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AW 1—EUs 3—37-9Us (ii)
PART I1—Section 3—Sub-section (ii)

ATRT GCHI & HATAAT (TAT HATAT T FISh) A A 76 7@ wifafeT swaer si< sférgzmmg
Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India
(Other than the Ministry of Defence)

IENEEIEE
(ESIREEILAEE L)
TE faeett, 2 o1d, 2024
FLT. 619.—TATT T AN oy g (=) srfafaaw, 1989 (1989 =1 39) T &1 6 Fr
ST-GTT (2) & AT q15d &7 6 Fl IT-8T (1) F @ (@) G T& ARKAT FT TAN Fd g, Feaid
LT, TagrT, AT gaar geo (S0 fafer: 20.4.1968), IT-Tae Haers, AT 79 IR [@AHE 9%, &

FAATT FTAHRTA T sTater ST i 2.5.2024 FT T9TH T TET g, T R0 &7 99 J97q faqh 3.5.2024 ¥
2.5.2026 TF ATAT FT ATGT qF, ST T T2 2T, T=TAT 2

[T, §. THI-17/8/2022-320F-11]
AT AT, G g=a

2255 G1/2024 (1383)
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE
(Department of Financial Services)
New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 619.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (b) of sub-section (1) of section 6 read with
sub-section (2) of section 6 of the Small Industries Development Bank of India (SIDBI) Act, 1989 (39 of 1989), the
Central Government has approved the extension of the term of Shri Sudatta Mandal (D.O.B: 20.04.1968) as Deputy
Managing Director, Small Industries Development Bank of India for a further period of two (02) years beyond his
present tenure ending on 02.05.2024 i.e. from 03.05.2024 to 02.05.2026, or until further orders, whichever is earlier.

[F. No. FT-17/8/2022-1F-11]
ANIL KUMAR, Under Secy.

FTH e, e AT a>T v q=AeT
(FTTRT 3= wfSveqor fawmm)
% faeedt, 22 |1, 2024

FAT. 620.—Frx TLEHR, TR faodtl 9T qiord TTaaT Atefaae, 1946 (1946 &1 Fard
srferfaae 25) it & 5 & IT-8TT (1) IS €T 6 FIT T&T ARRAT AT TN Fd gU e 5T qLFT
At wfergeaT 7. S8 (TAw.) §. 120/2023/72, RATF 29.04.2023 (THATET €. 526/2023 F =T F
STTEY) ST Srfo=r STfadg=eT S, (THUH.) /. 211/2023/1g, &AT® 18.10.2023, F¥d TT 93K, T8
(TH.) T, [Aeaaa ad & ATeaq | ST G0 8, =t = 9 st uF, o= y&6gd, aed T
T 9, AT ATIR FETEF (1), B g TR ¥ §F H AT 4.10 FIUE T FT THATT Tgar
FHIT H (1) AT T2 5%, THUAS ATET, R F AT A1 49, (2) T69H T gIed TT2de forffes
(TETEdIUS), (3) FEE THUAA U & veer e off T s, (4) = reer "t 2, fee vauediue &
e, (5) o7 sr=ur Y. =, HHE vHUAdUS & A9, (6) BEW AT S forfwes (ENruer) $iw s
9T & aT G & |9f24ar, 1860 (1860 T Fxi Afa=aw 45) F ey 120 Futsa & 420,
406 TAT FET=TE Hareor sfafaam, 1988 (2018 F Fard ATSHIH 16 FIT TAT-HeTad) i &mT 13 Fi
ST (1) FT @S (F) TIST ITATT (2) F dgd aSHIT ATT(AT) F Faer 7 faArw 31.08.2022 Fr &
FTe T T & IS AT (a) T SAFAT KA JAT U ATA(AT) T T2 AT 399 Hag T
OIATH, TOITOTT /AT TS5 UE/3MaT 6T Heqage § o0 MU AT Irgl q=ai & Ioael [ohell o
ORI FT AAT FeA o forw oot e gfers ST & aaeat $ oaf<hdl sl ganfeesr &1 [ear

THET e 5T | FdT g

[FT. &. 228/36/2023-TE1-11]
Fa AT, AT AT

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS
(Department of Personnel and Training)
New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2024

S.0. 620.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the State
Government of Kerala, issued vide Notification No. G.O. (Ms) No. 120/2023/Home dated 29.04.2023 (issued as
S.R.0. No. 526/2023) and Erattum Notification G.O.(Ms) No. 211/2023/Home dated 18.10.2023 Home (M)
Department, Thiruvananthapuram, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special
Police Establishment to the whole State of Kerala for investigation into the offence(s) arising out of the complaint
dated 31.08.2022 lodged by Smt. Sreenitha Nair G S, Regional Manager, State Bank of India, Regional Business
Office (1), Thrissur against (1) unknown Public Servants of State Bank of India, SME Branch, Thrissur, (2) M/s Steel
House Private Limited (SHPL), (3) Shri Tenny Jose, Managing Director of M/s SHPL, (4) Shri Kiran. C. Tenny,
Director of M/s SHPL, (5) Shri Arun C Tenny, Director of M/s SHPL, (6) M/s Tenny Jose Limited (TJL) and
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unknown others for causing loss of approx. Rs. 4.10 Crores to the State Bank of India, punishable under section 120B
r/w section 420, 406 of the Indian Penal Code 1860 (Central Act 45 of 1860) and under clause (a) of sub-section (1)
read with sub section (2) of section 13 of Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (as amended by the Central Act 16 of
2018) and any attempt, abetment and/or conspiracy, in relation to or in connection with such offence(s) and/or for any
other offence committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts.

[F. No. 228/36/2023-AVD-II]
KUNDAN NATH, Under Secy.

T feeett, 1 ¥, 2024

FLAT. 621.—Frx TALFH, TAgRT faedt o qfem wamaar stferfe=m, 1946 (1946 &1 T
srferfaae 25) T €17 5 T IT-GTT (1) IS 1T 6 FIT TG LTRIT T TINT FLd gU e Tsq TLAHT
Fr srfergEmT 7. .3 (THUR.) /. 47/2022A12, BT 14.03.2022 (TR &, 251/2022 F w7 § )
#qT QI@'W af‘a'{?ﬂ .3 (THue.) =, 9/2024/8, 7% 08.01.2024 (THameawr €. 130/2024 % &7 H
ST, A T, 8 (TH.) forwm, feaa e & areas & S gt |, Ffd qi% a2 ot sifaer
TIAAT, ThTel @l STHATA, TEATIH STHREY, FISTHH U AT a1 G FId AR &€ HigdT,
1860 (1860 T FT T 45) F &T 409, 468, 477-T, TIT FEHER Waww (A==, 1988
(2018 F e srfafaay 16 gTT TAT-Henfad) it &y 13 Y ITLTT (1) FT @S (F) TSI ST (2) F
TEq T TUE(d), s e 9% faqrw 29.03.2022 T Hidisms ATH«T ET033202270001
UStRa foRaT ST 8, T SR FRA JAT U SO (e) ¥ S AT 399 Hag FR gorem, gereem
/3T TS US/3ET SHT HemagT § Fhu 0 a7 3751 a2t & Icas FoheT v STIere T S{eawor el
& o fooett Ao qfere st & gaet & afedl ST St &1 Ber ((Fae 99| |
faAT® 29.03.2022 &) HHET T 1T H FAT g

[T, &. 228/25/2023-TH S -11]
T AT, AT gl

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2024

S.0. 621.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of
the State Government of Kerala, issued vide Notification No. G.O. (Ms.) No. 47/2022/Home dated 14.03.2022 (issued
as S.R.0O. No. 251/2022) and Erratum Notification G.O. (Ms.) No. 9/2024/Home dated 08.01.2024 (issued as S.R.O.
No. 130/2024), Government of Kerala, Home (M) Department, Thiruvananthapuram hereby extends the powers and
jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment (ex post facto w.e.f. 29.03.2022) to the whole
State of Kerala for investigation into the offence(s) punishable under section 409, 468, 477-A of the Indian Penal
Code, 1860 (Central Act 45 of 1860), under clause (a) of sub-section (1) read with subsection (2) of Section 13 of the
Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (as amended by the Central Act 16 of 2018) alleged to have been committed by
Smt. Ambily Gopinath, the then Branch Post Master, Kummanam Post Office, Kottayam and unknown others, based
on which a CBI Case RC0332022A0001 has been registered on 29.03.2022 and any attempt, abetment and/or
conspiracy, in relation to or in connection with such offence(s) and/or for any other offence committed in the course
of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts.

[F. No. 228/25/2023-AVD-II]
KUNDAN NATH, Under Secy.

75 faeett, 1 arder, 2024

FLAT. 622.—Fg ALEHIT TAET faoett oy qfore wamaar Afafaaw, 1946 (1946 & 25) #i
g7 5 A IT-GRT (1) AT &R 6 FRT TIT ARRAT F AN FId gU, ATTHAAT ATO9 H.
10/#7.31.3112.-401/2024-1214, &A1+ 27.02.2024, g, FRNEMT U AT o6+ @90, A7Ee 7
LA 6 AT | AT T & (i) =7 7190 Toie, =16 Faraa (i) =t o ewor, (i) =t erfer spoor
T, (iv) o TIET AT, Tepret= Tus (TEeE), a9 SU-STRET AT, =T & (V) ST A1 qahl
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TAT STATT SATHAT * TGTE AT g2 gigar i 9 409, 420, 467, 468, 471 @atsa 120-dT AT.3..
TAT FETATE Hamor sfafaaa, 1988 (aW 2018 ¥ TJT HeMtera) it €T 7 & favid aSHIT JITl &
Ao ATer FT Svawor FEd TAT UH STaere(e) & 2 AT 399 ga5 T o, ORI sie/srar
TS TA/AAET I §eAag | FohU 70 A7 Ivgi At | Ioqe TRl 319 ST &7 e WoT Fi7e  foru,
e TarerT qicre TATIAT & Taedl df SIREAT ST SATIIHR 1 A THeq AREE 1T § Fdl gl

[T, §. 228/17/2024-1=1T-11]

RENEIRNEERECIEE]

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2024

S.0. 622.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act 25 of 1946), the Central Government, with the consent of
the State Government of Jharkhand issued vide Notification Memo No0.10/C.B.1.-401/2024-1214 dated 27.02.2024,
Home, Prisons and Disaster Management Department, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of
the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole State of Jharkhand for investigation of regular case against (i) Sh.
Marshal Kujur, Postal Assistant (ii) Smt. Ranjana Sharan, (iii) Sh. Shashi Bhushan Swansi, (iv) Sh. Prabhudhan
Oraon, the then APM (SB) all of Sub-Post Office Dhurwa, Ranchi (v) unknown public servants and unknown
persons, for offences punishable under section 409, 420, 467, 468, 471 of IPC r/w 120-B IPC and Section 7 of PC
Act, 1988 (as amended in 2018) and any attempt, abetment and/or conspiracy in relation to or in connection with such
offence(s) and/or for any other offence committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same
facts.

[F. No. 228/17/2024-AVD-II]
KUNDAN NATH, Under Secy.

T faeety, 1 181, 2024

F. 623.—Fvx TLHT, TAERT faeedl W qiore emaET fafaaw, 1946 (1946 #T1 25) #i
1T 5 T IT-ETT (1) FATST T 6 FTT T& ATHAT T TANT Fd g0 TSTEATT T FLHTT 0l ATSGAAT
. T.19(40) [8-5/2023 faAT® 04/03/2024, T (ST=2-V) fEramT, SR, T a3 & qeqq
ST GFATd |, HEH Heq7 ST T997, AT ST TIATT HEhL0T] ol JITeTeh S STRTeran ZAdr d<ist gt
* TEATE TR TSIl FT TR FEA T ATIRE AT FLaT U qreaqd §  GraT T2 97 §
gfaat werfora fBro foAT e sretra - sricr & |y fAeree grisrer =9 i TSR i qaEr
I Tg=T & forw st &1 e 120-3f srafead 420, 467, 468 i 471 iT I+ T AT * T2
HEterrs, TEiel, ST T Ustihd AT dresiuss 202170003 & ST SAATE(ET) FT TSR0 T
ST oA TAT UH AIT(AT) § [ AT IHH HaG (o0l TOIATH, FEILUIT /T aT WS Ua/3rar I
Torage § fohT 0 a1 I qAt & Ioue Tl o7 STo=Te T e uol i3 o forg feeetl oo qiem
TATIAT o FEEIT ! ATHAT ST SFATIEHTT T AT THET TTEATT 5T | HLdl gl

[T, . 228/16/2024-THE-11]

Fad AT, AT qtea

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2024

S.0. 623.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act 25 of 1946), the Central Government, with the consent of
the State Government of Rajasthan issued vide Notification No. F.19(40) Home-5/2023 dated 04/03/2024, Home
(Gr.-V) Department, Jaipur, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police
Establishment to the whole State of Rajasthan for registration and investigation into the offence(s) in
PEJAI2021A0003 registered by CBI, ACB, Jaipur punishable under section 120-B r/w 420, 467, 468 & 471 of IPC
and substantive offences thereof, against Smt. Saroj Sharma, Owner and Publisher of the M/s Sandhya Jyoti Darpan,
Alwar and Bharatpur Editions in conspiracy with other unknown private persons for securing the Government
Advertisements without actually publishing the claimed number of copies and causing wrongful loss to the
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Government’s exchequer, and any attempt, abetment and/or conspiracy in relation to or in connection with such
offence(s) and/or for any other offence committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same
facts.

[F. No. 228/16/2024-AVD-II]
KUNDAN NATH, Under Secy.

T faeet, 1 3rder, 2024

FIM. 624.—Fvx AL, TAagNT (el (e qier samaaT Afeafaaw, 1946 (1946 &1 Fwaid
srferfaae /. 25) #it 9T 5 it ITTT (1) TUATST M7 6 FIT & AT HT TN Fd T B EIE 15
T, g Tanr, H-aqanT, §AeE, "gEal 9adq, 9497 I T 99 €, UHaE. UF-4-164/E-
©1/2013, faAT® 06.02.2024 F ATEAW & AT WAL &, T2 f@Awwr 7 sfeeg==T . Us-4-164/04.
|1./2012 fa=i® 19.07.2012, 27.07.2012 3T 19.10.2012 FT T&AT HATaaT Fd g0 ¥ &amT
o . 68 faATh 10.01.2019 F [H¥Eq Fxd gU, stuadis Afa=ad, 1946 &t amT 3 & Jaq Afagf=a
FOTH(AT) FT AT % oIy faoett Ao qfer 6=t & deedi it oafhdl &iie eeae 7 Fear
HHET S TE0E 15T § FLAT g

[FT. &. 228/07/2024-TE-11]
Fad AT, ST gt

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2024

S.0. 624.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act No. 25 of 1946), the Central Government, with the consent
of the State Government of Chhattisgarh, Home Department, C-Section, Ministry, Mahanadi Bhavan, Naya Raipur
accorded vide letter No. Sl. F-4-164/Home-C/2013, dated 06.02.2024, implementing in situ, Home Department’s
Notification No. F-4-164/H.C./2012 dated 19.07.2012, 27.07.2012 and 19.10.2012, and revoking Department’s letter
No. 68 dated 10.01.2019, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police
Establishment in the whole state of Chhattisgarh for investigation of offence(s) notified under section 3 of DSPE Act,
1946.

[F. No. 228/07/2024-AVD-II]
KUNDAN NATH, Under Secy.

% faeett, 1 181, 2024

T, 625.—vg TLHIY, TAERT faeel 9 qier wama=T stfafaaw, 1946 (1946 FT 25) #ir
gRT 5 &l IT-gRT (1) TUST g7 6 T T&d ARl T TAN Fd g0 JHAATg 5T LRI il
ATE=AT |, ST (237) §. 48, A i® 14.02.2024 =i i Afesg==T 9. Sfr.er (237) 9. 62, =
29.02.2024, g (TE.XV) e mT, TfHAATg 15T AT & JTeqH § ST a8 1d & AT 0q. S Saramor
qIF T.HI g7 31w 14.02.2024 #7 AT 91, Frfaes, yadq g, shus, eaeedt & @eg &
1S 2 forsrrara, e eeme o e Faror afafaaw, 1988 (3 2018 # Femaenfad) i awr 7 F
Tgd faAT® 15.02.2024 T 1229202470002 USHFd T 797 8, & eI AT (1) FT A7 0T Folel
* forT o UE SrawTe(En) ﬁﬂ%mwﬁm%ﬁw OO S/3T9aT U= Ua/rqar Sl
Terage § fohT 0 a1 I qAt & Soue TRl o7 SToery T e ur Fd & fory faeett ey qier
TITIAT & TaEd] &l Ihal ST eTfaeTe &7 fAeqre (Fae 919 ¥ faqs 15.02.2024 9) J9+
THAATS T | FAT B

[FT. . 228/11/2024-TH=1-11]
RENEIRNEERECIEE]
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New Delhi, the 1st April, 2024

S.0. 625.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of
the State Government of Tamil Nadu, issued vide Notification No. G.O (2D) No. 48 dated 14.02.2024 and
Corrigendum Notification No. G.O(2D) No. 62 dated 29.02.2024, Home (Police.XV) Department, Tamil Nadu
Government hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment (ex
post facto w.e.f 15.02.2024) to the whole State of Tamil Nadu for investigation into the offence(s) in
RC2292024A0002 registered on 15.02.2024 under section 7 of Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (as amended in
2018), against Shri P. Kabilan, Enforcement Officer, EPF, Tirunelveli arising out of the complaint dated 14.02.2024
lodged by Shri M. Jacob Jebamani S/o A. Mani and any attempt, abetment and/or conspiracy, in relation to or in
connection with such offence(s) and/or for any other offence committed in the course of the same transaction or
arising out of the same facts.

[F. No. 228/11/2024-AVD-II]
KUNDAN NATH, Under Secy.

Yo STy {9 Jeera
S faoett, 28 W, 2024
F.AT. 626.—Tsta el Ferforay et geome srfarfa=rm 2007 & Raw 5(1) (1) F siaiq
TET QTRAT T TART 2 g0, Hard aeare ot .. Sireff, aenre= e, Tadieiue o off frashia
T, T [Fereh, Atae sear forffes & v 92 off 9w urfes, Maer (A= |97ee), oSt
forfaes oie oft s s, MRers (AT wwreE), I EfRan) e i Jome ya= F fF a9 f sater

AT 3T QY TH, ST AT TEA Bl (7T ARSI o T+ dIS 6 Tae o € H gl A
FLAT Bl

[T, &, TH-22015/39/2023-TF - Frusft (£-48367)]

FAT, AT A=

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS
New Delhi, the 28th March, 2024

S. O. 626—In exercise of the powers conferred under Rule 5(1) (c) of the Rajiv Gandhi Institute of
Petroleum Technology Act 2007, the Central Government hereby nominates Shri Manish Patil, Director (HR), ONGC
Ltd. and Shri Ayush Gupta, Director (HR), GAIL (India) Ltd. as Members on the Board of Governors of RGIPT with
immediate effect for a period of three years or until further orders whichever is earlier, vice Shri P.K. Joshi, then
Director, HPCL and Shri Biswajit Roy then Director OIL India Ltd.

[F. No. FP-22015/39/2023-FP-PNG (E-48367)]
KALA, Under Secy.

7% faeeft, 5 arder, 2024

FT3T. 627.—FATF 02.11.2018 FT TXT o FATHTIIT TSI H TARTAT s 31.10.2018 Fr
AT TR Al ATIGAAT §&AT FLAT. 5640 () F A® Hegd sfiT Ugiordd i @iesr
Tt (T H TIRT 3 STTereRTe a7 31oie) Iferf=am, 1962 (1962 FT 50) (38 THF 9T St ATAFIH
Fgl AT §) T g 2 F @ (F) F AIL0 § WA GChE UdagleT, Ay s § 799 I (3=2)
forfires &t a9 wThfas 9 areueTe aRATSETEt F o SEiferms oY |ies areaered (i | T &
ATAFRTT FT 37oi7) ATAAIW, 1962 F dgd Hwdy stfewar aferm AL, 3T guTEal, HERTY TLH &l
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AT AT T, T, ST qHTGAT, HITIY TLHT o AT I, FTATHIIh & ST I, AT a9 o0l sTarer
& ToTT, TeTH YTTEERTT o AT & Hagd Hed & (o ITTEFHd weal g |

2. IZ ATIGAAT THeh ST B 6l [T & TATAT gIAT
[®T. &. TA-14014/7/2024-5T1-11 (3-49235)]
TS AT HIAT, 3a< af=a

New Delhi, the 5th April, 2024

S.0. 627.—In partial modification of Government of India notification No. S.O. 5640(E) dated 31.10.2018
published in the Extraordinary Gazette of India dated 02.11.2018 and in pursuance of clause (a) of Section 2 of the
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter called
the said Act), the Government of India hereby authorizes Smt. Asmita Baliram More, Deputy Collector, Government
of Maharashtra in place of Smt. Ashwini S. Patil, Deputy Collector, Government of Maharashtra to perform the
functions of Competent Authority under the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land)
Act, 1962, on deputation basis, for a period of Three Years, for all Natural Gas Pipeline Projects of M/s GAIL (India)
Limited in the State of Maharashtra.

2. This notification will be effective from the date of its issue.
[F. No. L-14014/7/2024-GP-11 (E-49235)]
RAMJI LAL MEENA, Under Secy.

S T ASHIR {1
T feeety, 7 weady, 2024

F.3AT. 6283 fdare A, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & JAFARV H, Dl
WHR T.HLUA. & ydereds & ddg Fiore! iR 996 dHeRI & 4, ady § fifde sheifie
faare ¥ d=a WHR e AXBRU - T - H9 WA, HEAAT B gae (AR
TEIT 03/2019) B JHIRA &l 2, Wl duld GRHR B 04,/01/2024 DI U< AT AT |

[/. Tel. 22013/01/2024-31T$ 3R (¥.TH.-11]
Tfirshad. U, 37 Ao

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT
New Delhi, the 7th February, 2024

S.0. 628.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award ( Reference. 1.D. No. 03/2019) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management
of E.C.L. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 04/01/2024.

[No. L-22013/01/2024 — IR (CM-I1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM- LABOUR COURT,
ASANSOL.
PRESENT: Shri Ananda Kumar Mukherjee,
Presiding Officer,
C.G.I.T-cum-L.C., Asansol.
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APPLICATION NO. 03 OF 2019
PARTIES: Kajal Bouri
Vs.
Management of Jambad Colliery of ECL.
REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Union/Workman: Mr. Rakesh Kumar, President, Koyala Mazdoor Congress.
For the Management of ECL.: Mr. P. K. Das, Advocate.
INDUSTRY: Coal
STATE: West Bengal
Dated: 15.01.2024
AWARD
1. The instant application under sub-section (2) and (3) of Section 2A of Industrial Disputes (Amendment)

Act, 2010 has been filed by the petitioner Kajal Bouri on being dismissed from service on 26.05.2016.

2. The fact of the petitioner’s case in brief is that, the petitioner was a permanent employee of Eastern
Coalfields Limited (hereinafter referred to as ECL) and posted at Jambad Colliery as General Mazdoor bearing U.M.
No. 194564 under Kajora Area of ECL. Due to illness, he could not attend his duty from 27.08.2015. After his
recovery he reported for duty but the management did not allow him to join and issued Charge Sheet against him
bearing No. ECL/JC/C-6/P&IR/15-16/5B/744 dated 23.03.2016. Kajal Bouri submitted a reply against the Charge
Sheet along with document relating to his medical treatment under Dr. Shyamal Sanyal (Ex-Medical Superintendent
of S.D. Hospital, Asansol), Gopalpur, Asansol. An Enquiry Proceeding was held against the petitioner. The charged
employee participated in the enquiry and informed the Enquiry Officer that in future he will attend his duty regularly.
After he was found guilty of the charge the management issued a Second Show Cause Notice dated 15/16.05.2016
asking him to show cause against the findings of the Enquiry Officer. Kajal Bouri submitted his reply and undertook
that he will not commit such misconduct in future. The Agent of Jambad Colliery then initiated a proposal for
allowing Kajal Bouri to join his duty and the case was sent to the General Manager of Kajora Area of ECL for taking
suitable action. The General Manager however approved the dismissal of the workman. Accordingly, an Order of
Dismissal was issued by the Area Personnel Manager of Kajora Area on 26.05.2016 on the approval of the competent
authority.

3. It is the case of the petitioner that his period of absence from duty was six months, from 27.08.2015 to
23.03.2016 and such an extreme punishment of dismissal should not have been awarded against him. The petitioner
contended that the punishment of dismissal is disproportionate to the nature of misconduct. Furthermore, the order of
dismissal is not signed by the General Manager of the Area which is a prerequisite. Referring to the Memorandum of
Settlement dated 22.05.2007 it is urged that the management of ECL allowed thousands of workers to join the duty
for absence for a short period where their age was below forty-five (45) years. In the instant case the petitioner was
aged about thirty-eight (38) years and is fit to perform his work in the mine but the management did not consider his
mercy petition till date.

4. Challenging the order of dismissal the petitioner made an application before the Conciliation Officer, which
could not be disposed of within forty-five (45) days. The petitioner therefore has filed an application directly before
this Tribunal under Section 2A (2)(3) of the Industrial Disputes (Amendment) Act, 2010 well within three years from
the date of dismissal. It is contended that the enquiry held by the management was unfair and the workman was not
given opportunity to take the assistance of co-worker, resulting in violation of natural justice. The petitioner prayed
for his reinstatement in service of the company by declaring the order of dismissal illegal and to grant him full back
wages with all other consequential benefits.

5. After registration of the application as an Industrial Dispute on 06.03.2019 Notice under registered post were
issued to both the parties. Mr. Rakesh Kumar, President, Koyala Mazdoor Congress represented the dismissed
workman and also filed a Certificate dated 20.11.2018 issued by the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central),
Raniganj at Durgapur, whereby the Conciliation Officer certified that no settlement was reached and the union wanted
to discontinue the conciliation process and take up the matter with the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum-
Labour Court directly under sub-section (2) and (3) of Section 2A of Industrial Disputes (Amendment) Act, 2010.

6. The management of ECL contested the case by filing written statement on 31.10.2022. The contrary case of
the management of ECL is that Kajal Bouri was a habitual absentee for which he was reprimanded several times. As
per the record of the company he absented from duty on and from 27.08.2015 without any authorized leave or
intimation to the appropriate authority. A Charge Sheet was issued to Kajal Bouri on 23.03.2016 and a Domestic
Enquiry was initiated. Kajal Bouri participated in the enquiry where he accepted the charge of misconduct by not
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informing the management about his absenteeism. The charge of unauthorized and habitual absence were proved
against him beyond doubt and based on the findings of the Enquiry Officer he was dismissed by the General Manager
of Kajora Area. The dismissal was communicated to Kajal Bouri through letter no. KA:APM:C-6:Dismissal:10:1860
dated 26.05.2016. The management of the company issued a Second Show Cause Naotice to the concerned employee
against which he submitted a reply to it. Ample opportunity was granted to the employee to defend his case in
accordance with the principles of natural justice. the dismissal of the workman is therefore proper. According to the
Certified Standing Order of the company the workman is supposed to appeal against the punishment within forty-five
(45) days from the issuance of the order but he failed to file any appeal. The respondent company admittedly has
entered into a Memorandum of Settlement with the representative of union wherein it was agreed that dismissal of
workman for absenteeism could be considered for reinstatement on merit based upon eligibility criteria. According
to the management absenteeism is a serious misconduct which hampers the work of the employer as well as
production process. The employee must conduct himself in a disciplined manner and must perform his duty with
responsibility. It is urged that an employee who absented from duty for nine (9) months without obtaining leave and
without intimation to the employer does not deserve sympathy. The management therefore prayed for dismissal of the
case.

7. Both parties adduced evidence in support of their respective case. Kajal Bouri filed an affidavit-in-chief and
examined himself as workman witness — 1. He has produced following documents which have been admitted in the
evidence :

(i)  Photocopy of the Identity Card issued by ECL, as Exhibit W-1.

(if)  Photocopy of the Charge Sheet dated 23.03.2016, as Exhibit W-2,

(iii) Photocopy of the Reply to the 2" Show Cause Notice, as Exhibit W-3.
(iv) Photocopy of the Dismissal Order dated 26.05.2016, as Exhibit W-4.

(v) Photocopy of the Mercy Petition dated 28.12.2016 filed before the General Manager (P&IR), ECL,
Sanctoria, as Exhibit W-5.

(vi) Photocopy of the Office Order dated 30/31.05.2016, deleting the name of Kajal Bouri from the
Manpower roll of Jambad Colliery, as Exhibit W-6.

8. In his cross-examination witness claimed that he was suffering from illness during his absence since
27.08.2015 and during his absence he was under medical treatment at his house and also under Dr. Sunil Mondal, a
Registered Medicine Practitioner. The witness deposed that he did not submit any document issued by Dr. S. Mondal
and he has no other document than those issued by Dr. S. Sanyal. The witness in course of his cross-examination
disclosed that he was suffering from jaundice. The witness admitted that in is mercy petition he stated that being
threatened by moneylenders he was suffering from mental tension, resulting in his absence from duty.

9. Mr. Ramjee Tripathi, Assistant Manager (Personnel), Jambad Colliery has examined himself as Management
witness — 1. He has filed affidavit-in-chief in support of the management case. In his cross-examination the witness
deposed that Kajal Bouri participated in the Enquiry Proceeding. The witness also denied that the punishment
awarded to Kajal Bouri was disproportionate to the charge levelled against him. In course of his evidence
management witness produced the following documents :

(i)  Photocopy of the Charge Sheet dated 23.03.2016, as Exhibit M-1.
(if)  Photocopy of the reply submitted by Kajal Bouri against the Charge Sheet, as Exhibit M-2.

(iii) Photocopy of the letter dated 11.05.2016 appointing Mr. Budhram Mandal as the Enquiry Officer, as
Exhibit M-3.

(iv) Photocopy of the Enquiry Report in six pages, as Exhibit M-4.
(v)  Photocopy of the 2" Show Cause Notice dated 15/16.05.2016, as Exhibit M-5.
(vi) Photocopy of the Reply to the 2" Show Cause Notice, as Exhibit M-6.

(vii) Photocopy of the Note Sheet dated 16.05.2016 and 21.05.2016 approving dismissal of the workman, as
Exhibit M-7.

(viii) Photocopy of the Order of Dismissal dated 26.05.2016 issued by the Area Personnel Manager, Kajora
Area, as Exhibit M-8.

10. It is undisputed that Kajal Bouri was a permanent employee of ECL at Jambad Colliery under Kajora
Area and that he absented from his duty from 27.08.2015 till issuance of the Charge Sheet on 23.03.2016 without any
prior intimation or leave. The concerned workman was chargesheeted under Clause 26.23 of the Certified Standing
Orders of the company for his habitual absence from duty without sufficient cause and under Clause 26.29 of the
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Certified Standing Orders of the company for absence from duty beyond ten days without sanctioned leave or
permission. The workman admitted receipt of the Charge Sheet and also claimed that he submitted reply to the
Charge Sheet. On a perusal of the record, it appears from the Exhibit M-2, the reply submitted against the Charge
Sheet that due to death of his uncle he had to perform the last rite at his native place for which he could not attended
his duty or respond to the Charge Sheet. The workman did not dispute the contents of the reply to the Charge Sheet.
There is no whisper about his illness at the first instance.

11. In his application under Section 2A (2)(3) of the Industrial Disputes (Amendment) Act, 2010 the workman
has disclosed that he could not attend his due to illness. In the affidavit-in-chief the charged employe in paragraph —
(4) disclosed that he submitted treatment papers issued by Dr. Shyamal Sanyal (Ex-Medical Superintendent of S.D.
Hospital, Asansol). During his examination-in-chief the witness deposed that he was under medical treatment of
Dr. S. Sanyal and that he was suffering from jaundice. In course of his evidence the witness did not file any document
relating to his medical treatment under Dr. S. Sanyal. The charged employee participated in the Enquiry Proceeding
where he stated that he did not inform the management about his illness and that he submitted medical certificate
issued by Dr. S. Sanyal along with the reply to the Charge Sheet. On a careful scrutiny of the reply to the Charge
Sheet (Ext. M-2) | find that there is no mention about illness or any enclosure of medical certificate issued by
Dr. S. Sanyal.

12. The Enquiry Report reveals that one Mr. G. Paramanik, management representative in his evidence stated
that Kajal Bouri submitted his reply to the Charge Sheet on 10.05.2016 along with a Sick/Fit Certificate issued by
Dr. S. Sanyal, a private medical practitioner of Gopalpur, Asansol covering the period of his treatment under him
from 27.08.2015 to 15.04.2016. It is stated that no supportive medical document has been filed. The management
witness further stated that Kajal Bouri did not have sanction of leave for the period of his absence as there was no
entry in the ‘G’ and ‘H’ Register maintained at the colliery. The witness also deposed that in the previous three years
Kajal Bouri attended duty for only sixty-six (66) days in 2013, one hundred sixty-six (166) days in 2014, and thirty-
eight (38) days in 2015. He had been warned for his unauthorized absence from 14.02.2013 to 19.03.2013. One
increment was stopped for his unauthorized absence from 26.05.2013 to 20.08.2013 and another increment was
stopped for his unauthorized absence from 17.09.2013 to 19.04.2014. The workman did not cross-examine the
management witness. The Enquiry Officer in his findings held the workman guilty of the charge of habitual
absenteeism as well as his absence from duty without any prior leave. A Second Show Cause Notice was issued to the
workman directing him to show cause within seven (7) days as to why no disciplinary action shall not be taken
against him for the charge of misconduct. In his reply to the Second Show Cause Notice (Exhibit M-6) the workman
has apologized for his conduct and prayed for allowing him to join. The management initiated a Note Sheet and the
General Manager of Kajora Area on 21.05.2016 after considering the repeated misconduct of the workman and the
fact that attendance record of the workman did not show any improvement, proposed for his removal from the
services of the company. Accordingly, on the direction of the General Manager of Kajora Area Personnel Manager of
Kajora Area issued an order of dismissal on 26.05.2016 (Exhibit M-8).

13. Mr. Rakesh Kumar, Union representative appearing for the workman argued that the charged employee
could not attend his duty due to illness. He participated in the enquiry and replied to the Second Show Cause Notice.
It is argued that the workman is only thirty-nine (39) years of age and he may be reinstated in service without any
back wages. It is further argued that the workman was not given reasonable opportunity to take the assistance of co-
worker at the time of enquiry. The Enquiry Proceeding was not fair and the order of dismissal was not passed by the
controlling / appropriate authority. Therefore, the order of dismissal is liable to be set aside.

14. In reply Mr. P.K. Das, learned advocate for the management of ECL argued that the workman was a habitual
absentee and he had remained absent from duty for more than six (6) months and twenty-six (26) days without any
prior intimation or leave. It is argued that the past conduct of the workman was bad and he frequently remained absent
from duty without any intimation for which he had been warned and his increments were stopped from time to time.
Learned advocate referred to the various documents filed by the management witness and submitted that the workman
failed to produce any document to show that he was under medical treatment of Dr. S. Sanyal. Furthermore, the
workman made various contradictory statement at various time raising an air of doubt. Learned advocate pointed out
that in his reply to the Charge Sheet the charged employee stated that he could not attend duty as he had to perform
the last rite of his uncle at his native place, the workman was silent about his illness in the reply. Subsequently, he
took a plea that he was absent from duty as he was suffering from Jaundice. No document has been produced in
support of his medical treatment. The workman subsequently submitted a mercy petition (Exhibit W-5) where he
stated that he was threatened by moneylenders and anti-socials due to which he suffered from mental tension and
could not attend his duty. Learned advocate argued that the workman has been dismissed from service on the basis of
a proper Domestic Enquiry and there is no scope for interference with the order.

15. I have considered the facts and circumstances of the case in the light of the evidence produced by the parties
and arguments advanced on behalf of the charged employee and learned advocate for the management. The evidence
on record is rife to establish that the workman was a habitual absentee on the past occasion and he did not inform the
management of the company on the last occasion when he was absent for a long period, for over six (6) months. The
workman was served with a proper Charge Sheet, giving him opportunity to show cause why disciplinary action shall
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not be taken against him. The reply to the Show Cause Notice was submitted by Kajal Bouri (Exhibit M-2) does not
disclose any satisfactory reasons for long absence of over six months for which a Domestic Enquiry was initiated after
proper Notice. The workman participated in the enquiry but failed to assign reasons justifying his long unauthorized
absence and also his habitual absence. The Enquiry Officer found him guilty of charge and a Second Show Cause
Notice was issued to the workman. Kajal Bouri submitted his reply to the Second Show Cause Notice. The
management after considering the nature of misconduct and the fact that there had been no improvement in his
attendance, ordered his removal from the services of the company. The Note Sheet dated 21.05.2016 (Exhibit M-7) of
the General Manager of Kajora Area reflects the decision of the General Manager to dismiss Kajal Bouri from
services of the company. The order of dismissal was issued by the Area Personnel Manager of Kajora Area on
approval of the General Manager of Kajora Area. Considering all these aspects | hold that there is no illegality or
irregularity in the Enquiry Proceeding or the order of dismissal passed against the workman held guilty of
misconduct. The punishment imposed for long and habitual absence from duty is found appropriate and justified.
Therefore, there is no reason for interfering with the order of dismissal passed against Kajal Bouri. The Industrial
Dispute is accordingly dismissed on contest.

Hence,
ORDERED

That the Application under sub-section (2) and (3) of Section 2A of Industrial Disputes (Amendment)
Act, 2010 is dismissed on contest. An Award be drawn up in light of the above findings. Let copies of the Award in
duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India, New Delhi for information and
Notification.

ANANDA KUMAR MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer,
T2 faeeft, 7 weady |, 2024

FLAT. 629D  fdare ofATH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) DI GRT 17 & AR H, D=
WGR TIT AR GT 0 & Yagad & ddg MAeTd! AR I9d ORI & 414, ey H Ffde
e fdare § o< xR Idteifie AfR@RoT - 98 - o9 A™TEd SgaeEE, & ude
(Hod 9T 88/2004) B USRI Bl 2, Sl Dl WRHGR DI 07/02/2042 HI U<
T o |

[/. .Wel. 22012/252/97-31T3 3R, (H.TH-11]
Tforheq. e, 37 e
New Delhi, the 7th February, 2024

S.0. 629.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 88/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
Food Corporation of India and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 07/02/2024.

[No. L-22012/252/97 — IR (CM-I1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,
AHMEDABAD

Present....
Sunil Kumar Singh-1,
Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court,
Ahmedabad,
Dated 14™ December, 2023
Reference: (CGITA) No. 88/2004
1. The District Manager,

Food Corporation of India,
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Kali Gam, Sabarmati,
Ahmedabad. First Party/Employer
VIs.
The Secretary,
Gujarat Kamgar Panchayat,
Lallu Govardhan Chal,
Opp. Mahalaxmi Apartment Cross Road,
Ahmedabad. Second Party/Workman
Adv. for the FP/employer : Shri P.F. Zaveri
Adv. for the SP workman/union  : None
AWARD

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication  Order
No. L-22012/252/97-IR(CM-I1I) dated 16/25.06.1998 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule. The matter was later
received by transfer on creation of this Tribunal at Ahmedabad in the year 2004.:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand of regularisation as direct labour with FCI of Shri Y. Rao and 201 other casual
workers of M/s. Kandla Transport Co. & various other contractors at FCI, Depot, Sabarmati, Ahmedabad from Sept.
1987 onwards for 7 to 8 years are justified? If yes, to what relief are the workmen entitled?”

1. The matter was taken up today. First Party/employer is represented through Ld. Counsels Shri P.F. Zaveri.
None responded for Second Party workmen/union. The reference dates back to 16/25.06.1998. The case is fixed for
SP’s evidence since 21.01.2019. SP/workmen’s union has not been adducing evidence despite several opportunities.
SP/workmen’s union was afforded last opportunity on 10.01.2023 along with additional opportunities on 02.05.2023
and 08.09.2023 to lead evidence, but for no avail. It appears that the SP/workmen has either settled the dispute out of
court or is not interested to proceed further in the matter. The reference is accordingly answered to the effect that the
demand of the regularisation of workmen cannot be held to be justified. The award is passed accordingly.

Let two copies of the Award be sent to the Appropriate Government for the needful and for publication
U/s 17(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.

SUNIL KUMAR SINGH-I, Presiding Officer

T3 faeett, 14 weatt, 2024

FLAAT. 630.—iENe  faare A=, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B ORI 17 S AR 4, H=
WRBR Fiveed AU gfaeas qrgae ofies © yduds & ddg Faoa! iR 396 FHeRI & 919,
ey W Ffde e faae # < WReR Ateifie At — g — 99 <, o 1.
qas @ Udlc (Fad dear #shsmd-1/07/2017) & USIRG &Rl B, S Bl WRAR Bl
13/02 /2024 & YIS a7 o7 |

[/. Te1-11012/15/2017-318 3R, (¥f1.7H-1)]
Tfirshad. U, 37 s

New Delhi, the 14th February, 2024
S.0. 630.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. REFERENCE No.CGIT- 1/07/2017) of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,No.1, Mumbai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute

between the Management of Keystal Aviation Servics Pvt.Ltd and their workmen, received by the Central
Government on 13/02/2024.

[No. L-11012/15/2017 — IR (CM-1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director



[9TT 1—ve 3(ii)] AT T TSI : U 6, 2024/ =7 17, 1946 1395

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI
PRESENT
JUSTICE K.D. BHUTIA
PRESIDING OFFICER
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-1/7 OF 2017
1. Mumbai Internationa Airports Pvt. Ltd,
2. M/s. Krystal Aviation Services Pvt. Ltd, ... 1* Party
3. M/s. Poshdecor

VIs.
Their Workmen( Bhartiya Kamgar Sena) ... 2" Party
Presence:
For the Management No. 1 : Ms. Mitra Das, Adv.
For the Management No. 2 : Absent
For the Management No. 3 . Absent
For the Union . Mr. Umesh Nabar, Adv.
Mumbai dated the 27" day of March, 2023.
AWARD

Mr. Umesh Nabar, appear on behalf of the union Bhartiya kamgar sena.
Ms. Mitra Das appear on behalf of Mumbai International Airports Pvt. Ltd,
None appear on behalf of M/s. Crystal Aviation Services Pvt. Ltd, and M/s. Posh Décor.

Mr. Umesh Nabar, submits that union is no more interested to pursue the dispute raised by it to the effect “J.
Whether the action of the management of M/s. Krystal Aviation Services private limited in discontinuing the services
of 46 contract workmen w.e.f. 01/04/2016 as per the list enclosed on account of termination of their contract with the
Principal Employer, M/s. Mumbai International Airport Private Limited is amounting to illegal termination of the
services of the said workmen? 2. Whether the action of M/s. Poshdecor, the subsequent Contractor, employed by
Mumbai International Airport Private Limited for the same work w.e.f. 01/04/2016 in not employing the said 46
contract workmen after the contract was awarded to them w.e.f. 01/04/2016, but deploying yet another set of
workmen, is just and proper? 3. If so, whether the demand of the Bhartiya Kamgar Sena, Mumbai for reinstatement
of the said 46 contract workmen by the management of M/s. Krystal Aviation Services Private Limited, Contractors,
and M/s. Mumbai International Airport Services Private Limited, the Principal Employer, with back wages and
continuity of service, is just and proper?” 4. If so, what relief they are entitled to?” and referred to this Tribunal by
Government of India, through Ministry of Labour, vide order No. L-11012/15/2017(IR(CM-1)) dated 25.5.2017.

In view of the above “No Dispute Award” is passed and Reference No.CGIT-7 of 2017 is disposed of.
Justice K.D. BHUTIA, Presiding Officer

T< e, 28 |7, 2024
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Ay F=0a T et AfeFor- ag- 9% =AEed-1 75 Qe i=re (93 |@ear 85/2022) Fr ST
o5 st ¥ T 47 8, T Fdl § ST dhexld Gt i qi%e Hidr & a1 27.03.2024 &1 90
g AT

[¥. T-42011/9/2022-3r23% (S17)]
=T o, sEw at=a
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New Delhi, the 28th March, 2024

S.0. 631.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 85/2022) 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 Army Base Hospital, Kirby Place, Delhi Cantt., New Delhi ; M/s Prehari Cyber Security and Facilities Pvt.
Ltd., South Patel Nagar, New Delhi, and Smt. Rehana Begum, Worker, which was received along with soft copy
of the award by the Central Government on 27.03.2024.

[No. L-42011/9/2022 -IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM - LABOUR COURT-I, NEW DELHI
ID No. 85/2022
Smt. Rehana Begum W/o Mohd. Zakir Hussain
Rept. By Delhi Dalit Mazdoor Vikas Sangathan (Regd.)
CB-6, Ring Road, Narayana, New Delhi-110028

Workman...
Versus
1. Army Base Hospital,
Kirby Place, Delhi Cantt., New Delhi-110010
2. M/s Prehari Cyber Security and Facilities Pvt. Ltd.
8/40, First Floor, South Patel Nagar, New Delhi-110008.
Management...

AWARD
In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No- L-
42011/9/2022 — IR (DU) dated 15.02.2022 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 claim of Delhi Dalit Mazdoor Vikas Sangathan (Regd) vide letter dated 24.08.2018 that the services

of Smt. Rehana Begum were terminated w.e.f. 01.08.2018 in an illegal and unjustified manned by the

management of services of Army Base Hospital and M/s Prehari Cyber security and Facilities Pvt. Ltd (contractor)

is proper, legal and justified? If yes, what relief the said worker is entitled to and what direction s 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 favor 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 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.

Justice VIKAS KUNVAR SRIVASTAVA (Retd.), Presiding Officer
Date: 30.11.2023

T< e, 28 |7, 2024
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aqad | T Feai T TeaTe SRS ATH0T- Tg- FH AATAI-1 7% [&oelt dare(da9 9eaT 55/2020)
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[, T-42011/28/2020 -3 (F17)]

&= T AR, sEw atea
New Delhi, the 28th March, 2024

S.0. 632.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 55/2020) 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 M/s Metro Waste Handling Pvt. Ltd, Through — The General Manager, MCD Workshop, Subhash Nagar,
New Delhi, and Shri Satish Kumar, Worker, Through- Bhartiya Labour Union, Main Sagarpur, New Delhi,
which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 28.03.2024.

[No. L-42011/28/2020 -IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT DELHI -1
ROOM NO. 207, ROUSE AVENUE COURT COMPLEX, NEW DELHI

ID No. 55/2020

Sh. Satish Kumar Through Bhartiya Labour Union,

RZ-755, Gali No. 4/5, Main Sagarpur, New Delhi - 110046.

Claimant...
Versus
M/s Metro Waste Handling Pvt.
Through General Manager, MCD Workshop,
Subhash Nagar, New Delhi- 110027
Management...

None for the claimant
None for the management
AWARD

In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter
No. L-42011/28/2020 -IR(DU) dated 17.07.2020 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 termination of the services of Shri Satish Kumar w.e.f. 30.06.2016 by the management of M/s
Metro Waste Handling Private Limited, New Delhi is proper, legal and justified? If not, to what relief is he
entitled and what directions, if any, 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 favor of the fact that
the above notice was served upon the claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted to abstain away from the



1398 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : APRIL 6, 2024/CHAITRA 17, 1946 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

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 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.

Justice VIKAS KUNVAR SRIVASTAVA (Retd.), Presiding Officer
Date: 28.11.2023

T fawet, 1 arder, 2024

FT.IT. 633.—Fra T TLHT, FHATL T 197 TTATATH, 1948 (1948 T 34) Ft &m<T 91 F AT
afed GTT 88 FRT W& ARAl & YA F3d gU, TP Hiudwed UT Reiareed (oraee (I IHe) %
FEET ST T o AT FHATRAT T 3 ATATH F Ta09 F g TG FdT gl

2. I g, TSI § TH ATIGHAT o THTIH Al A & T a9 [ AATe & o7 TATAT FIIT|
3. e FMwfofed aat & i §; sraia-
(1)  FEM T TITIEAT, UF Toees FT T@ETd ®al, SaH g ST FHAT1AT 6 71 3T 984187
fafafes g,
(2)  FHIAT 3 AfAH=w F srefiw T ggierdTd yr e @ S e F fore 7 =w st
FRT &1 TS e Tgq I il arg | 9 §a ATHET 6 ST 92 ghalL gl S &

(3)  Te WTH AATY & [orw, AT Fils ATHETT Tg of € &, AT SHHT TAarT Al g,

(4) T FEME AT TATOF FT [AS, 3T darg it araq [ a9 98 ®wE™r - S
gfarfaay (B8 T8H THF TATT I AT Fgl TAT §) % TATa9 6 Fefie o, Uet e,
T yE=T § sfiv Ut Attt & afga T o #E= aow S ("@remeon e, 1950 %
Fef 19 IH I AT T FTara a1 Auterd grav of;

(5) T g S atarfeae i g 45 & 37 9T (1) F A= g fhEr mn wrE amiem
AT ATt AT TR 7 =6 R0 <7 g7 IS &ils o7 Igem, -

(i) S Afa@aw &t a=T 44 &t 3T o= (1) F A7, I atey F o seqa Gt Fewor
gafay fafereat =1 geariua F39 o TS 47

(i) FHETE e ST (Fremeen) fafFae, 1950 g Femerdierd TmeT o AfHeE I oafd
forw @& o o 77 7, v st w5 F e A

(iii) FHATEY 1 ST g & T TRiErTet i a6 | ST a5 9 H I F gHEL 99T g9
a1 El, oaE weeaET 39 AfeeEer F T ge & 7 WY, #OAHEET FA F
ERIECIREOI

(iv) 9 Aty % I, T 3 FIE A TI199 & qa9 § A=aq F 396 9« o, uH
el STl T SATATAT THAT AT AT AT T, T ATHTET FA 6 T Foterted
FT A o TorT Fersh giT-

(F) T AT AAART FIISE T AT FAT F g8 W UHT TEEART I FE@T a7 =9
sferfaay F yee ¥ foro sraeas qa=; 47

(@) UH T AT TAGGd (FITSTH  ATTARNTL, et Feam, eI, F1aad 91 57T
ofee ® T ot Sfa a9 9 werer AT ST I WA F A TYAT FEAT 6 ag AR
& TSI 3T AT o 93 | Saied UH o@T, aigdr sfiT o= Teqrast, UH HIres a1 o
TR % THeT T Y 3T IART TLEAT FIA & T UHT AR & ST a8 ATTLTF THA; AT
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(1) e AT AeFafEd A i, I TRt AT Faew iy, A7 uh T =iE #, S
FILETH, TITIA, FIATAT T AT TREL | ITIT 1T, AT 97 A< o 77 3<% Fders ar o=
TILTE T faeam® e 1 giReh Freor 2 T a2 A= 8, i et w5, qv

(F) TH FLEM, T, FEATAT AT 7T TR § T 70 R Tfomees, o, a8t a1 s
FETAST T TTAAT T FLAT AT IGO0 AAT; AT

()  Ferfeatha UE s orfpa &1 TIRT AT |
(6) TATHaer a7 MITHRT & 39T §, FET Ge I8 ol Ul ¥ q9 90 Aead ge & o0 g~

TLHTL T SATE L qal |

[T, &. TH-38014/05/2020-TF TH-1]
¥ HIgd @Y, a9 gi=a

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2024

S.0. 633.—In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of factories and
establishments of Rashtriya Chemicals and Fertilizers Limited (Thal unit) from the operation of the said Act.

2. The exemption shall be effective for a period of one year from the date of publication of this notification in the
Official Gazette.

3. The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:-

@ the factories and establishments shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and
designations of the exempted employees;

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have
been entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by this
notification operates;

3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable;

4) the employer of the said factory and establishment shall submit in respect of the period during
which that factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such
returns in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under
the Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950;

(5) a Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the
said Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it shall for the purpose of, —

0] verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of the
said Act for the said period; or

(i) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ State
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or

(iii) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the employer in
cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this notification; or

(iv) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period
when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory and establishment,

to be empowered to —

€)] require the principal or immediate employer to furnish to him such information as
he may consider necessary for the purpose of this Act; or

(b) at any reasonable time enter any factory, establishment, office or other premises
occupied by such principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and require any
person found in charge thereof to produce to such inspector or other official and allow him
to examine accounts, books and other documents relating to the employment of personal
and payment of wages or to furnish to him such information as he may consider necessary;
or
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(c) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person
found in such factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom the said
inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee ; or

(d) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account, book or other
document maintained in such factory, establishment, office or other premises; or

(e) exercise such other powers as may be specified.

(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and the new entity may
apply to the appropriate Government for exemption.

[F. No. S-38014/05/2020-SS-1)]
D.M. KHARE, Under Secy.

% feeett, 1 arder, 2024

FT.3T. 634.—Fra 1T TR, FHATLN 5T S 9T AT, 1948 (1948 =1 34) #F¥ &T=T 91 F AT
qfed T 88 FT Y& ARAT FT TN Fd gu, Bgram deioaw wivaree fies # srami i
TATIAT & AT FHATAT HI 3T ATSTHIT F Tadd o g2 T&1 FHLdl gl

2. ¥ G TSIA | T IR F T 31 g 9 v 9 &) oafty & forg wwret geft
3. e Faforfe aat & srefie g, srarieg-
(1)  FREMET X ST g TTH FHATAN 6 917 7 Taq| G Ee #3d gu, FHATRAT 7 TH
ThreeT T,
(2)  FHAT It ATAHTT F TeT UH FAS ITH Fd Lol (el 91 & o0 F =7 Af8g=ar grer
2 TS G2 o TIA &I 6l AR F Td Fa ATHATT & ST T ZHETL 3l S &5
(3)  Te WTH AATY  forw AT, IfE g gf "a< (70 ST 7 gi, a7 o Tidad qgl i,

(4) T FREM AR A9 FT A 39 qata f araq e S 39 #E 9T 37
sterfeem (B9 T8 T3 T4 S Tafer gl AT 8) Tad= & Teqefie o7 Uy fHa= o, od
T H 3 U fAfAfRAt & g6 gnft ST A= e AT (@ramen) e, 1950 F i
IH I AT AT FTad AT rutera grav of;

(5) S wtafaaw fi g 45 ¥ STEmRT (1) F el e g e G T w amnien
AT ATIFTE AT TR 7 28 YA & forT =6 M STieea #is o 9284, -

(i) ST arterfe=m T omer 44 FF ITATRT (1) F TefA, I sTater & o geqa et Eawoft #
safae fafore=i 1 gearfod w4, a7

(i) g srftsfaeaas w7 & forw & o6 safer & o se=r o S (@) &,
1950 FTRT FATAUTENT TIoTEe ST AT W@ T I AT 751, IT

(iii) =g srtrf=as w7 & forg & =, e g ye foFu 10 39 wret &6, S
FACTET TH AT F AT ge & T, 797 F A7 awg & F T A gFIE QAT
SEIHRL
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(iv) =g ATHfe==e & forw o 39 safy o S0, S S<6 FICET Sl T79 & g ¥ At =g
& ITEY TG o, UH Tohegl STl T AT (AT AT 9T AT Tgi, Meforiad F1F F7T &
oI T9rh g -

(F) & AT srea R AT & s1veT AT o a8 39 uHt SRt @ 5 g sfafea F
JATSIA & 70 saea aa7a; a1

(@) TH T4 a7 A=Aa2d (Aarstd & Ararammeie, el Fem, e, sEeT a1 o0
e # et ot IRgTh 99T 9% o9 FEAT 3T IHeh TATL & Tg AUeAT FedAT (o ag HIHE
& AT T AT o SR | HatAd UH oG, Figdt s o qeqras, iy A Av ae
TRETET % THE TEQd FE T Il TLEAT FT & AT I UHT STEFET & ST qg AaeTH
GEEHDIE

(M) T A7 sreatea Rt Y, SEe fSraat Jr Jae v, 77 ve R safe A o o
FILETH, TATIAT, FTATAT AT 3177 TRET § G137 S0, FSrEer a1 7 3<% [Aeres a1 7 g2y
T ag Toeame e 1 IR w0 ¢ T ag AT §, TeT ST AT

()  UH @, T, AT T A A § T T T TS, o, a8 qn o
TEATAS ! TTAAT AT FTAT IT IZI0T AT, T

(%) THT o= arf<RAT &1 ST AT S fafafae i s
(6)  SATATAETT AT FARTHTHTOT FT Z9T H, Ta e Tad: T2 8l STUIT 3T T 9% THE ge & (o0 aq=a

LY T ATaeT F THIT |

[T, 5. TH-38014/09/2020-1F UH-1]
s Higd @Y, oa< 9=

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2024

S.0. 634.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of factories and
establishments of Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited from the operation of the said Act.

2. The exemption shall be effective for a period of one year from the date of publication of this notification in the
Official Gazette.

3. The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:-

1) the factories and establishments shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and
designations of the exempted employees;

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have
been entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by this
notification operates;

3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable;

4) the employer of the said factory and establishment shall submit in respect of the period during
which that factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such
returns in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under
the Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950;

(5) a Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the
said Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it shall for the purpose of,-
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(i verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of the
said Act for the said period; or

(ii) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ State
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or

(iii) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the employer in
cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this notification; or

(iv) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period
when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory and establishment,

to be empowered to —

(@ require the principal or immediate employer to furnish to him such information as he may consider
necessary for the purpose of this Act; or

(b) at any reasonable time enter any factory, establishment, office or other premises occupied by such
principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and require any person found in charge
thereof to produce to such inspector or other official and allow him to examine accounts, books and
other documents relating to the employment of personal and payment of wages or to furnish to him
such information as he may consider necessary; or

(c) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person found in such
factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom the said inspector or other
official has reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee ; or

(d) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account, book or other document maintained in
such factory, establishment, office or other premises; or

(e) exercise such other powers as may be specified.

(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and the new entity
may apply to the appropriate Government for exemption.

[F. No. S-38014/09/2020-SS-1]
D.M. KHARE, Under Secy.

T feeety, 1 arder, 2024

FT.3T. 635.—Fra T TLHTL, FHATLN 5T A 19T AT, 1948 (1948 F1 34) F¥ &T=T 915 F AT
afed T 88 FWRT WaT ATRAl T TIRT #Xd gU, dUAUA [dHeS & FHIai/emadr & Hata
FHATIAT T 3T ATATAIH o TAAT T Fe T&TT FHAT g

2. I e, TSI H TH ATAGAAT & THTF Sl TG & T a9 61 srafer & o qoret Sni|
3. e Ml odt # e 8; sraia-
(1)  FEM TAT ST UF e F @X@E &30, SaH ge I FHA1EAl & 99 i 9848
fafafaee g,
(2)  FHATL I ATAAH F AT UHT THEETT ITH Fd T30 Srehl a1 & forg 3 =9 stfarg=en
FT &1 TS Be & TG 2 4l arie | T9 §a< ATHEH & ST I ghare &l J1d g,
(3) T YTH AT = [o1W, AT Fils ATHETT Tg of Had &, AT IAHT TAaTT Aal g,

(4) I FICET ST TITIA T HATSTh, ST Tater it araa ok <0 a8 FeET™T 356 Tiafaaq
(ST =o# Z8F T 3<% SASTe gl AT 8) oF T & refi=r o1, Ut frawioreT, o8 =7 §
e o Attt afgd & m s FE=Er e fwy (@) &R, 1950 F qefi 39 S
qfer &t arad AT Autera grar of;

(5) AW g I AtaEw i amT 45 i ST (1) F qdiw M fRr wr wre amrte
AT ATAFTT AT {9 F1 37 AT 396 F17 TEFT H5 d77 T2&, -
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6.

() % ATAEIH & a=T 44 FT ITTRT (1) F T, IH AT o o0 STeqq T f@awor &
siafaee fEAfatS=t it aearfod w3 % TIreET; T

(i)  FHART T AT ("@remen) T, 1950 T FATetad e oY sAfveE I
safer o foro v 1 o =7 92, T srfufResr F2 F v Av

(iii)  FHATEY FT ST g & T AT 7 e § T avq w7 H I FT R FA9T g
g AT wgl, o weeasw =) ATSg=Ar F oqefi| ge < 31 W@ 8, # AtafaT w9 F
STTSTATS,; AT

(iv) 39 Tafer % S, T 3 FLEM 3T TMIF F qag § ATARIH F Iy T97 I UH
vl STl T AT TRAT AT AT IT Tl A7 ATHTIAT F o6 T, Foferted
T A F forT Forh g:-

(F) T AT AR (AT & qeT FAT 6 g S UET ST ¥ ST 98 39
sfarfae F v & for sraeas sy 97

(@)  UH TTH AT AT (AT o ATTARTEN, FFeft Fremame, =, wraves a7 o+
afeT ® et T oA a9 ux Jaer FTAT oY 3Hs TATT | Tg U&7 FIAT 4 ag
FRAT % IS oY J9gdy & 93 § "atad UH @l, qiedl oY oI TEdra,
e AeT® AT o7 TRUT o THeT T e 3T SeTehl GLIEAT el & IT UHT SIS
3 ST 98 9T A AT

(M) THTH AT AAATEA (AT T, I ATTHHAT JT T hf, AT UF TRt oFf=F &, ST U
FILETH, TITIA, FTATAT AT AT TRAL | ITIT ST AT 37+ =71 fore o7 Saq e
T AT TR HT 93T F 7 A HI0T ¢ 1o ag FHAT 8, 0l TLET FHLAT;
T

(F)  UH FEE, IO, FEATAT AT T TRAT H W T0 T Torees, o@r, 981 a1 o+
FEATaST T It F9 T AT IFIOT AT AT

(F)  FmAgiRa UHT o= fhdl T TR HIAT |

rfarer/fARTH =T T 39T #, STacd g2 ¥ 8l SOl Y q9 90 Afeacd e & (o0 qui=rd e
T ATAET FT bl |

[T, &. TH-38014/06/2020-T9.TH-I]
s Higd @Y, oa< g+

New Delhi, the 1st April, 2024

S.0. 635.—In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State

Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of factories and
establishments of BEML Limited from the operation of the said Act.

2.

The exemption shall be effective for a period of one year from the date of publication of this notification in
the Official Gazette.

The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:-

1) the factories and establishments shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and
designations of the exempted employees;

(2) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have
been entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date from which exemption granted by this
notification operates;

3) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable;

4) the employer of the said factory and establishment shall submit in respect of the period during
which that factory was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), such
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returns in such forms and containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under
the Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950;

(5) a Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the
said Act or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it shall for the purpose of, —

(i) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44 of the
said Act for the said period; or

(i) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’ State
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or

(iii) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the employer in
cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted under this notification; or

(iv) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period
when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory and establishment,

to be empowered to —

(@ require the principal or immediate employer to furnish to him such information as he may consider
necessary for the purpose of this Act; or

(b) at any reasonable time enter any factory, establishment, office or other premises occupied by such
principal or immediate employer at any reasonable time and require any person found in charge thereof
to produce to such inspector or other official and allow him to examine accounts, books and other
documents relating to the employment of personal and payment of wages or to furnish to him such
information as he may consider necessary; or

(c) examine the principal or immediate employer, his agent or servant, or any person found in such
factory, establishment, office or other premises or any person whom the said inspector or other official
has reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee ; or

(d) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account, book or other document maintained in such
factory, establishment, office or other premises; or

(e) exercise such other powers as may be specified.

(6) in case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall stand cancelled and the new entity
may apply to the appropriate Government for exemption.

[F. No. S-38014/06/2020-SS-1]
D.M. KHARE, Under Secy.

75 foeety, 2 arder, 2024

F.3AT. 636.—3i=T faars sAfaf@=m (1947 F1 14) FF 9T 17 F SATH0T |, Frs T T Haqd
i sefoie T, (3R e & yaegas & dag At o7 =it 91 Jg1ge ae#® & a1+
g # Afde F=0T g denfs stffecr g s@ =, qavas, =4 (e 9.- 58/2021) &
ST o Srera § @ AT 8, TR FdT g S Head T IR Rl 9% RiaT & 917 02.04.2024 Fr
ST g T |

[|. STE-16025/04/2024- 33 (TH)-37]
=T AR, saw gt=a

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 636—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 58/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Bombay Intelligence Security,(India) Ltd., and Sri Lal Bahadur Naik which was received along with
soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 02.04.2024.

[No. Z-16025/04/2024-1R(M)-37]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:
Sri Dinesh Kumar Singh,
Presiding Officer, C.G.1.T.-cum-Labour Court,
Bhubaneswar.
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 58/2021
Date of Passing Order — 24" January, 2024
Between:
The Director, M/s. Bombay Intelligence
Security,(India) Ltd., 101, Omega House,
Hiranandani Gardens, Powai, Mumbai — 400076.
1% Party-Management.
(And)
Sri Lal Bahadur Naik, S/o. Girish Ch. Naik,
Vill. Baddelu, Po. Sanadeuli, Dist.- Mayurbhanj,
Odisha.
2" Party-Workman.
Appearances:
None. For the 1* Party-Management.
None. For the 2" Party-Workman.
ORDER

In the present case, a reference was received from the office of the Deputy Chief Labour Commissioner
(Central), Bhubaneswar vide order No. 8(37)/2020-B.iv/ADJ/21-B.1, dated 29"September,2021 under clause (d) of
sub-section(1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication of a dispute,
under the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the Management of M/s. Institute of Minerals & Materials Technology, Bhubaneswar
and its contractors i.e. m/s. Bombay Intelligence Security (India) Ltd., by terminating the services of Sri Lal
Bahadur Naik without giving termination/compensation benefits and M/s. Industrial Security & Allied

Services Pvt. Ltd., by not providing re-employment to Sri lal Bahadur Naik is legal & or justified”. If not
what relief the workman is entitled for?

2. In the reference order, the Deputy chief Labour Commissioner (Central), Bhubaneswar 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
each one of the opposite parties involved in the dispute.

3. Despite directions so given, no statement of claim is received from the 2™ party-workman.

4. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the 2" Party-Workman on 20.12.2021 and on dated
17.04.2023 for appearance and for filing of statement of claim. Neither the postal article sent to the 2™ Party-
Workman, referred to above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services remained
unserved in the period, referred to above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the above
notices were served upon the 2™ Party-Workman. Despite service of the notice, the 2" Party-Workman opted to
abstain away from the proceedings. No claim statement was filed on its behalf. Thus, it is clear that the 2™ Party-
Workman is not interested in adjudication of the reference on merits.

5. Since the 2" Party-Workman has neither filed statement of claim nor has led any evidence so as to prove its
cause against the Management, it is presumed that there is no claim of workman against the Management.

6. In view of such, no claim Order is passed by this Tribunal.
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7. Let this order be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes
Act, 1947, for publication.

DINESH KUMAR SINGH, Presiding Officer
¢ faweft, 2 e, 2024
F.AT. 637—3=NRIF f@are dAfa=aw (1947 1 14) & =T 17 F AT |, Fexld AR
A TS i fAmeew g #dfaew el (rivauadl); dud st il R @Ra)
ffiee & yauda F dag A & ot e wgrar F A= aqag 7 Ay F= a@r st
ATF TF qH AT, qarax, G=91e (R 7.- 59/2021) #r S&T & siqeras # fammar @ g,
TR FTAT & ST e 19 FLHTL AT TG HT1 6 7127 02.04.2024 7 ITH g1 7 |

[?r. =-16025/04/2024- 311‘-%311-{(@)_1 8]
e T, e whE

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 637.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 59/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Institute of Minerals & Materials Technology, (IMMT); M/s Bombay Intelligence
Security,(India) Ltd., and Sri Ramesh Mohapatra which was received along with soft copy of the award by the
Central Government on 02.04.2024.

[No. Z-16025/04/2024-1R(M)-18]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:
Sri Dinesh Kumar Singh,
Presiding Officer, C.G.1.T.-cum-LabourCourt,
Bhubaneswar.
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 59/2021
Date of Passing Order — 24" January, 2024
Between:
1. The Director, M/s. Institute of Minerals & Materials Technology,
(IMMT), Sachivalya Marg, RRL Campus, Acharya Vihar,
Bhubaneswar, Odisha — 751013, Bhubaneswar.
2. The Director, M/s. Bombay Intelligence Security
(India) Ltd., 101, Omega House, Biranandani gardens, Powai,Mumbai — 400 076.
1% Party-Managements.
(And)
Sri Ramesh Mohapatra, S/o. DibakarMohapatra,
At. Arapur, Po Dulanapur, Cuttack — 754 007

2" Party-Workman.

Appearances:
None. For the 1* Party-Management.
None. For the 2" Party-Workman.
ORDER

In the present case, a reference was received from the office of the Deputy Chief Labour Commissioner
(Central), Bhubaneswar vide order No. 8(29)/2020-B.IV/ADJ/21/B.1, dated 17" September, 2021 under clause (d) of
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sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication of a dispute,
under the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of M/s. Bombay Intelligence Security (India) Ltd., the contractor of the management
of M/s. Institute of Minerals of Materials Technology, Bhubaneswar terminating the service of Sri
Ramesh Mohapatra (Security Guard) without retrenchment benefits is just, fair and legal? If not to what
relief the concerned workman is entitled to?

2. In the reference order, the Deputy chief Labour Commissioner (Central), Bhubaneswar 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
each one of the opposite parties involved in the dispute.

3. Despite directions so given, no statement of claim is received from the 2" party-workman.

4, On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the 2" Party-Workman on 20.12.2021 and on dated
17.04.2023 for appearance and for filing of statement of claim. Neither the postal article sent to the 2™ Party-
Workman, referred to above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services remained
unserved in the period, referred to above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the above
notices were served upon the 2™ Party-Workman. Despite service of the notice, the 2" Party-Workman opted to
abstain away from the proceedings. No claim statement was filed on its behalf. Thus, it is clear that the 2" Party-
Workman is not interested in adjudication of the reference on merits.

5. Since the 2" Party-Workman has neither filed statement of claim nor has led any evidence so as to prove its
cause against the Management, it is presumed that there is no claim of workman against the Management.

6. In view of such, no claim Order is passed by this Tribunal.

7. Let this order be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes

Act, 1947, for publication.
DINESH KUMAR SINGH, Presiding Officer

% feeety, 2 arder, 2024

H.IM. 638.—3iEIRTes fare fAFTd 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & AR § Y

WRHR @AY T & Jeuad, dag ANl R 396 HHeRT & 44 srgey # [fdwe &frefiie fdarg
H B WRBR AEe AfABROT / 579 =TTery, FEIR S Ude (20/2021) YHTRIT HAT 2 |

[€. TaT 12025/01,/2023-37T8 R (§1-1)-77]

AT, 37 Feers

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 638.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 20/2021) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of North Eastern
Railway and their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2023- IR(B-1)-77]

SALONI, Dy. Director
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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. 20 of 2021
BETWEEN
Chandra Ram Yadav S/o Trivedi Yadav
22, Orawah Sohratgarh Siddharth Nagar, U.P -272201
AND
1. The General Manager, M/s A to Z Infra Services Ltd,
0-116, 1st Floor, Shopping Mall, Arjun Marg, DLF City
Phase-1 Gurgaon (Haryana) 122602 Divisional Railway.
2. Manager, North Eastern Railway Lucknow Division Ashok, Marg,
Lucknow 226001
AWARD
This award arises in respect of the case raised under section 2A of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 on 08.04.2021
The averments of the claimant workman may be concisely stated as follows:-

The claimant workman was engaged by the O.P management No.1 on the post of sweeper on Gorakhpur Junction
Railway Station and claimant workman started discharging his duty from 13.03.2012.

The period for which the claimant workman discharged his duty was satisfactory. The O.P management never issued
any complaint or charge sheet to the claimant workman. Claimant workman worked for the O.P management
continuously without any interruption or break till his service was terminated which was done orally.

It is vehemently claimed by the claimant workman that the nature of his job was permanent and he also worked for
the O.P management for more than 240 days continuously without any intervention from the date of joining. It is
further stated by claimant workman that he provided his service to the O.P management and hence it is responsible for
him and will come under purview of all laws related to employee employer relationship.

All the payment of wages were provided to the claimant workman through banks. It is further alleged by the claimant
workman that he was paid below the minimum wages described as per the guidelines of the government under
Minimum Wage Act, 1948.

Though claimant workman raised his demand vehemently for benefits like minimum wage Provident fund and
insurance but O.P management did not fulfill demands. Claimant workman complained about it to the higher
authority.
The service of the Claimant workman was terminated orally from 10.04.2018. It is further stated that the claimant
workman was neither served with any written notice nor given any compensation for retrenchment. in gross violation
of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.
It is prayed on behalf of the claimant workman before this Tribunal to quash the illegal decision of the O.P
management of terminating his service and O.P management should be directed to reinstate the claimant workman
from the date of termination with all the consequential benefits which claimant workman was demanding and any
other benefit as deemed fit in the eye of the law.
On perusal of the record it is found an application of withdrawal was filed in which it is mentioned that the claimant
workman and O.P management reached an agreement and claimant workman was not further interested in prosecuting
the case and was withdrawing the case.
In the given circumstance the case is disposed of as of ‘NIL AWARD”.
Parties are left to bear their respective costs.

SOMA SHEKHAR JENE, Presiding Officer
Date: 01.08.
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T2 faeet, 2 arder, 2024

T3, 639.—sf=ntie fare aAfafa=w (1947 F1 14) Ft &7 17 F AT |, FralT TR AGH
RIS AT med de #efaed Shioft, (réuaundl); aas aive sefoia it @) ffuce &
TS % WG AT o =t eI FAR TS a1 qad § [ Fia awr stenfis st ud
T AT, AT, G971 (RO .- 60/2021) Fr ST o srqera # oy 77 g, Jariard w2t § S
TRl HLHTT T GIF FIUT 6 G727 02.04.2024 FT ITH g3 4T |

[¥. SIe-16025/04/2024- AT (TH)-27]

&= T AR, sEw atea
New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 639.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 60/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Institute of Minerals & Materials Technology, (IMMT); M/s Bombay Intelligence
Security,(India) Ltd., and Sri Akshaya Kumar Nayak which was received along with soft copy of the award by the
Central Government on 02.04.2024.

[No. Z-16025/04/2024-I1R(M)-27]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:
Sri Dinesh Kumar Singh,
Presiding Officer, C.G.1.T.-cum-LabourCourt,
Bhubaneswar.
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 60/2021
Date of Passing Order — 24™ January, 2024
Between:
1. The Director, M/s. Institute of Minerals & Materials Technology
(IMMT), Sachivalaya Marg, RRL Campus, Acharya Vihar,
Bhubaneswar, Odisha — 751 013.
2. The Director, M/s. Bombay Intelligence
Security,(India) Ltd., 101, Omega House,
Hiranandani Gardens, Powai, Mumbai — 400076.
1% Party-Managements.
(And)
Sri Akshaya Kumar Nayak, S/o. AnadiCharanNayak,
Vill./Po. Kapileswar, Dist. Kendrapara.
2" Party-Workman.
Appearances:

None. For the 1% Party-Management.
None. For the 2" Party-Workman.
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ORDER

In the present case, a reference was received from the office of the Deputy Chief Labour Commissioner
(Central), Bhubaneswar vide order No. 8(34)/2020-B.IV/ADJ/21/B.1, dated 17" September, 2021 under clause (d) of
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication of a dispute,
under the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of M/s. Bombay Intelligence Security (India) Ltd., the contractor of the management of
M/s. Institute of Minerals & Materials Technology, Bhubaneswar, terminating the service of Sri Akshaya
Kumar Nayak (Security Guard) without retrenchment benefits is just, fair and legal? If not, to what relief the
concerned workman is entitled to?

2. In the reference order, the Deputy chief Labour Commissioner (Central), Bhubaneswar 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
each one of the opposite parties involved in the dispute.

3. Despite directions so given, no statement of claim is received from the 2" party-workman.

4. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the 2" Party-Workman on 20.12.2021 and on dated
17.04.2023 for appearance and for filing of statement of claim. Neither the postal article sent to the 2™ Party-
Workman, referred to above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services remained
unserved in the period, referred to above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the above
notices were served upon the 2™ Party-Workman. Despite service of the notice, the 2" Party-Workman opted to
abstain away from the proceedings. No claim statement was filed on its behalf. Thus, it is clear that the 2™ Party-
Workman is not interested in adjudication of the reference on merits.

5. Since the 2" Party-Workman has neither filed statement of claim nor has led any evidence so as to prove its
cause against the Management, it is presumed that there is no claim of workman against the Management.

6. In view of such, no claim Order is passed by this Tribunal.

7. Let this order be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes

Act, 1947, for publication.
DINESH KUMAR SINGH, Presiding Officer

T feeety, 2 arder, 2024

FLAT. 640.—EIfTe faarq AR 1047 (1947 HT 14) B GRT 17 & ARV H Bl

WHR AT A9 & Yaeds, dag Faedl iR 96 dHaR! & 99 ogdy # fAfds e faars
H BRI WRBHR AN ARTHROT /51 <TTed, FAYL $ UAC (21/2021) GHIRIT BT 2 |

[. Ua 12025/01/2023-3118 3R (F1-1)-79]
AT, 37 Faer®

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 640.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 21/2021) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of North Eastern
Railway and their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2023- IR(B-1)-79]
SALONI, Dy. Director
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. 21 of 2021
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BETWEEN
Mohd Sharif, S/o Abdul Hakim, Resident- Jagal Matadin,
Padri Bazar, Salikaram, Gorakhpur, Uttar Pradesh-273014
AND
1.  The General Manager, M/s A to Z Infra Services Ltd,
0-116, 1st Floor, Shopping Mall, Arjun Marg, DLF City
Phase-l Gurgaon (Haryana) 122602 Divisional Railway.
2. Manager, North Eastern Railway Lucknow Division Ashok, Marg,
Lucknow 226001
AWARD
This award arises in respect of the case raised under section 2A of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 on 08.04.2021
The averments of the claimant workman may be concisely stated as follows:-

The claimant workman was engaged by the O.P management No.1 on the post of sweeper on Gorakhpur Junction
Railway Station and claimant workman started discharging his duty from 15.10.2016.

The period for which the claimant workman discharged his duty was satisfactory. The O.P management never issued
any complaint or charge sheet to the claimant workman. Claimant workman worked for the O.P management
continuously without any interruption or break till his service was terminated which was done orally.

It is vehemently claimed by the claimant workman that the nature of his job was permanent and he also worked for
the O.P management for more than 240 days continuously without any intervention from the date of joining. It is
further stated by claimant workman that he provided his service to the O.P management and hence it is responsible for
him and will come under purview of all laws related to employee employer relationship.

All the payment of wages were provided to the claimant workman through banks. It is further alleged by the claimant
workman that he was paid below the minimum wages described as per the guidelines of the government under
Minimum Wage Act, 1948.

Though claimant workman raised his demand vehemently for benefits like minimum wage Provident fund and
insurance but O.P management neglected his demand and assurances were given to him. Claimant workman
complained about it to the higher authority.

The service of the Claimant workman was terminated orally from 10.04.2018. It is further stated that the claimant
workman was neither served with any written notice or given any compensation for retrenchment. It was clearly
violation of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.

It is prayed on behalf of the claimant workman before this Tribunal to quash the illegal decision of the O.P
management of terminating his service and O.P management should be directed to reinstate the claimant workman
from the date of termination with all the benefits which claimant workman was demanding and any other benefits as
deemed fit in the eye of the law.

On perusal of the record it is found an application of withdrawal was filed in which it is mentioned that the claimant
workman and O.P management reached an agreement and claimant workman was not further interested in prosecuting
the case and was withdrawing the case.

In the given circumstance the case is disposed of as ‘NIL AWARD?’.
Parties are left to bear their respective costs.

SOMA SHEKHAR JENE, Presiding Officer
Date: 28.07.2024

T faeet, 2 arder, 2024

FT.T. 641.—ATHS fdare AT 1947 (1947 BT 14) DI GRT 17 B FIIR H{ Sl
WRBR A 39 S Yadd, Fdg AP AR ITdh HHGRI & drd 3ead ¥ Ffde frenfie
fqarg # < WHR AERS AR/ 31 TR, FEYR S GAIC (19/2021) BTG BT
gl

[¥. TeT 12025/01/2023-311$ 3R (91-1)-78]
EEICIRcEACECED
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New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 641.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 19/2021) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of North Eastern

Railway and their workmen.
[No. L-12025/01/2023- IR(B-1)-78]
SALONI, Dy. Director

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. 19 of 2021
BETWEEN

Rajesh Kumar, S/o Late Ram Singhasan,
299, R near Samme Mate Mandir Saraswati Puram-1
Shivpur Gorakhpur Uttar Pradesh-273014
AND
1. The General Manager, M/s A to Z Infra Services Ltd,
0-116, 1st Floor, Shopping Mall, Arjun Marg, DLF City
Phase-1 Gurgaon (Haryana) 122602 Divisional Railway.
2. Manager, North Eastern Railway Lucknow Division Ashok, Marg,

Lucknow 226001

AWARD
This award arises in respect of the case raised under section 2A of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 on 08.04.2021
The averments of the claimant workman may be concisely stated as follows:-

The claimant workman was engaged by the O.P management No.1 on the post of sweeper on Gorakhpur Junction
Railway Station and claimant workman started discharging his duty from 12.11.2016.

The period for which the claimant workman discharged his duty was satisfactory. The O.P management never issued
any complaint or charge sheet to the claimant workman. Claimant workman worked for the O.P management
continuously without any interruption or break till his service was terminated which was done orally.

It is vehemently claimed by the claimant workman that the nature of his job was permanent and he also worked for
the O.P management for more than 240 days continuously without any intervention from the date of joining. It is
further stated by claimant workman that he provided his service to the O.P management and hence it is responsible for
him and will come under purview of all laws related to employee employer relationship.

All the payment of wages were provided to the claimant workman through banks. It is further alleged by the claimant
workman that he was paid below the minimum wages described as per the guidelines of the government under
Minimum Wage Act, 1948.

Though claimant workman raised his demand vehemently for benefits like minimum wage Provident fund and
insurance but O.P management did not fulfil demands. Claimant workman complained about it to the higher
authority.
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The service of the Claimant workman was terminated orally from 10.04.2018. It is further stated that the claimant
workman was neither served with any written notice nor given any compensation for retrenchment. in gross violation
of the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.

It is prayed on behalf of the claimant workman before this Tribunal to quash the illegal decision of the O.P
management of terminating his service and O.P management should be directed to reinstate the claimant workman
from the date of termination with all the consequential benefits which claimant workman was demanding and any
other benefit as deemed fit in the eye of the law.

On perusal of the record it is found an application of withdrawal was filed in which it is mentioned that the claimant
workman and O.P management reached an agreement and claimant workman was not further interested in prosecuting
the case and was withdrawing the case.

In the given circumstance the case is disposed of as of ‘NIL AWARD’.
Parties are left to bear their respective costs.

SOMA SHEKHAR JENA, Presiding Officer
Date: 31.07.2023

% feeety, 2 arder, 2024

FIAT. 642.—3=RIF foars Afaf@aw (1947 F1 14) F o177 17 F A0 §, Fei T qCh Haqe
TS A% A U 8RA SHATSH, (AMETHUHALT); Had i S fooid [Raaier (3=4m) ”iffiee +
THEAS % Hag (Al e T IO ST F @ aqag § faE e g sttt ud aw
Y, g, 99T (RO .- 61/2021) & ST & siqavs § fG@mar 1w g, T fedt g S
Tl HLHTL 1 GIFE FIAT 6 A1 02.04.2024 FT ITH g 4T |

[[. SE-16025/04/2024- Ar£<(TH)-19]

=T o, sEw at=a
New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 642.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 61/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Institute of Minerals & Materials Technology, (IMMT); M/s Bombay Intelligence Security,
(India) Ltd., and Sri Parsuram Jena which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central
Government on 02.04.2024.

[No. Z-16025/04/2024-1R(M)-19]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:
Sri Dinesh Kumar Singh,
Presiding Officer, C.G.1.T.-cum-LabourCourt,
Bhubaneswar.
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 61/2021
Date of Passing Order — 24" January, 2024
Between:

1. The Director, M/s. Institute of Minerals & Materials Technology(IMMT), Sachivalaya Marg,
RRL Campus, Acharya Vihar,Bhubaneswar, Odisha — 751 013.

2. The Director, M/s. Bombay Intelligence
Security,(India) Ltd., 101, Omega House,
Hiranandani Gardens, Powai, Mumbai — 400076.
1% Party-Managements.
(And)
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Sri Parsuram Jena, S/o. Dasarathi Jena,
Vill/Po. Dumduma, Dist. Khurda — 751 019.
2" Party-Workman.

Appearances:
None. For the 1* Party-Managements.
None. For the 2" Party-Workman.

ORDER

In the present case, a reference was received from the office of the Deputy Chief Labour Commissioner
(Central), Bhubaneswar vide order No. 8(31)/2020-B.IV/ADJ/21/B.1, dated 17" September, 2021 under clause (d) of
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication of a dispute,
under the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of M/s. Bombay Intelligence Security (India) Ltd., the contractor of the
management of M/s. Institute of Minerals of Materials Technology, Bhubaneswar, terminating the
service of Sri Parsuram Jena (Security

Guard) without retrenchment benefits is just, fair and legal? If not to what relief the concerned workman
is entitled to?

2. In the reference order, the Deputy chief Labour Commissioner (Central), Bhubaneswar 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
each one of the opposite parties involved in the dispute.

3. Despite directions so given, no statement of claim is received from the 2" party-workman.

4, On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the 2" Party-Workman on 20.12.2021 and on dated
24.04.2023 for appearance and for filing of statement of claim. Neither the postal article sent to the 2" Party-
Workman, referred to above, was received back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal services remained
unserved in the period, referred to above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of the fact that the above
notices were served upon the 2™ Party-Workman. Despite service of the notice, the 2" Party-Workman opted to
abstain away from the proceedings. No claim statement was filed on its behalf. Thus, it is clear that the 2" Party-
Workman is not interested in adjudication of the reference on merits.

5. Since the 2" Party-Workman has neither filed statement of claim nor has led any evidence so as to prove its
cause against the Management, it is presumed that there is no claim of workman against the Management.

6. In view of such, no claim Order is passed by this Tribunal.

7. Let this order be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes

Act, 1947, for publication.
DINESH KUMAR SINGH, Presiding Officer

72 faeeft, 2 e, 2024
T3, 643.—3=THF fEare A== (1947 FT 14) FT =T 17 F ATEI H, Fwald GLEHT
QAT A% AT F YA & Gag At o7 o f. qrarstt * S+ gy § Ay F=09 @K
N stfaraeor ua 9w =T, gETs, v=e (R .- 37/2014) 1 St o s #§ R
AT §, TRTIAT FEAT § ST e (7 TLRIT I GrFe HIUT 6 a1 02.04.2024 FT IT g o7 |
[¥. TH-17012/47/2013- 3TE3e(TH)]

ST AW, @ gt=a

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 643.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 37/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to LIC of India and Shri P. Balaji which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central
Government on 02.04.2024.

[No. L-17012/47/2013-1R(M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD
Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR

Presiding Officer
Dated the 23" day of January, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 37 /2014

Between:
Sri P. Balaji,
D.No.18-5-115, Gowri Colony,
Peddapuram.
EG Distt. Petitioner
AND
1. The Sr. Divisional Manager,

LIC of India, Divisional Office,

Jeevan Godavari, Morampudi,

Rajahmundry.
2. The Branch Manager,

LIC of India,

Peddapuram Branch,

Peddapuram,

W.G. Dist .. Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : Sri V.V. Rama Krishna, Advocate
For the Respondent Sri Venkatesh Dixit, Advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-17012/ 47/2013-IR(M) dated 18.2.2014
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between
the management of Life Insurance Corporation of India and their workman. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the removal from service of Sri P. Balaji, Ex.Temp. Class -1V, LIC of India, Peddapuram Branch
w.e.f. 28.1.2013 is legal and justified? If not, what other relief the workman is entitled to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as 1.D. No. 37/2014 and notices were issued to the parties concerned and
the Petitioner entered appearance.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for Petitioner evidence. Respondent present. Record reveals that
Petitioner is not appearing in this case since the year 2019. It seems that Petitioner is not interested to pursue his case.
Inspite of providing sufficient opportunity, Petitioner did not choose to file evidence affidavit. Hence, absence of
Petitioner and non-filing Petitioner evidence affidavit to substantiate his claim, case is dismissed for default and a ‘No
Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 23" day of
January, 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
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Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL

Documents marked for the Petitioner

NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

% feeety, 2 arder, 2024

T, 644, —3=HF fFare afa=am (1947 FT1 14) T a7 17 F AT H, Feald GLEHN
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[¥. T-17012/18/2014- A (TH)]
f&=tT AW, @ gf=a

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 644.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 98/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to LIC of India and Shri P.VV.V. Teja Murthy which was received along with soft copy of the award by the
Central Government on 02.04.2024.

[No. L-17012/18/2014-IR(M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD
Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR

Presiding Officer
Dated the 23" day of January, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No0.98 /2014
Between:
Sri P.V.V. Teja Murthy,
S/o Yadukondalu,
D.No.5-6-28, Merakaveedhi,

5" Ward, Kovvuru.

WG Dist.-534350. Petitioner
AND
1. The Sr. Divisional Manager,

LIC of India, Divisional Office,
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Jeevan Godavari, Morampudi,

Rajahmundry.
2. The Branch Manager,

LIC of India,

Kowvvuru Branch, Kovvuru,

W.G. Dist .. Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : Sri V.V. Rama Krishna, Advocate
For the Respondent: Sri Venkatesh Dixit, Advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-17012/ 18/2014-IR(M) dated 12.5.2014
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the 1.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between
the management of Life Insurance Corporation of India and their workman. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the removal from service of Sri P.V.V. Teja Murthy, Ex.Temp. Class —IV, LIC of India, Kovvuru
Branch w.e.f. 28.1.2013 is legal and justified? If not, what other relief the workman is entitled to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 98/2014 and notices were issued to the parties
concerned and the Petitioner entered appearance.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for Petitioner evidence. Respondent present. Record reveals that Petitioner
is not appearing in this case since the year 2018. The claim of the Petitioner is not substantiated by any evidence.
Hence, in absence of Petitioner and non-filing Petitioner evidence affidavit to substantiate his claim, case is dismissed
for default and a ‘No Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this the 23" day of
January, 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

T faeet, 2 arder, 2024

T, 645, —3T=THF fFare Afa==am (1947 FT1 14) T a7 17 F AT H, Feald GLEHN
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New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 645.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 182/2014) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to LIC of India and Shri B.S.K. Chaitanya which was received along with soft copy of the
award by the Central Government on 02.04.2024.

[No. L-17012/63/2014-1R(M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: -Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 23" day of February, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 182/2014
Between:
Sri B.S.K. Chaitanya,
S/o B.T. Ramesh,
D.No0.22-13-31, Mutyalavari Street,

Tanuku, W.G. Distt — 534211. ......Petitioner
AND
1. The Sr. Divisional Manager,

LIC of India, Divisional Office,
Jeevan Godavari, Morampudi,
Rajahmundry.
2. The Branch Manager,
LIC of India,
Tanuku Branch,
Tanuku. W.G. Dist. A.P.. ... Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : Sri V. V. Rama Krishna, Advocate
For the Respondent: Sri Venkatesh Dixit, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-17012/ 63/2014-IR(M) dated 4.8.2014
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the 1.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between
the management of LIC of India and their workman. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the removal from service of Sri B.S.K. Chaitanya, Ex.Temp, Class-1V LIC of India, Tanuku
Branch w.e.f. 28.1.2023 is legal and justified? If not, what other relief the workman is entitled to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 182/2014 and notices were issued to the parties concerned and
the Petitioner entered appearance.

2. On the date fixed for Petitioner’s evidence, Petitioner remained absent. Record reveals that Petitioner is not
attending proceedings since the year 2019. Despite sufficient number of opportunities have been provided to him, he
has not filed any evidence to substantiate his claim. In absence of evidence and due to his absence a ‘No claim’
award is passed.
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Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, and corrected by me on this the 23" day
of February, 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
TS faoett, 2 ol 2024
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New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 646.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 121/2018) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to M/s Gujarat State Petroleum Corporation Limited and others and GSPC (OGT)
Contract Workers Union which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on
02.04.2024.

[No. L-30011/2/2018-IR(M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD
Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR

Presiding Officer
Dated the 30" day of January, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 121/2018
Between:
The President & General Secretary,
GSPC (OGT) Contract Workers Union,
D.No.1-90, Gadimoga Village,
Tallarevu (M),
E.G.District. ......Petitioner/Union
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AND
1. The Executive Director/Asset Manager,

M/s Gujarat State Petroleum Corporation Limited,
The head of the Plant of Gujarat State petroleum Corporation,
Gandhinagar (Gujarat) -382010.

2. The Senior Vice President,

M/s Gujarat State Petroleum Corporation Limited
STC Ware House Complex, New Port Godowns,
Beach Road, Kakinada - 05.

3. M/s Central Investigation Security Service Ltd.,
301/B, 3*d Floor, A-Wing, Mukti Towers, 141/A,
Model Town, 4-Bangalows, Andheri (West),
Mumbai, Pin Code - 400053.

4. M/s Airon Corporation Rhode's Khacha Cornor,
Rajmahal Road, VVadodara - 01.

M/s Sree Rama Engineering Services,

Kakinada, (Man Power Supply Contractors),

Sri Rama Nivas, Dr. No. 3-9A-6/2, Recharlapeta,
Community Hall Street, Kakinada -1.

5. M/s Bhaskara Resources Pvt. Ltd.,

MIG-36, 2° Floor, Beside: Cherms, Hyderanagar,
Kukatpalli, Hyderabad -500085.

6. M/s TVR Constructions Pvt. Ltd.,

Rohini Apartments, 7-1-32/G, AGlI, Leela Nagar,
Ameerpet, Hyderabad -500016.

7. M/s Bharat Energy Systems (Maintenance & Engg-).
D.No. 60-23-10, Prakash Nagar, Malkapuram,
Visakhapatnam -530011.

8. M/s Sombansi Enviro Engg. Pvt. Ltd.,

J-78, 2"° Floor, Patel nagar, Opp. GDA Office,
Ghaziabad, Uttar Pradesh.

9. M/s Prumotech Service Pvt. Ltd., No. 18,

Lady Madhavan Road, Mahalingapuram,
Nungambakkam, Chennai - 600034.

10. M/s Chandra Shipping Training Services,
2nd Floor, 2nd Block, Subhadra Arcade,
Bhanugudi Junction Kakinada-533216.

11. M/s Devi Engg. Services, Dr. No. 14-211,
Padmanabha Gardens, Near Govt. Hospital,
Mummidivaram, E.G. District - 533216.

12. M/s Sodex Focd Solutions India Pvt. Ltd.,
Gemstar Commercial Complex, 1" Floor,
Ramachandra Malad Lane Extension,
Kanchappada, (West) Mumbai (MS).

13. M/s Sri Surya Plant Nursery, Kakinada.

... Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : None

For the Respondent . Sri B. Kiran Kumar, Advocate for R10
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AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-30011/2/2018-IR(M) dated 31.10.2018
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the 1.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between
the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of M/s. Central Investigation Security Service, M/s. Airon Corporation Rhode’s M/s
Sree Rama Engineering Services, M/s Bhaskara Resources Pvt. Ltd., M/s TVR Constructions Pvt. Ltd., M/s.
Bharat Energy Systems (Maintenance & Engg.), M/s Sombansi Enviro Engg Pvt. Ltd., M/s. Prumotech
Service Pvt. Ltd., M/s. Chandra Shipping Training Services, M/s. Devi Engg. Services, M/s. Sodex Food
Solutions India Pvt. Ltd., M/s Sri Surya Plant Nursery, Kakinada as contractor under the Management of
Guijarat State Petroleum Corporation Ltd., Kakinada in not paying the HRA, Accident/Group Insurance,
TGravelling Vehicle Facilities, Facilities and Special Allowance as demanded by Gujarat State Petroleum
Corporation (OGT) Contract Workers Union vide their letter dated 8.2.2017 are proper, legal and justified?
If not, what relief the workmen are entitled to? What directs, if any, are required in the matter?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 121/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. On the date fixed for filing of claim statement Petitioner remained absent. Record shows that this case is
coming for claim statement since 2018. Notice sent on Petitioner union returned unserved with endorsement
‘Addressee left’. No claim statement filed. Hence a ‘No claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, and corrected by me on this the 30" day
of January, 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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T3, 647.—3=TRIF fFaTe At T (1947 F1 14) F¥ =T 17 F ATE0 |, Fei T TEhT HAad
ST AT U Fegadee (YT24e) rffes & yaad= & gag s o «ff grieay /igar a1+ e
H e T R SRR SIfaa<er Ud 99 =y, aay, 9491e (Reww 7.- 13/2013) & s4r
o sTere # o 97 8, T FdT g ST heal T AERTE Hl 1% AT & 917 02.04.2024 FT 99
gam |

[, TA-29012/55/2012-ATE AT (TH)]

=T AR, saw gt=a

New Delhi, the 2nd April, 2024

S.0. 647.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 13/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Pradeep Mining & Construction (Private) Ltd., and Sri Hadibandhu Mohanta which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 02.04.2024.

[No. L-29012/55/2012-1R(M)
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
Present:
Sri Dinesh Kumar Singh,
Presiding Officer, C.G.1.T.-cum-Labour
Court, Bhubaneswar.
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 13/2013
Ref. No. L-29012/55/2012 — IR (M), dated 06.02.2013
Date of Passing Order — 8" December, 2023
Between:
M/s. Pradeep Mining & Construction (P) Ltd.,
Chorda, Jajpur Road, Jajpur, Odisha.

1* Party-Management.
(And)
Sri HadibandhuMohanta,
Vill. Kiajhara, Po. Kiajhara, Tomaka,
Dist. Jajpur, Odisha.
2" Party-Workman.
Appearances:
Mr. Nitish Mishra, Advocate. For the 1 Party-

Management.

None. For the 2™ Party-
Workman.
ORDER
Case is called out.

2. On call the learned lawyer for the 1% Party-Management appears before the Tribunal, but no one appears on
behalf of the 2" party-workman. Learned lawyer for the Management has submitted before the Tribunal that the
Management of M/s. Pradeep Mining & Construction Private Limited had filed a writ petition before the Hon’ble
High Court of Orissa vide W.P.(C) No0.11926/2013 in which the Hon’ble High Court of Orissa has been pleased to
observe that the

dispute would not be adjudicated on the basis of the question referred to in the order dated 6™ February, 2013.

3. Perused the record. On perusal of record it appears that the 1% Party-Management has filed Writ Petition
before the Hon’ble High Court of Orissa vide W.P.(C) No. 11962/2013 in which it has been observed as follows:-

”In that view of the matter, the writ petition is disposed of stating that the dispute will not be adjudicated on
the basis of the question referred to in the order dated 6" February, 2013. Instead of amending reference, the Opp.
Parties will make a fresh reference of a question properly worded. It is so ordered. The writ petition is disposed of.”

4, It also reveals that the 2™ Party-workman had fled a writ petition before the Hon’ble High Court of Orissa in
W.P.(C) No. 22127/2017 in which the Hon’ble High Court of Orissa has been pleased to pass an order which is as
under:-

”In that view of the matter, the writ petition is disposed of by directing that the dispute will not be
adjudicated on the basis of the question referred to in the order dated 6™ February, 2013. Instead of amending
reference the Opp. Parties will make a fresh reference on a question properly worded. It is so ordered. The writ
petition is disposed of.”

5. Now in this case the Hon’ble High Court of Orissa observed that the dispute cannot be adjudicated on the
question referred to in the order dated 06.02.2013.

6. In view of such fact and in the light of the observations made by the Hon’ble High Court of Orissa the
reference herewith is returned to the appropriate government for taking necessary action.

DINESH KUMAR SINGH, Presiding Officer
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T2 faeet, 3 arder, 2024
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New Delhi, the 3rd April, 2024

S.0. 648.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.03/2017) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Chandigarh-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Dena Bank and
their workmen.

[No. L-39025/01/2024- IR (B-11)-10]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I,
CHANDIGARH.

Present: Sh. Kamal Kant, Presiding Officer-cum-Link Officer.
ID No.03/2017
Registered on:-12.05.2017
Jaspal Singh S/o Sh. Tara Chand, R/o H.N0.396, KachaGoneana Road, Gali No.16, Sri Muktsar Sahib (Punjab).
Workman
Versus

1.  Dena Bank, through its Managing Director, regd. And Head Office Dena Corporate Centre, C-10, G Block,
BandraKurla Complex, Bandra (East), Mumbai-400051.

2.  Dena Bank, through its Zonal Manager, Zonal Office, SCO No.17-18, 3rd Floor, Sector 32-A, Ludhiana
(Punjab).

3. Dena Bank, through its Branch Manager, SCO No.10, New Grain Market, Muktsar, 152026 (Punjab).
Respondents/Managements
AWARD
Passed On:-02.02.2024

1. The workman Jaspal Singh has filed the present claim petition under Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes
Act, 1947 alleging therein that the workman was appointed and joined duty on 01.09.2010 with respondents as Sub-
Staff and worked with respondent No.3. The workman worked continuously from 01.09.2010 to 15.05.2015 on daily
basis full day (sub staff) with the respondent No.3. The work and conduct of the workman was quite satisfactory to
his superior during his service period. The respondent No. 3 Bank without notice, without retrenchment
compensation, show cause notice, charge sheet terminated the services of the workman on 15.05.2015 at 5:00 PM
without giving any termination orders.

2. The workman went to the office of respondent No.3 on 16.05.2015, but he was not allowed to work on the plea
that his services stands terminated on 15.05.2015. Juniors to the workman,Rekha and Rainder Kumar have been
allowed to continue and principle of last-cum-first go has been violated. The workman was being paid Rs.150/- per
day by the respondent Management at the time of termination of his service. The workman prayed for reinstatement
in service by the respondent management without change in service conditions with full back wages, continuity in
service in the respondent No.3 bank by raising demand notice dated 16.06.2015 with copy to Assistant Labour
Commissioner (Central) at Chandigarh. The matter was ultimately referred to Assistant Labour Commissioner Central
at Jalandhar. Before Assistant Labour Commissioner Central at Jalandhar, No compromise has been made between
the parties within 45 days, hence the Hon'ble Authority has directed the workman to file the case directly in this
Hon'ble Court vide order dated 14.09.2015. Copy of the Demand Notice U/2-A of the industrial Disputes Act dated
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14.09.2015 is also enclosed with the claim statement. In view of the circumstances explained above, it is requested, to
reinstate the workman into service w.e.f. 16.05.2015 with full back wages and continuity of service.

3. Notice of petition was given to respondents no.1 to 3 who filed reply, alleging therein that the present Claim
Statement is not maintainable as there is no relationship of master and servant as the workman was not employed
through the employment exchange or on regular basis. Service of the workman were never terminated by the
respondents-management. The workman was directed to join another branch of the bank at Faridkot on the arrival of
the regular employee, but the workman refuse to join the other branch, even today the respondent/management is
ready to take him with the direction to join the other branch, where the requirement for temporary person exists.
Hence the service of the workman was never terminated by the respondent bank. It is the workman who left the
service on his own for his own adamant behavior for not joining the other branch. In view of the above, it is prayed
that the Claim Statement of the workman be dismissed as he is not entitled for any protection under the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 as the service of the workman were never terminated by the respondents- management, but it is
the workman himself, who left the services of its own and hence not entitled to any relief.

4. Replication was filed contravening the averment made in the reply by the management.

5. The workman has also filed an application for production of record i.e. the record of the workman from
01.09.2010 to 15.05.2015 when he remained posted as sub-staff and has put more than 240 days in each calendar
year, Debit and credit vouchers, account statement w.e.f. 01.09.2010 to 15.05.2015 of Account No. 131210031729 of
workman Jaspal Singh, charges register of Branch from 01.09.2010 to 15.10.2015 and record of arrears of salary paid
to the workman from time to time.

6. I have heard the Ld. Counsel for the Workman in the absence of management as the management was
proceeded ex-parte on 13.12.2023.

7. Undisputedly, to claim the benefit and protection under Section 25-F of the Act, a workman has to establish on
the record that he had completed the continuous service of 240 days under his employer in the preceding 12 calendar
months from the date of termination of his services as envisaged under Section 25-B of the Act meaning thereby that
in the present case, the workman has to establish that he had completed the continuous service of 240 days with the
respondent-management in the last calendar year.

8. In his affidavit Ex.W-1 the claimant/workman has stated that he was appointed and joined duty on 1.9.2010
with respondent no.3-bank which is under respondent no.2 zonal office and respondent no.1 control all the functions
of Dena Bank throughout India. He worked continuously from 1.9.2010 to 15.5.2015 on daily basis full day(sub staff)
with respondent no.3 and put in more than 240 days of service prior to the date of termination i.e. 15.5.2015. The
respondent no.3 without any notice, without payment of any retrenchment compensation, show cause notice, charge
sheet, terminated the services of the workman on 15.5.2015 without giving any termination orders in writing. The
juniors to the workman i.e. Ms Rekha and Rajinder Kumar have been allowed to continue and the management has
flouted the settled principle of last come first go. The workman used to paid monthly salary by the bank in account
no0.131210031729. The workman was also paid arrears of salary by the management amounting to Rs.38,45.52/-. The
management has violated the mandatory provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and no notice
of one month or notice pay and retrenchment compensation as per the mandatory provisions of the ID Act, 1947 were
paid to the workman before his termination. The workman is unemployed from the date of termination of his services
till date as despite best efforts he failed to get any job and fully dependant on his parents.

9. In this case, the claimant is a “workman” as defined under Section 2(S) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. In
this connection, reference can be made to the decision of Devinder Singh Vs. Municipal Council, Sanaur, AIR 2011
Supreme Court 2532, wherein, the Hon’ble Apex Court while interpreting the provisions of Section 2(S) of the Act
which deals with the definition of “workman” has observed as follows:-

“The source of employment, the quantum of recruitment, the terms & conditions of employment/ contract of
service, the quantum of wages/ pay and mode of payment are not at all relevant for deciding whether or not a
person is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act. The definition of workman also does not make
any distinction between full time and part time employee or a person appointed on contract basis. There is nothing
in the plain language of Section 2(s) from which it can be inferred that only person employed on regular basis or a
person employed for doing whole time job is a workman and the one employed on temporary, part time or contract
basis on fixed wages or as a casual employee or for doing duty for fixed hours is not a workman.”

It is clear from the perusal of aforesaid observations that even if a person is engaged on temporary, part time or
contract basis or for doing any other kind of work and is duly paid wages for the said work, in that eventuality such a
person would be covered by the definition of “workman” as provided in Section 2(S) of the Act.

10. The workman has placed on record the photocopy of his bank account statement Ex.W-2. The evidence and
documents brought on record has proved that the workman was appointed by the respondent-bank. In the face of
documents Ex.W-2 as discussed above, it stands proved on record that the workman/claimant has been working under
the management-bank from 1.9.2010 till 15.5.2015 when his services were terminated. The evidence brought on
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record by the workman has gone unrebutted and unchallenged and there is reason why the same should not be
believed.

11. The version of the claimant/workman that his services were illegally terminated by the management w.e.f.
15.5.2015 without any notice or compensation pay has gone unchallenged and urebutted inasmuch as the management
has neither pleaded nor led any evidence contrary thereto. Since the management has neither issued any notice, nor
has paid any compensation in lieu of notice period to the workman/claimant prior to termination of his services w.e.f.
15.5.2015, this amounts to violation of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act.

12. The respondent-bank has taken a plea in his written statement there is no relationship of master and servant as
the workman was not employed through the employment exchange or on regular basis. Service of the workman was
never terminated by the respondent management. The workman was directed to join another branch of the bank at
Faridkot on the arrival of the regular employee, but the workman refuse to join the other branch, even today the
respondent/management is ready to take him with the direction to join the other branch, where the requirement for
temporary person exists. It is the workman who left the service on his own for his own adamant behavior for not
joining the other branch. It is settled law that pleadings cannot take place of proof. Mere pleading in a written
statement is not sufficient and to prove the said plea, the management was required to lead cogent and consistent
evidence. Here in this case, the management proceeded against ex parte and failed to lead any iota of oral or
documentary evidence to prove the said plea. The conduct of the management in not leading evidence and further
giving vague pleas in the written statement needs to be depreciated with strongest possible words. The management
even did not dispute the crucial factum of the workman having completed his continuous service of more than 240
days. Therefore, the management cannot get away from the findings that the services of the workman were illegally
and wrongfully terminated without following due procedure or law under Section 25-F of the Act.

13. Since there is no submission by the respondent-bank who was proceeded against ex-parte hence, while
believing the statement of workman, the Court comes to the conclusion that termination of services of workman is
illegal and invalid. The respondent-bank has violated the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act.

14.  Now having held so in the preceding paragraphs that the workman has been victimized by the management, the
next important question though very short, which arises for the consideration of this Court is that what relief the
workman is entitled to?

15. Learned counsel for workman has argued that respondent-bank has violated the provision of Section 25-F of the
Act without offering retrenchment compensation as provided under Section 25-F will make termination as illegal and
in support relied upon the judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of “Adnoop Sharma Vs. Executive
Engineer, Public Health, Division No.1, Panipat reported in 2010(3) SCT 318 holding that “provisions of Section
25-F are mandatory and non-compliance thereof rendered the retrenchment of an employee as nullity.” Similar
view were taken by the Hon’ble High Court in 2010(1) Law Herald (SC) 592 in the case of Ramesh Kumar Vs. State
of Haryana, in which it is held that “workman worked for 3 years and termination of his services in violation of
compliance of provisions of Section 25-F so workman was held entitled to claim relief.” In a judgment of Haryana
Agricultural University Vs. Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court and another 2011 LLR 1218,
wherein it has been held that “termination of service of an employee who has completed 240 days continuous
service, without payment of retrenchment compensation simultaneously at the time of termination by complying
with the provisions of Section 25-F, may attract reinstatement that too with full back wages, continuity of service
and consequential benefits.” | find force in the arguments of workman.

16. In the light of foregoing discussions, it is held that the workman has been able to lead any cogent and sufficient
evidence on the file to prove that he had completed the continuous service of 240 days with the respondent-bank as its
employee during the preceding 12 calendar months from the date of alleged termination of his services and that his
services were allegedly terminated by the respondent-bank and that the alleged termination of his services is illegal
and invalid.

17. Inview of my findings on the above discussed issues, as discussed in the preceding paragraphs, this reference is
decided in favour of the workman to the effect that he is entitled to reinstatement with continuity of service along with
30% back wages from the date of his illegal termination.

18. Let copy of this award be sent to Central Government for publication as required under Section 17 of
ID Act, 1947.

KAMAL KANT, Presiding Officer-cum-Link Officer
< fReett, 3 ariier, 2024
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New Delhi, the 3rd April, 2024

S.0. 649.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 01/2023) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Northern Railway
and their workmen.

[No. L-41011/62/2022-1R(B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL —-CUM- LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW
PRESENT
JUSTICE ANIL KUMAR
PRESIDING OFFICER
1.D. No. 01/2023
Ref. No. D-L-41011/62/2022-IR (B-I)
D.O. Secy. U R K Union Vs. Northern Railway

BETWEEN
The Divisional Organization Secretary,
Uttar Railway Karmchari Union,
283/63Kh, Garhi Kanaura (Premwati Nagar)
Lucknow- 226011

Workman
AND
(1) The Divisional Railway Manager,

Northern Railway, Hazratganj,
Lucknow- 226001

(2) The Sr. Divisional Engineer (C),
O/o Divisional Railway Manager,
Northern Railway, Hazratgan;j,
Lucknow- 226001
Respondent
AWARD
By letter/order dated 15.12.2022 the following reference has been referred to this Tribunal for adjudication.

“Whether the demand raised by Uttar Railway Karmchari Union, Lucknow vide letter dated 12.11.2021 in
respect of Shri Madhav against the management of Northern Railway, Lucknow over the issue of promotion
with grade pay Rs. 4200/- and not giving benefits of SC category quota is proper, legal and justified? If yes,
to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?.

Thereafter on 02.01.2023 notice was issued to appellant.
Thereafter the matter was listed on the following dates an order was passed.

On 17.02.2023 order was passed quoted here in below:-
Matter taken up in the revised list.

Sri P.K. Singh for respondent.
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None for workmen.

Office is directed to issue notice to claimant/workman.

List on 20.04.2023 for statement of claim.

On 20.04.2023 order was passed quoted here in below:-

Matter taken up in revised list.

Sri P.K. Singh for respondents.

None for workmen.

As prayed matter is adjourned to 14.04.2023.

On 14.08.2023 order was passed quoted here in below:-

Mater taken up in revised list.

Parties absent.

Last opportunity is granted for claim statement.

List on 16.11.2023.

On 16.11.2023 order was passed quoted here in below:-

Parties absent.

One more opportunity is granted to file CS, failing which case shall proceed ex-parte against workmen.
List on 15.02.2024, office to issue notice to workmen.

In spite of the notice none appeared on behalf claimant and no statement of claim has been filed.

Accordingly after hearing the learned counsel for respondent, going through the record and in view of the above said
facts and taking into consideration the law as laid by the Hon'ble High Court in the case of V. K. Raj Industries v.
Labour Court (1) and others 1981 (29) FLR 194 as under:

"It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove
illegality of the order and if no evidence is produced the party invoking jurisdiction of the Court must fail.
Whenever a workman raises a dispute challenging the validity of the termination of service if is imperative
for him to file written statement before the Industrial Court setting out grounds on which the order is
challenged and he must also produce evidence to prove his case. If the workman fails to appear or to file
written statement or produce evidence, the dispute referred by the State Government cannot be answered in
favour of the workman and he would not be entitled to any relief."

In the case of M/s Uptron Powertronics Employees’ Union, Ghaziabad through its Secretary v. Presiding
Officer, Labour Court (Il), Ghaziabad and others 2008 (118) FLR 1164 Hon'ble Allahabad High Court has held
as under:

"The law has been settled by the Apex Court in case of Shanker Chakravarti v. Britannia Biscuit Co. Ltd.,
V.K. Raj Industries v. Labour Court and Ors., Airtech Private Limited v. State of U.P. and Ors. 1984 (49)
FLR 38 and Meritech India Ltd. v. State of U.P. and Ors. 1996 FLR that in the absence of any evidence led
by or on behalf of the workman the reference is bound to be answered by the court against the workman. In
such a situation it is not necessary for the employers to lead any evidence at all. The obligation to lead
evidence to establish an allegation made by a party is on the party making the allegation. The test would be,
who would fail if no evidence is led."

And by the Hon'ble Allahabad High Court in the case of District Administrative Committee, U.P. P.A.C.C.S.C.
Services v. Secretary- cum-G.M. District Co-operative Bank Ltd. 2010 (126) FLR 519; wherein it has been held
as under:

"The submission is that even if the petitioner failed to lead the evidence, burden was on the shoulders of the
respondent to prove the termination order as illegal. He was required to lead evidence first which he failed.
A perusal of the impugned award also does not show that any evidence either oral or documentary was led
by the respondent. In the case of no evidence, the reference has to be dismissed."

As the workmen/claimants have not filed any statement of claim/oral/documentary evidence, so the present case is
liable to be dismissed.

For the foregoing reasons, the case is dismissed and; and the workmen are not entitled for any relief.
Award as above.
Lucknow.
Justice ANIL KUMAR, Presiding Officer
Date 16.02.2024
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New Delhi, the 3rd April, 2024

S.0. 650.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 11/2015) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India
and their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2024-1R(B-1)-141]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/RC/11/2015
Present: P.K.Srivastava
H.J.S..( Retd)
Shri Dhur Singh Alave
F-1, Trupti Vihar,
District Ujjain (M.P.)

APPLICANT
Versus
1. The Assistant General Manager,
Region-3
State Bank of India
Regional Business Office,5
Yashwant Niwas Road, Indore (M.P.)
2. The Branch Manager
State Bank of India
Branch Borlai (30223)
NON-APPLICANTS
ORDER
(Passed on this 5™" day of December-2023.)

1. The workman Dhur Singh Alawe has filed the petition under section 2A(2&3) of Industrial Disputes Act against
his allegedly unlawful disengagement.

2. After registering a case on the basis of the petition, notices were sent to the parties.

3. Parties appeared and filed their respective statements of claim and defence. Case of the workman in brief, is that he
was first engaged as a daily wager by the branch of the management bank on January 10, 2000 and worked as such,
continuously till December 23, 2013 when he was
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disengaged by the then branch manager without any prior notice or compensation. According to him, his
disengagement is in violation of section 25B and 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, hereinafter referred to by the word
Act. He has further stated that he raised a dispute which could not be resolved. Hence, the petition. He has prayed that
declaring the action of management. Contrary to law, he be reinstated with all back wages and benefits.

4. Case of management in brief is that the workmen was a casual labour, was asked to work in the bank as daily
wager as and when there was a necessity. It was not recruited against any vacancy following recruitment procedure.
He never worked continuously for 240 days in any year, including the year preceding the date of his disengagement.
According to management, his disengagement is not bad in law. Management has requested that the petition is
answered against the workman.

5. Though the workmen side has filed photocopy documents, he never cared to prove these documents nor did he file
in the affidavit in support of his claim. Management has also not find any evidence.

At the time of argument also, none appeared for parties. | have gone through the record.

6. The initial burden to prove his claim is on workman. He has not filed any evidence, nor has proved any document
in photocopy filed by him. Hence holding his claim, not proved, the petition deserves to be dismissed and is dismissed
accordingly.

P.K.SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
DATE: 05/12/2023
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