiry of 3 years from the date of discharge,
dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as specified in Sub-sec (1). Since the industrial dispute
is filed after the period of 3 years from the date of alleged termination on 30.09.2010, the industrial dispute is not
maintainable.

12. During the course of this proceedings, the workman filed an application to amend the claim statement.
Basically the amendment sought was to correct the date of termination of the workman as 18.07.2013 instead of
30.09.2010. The application for amendment was strongly opposed by the Management. However considering the fact
that the amendment application sought only to rectify the typographical error in the claim petition, the same was
allowed by this Tribunal vide order dt.07.01.2016. In the written statement filed by the Management also it was
agreed by the Management that the services of the workman was utilized through two Self Help Groups till
18.07.2013. Taking the date of termination of the workman as 18.07.2013 the claim application is filed within the
time period stipulated U/s 2A(3) of the ID Act.

Hence the preliminary objection raised by the Management is decided in favour of the workman and against
the Management.

13. Issue No. 2 & 3

The basic contention of the Management is that the workman is engaged through a contractor M/s.
Mathruka Purushaganam Self Help Group in the initial stages and later through M/s. Oruma Activity Group.
According to the learned Counsel for the Management, during the year 2009-10, to meet the exigency of some
additional work, 5 persons were engaged through M/s. Mathruka Purushaganam Self Help Group. A copy of the
agreement between the Management and M/s. Mathruka Purushaganam Self Help Group dt.28.08.2009 is produced
and marked as Exbt.M5 to substantiate their claim. The workman was one among the 5 labourers supplied by the
Self Help Group. On completion of the work, the Management disengaged the outsourced labourers w.e.f.
01.10.2010. Exbt.M4 is the communication issued by the Management to the Self Help Group informing them that
the services of the 5 casual labourers on daily wages provided by them to discharge the urgent jobs is not required
w.e.f. 01.10.2010. Subsequently in view of additional work, 5 persons were engaged through two Self Help Groups
from 01.08.2011 to 18.07.2013. The workman was one among the 5 persons deployed by the Self Help Groups and
their services were terminated vide Exbt.M3 letter dt.20.09.2013 w.e.f. 01.10.2013.  According to the learned
Counsel for the Management, the workman was engaged through the above Self Help Groups and there is no
employer-employee relationship between the Management and the workman. According to the learned Counsel for
the workman, the agreement now produced by the Management is only a sham arrangement to pay the
salary/wages to the employees and infact the workers were directly working under the supervision of the technical
officers of the Management. He also pointed out that there is no agreement between the Management and
M/s.Oruma Activity Group.

14, It is seen that the workman was engaged through M/s. Mathruka Purushaganam Self Help Group for the
period from 07.09.2009 till 01.10.2010.  Thereafter there is no contract between the Self Help Group and the
Management to extend the services of the Self Help Group but the workman continued working with the
Management from 01.08.2011 to 18.07.2013. Further it is also seen that there is no agreement between M/s. Oruma
Activity Group and the Management. The workman in his deposition had clearly stated that M/s. Oruma Activity
Group is not at all in existence and when he joined the Management during the second spell he was directly taken
by the Management, though the salary was routed through the Self Help Group. He also stated in the box that he
was doing the work of the regular employees and his work was being supervised by the officers of the Management.
He further stated that his services were terminated in view of the financial constraints of the Management. It can be
seen from the available evidence that the so called contract between the Management and the Self Help Groups was
a sham arrangement for the purpose of denying the statutory benefits to the workman. The Hon'ble Supreme Court
of India in Bhilwara Dugdh Utpadak Sahakari Sang Ltd Vs Vinod Kumar Sharma, 2011 KHC 4769
considered this kind of arrangement as a subterfuge to deny the statutory benefits to the employees. In the above
case the Management took a stand that the workmen were engaged through contract. The Hon'ble Supreme Court
held that

“Para 2. In order to avoid their liability under various labour statutes employers are very often resorting to
subterfuge by trying to show that their employees are, infact, the employees of a contractor. It is high time
that this subterfuge must come to an end.

Para 3. Labour statues were meant to protect the employees/workmen because it was realized that the
employers and the employees are not on an equal bargaining position. Hence, protection of employees was
required so that they may not be exploited. However, this new technique of subterfuge has been adopted by
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15.

some employers in recent years in order to deny the rights of the workmen under various labour statues by
showing that the concerned workmen are not their employees but are the employees/workmen of a
contractor, or that they are merely daily wage or short term or casual employees when in fact they are doing
the work of regular employees.

Para 4. This Court cannot countenance such practices any more. Globalization/liberalization in the name of
growth cannot be at the human cost of exploitation of workers “

In an earlier decision, the Hon'ble Supreme Court considered a similar question whether 29 workmen

engaged by the Management through contract can be considered as workmen of the Management. In Hussainbhai
Vs The Alath Factory Thozhilali Union, 1978 KHC 625 the Hon'ble Supreme Court held that

16.

Para 5. The true test may, with brevity, be indicated once again. Where a worker or group of workers
labourers to produce goods or services and these goods or services are for the business of another, that other
is, in fact, the employer. He has economic control over the worker’s subsistence, skill, and continued
employment.  If he, for any reason, chokes off, the worker is, virtually, laid off. The presence of
intermediate contractors with whom alone the workers have immediate or direct relationship ex contractuis
of no consequence when, on lifting the veil or looking at the conspectus of factors governing employment,
we discern the naked truth, though draped in different perfect paper arrangement, that the real employer is
the Management, not the immediate contractor. Myriad devices, half-hidden in fold after fold of legal form
depending on the degree of concealment needed,the type of industry, the local conditions and the like may be
resorted to when labour legislation casts welfare obligations on the real employer, based on Articles 38, 39,
42, 43 and 43A of the Constitution. The Court must be astute to avoid the mischief and achieve the purpose
of law and not be misled by the maya of legal appearances.

Para 6. If the livelihood of the workmen substantially depends on labour rendered to produce goods and
services for the benefit and satisfaction of an enterprise, the absence of direct relationship or the presence of
dubious intermediaries or the make-believe trappings of detachment from the Management cannot snap the
real life -bond. The story may vary but the inference defies ingenuity. The liability cannot be shaken off «.

Applying the above test to the facts of the present case, it is very clear that the workman was doing the
regular work of the Management under the supervision and control of the technical supervisors. The
Management therefore cannot plead that the workman is only a contract employee and therefore he is not
entitled to the benefits under the ID Act.

The learned Counsel for the Management pleaded that the Management is a Department of Govt and it has

to follow the recruitment and reservation rules made by the Govt for public appointments, in view of the decision of
the Hon'ble Supreme Court in State of Karnataka Vs Uma Devi, 2006 4 SCC 1. The learned Counsel for the
workman argued that the dictum laid down in the above decision is clearly distinguishable. In Ajaypal Singh Vs
Haryana Warehousing Corporation,(2015) 6 Supreme Court Cases 321 the Hon’ble Supreme Court considered the
decision in Uma Devi’s case (Supra) and held that ;

“17. In Uma Devi’s case, (3) this Court held that adherence to the rule of equality in public employment is a
basic feature of our Constitution and since rule of law is a core of our Constitution, a Court would
certainly be disabled from passing an order upholding a violation of Article 14 or in ordering the
overlooking of the need to comply with the requirements of Article 14 read with Article 16 of the
Constitution of India. The provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act and powers of the Industrial and
Labour Court provided therein were not at all under consideration in Uma Devi’s case (3). The issue
pertaining to unfair labour practice was neither the subject matter for decision nor was decided in Uma
Devi’s case.

18. We have noticed that Industrial Dispute Act is made for the settlement of industrial disputes and certain
other purposes as mentioned therein. It prohibits unfair labour practice on the part of the employer in
engaging employees as casual or temporary employees for long period without giving them the status
and privilege of permanent employees.

19. Sec 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 stipulates conditions precedent for retrenchment of
workmen. A workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than
one year under an employer is entitled to benefit under the said provisions if the employer retrenches
the workman. Such a workman cannot be retrenched until he/she is given one month notice in writing
indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the period of notice has expired or the workman has been
paid in lieu of such notice wages for the period of the notice apart from compensation which shall be
equivalent to 15 days average pay for every completed year of continuous service or any part thereof in
excess of 6 months. It also mandates the employer to serve a notice in the prescribed manner on the
appropriate Govt or such Authority as may be specified by appropriate Govt by notification in the
official Gazette. If any part of the provisions of Sec 25F is violated and the employer there by, resorts
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to unfair trade practice with the object to deprive the workman with privilege as provided under the
Act, the employer cannot justify such an action by taking a plea that the initial appointment of the
employee was in violation of Articles 14 & 16 of the Constitution of India.

[720) I
) J ]

Para 22. It is always open to the employer to issue an order of “retrenchment® on the ground that the
initial appointment of the workman was not in conformity with Article 14 &16 of the Constitution of
India or in accordance with rules. Even for retrenchment for such ground, unfair labour practice cannot
be resorted to and thereby the workman cannot be retrenched on such ground without notice, pay and
other benefits in terms of Sec 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, if continued for more than 240
days in a calendar year”.

The above decisions was also quoted with approval by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Durgapur
Casual Workers Union and others Vs Food Corporation of India and others, (2015) 5 SCC 786.
The Hon’ble Court held that an undertaking of the government which comes within the meaning of
‘industry’ or its establishment cannot justify its illegal action including unfair labour practice nor can
ask for different treatment on the ground that public undertaking is guided by Articles 14 &16 of
Constitution of India and the private industries are not guided by 14 &16 of the Constitution. In
Umrala Grama PanchayatVs Secretary, Municipal Employees Union, 2015 12 SCC 775 the
Hon’ble Supreme Court directed that the services of the workmen in that case be regularized and
made permanent since they worked for more than 240 days in a calendar year.

17. The learned Counsel for the workman argued that the services of the workman was illegally terminated by
the Management w.e.f. 18.07.2013. According to him, the termination of service of the workman resorted to by the
Management amounts to retrenchment.  Though the workman was employed continuously from 07.09.2009 to
18.07.2013, the Management failed to issue notice of retrenchment nor paid the workman wages in view of such
notice as mandated by Sec 25F of ID Act. The Management also failed to pay retrenchment compensation to the
workman.  As per Sec 25F, no workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less
than one year under the Management shall be retrenched until the workman has been given one month notice in
writing or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice wages for the period of notice. Further the workman
ought to have been paid retrenchment compensation which shall be equivalent to 15 days average pay for every
completed year of continuous service or any part thereof in excess of 6 months. As per Sec 25B, continuous service
means that the workman should have worked for 240 days for a period of one year prior to his date of termination
by the Management. It is the responsibility of the workman to prove that he was engaged for 240 days one year
immediately prior to his date of termination. In this case except for a pleading by the workman in his evidence that
he was employed by the Management continuously from 07.09.2009 to 17.07.2013 there is no evidence to support the
claim of the workman that he worked continuously for 240 days in a year immediately prior to his termination. The
workman made no attempt to discharge his initial onus by producing documents in his possession or call for the
documents from the Management to substantiate his claim that he worked for 240 days one year prior to his
termination. Though the workman claimed that he signed the Muster Roll maintained by the Management, the same
was not called for in this proceedings. Having failed to prove that the workman worked for 240 days, one year
prior to his termination, the workman cannot claim that there was violation of Sec 25F of the ID Act. The workman
pleaded that he was terminated from the services of the Management in violation of Sec 25G of the ID Act on the
ground that employees much junior in service to him were retained in service when he was terminated. The
workman did not lead any evidence to substantiate and support violation of Sec 25G. The workman also alleged that
the Management appointed fresh hands against the post held by him for doing the same job however there is
absolutely no evidence to support the claim of the workman. The workman also alleged that the Management
violated Sec 25T of ID Act by resorting to unfair labour practice.  There is no evidence to support that any
permanent or temporary employee is appointed by the Management in the place of the workman and hence there is no
basis in the allegation of the workman that Sec 25T of ID Act is violated by the Management.

18. Considering the facts, pleadings and evidence in this case, | am inclined to hold that the termination of the
workman from the service of the Management is not in violation of Sec 25F, 25G, 25H and 25T of the ID Act, 1947.

Hence the workman is not entitled to claim the benefit of reinstatement claimed in this industrial dispute.

19. Hence an award is passed holding that the workman is not entitled for any benefits claimed by him in this
industrial dispute.

The award will come into force one month after its publication in the official Gazette.
Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and passed by me on this the 4"day of April, 2022.
V. VIJAYA KUMAR, Presiding Officer
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APPENDIX

Witness for the Workman:-

WWwW1 - Sri. Shaju Antony, dt.10.10.2019

Witness for the Management:-

MW1

Sri. M. Dinakaran, dt.24.01.2020

Exhibits for the Workman:-

w1

M1

M2

True copy of certificate dt.09.07.2014 issued by the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central),
Ernakulam

Copy of order dt.23.07.2013 of Hon’ble Central Administrative Tribunal, Ernakulam Bench in
O.A. N0.678/2013

Copy of judgment dt.11.06.2014 of Hon'ble High Court of Kerala in W.P.(C) no.25786/2013

Exhibits for the Management:-

M3

M4

M5

M6

M7

M8

M9

Copy of the letter dt.20.09.2013 issued by the Management to the Secretary, Mathruka
Purushaganam and Secretary, Oruma Activity Group

Copy of the letter dt.30.09.2010 issued by the Management to the Secretary, Mathruka
Purushaganam

Copy of the agreement dt.28.08.2009 entered between the Management and Secretary, Mathruka
Purushaganam

Copy of Office Memorandum dt.29.09.2017 issued by Ministry of Housing & Urban Affairs, Govt
of India

Copy of Office Memorandum dt.06.10.2017 issued by Ministry of Housing & Urban Affairs, Govt
of India

Copy of order dt.11.12.2017 issued by Ministry of Housing & Urban Affairs, Govt of India with its
annexures

Copy of order dt.11.12.2017 issued by Ministry of Housing & Urban Affairs, Govt of India

T2 faeett, 10 3RTEd, 2022

HT.IA. 756.—i=Te faare 1=, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 B FTART H Dl TRBR T

F forT Fi e fedor & Udy 99 @ dag Ml 8 S9d dHeRI & 4k ergdy ¥ fAfdse siefie

faare # H IRHR AefD AP oz & Uare  (FaH F=T 44 /2019) DI GHIIT Rl & |

[|. TA-41011/39/2016-3TS3MT (1-1)]
2. T, FAT qiua

New Delhi, the 10th August, 2022

S.0. 756.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishe the Award (Ref. No. 44/2019) of the Cent. Govt. Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Central Organization for
Rly. Electrifcation and their workmen.

[No. L-41011/39/2016— IR(B-1)]
D. GUHA, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW
PRESENT : SOMA SHEKHAR JENA, HJS (Retd.)
1.D. No. 44/2019
Ref. No. L-41011/39/2016 - IR(B-I) dated: 14.09.2018
BETWEEN :

Sh. S. N. Srivastava, General Secretary
Rail Sewak Sangh

J-422, Indralok Colony

Kanpur Road, Lucknow-226023

AND
The General Manager
Central Organization for Rly. Electrification
Nawada Yusuf Road
Allahabad — 211001
AWARD
1. By order No. L-41011/39/2016 - IR(B-I) dated: 14.09.2018 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 to this CGIT-cum-Labour Court,
Lucknow for adjudication

2. The reference under adjudication is:

“WHETHER SHRI S.N. SRIVASTAVA, THE DISPUTANT, WHO WAS WORKING AS SR. SECTION
ENGINEER IN CENTRAL ORGANIZATION FOR RAILWAY ELECTRIFICATION AT THE TIME OF HIS
RETIREMENT, IS WORKMAN AS DEFINED UNDER THE ID ACT? IF YES, WHETHER THE ACTION
OF THE MANAGEMENT OF CENTRAL ORGANIZATION FOR RAILWAY ELECTRIFICATION, NO TO
PAY HIM P.L.B. FOR THE PERIOD OF 2013-14, 2014-15 & 2015-16 AND REOIMBURSMENT OF
SCHOOL FEES FOR YEAR 2014-15 AND CORRECT PAY FOR THE PERIOD OF 10.10.2014 TO SEPT,
2015 IS JUSTIFIED AND LEGAL? IF NOT, WHAT RELIEF THE WORKMAN IS ENTITLED TO?”

3. The order of reference was endorsed to Sh. S. N. Srivastava, General Secretary, Rail Sewak Sangh, J-422,
Indralok Colony, Kanpur Road, Lucknow with direction to the party raising the dispute to file 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 order of reference was registered in the Tribunal on 16.08.2019 and the office was directed to issue
registered notice to the workman’s union for filing the statement of claim with list of reliance & list of witnesses on
21.10.2019. On the date fixed i.e. 21.10.2019 none turned up on behalf of the union; however, the envelope
containing notice to the workman’s union had been received back in the office unserved with remark ‘not known/lene
se mana kiya’, therefore, the service of notice was sufficiently presumed. Management also did not turn up nor the
notice issued to the management was received back in the office unserved. Further dates were being fixed in the
interest of justice for filing of statement of claim. The workman union remained absent on 01.09.2020, 09.12.2020,
03.02.2021, 13.04.2021, 01.09.2021, 16.11.2021, 10.02.2022 and 18.02.2022. The union neither turned up on any of
the aforementioned dates nor moved any application or adjournment seeking time to file the statement of claim. More
than two years’ time has passed and the workman’s union has failed to file its statement of claim, therefore, the case
was reserved for award keeping in view the reluctance of the workman’s union to contest the case. It is doubtful if the
Senior Section Engineer, Railway electrification falls within the definition of workman.

5. In the above circumstances, it appears that the workman’s union does not want to pursue its claim on the
basis of which it has raised the present industrial dispute; therefore, the present reference order is decided as if there is
no grievance left with the workman’s union. Resultantly no relief is required to be given to the workman concerned.
The reference under adjudication is answered accordingly.

6. Award as above.
7. Let two copies of this award be sent to the Ministry for publication.
LUCKNOW.

07" July, 2022.
SOMA SHEKHAR JENA, Presiding Officer
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