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Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation

AT 11—9vs 3—39-9U< (ii)
PART Il—Section 3—Sub-section (ii)

ST GLHI & HATAGT (TAT HATHT ¥ e g A1 fvg g wifafaes swaer siv srfdegmmg
Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India
(Other than the Ministry of Defence)

IS iR WTlas 49 §aeT
75 faeet, 18 wawaw, 2024

HIAT. 2112.—ATASAF TRAL (AATEFHT FHoolTeITAT sl aa@etr) Aferf=am 1971 ( 1971 F1 40)

T MY 3 FIRT TTTeraha TRAAT &1 AN q9T JTAT A G AT 93 &l fadis 13 e 2017

& srfereE=aT /=T 25015/1/2007-311 3T | &7 DAeaTa F7d g4 WIEd S3ahT A= &T s qft & (FATH

2) T ATARTIAT T LT TLHTL o TSTATAT SATLRTAT 6 THEFG I F AT TFIaT FATAFRTT [Fqehd Feadt
gl T ATy a9 Ataf=am § gvaar ATawRy & o Mgt oedl T TTRT 3o Joil & flaq 3 |
Fivta arastts TREl & forg Haa T SaATfeerTe o SiavTd oT9= FTATA & oI e |

7253 G1/2024 (4965)
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#. |, | IEe/FEET SfereTY 7 I qrasTiae® aEel it Ffor qom
T ATH TITH T SATIERTE 67 &7 T
1 | 7% feeely eI (FHATLT HAT0) / HETIEEF FegeTied Iiq faeedl, ToT S
(VTS FETEA) [ 3T HETIaeT (FHAT TS F ANUST (T A=
TATT) / 3T HETIELF (T 1), et A wTfaEer)  *
T stFer wiaivee forfies, = gaa g IREw atEw
FIFCAT, FIT-2, 7, SIS THRAT, ForeE  fofies & wemEE
et e, 7 faeeft- 110003 [BREMEIERCIEEIEER LGS
2 | TR HETTEL (FHART Ta0) [ HETIaeh qEW T[T h HEL qAT AHAE
[EEIETEA] (VTS FETEA) [ 3T HETIaeT (FHAT ea staer waeH forfies &
ATT) / 3T HETIGLF (TS HHTEI), JorH A =0T arer AraSTieE
fRa wtFer Fdtvem forfiee, e | aftamx
gy ot AT, TETeret -
781020
3 | For HETIELF (FHATLT HATU) / HETISEH fogm TsT F sET qur ey
AT (VT HH1E) [ 3T HSIIGGF (FH=Ar | Efeg staer Fwaned ffdes %
ATT) / 3T HETIGLF (AT HHTEI), JorH A =0T arer ATaSTieE
e stger wde forfes, aoi=T EIEEY
R =TEe T R e
aEeE, g™ - 8611164
4 | R AEMEE® (FHART HATU) |/ ARTIEE® | [od 57 6 &L aAqT SEag
[EEAEGES] (I HETYA) [/ ST geTIEdd (FHART | ERAF AfFe wiaeE fofiee &
FATT) / 3T HETIGLF (AT HHTE), JorH A =T arer ATaSTeE
iR atwer Fiate forfies, o RS
RRTEART, STHRET TAT8Y 79T, forem
FEIET, oTa 391320
5 | gfeaar TETIEEF (FHATL HAT0) [ HETIae® fsry SRS ST F ET qdT
[EEAETER] (FTHE |HTEA) [ 3T ATIEEE (FHATL qEaTE IfeAA sAtEe A
HATU) / 3T HETIELF (AT HHTe), rffee & yamEs FEaor are
T siger wide forfies, glea TSI TRHET .
721606
6 | T TETIEee (FHAT TAT0) / AT S R A e
e aETrat (VTS HHTE) | 3T HSTIGGF (FHATT | ITFHT07 AU T BIE FX 3L
HATT) / 3T HETIELH (AT HHTe), T ST F HET qAT I
R st Fe s, 7 T aftae Fwaee fofies *
RpTeaE, WRT — 281005 (3T W= | werEaE = arer arastas
EIECEY
7 | oviHa TETIEee (FHATL TAT0) / AT g w7 % sfEw AT
T (VT SOTe) [ 3T HSEEHE (FHATT | SEAE SEAT AAS Hiure
HATU) / IT AETIELF (FTHF HHTE), orffes & yamEs FEaor am
RT st Fe s, gy EIENIEEIIETES
ey, gfamm-132140
8 | =HH Atgw TETIee (FHATL TAT0) / HETIae FEH T 6 AqL qAT  AEITH
IEEIEG] (WA FETEA) [ 3T HETIaeT (FHAT e sitgar Fwaew fofies,
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HATU) / IT HETTSL (AT GET4),
e stge wdeE ffaes, RErE
e, R - 786171 (319W)

I AFer fRdio F gerEtaE
IERELCIERICEIEEICI Lk

9 | 9T HEIELF (FHATL HATT) [ HETISETH AT TS F 3iaT JAT AT
[EEAECES] (FTHE HHTEA) [ 3T ATIEEH (FHATL eaw siger waeE orfies &
TATT) / 3T HETIELF (AT 1), JIHAE =0T arer ATasTiee®
T stger we forfies aereT EIEKEY
SRTATHEY, sfeer- 754141
10 | ST HEIELF (FHATL HATU) [ HETISETH FEH ST & HAGT qAT AEAH
LAl (VT HETE) [ 3T HSIIEGF (FHar | 3RA stae Fiune ffdes %
ATT) / 3T HETIGLF (AT HHTEI), JorH A A= arer ATaSTieE

eTw stger waeE forfies, s

| 783383

Rrrrzadt, drstr gtefmet, fSrer aimrg,

in the Ministry of Petroleum & Natural Gas F.No.R-25015/1/2007-OR dated 13" September 2017,

[T, &. #7-11025(15)/1/2017-3r=-1/5-8875]

oreft e ¥, sav atee

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS
New Delhi, the 18th November, 2024

S.0. 2112.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of
Unauthorised Occupants), Act, 1971 (40 of 1971) and in supersession of the notification of the Government of India

the Central

Government hereby appoints the officers mentioned in column (2) of the table below, being officer of equivalent rank
of Gazetted Officers of the Government, to be Estate Officers for the purpose of the said Act, who shall exercise the
powers conferred and perform the duties imposed on Estate Officers by or under the said Act within the local limits of
their respective jurisdiction in respect of the public premises specified in the corresponding entry in column (3) of the

said table .
TABLE

SI. | Name of the Designation of the Officer Categories of public premises and

No. | Unit/Office local limits of jurisdiction

1. New Delhi General Manager (Employee Services) / General | Public premises under the
Manager (Human Resource) / Dy. General | administrative control of Indian Oil
Manager (Employee Services) / Dy. General | Corporation Ltd. within the Union
Manager (Human Resource), Indian Oil | Territory of Delhi and New Okhla
Corporation Ltd., Refineries HQ, Core-2, Scope | Industrial  Development  Authority
Complex, 7, Institutional Area, Lodi Road, New | (NOIDA) of the State of Uttar Pradesh.
Delhi-110003

2. Guwabhati General Manager (Employee Services) / General | Public premises under the

Refinery Manager (Human Resource) / Dy. General | administrative control of Indian Oil

Manager (Employee Services) / Dy. General | Corporation Ltd. within the State of
Manager (Human Resource), Indian Oil | Assam.
Corporation Ltd., Guwahati Refinery, P.O.
Noonmati, Guwahati — 781 020

3. Barauni General Manager (Employee Services) / General | Public premises under the

Refinery Manager (Human Resource) / Dy. General | administrative control of Indian Oil

Manager (Employee Services) / Dy. General | Corporation Ltd. within the State of
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Manager (Human Resource), Indian Oil | Bihar.
Corporation Ltd., Barauni Refinery, P.O. Barauni
Refinery, Distt. Begusarai, Bihar — 861114,
4. Gujarat General Manager (Employee Services) / General | Public premises under the
Refinery Manager (Human Resource) / Dy. General | administrative control of Indian Oil
Manager (Employee Services) / Dy. General | Corporation Ltd. within the State of
Manager (Human Resource), Indian Oil | Gujarat.
Corporation Ltd., Gujarat Refinery, P.O. Jawahar
Nagar, Distt. Vadodara, Gujarat - 391320
5. Haldia General Manager (Employee Services) / General | Public premises under the
Refinery Manager (Human Resource) / Dy. General | administrative control of Indian Oil
Manager (Employee Services) / Dy. General | Corporation Ltd. within the State of
Manager (Human Resource), Indian Oil | West Bengal.
Corporation Ltd., Haldia Refinery, Distt.
Midnapur, West Bengal — 721 606
6. Mathura General Manager (Employee Services) / General | Public premises under the
Refinery Manager (Human Resource) / Dy. General | administrative control of Indian Oil
Manager (Employee Services) / Dy. General | Corporation Ltd. within the State of
Manager (Human Resource), Indian Oil | Uttar Pradesh except for the New
Corporation Ltd., Mathura Refinery, P.O. | Okhla Industrial Development
Mathura Refinery, Mathura, Uttar Pradesh - | Authority (NOIDA) area.
281005
7. Panipat General Manager (Employee Services) / General | Public premises under the
Refinery Manager (Human Resource) / Dy. General | administrative control of Indian Oil
Manager (Employee Services) / Dy. General | Corporation Ltd. within the State of
Manager (Human Resource), Indian Oil | Haryana.
Corporation Ltd., Panipat Refinery, P.O. Panipat
Refinery, Panipat, Haryana — 132 140.
8. Assam Oil General Manager (Employee Services) / General | Public premises under the
Division Manager (Human Resource) / Dy. General | administrative control of Assam Oil
Manager (Employee Services) / Dy. General | Division of Indian Oil Corporation
Manager (Human Resource), Indian Oil | Limited within the State of Assam.
Corporation Ltd., Assam Oil Division, Digboi
Refinery, Digboi — 786171
9. Paradip General Manager (Employee Services) / General | Public premises under the
Refinery Manager (Human Resource) / Dy. General | administrative control of Indian Oil
Manager (Employee Services) / Dy. General | Corporation Ltd. within the State of
Manager (Human Resource), Indian OQil | Odisha.
Corporation Ltd., Paradip Refinery, P.O.:
Jhimani, Via-Kujang, Distt. Jagatsinghpur,
Odisha — 754 141.
10. | Bongaigaon General Manager (Employee Services) / General | Public premises under the
Refinery Manager (Human Resource) / Dy. General | administrative control of Indian Oil

Manager (Employee Services) / Dy. General

Manager (Human Resource), Indian Oil
Corporation  Ltd., Bongaigaon Refinery,
PO:Dhaligaon, Distt Bongaigaon 783385
(Assam)
India

Corporation Ltd. within the State of
Assam.

[F. No. R-11025(15)/1/2017-OR-1/E-8875]
SHASHI SHEKHAR SINGH, Under Secy.
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T T SN AT
S faeef, 21 srqae, 2024

3. 2113.—T.97.41: g TLRTL, TTATT (FH F 9T TS & oo y=2mn) =, 1976
(AT Herrted, 1987) & F9w 10 % Su-f99 (4) F @ #, A7 ¥ TSR FA@T % TATH T
froefie Ferferfera st @, S 80 widera & stferer wd=hart 7 2=t 1 Frdamerss s I 37
forar g, vagm srfegf=a w2t 2
1. FHATE T T R R agifaemas v seaarer, wlamers (ghRamm)
2. FHAT TST ST A9 ST &= FaTe, fawafa

[€. £-11016/1/2022-77.97.77%.]

AT A ¥, 3T ARIH9rT

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT

New Delhi, the 21st October, 2024

S.0. 2113.—1In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (Use for official purposes of
the Union) Rules, 1976 (as amended, 1987) the Central Government hereby notifies the following offices under the
administrative control of the Ministry of Labour & Employment, more than 80% Staff whereof have acquired
working knowledge of Hindi:—

1. Employees’ State Insurance Corporation Medical College and Hospital, Faridabad (Haryana)
2. Employees’ State Insurance Corporation Sub Regional Office, Tirupati

[No. E-11016/1/2022-RBN]
NAGESH KUMAR SINGH, Dy. Director General

e faeetY, 30 srFqaT, 2024

FIM. 2114 —sienfie fEEre srfafRem (1947 F1 14) it 9mer 17 F Sqaeor §, 5T 9ChTe Jae
WUUE a9 U oAt fiffes, a9HTEr, SR, F yeyaT & dag e siv off . & @
AT, AT, & o9 Aqad § Y Fead Tt et ATawaur- Fg-00 AT, ST, G (Has
T 32/2018)7T STAT T T erde: | @ 7 &, YT Fdl § S sl T TEhTL Hl qiFe HidT 6 91
30.10.2024 T ITH e T |

[, TH-42025-07-2024-187-9r$41% (17)]
el FHTL, AqL ot

New Delhi, the 30th October, 2024

S.0. 2114.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
M/s. JAS Toll Road Compnay Limited, Nelamangala, Bangalore, and Shri H.T.Devaraja Naik, Worker, which
was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 30.10.2024

[No. L-42025-07-2024-187-1R (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
BANGALORE, CAMP COURT At HYDERABAD
DATED : 3RP OCTOBER 2024

PRESENT : Shri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

I D No. 32/2018

| Party 1l Party
Sri H T Devaraja Naik, The Management of
S/o Hanumantha Naik, M/s. JAS Toll Road Compnay Limited,
Muddapura, Holalkere Taluk, Kulemepalya, NH-4, Opp. KBDL,
Hosadurga Road and Post, Nelamangala,
CHITRADURGA POST. Bangalore — 562 123.
Appearances
| Party : Sh. N Prathap Simha
President
Il Party : Sh. Vaidyanathan R
Advocate

1. The petition has been filed by the Petitioner under Sec 2-A(2) of the Industrial Disputes
(Amendment) Act, 2010 challenging the Termination order dated 10.10.2017 from service by the 2nd Party.

2. After Registering the matter notices were issued to parties and both appeared. Though several
opportunities were given to the 2" Party but they did not file their counter statement and the matter came to
be posted for Evidence of 1t Party. Petitioner was accorded sufficient opportunity to adduce evidence in
support of his claim but he failed to do so. The opportunity of Petitioner to adduce Evidence closed. Perused
the record. The claim of the Petitioner is not substantiated by any evidence.

3. Therefore, in view of the above, ""No Claim" Award is passed and the Petition stands dismissed.
Transmit.

AWARD
No Claim Award is passed. Transmit.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

T3 foeeht, 14 TawaT, 2024

FLAT. 2115 —3iefie  faare M, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @ ORT 17 & TR ¥, Dol
WHR TH.3.H1.UA.® yduds & Gag ool SR 96 d4eRI & 4, say 4 Fidee sheifie faae
¥ =y R Aenfire Aftaxr - 9g - 99 Ao, gAY duare (TAHI-317/66/2018) B
UG Td HA ®, Wl DR WRGR Bl 4/11/2024 DI YT G AT |

[5. TeT—22012/88/2018-3MS 3R, (HT.TH-I1)]
Tfirhe. U, 37 R

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2024

S.0. 2115.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the
Central Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference.LC/-R/66/2018) of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute
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between the Management of S.E.C.L,and their workmen, received by the Central Government on
4/11/2024.

[No. L-22012/88/2018 — IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR

No. CGIT/LC/R/66/2018
Present: P.K.Srivastava
H.J.S..(Retd)

Vice President / J.C.C.

Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (H.M.S.)

Raj Nagar OCP, SECL, Sector-C Colony
Qtr. No. M/92, PO: Dola,

Distt.- Anuppur (M.P.) - 484224

Workman
\ersus
Sub-Regional Manager
Raj Nagar OCM, Hasdeo Area
SECL, PO: Raj Nagar,
Distt.- Anuppur (M.P.) - 484224
Management

(QUDGMENT)

(Passed on this 11" day of October-2024)

As per letter dated 13/11/2018 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is made
to this Tribunal under Section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 as per Notification No. L-22012/88/2018/IR(CM-II)
dt. 13/11/2018. The dispute under reference relates to:

“BY &FF g3gF oY 9.y 9UE T Ua.S. el v gIegT FIeT FABNI @ 319V
crs9 @13 v @ FIaqc 39y cIed (371.81) &1 qIarT (I @ sger T 9 s #@r
ofga & ? Ifc 78T @ wafa @@ #r srgaly 9 @ gpare & 27

After registering a case on the basis of the reference, notices were sent to the parties and were served. Parties
appeared. The workman union filed their Statement of Claims. Management preferred not to file any written
statement of defense.

According to the workman union, the workman Jay Govind Mall was posted alongwith 13 other co-
workers as EP Fitter, Grade-B in Raj Nagar Open Coast Mines. They had worked overtime between July 2012 to
February 2017 under the direction of management, details furnished in the documents filed with statement of claim. It
is the case of workman union that, they are entitled to be paid overtime wages, but management has not paid them
overtime wages, they raised dispute before Assistant Labour Commissioner, Shahdol, hence this reference. The union
has demanded that, holding the workman who worked overtime, entitled to overtime wages, the management be
directed to pay them overtime accordingly.

As stated above, no written statement of defense has been filed by management.
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Since, the dispute is only law point, whether the workman is entitled to overtime wage, when he worked
overtime under direction of management, hence no evidence on facts is required, though workman side has filed
affidavit of workman Jay Govind Mall, who is the union representative, this affidavit is uncontroverted.

I have heard argument of learned Counsel from both the side and have gone through the record. It is not
disputed that when a person works overtime under direction of management as per Rule 60 (1) of Mines Rules, 1995
and Clause 17 of the Standing Order applicable to the establishment, naturally the workmen are entitled to overtime
wages, if they have worked overtime under the direction of management. Their overtime wages may be computed on
the basis of records undoubtedly available with the management, photocopies filed in the case in hand.

In the light of above discussion, the reference stands answered accordingly.

DATE:- 11/10/2024
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T< faeety, 14 awa<, 2024

HIM. 2116, M= faare T4, 1947 (1947 FT 14) B GRT 17 & AR 4, D
WRGR FEOMT AATS A & ydads & Hag AT iR S dHaRl @ 99, ogey # ffdee
Menfire faare % o< R Auifie JWERT - 98 - 99 U, TaqE duyare (TAHI-
AT /36/2022) BT UHI T4 HA B, S dwd WWHR DI 4/11/2024 BT YT 3T o |

[¥. Te—22013/01/2024-31E 31, (F1.77-11)]
Tforses.uq, 37 Aea®

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2024

S.0. 2116.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference. LC/-R/36/2022) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the
Management of Krishnaping Alloys Limited and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 4/11/2024

[No. L-22013/01/2024 — IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,

JABALPUR
No. CGIT/LC/R/36/2022
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..( Retd)
Shri Keshav Pawar,
Palaspani, Kachidhana,
Rampeth, Tehsil : Sausar,
Dist. Chhindwara (M.P.)
Workman
\Versus

The Managing Director,

M/s. Krishnaping Alloyes Limited,

Palaspani Manganese Mine,

Rampeth, Tehsil: Sausar,

Dist. Chhindwara (M.P.) Management
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AWARD
(Passed on this 22" day of October-2024.)

Vide communication reference number J-1(5-6)/2022-IR dated 29/06/2022; by the Deputy Chief Labour
Commissioner (Central) Jabalpur, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi this reference is sent to the Tribunal under section-
10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’) The dispute under reference related to :-

“TIs the Applicant Shri Keshav Pawar is workman or not; If yes, then his termination by the employer
M/s. Krishnapping Alloys Limited, Palaspani Manganese Mine, Rampeth, Tah- Sausar, Dist. Chhindwara
( Madhya Pradesh) is legal or not and what relief Shri Keshav Pawar is entitled for? ”

After registering the case on reference received, notices were sent to the parties and were duly served on
them. Time was allotted to the workman to submit his statement of claim. In spite of the allotment of time and service
of notice, the workman never turned up and submitted his statement of claim. Management also did not file its written
statement of claim/ defence. No evidence was ever produced by any of the parties in this Tribunal.

The Initial burden to prove his claim is on the workman. Since the workman did not file any pleading nor did
he file any evidence, in the absence of any evidence in support of holding the claim of the workman not proved, the
reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is answered accordingly.

AWARD

In the light of this factual backdrop, holding that the claim of the workman is not proved, the
reference deserves to be answered against the Workman and is answered accordingly.

DATE: 22/10/2024
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T< faeety, 14 awa<, 2024

FLAT. 2117 il faarg M, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @ ORI 17 & AR ¥, Dol
WHR T HI.UA..& Yaudd & dag RIS 3R S0 S9eRI & 4, arey § e siafie e
¥ BT WaR 3tenfie Afeer — 97 - #9 [AAed, SIdYE & ude (TAHI-AT/43/2015) B
UG Td FRCT ®, W dE WRGR B 4/11,/2024 BT UK GaAT AT |

[¥. UeT-22012/01/2015-318 3R, (M.1H-11)]
Tforses. oA, 37 Aea®

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2024

S.0. 2117.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference.LC/-R/43/2015) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the
Management of W.C.L, and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 4/11/2024.

[No. L-22012/01/2015 — IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
DATE: 22/10/2024
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
No. CGIT/LC/R/43/2015

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

Joint Mahamantri

Rashtriya Koyala Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC)

Shramik Shakti Bhawan, PO: Chandametta

Chhindwara (M.P.) Workman
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\ersus
Chief General Manager
Western Coalfields Limited
Kanhan Area, PO: Dungaria
Tehsil — Junardev, Chhindwara (M.P.) Management
AWARD

(Passed on this 22" day of October-2024.)

As per letter dated 11/05/2015 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is made to
this Tribunal under section-10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-22012/01/2015/IR(CM-II) dt. 11/05/2015.
The dispute under reference related to :-

“FIT ey HEIYIEd dvcd dlad Wlegw [fofics, @rErT &7, B glee SANRIL
dgeici ~ived, forelr fOGarst, gI°T 7 68 LTI HI9cT @QT7T oY 6 I $¢& v
gqegd, Hicd, dElT 89 & e gy gy wwsiid [RT1@ 18.07.2002 & ITEIR GV BIHIIY
7. ggw eIl Aar 7. Rrerar ¥4, gd smel gadadiFraT vaarder &1 gdfag® fbev
BTV 4 gv gla ([gTT s IHissey—6 @ AR T Tl ddT wyd 164.72 G fe7 dvar
g §Id 8 ? Il 78 @ dHBIY FT SIAlT g BT B & P2

After registering the case on the basis of the reference received, notices were sent to the parties and were
duly served on them. They appeared and filed their respective statements of claim and defense.

In short, the undisputed facts between the parties are that, the workman Yusuf Qureshi who was working in
the Umrer Area of management as EP Auto Electrician, was transferred on his request to Kanhan Area vide order of
management dated 20.04.2002 in the same cadre/post/scale, he was working before his transfer. He was placed in
Ghodawadi Colliery in underground duty by management vide order dated 27.05.2002 after joining in Kanhan Area.
According to the workman his salary was Rs. 216.78/- basic, which was reduced to Rs. 192/- basic, which is arbitrary
according to the workman union. Management has defended its this action on the ground, that a settlement between
management on one hand and representative of the workman union with the workman on the other hand on
18.07.2002. One of the terms and conditions of the agreement that the workman Auto Electric (Excavation) Category-
C would be posted in underground as Electric Fitter in Category-1V in mid point fixation i.e., Rs. 164.72/- per day of
NCWA-VI and the workman himself or through any union will not raise any dispute regarding his basic pay and
change of designation as stated above. The case of the workman is that, this agreement was got signed by him,
keeping him in dark about the contents and the nature of the agreement, whereas the case of the management is that,
the workman signed this agreement according to his freewill and there was no misrepresentation.

The workman union filed photocopy documents, which are transfer order and the settlement mentioned
above, which are admitted by management. Affidavit of the workman was also filed by union, but the workman never
appeared for cross examination. Management did not file any evidence.

| have heard argument of Shri Praveen Yadav learned Counsel for workman union and Shri Neeraj Kewat
learned Counsel for management. | have gone through the record as well.

On perusal of record in the light of rival arguments, the issue for determination is as follows :-

“Whether, the settlement dated 18.07.2002 between the management and workman union is binding
between the parties and whether it has been signed by the workman under misrepresentation by management with
respect to nature and contents of the agreement?”

The burden to prove that, the agreement was got signed by the management by not disclosing its nature and
content is on the workman union/workman. His affidavit as examination in chief cannot be read in his support,
because no opportunity of cross examination was available to management. There is no other evidence to corroborate
the case of the workman on this issue. Hence, in the light of above discussion holding the claim of the workman not
proved, the reference as answered as follows :-

AWARD

Holding the action of management in placing the workman Yusuf Qureshi as Electric Fitter,
Category-1V and fixing his basic pay Rs. 164.72/- per day on the basis of settlement between the parties dated
18.07.2002, just and legal, the workman is held entitled to no relief. No order as to cost.

DATE: 22/10/2024
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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T2 foeett, 14 a7, 2024

HLAT. 2118 —iefTe  faare IfFRM, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @ ORT 17 & IFARYT H, Dl
WHR TAHL.TA & Jaead & Adg ATl R SHb dHeRl & o, sy § fAfdve sienfiie faarg #
> WeR Aenfie AfBwr - 98 — 99 U, TadqX dudie (TAH[-T/  26/2023) &I
B Td FAT ®, Sl DRI WRBR Bl 4/11/2024 DI YT G AT |

[|. Te1—22012/16/2023-3ME.31R. (FT.7H-11)]
Tfored. U, 37 fAeers

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2024

S.0. 2118.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference.LC/-R/26/2023) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the
Management of N.C.L,and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 4/11/2024

[No. L-22012/16/2023-IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/26/2023
Present: P.K.Srivastava
H.J.S..( Retd)

The Zonal Secretary,
Janata Mazdoor Sangh,
231, Ambedkar Nagar, Shakti Nagar,
Dist. Sonbhada (M.P.) — 231222
Workman

Versus

M/s Dilip Buildcon Limited,
Jayant Project, NCL, Post — Jayant
Dist. Singrauli (M.P.) — 486890

The General Manager,
Jayant Project, NCL,
Post — Jayant,
Dist. Singrauli, (M.P.) - 486890
Management

AWARD
(Passed on this 24™ day of October-2024.)

As per letter dated 21/02/2023 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-
22012/16/2023 (IR(CM-I1)) dt. 21/02/2023. The dispute under reference related to :-

“ T FITT TIET, TAAT AL T FIRT 3FT 1471 #1 @91 7 & 577 1At gla=rsn & qafda 7
#T G [T f[@es#i7 fafads, sqa 7RIS, @RI g3 01 77 @ 137 =r3if=7 87 7i= g, ar 397
HAF  GFE 7 IFT LA97 [#q SqATFH THE? 7

After registering the case on reference received, notices were sent to the parties and were duly served on
them. Time was allotted to the workman to submit his statement of claim. In spite of the allotment of time and service
of notice, the workman never turned up and submitted his statement of claim. Management also did not file its written
statement of claim/ defence. No evidence was ever produced by any of the parties in this Tribunal.
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The Initial burden to prove his claim is on the workman. Since the workman did not file any pleading nor did
he file any evidence, in the absence of any evidence in support of holding the claim of the workman not proved, the
reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is answered accordingly.

AWARD

In the light of this factual backdrop, holding that the claim of the workman is not proved, the
reference deserves to be answered against the Workman and is answered accordingly.

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

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
DATE: 24/10/2024

T foeett, 14 Tawa<, 2024

FLAT. 2119.—s=iir farg i ae, 1947 (1947 BT 14 ) B GRT 17 B RO F DT ARBR
FE A [Auior AT & geuds, deg s ok 99 eHeRT & 9 ey § e et e
# B WRAR SATH ARG/ 317 <rarerd 5 11 el & vare (49/2023) Uaif 10 el 2 |

[}, Tei—12025/01/2024-31E.31R. (AT.-1) 233]
garT, 39 Ao

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2024

S.0. 2119—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.49/2023) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. - Il
Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _Central Public Work
Department and their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2024— IR(B-1) -233]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO-II, NEW DELHI
1.D. No. 49/2023

Smt. Raj Kumari & 02 others,

Through- The President Sh. Hukum Chand,
CPWD Karamchari Union, Babu Lal Ji Complex,
Shop No-04, Gurgaon Road, Opposite Bus Stand,
Gurgaon, Haryana-122001.

Versus

1. The Director General,
Central Public Work Department (CPWD)
Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi-110011.
2. The Executive Engineer,
CPWD Civil U Division,
CGO Complex, Lodhi Road New Delhi-110003.
3. R.R. Realtors Engineer,
191, Goshmi Marg Nigam, M.C.D. School,
Khichdipur East, Delhi-110096.

AWARD

The appropriate government, Sh. D.K. Himanshu, under Secretary had sent reference referred dated
08.02.2023 to this tribunal for adjudication with the following words.

“Whether CPWD Karamchari Union, Haryana vide letter dated NIL i.r.0. Smt. Rajkumari and 02 others
against the management of CPWD, New Dlehi CPWD Civil U Division, New Delhi (principal employer)
and/or M/s R.R. Realtors, New Delhi (Contractor) has locus standi to raise industrial dispute under ID
Act, 19477
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If yes, whether demands raised by CPWD Karamchari Union, Haryana vide letter dated NIL i.r.0. Smt
Rajkumari and 02 others to the management of CPWD, New Delhi, CPWD Civil U Division, New Delhi
(principal employer) and/or M/s R.R. Realtors, New Delhi (contractor) for their regularization and to
terminate their services during the pendency of the matter are proper, legal and justified? If yes, to what
reliefs are the disputant entitled and what directions(s), if any, is necessary in the matter?”’

Notices were issued to both the parties. AR for the management-1 & 2 have been appearing before this
tribunal. They have not come forward to file their claim statement before this tribunal, despite, providing a number of
opportunities. Claimant AR submits that claimants want to withdraw the case.

In view of the above submission made by AR of the claimant, claim stands dismissed as withdrawn. Award is
accordingly passed. A copy of this award is sent to appropriate government for notification under section 17 of the
I.D. Act. File is consigned to record room.

ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer
Date 06th, August, 2024

T< feeety, 14 w7, 2024

HAM. 21200l faare e, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @ GRT 17 & ATERO H, =
WHR TH.HLH.UT & ydeads & dag RIS SR 96 BHeRi & dr, sy 3§ Mfdve sienfie e
4 < GYPR G RSN — T — o9 AIAd, 2edde & yare  (T2=9 &7 11/2023)
D TR T B B, Sl D AGR DI 4/11/2024 BT UK 3T T |

[€. Te—22013/01/2024-3$.31R. (I TH-11)]
Tftred. oA, 37 Aeerr

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2024

S.0. 2120.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 11/2023) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 4/11/2024.

[No. L-22013/01/2024-IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM
LABOUR COURT AT HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 05" day of July, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 11/2023
Between:

The President,

Singareni Coal Mines

karmika Sangh, H.O. 10-1-208,

Opp. 10B, Near Singareni Head Office,

Kothagudem, Telngana-507101. ......Petitioner

AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Kothagudem Area-507101. ...Respondents
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Appearances:
For the Petitioner :  None
For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.1/4/2023-B1 dated 19/04/2023 referred the
following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the
management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

THE SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Kothagudem Area denying
the dependent employment to Shri Maloth Veerulal, elder son of deceased ex-employee on account of non-
submission of application by his mother Smt. Maloth Goji within six months from the date he attains 18
years of age is justified or not? If not, to what relief the dependent Shri Maloth Veerulal is entitled to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as 1.D. No. 11/2023 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Petitioner did not file any
claim statement and documents despite sufficient opportunity extended to him. It seems he don’t want to prosecute his
case. Therefore, in absence of any claim statement a ‘No-Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 5™ day of July, 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

T2 f3oetT, 14 v, 2024

FLAM. 2121l faarg M, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @1 ORI 17 & IR ¥, D4l
WRHR THHLHL.TT & Jeeas & Hdg HAoid! 3R 96 dHeRI & 49, ardy # fAfdve senfie faarg #
P GER e AfHor - 98 — o9 ™A, g20dre & yare  (TgA ST 2/2017) BT
UG Td H ®, W DR WRGR Bl 4/11/2024 DI YT G AT |

[|. Te1—-22013/01/2024-378 3R, (FHT.TH-11)]
Tfirhed. U, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2024

S.0. 2121.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 2/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 4/11/2024.

[No. L-22013/01/2024-IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri Irfan Qamar
Presiding Officer

Dated the 20" day of August, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.No0.2/2017
Between:
Sri Shaik Yacoob Imran,

S/o Mohimuddin,
R/o Q.No.56, Power House Colony,

Godavarikhani. . Petitioner
AND
1. The Chief General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
RG-I, Godavarikhani, Post: Godavarikhani,
Dist. Peddapalli.
2. The Director, Personnel & Administrative Wing,
SC Company Ltd., Kothagudem
Post: Kothagudem
Dist: Khammam
3. Chairman & Managing Director,
SC Company Ltds
Red Hills Singareni Bhavan,

Lakdikapool, Hyderabad. .Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : Sri S. Bhagwanth Rao, Advocate
For the Respondent: Sri Y. Ranjeeth Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

Sri Shaik Yacoob Imran who worked as Deputy Manager (who will be referred to as the workman) has filed
this petition under Sec. 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against the Respondents M/s. Singareni Collieries
Company Ltd., seeking for declaring the proceeding dated 1.3.2013 of Respondent No.1 together with order of
abandonment dated 24.2.2014 by Respondent No.2 as illegal, arbitrary and to set aside the same consequently
directing the Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into service, in any suitable employment in any office other than
dust infected areas, duly granting all the consequential benefits such as continuity of service, back wages and all
other attendant benefits etc., and also ordering the Respondent to refund the amount of Rs.1,31,954/- with interest.

2. The averments made in the petition in brief are as follows:

The Petitioner/Employee is appointed as an employee in Respondent company as Junior Mining Engineer Trainee in
Respondent company under Apprenticeship Act. After successful completion of Training, the Petitioner was provided
as an under Manager" in RG -1 Godavarikhani on 2.7.2008 by the Chairman and Managing Director, SC company
Ltd., Red Hills, Singareni Bhavan, Hyderabad through Reference No CRP/PER/C15/1508. It is submitted that
service conditions of Petitioner are governed by various standing orders of Company. It is submitted that, the
Petitioner was initially appointed as Junior Mining Engineer (Trainee) in the Respondent company on 3.10.2005 and
later on posted as under Manager at RG-1 Godavarikhani Area on 1.7.2008 and the Petitioner discharged his duties to
the fullest satisfaction of superiors till illegal struck of the name of Petitioner from the rolls of the company on
1.3.2013 without issuing any notice, any charge either absenteeism to duties without permission or sanction of leave.
It is submitted that Petitioner has put in 9 years of qualified service in Respondent company. It is submitted that the
Petitioner was foisted charge u/s 25:25 of standing orders of company. There is no termination order as the case of
Petitioner is nothing but "Termination simplicitor" without any enquiry as violation of provisions of section 25-F of
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I.D. Act. It is submitted that Petitioner was not paid salary in lieu of notice or compensation in lieu of termination. It
is submitted that the Petitioner used to get Rs.25,647/-pm as a basic salary from Respondent company. That the
Petitioner was examined in various Hospitals after completion of his Medical Examinations it was detected that the
Petitioner is suffering from "Monteux ie. Tuber Closes". The Doctor advised the Petitioner not to go into ‘Dust
Infected’ areas. It is submitted that the Petitioner used to absent for his duties as it is beyond control of the Petitioner.
As the Petitioner taking treatment in various Hospitals, which includes even in Company hospital as out patient. It is
submitted that the Petitioner went to attend duty on 16.10.2013 in first Respondent central at OCP RG -1 after
recovering from ill health, the first Respondent did not allow him to join into service and directed the Petitioner by
2" Respondent to report duty on or before 31.10.2013 through letter No.CRP/PER/C/014/2347 dated 16.10.2013 and
the 2" Respondent came to the conclusion, that, the Petitioner has abandoned from "service” which is far from truth.
That, there is no removal order of Respondent No. 1. The removal is totally illegal, arbitrary and against to the
principals of natural Justice. Subsequently Petitioner was given final opportunity to join into service, by issuing letter
dated 24.2.2014, which itself is self contrary to their own stand and on the other hand they initiated recovery of
amount of Rs 1,31,954/- from the possession of Petitioner is to harass and the delinquent paid the amount by
disposing ornaments of his wife which is indiscriminate to make as " welfare state" by the company. That, the
Petitioner was not paid salary in lieu of notice and also three months salary. The Petitioner prays the Hon'ble court to
decide the validity of domestic enquiry as a preliminary issue. The Petitioner belongs to an executive cadre should
be given a reasonable and fair opportunity to contest the matter. It is submitted that no enquiry was conducted except
termination that too termination simplicitor. The Petitioner is a Mining Engineer, he comes under the definition of
"Workmen" under 1D Act. The Petitioner has no power to remove any person for any kind of misconduct, no power
of administrative control over his employee. Hence the Petitioner is a workman in-terms of Sec.2(s) of ID Act. Itis
submitted that the Petitioner sent demand letter to consider him for employment, by revoking oral removal order
which was not served and subsequently issued a notice of abandonment by second Respondent. Hence, prayed to set
aside the oral removal order dated 1.3.2013 of Respondent No.1 together with order of abandonment dated 24.2.2014
duly granting all attendant benefits etc..

3. The Respondents filed counter denying the averments made in the petition, with the averments in brief
which runs as follows:

At the outset it is submitted that the Petitioner is not a workman within the definition of Section2(s) of I.D.Act.
Section 2(S) of ID Act is extracted hereunder for ready reference:

Sec.2(s)"workman" means

any person (including an apprentice employed in any industry to do any manual, unskilled, skilled,
technical, operational, clerical or supervisory work for hire or reward, whether the terms of employment be
express or implied, and for the purposes of any proceeding under this Act in relation to an industrial dispute,
includes any such person who has been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in connection with, or as a
consequence of, that dispute, or whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has led to that dispute, but does
not include any such person (s) who is subject to the Air Force Act, 1950 (45 of 1950), or the Army Act, 1950
(46 of 1950), or the Navy Act, 1957 (62 of 1957); or (ii) who is employed in the police service or as an
officer or other employee of a prison; or (iii) who is employed mainly in a managerial or administrative
capacity; or (iv) who, being employed in a supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding one thousand six
hundred rupees per mensem or exercises, either by the nature of the duties attached to the office or by
reason of the powers vested in him, function mainly of a managerial nature.

It is submitted that the Petitioner was an ex-Deputy Manager, an executive cadre employee of the Respondent
Company, and not a workman as defined in 2(s) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Hence he is not governed by the
Industrial Disputes Act. In view of the above, this Petition is not maintainable and may be dismissed. It is submitted
that the Petitioner was initially appointed as Junior Mining Engineer Trainee (UMET) vide Office Order
No.CRP/PER/R/POA/57/57/183, dated 14.09.2005 of General Manager (Personnel) and office Order
No.CRP/HRD/JMET/3226, dated 04.10.2008 of General Manager (HRD). It is submitted that subsequently he was
selected and appointed as Mining Graduate Trainee (MGT) in Executive Grade (E-1) on 12.06.2006 vide Office
Order No.CRP/PER/R/DOA/01/127, dated 03.04.2006 of Chief General Manager (Personnel) and Letter
No.CRP/PER/R/01/01/428, dated 28.04.2006. The Petitioner was drafted as Under Manager in E-2 Grade on
01.07.2008 and as Deputy Manager in E-3 Grade on 01.04.2011. The Petitioner remained unauthorizedly absent
from duty without prior permission or intimation with effect from 01.03.2013. It is submitted that rhe Project Officer
of Medipalli Open Cast Project of the Respondent Company sent two letters to the Petitioner on 03.03.2013 and
22.05.2013 by post to the address available on the Office records with an advice to report for duty immediately but
the Petitioner neither reported for duty nor communicated anything about his absence. Since the Petitioner remained
unauthorizedly absent from duty from 01.03.2013 to 24.02.2014, his name was removed from the rolls of the
Respondent Company with effect from 01.03.2013 vide Letter No.CRP/PER/C/0 14/434, dated 24.02.2014 as per the
terms and conditions of his appointment and Conduct, Discipline and Appeal Rules of the Respondent Company. It is
submitted that the contention of the Petitioner that he was foisted with charge U/s 25.25 of Company's Standing
Orders is incorrect and not true. The Petitioner was an executive of the Respondent Company and not by the Standing
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Orders of the Company and also Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is submitted that since the Petitioner remained
unauthorisedly absent from duty without intimation or permission, as such his name was removed from the rolls from
the date of his absence i.e. 01.03.2013 vide order No.CRP/PER/C/014/434, dated 24.02.2014. As per the terms and
conditions of his appointment and Conduct, Discipline and Appeal Rules (CDA) rules of the executives of the
Respondent Company, if an employee/executive abandoned the employment on his own accord without 3 months
notice, he is liable to pay 3 months notice wages/pay. As such a notice was served on him to the known address to pay
the notice wages/pay by Register Post with Acknowledgement due. However, the said notice was returned by the
Postal authorities with an endorsement of "No such person" at the address sent vide Letter No. CRP/PER/C/014/2347,
dated 16.10.2013 and CRP/PER/C/014/434, dated 24.02.2014. It is further submitted that there upon, the Respondent
Company filed O.S.N0.58 of 2015 before the Hon'ble Court of Principal Junior Civil Judge at Kothagudem. On the
above, the Hon'ble Court of Prl. Junior Civil Judge, Kothagudem served notices. However, the Petitioner has not
responded to the Court Notices also. Hence, the Hon'ble Court passed Decree dated 31.7.2015 for a sum of
Rs.1,31,954/- with costs and interest @12% on Rs.1,31,954/- per annum from the date of filing of Suit till the date of
decree, and thereafter @6% per annum on Rs.1,31,954/- from the date of decree till finalization. Therefore, prayed
to dismiss the claim petition.

4. Heard counsels of both parties and perused written arguments filed by both parties.

5. On the basis of the pleadings of both parties and arguments advanced, the following points emerge for
determination:-

I Whether Petitioner is workman as defined under section 2(s) of 1.D. Act, 19477

. Whether the action of Respondent management in terminating the services of the Petitioner vide
oral order dated 1.3.2013 and order of abandonment No.CRP/PER/C/014/434 dated 24.2.2014 is
legal and justified?

I1. To what relief, if any, the Petitioner is entitled for?

6. As regards oral evidence, Petitioner has examined himself as WW1 in evidence and also filed documentary
evidence which has been exhibited, Ex. W1 to W17. Whereas on the other hand, Respondent has examined MW1 in
support of his contentions and has also filed the documents Ex.M1 to M8. Petitioner has also filed written
arguments.

Findings:-

7. Point No.l: Respondent Counsel submits that Petitioner was an Ex.Deputy Manager, an executive cadre
employee of the Respondent company and not a Workman as defined under Section 2 (s) of the ID Act. Hence, he is
not governed under the provision of I.D. Act, 1947. In view of the above, the present petition filed by the Petitioner
is not maintainable. Further, it is submitted that Petitioner was initially appointed as Junior Mining Engineer Trainee
vide office order dated 14.9.2005 of General Manager (Personnel) and office order dated 4.10.2008 of General
Manager (HRD). Subsequently, he was selected and appointed as Mining Graduate Trainee in Executive Grade (E-
1) on 12.6.2006 vide office order dated 3.4.2006 of Chief General Manager (Personnel) and letter
No.CRP/PER/R/01/01/428 dated 28" April 2006. The Petitioner was drafted as Under Manager in E-2 grade on
1.7.2008 and as Deputy Manager in E-3 grade on 1.4.2011. Further, it is submitted that the Petitioner remained
unauthorisedly absent from duty without prior permission or intimation with effect from 1.3.2013. Further, it is
submitted that the Project Officer of Medipalli Open Cast Project of the Respondent Company sent two letters to the
Petitioner on 3.3.2013 and 22.5.2013 by post to the address available on the office records with an advise to report for
duty immediately, but the Petitioner neither reported for duty nor communicated anything about his absence. Since
the Petitioner remained unauthorizedly absent from duty, from 1.3.2013 to 24.2.2014, hence his name was removed
from the rolls of the Respondent company with effect from 1.3.2013 vide letter dated 24.2.2014 as per the terms and
conditions of his appointment and Conduct, Discipline and Appeal rules of the Respondent Company. Further, it is
submitted the contention of the Petitioner that his termination is in violation of provisions of Section 25 F of the
Industrial Disputes Act is incorrect and not true. Further, it is submitted that the Petitioner was an executive of the
Respondent company and not a Workman and hence he is not governed by the Standing orders of the Respondent
company and also Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. Respondent in support of his contention has examined witness
MW1 who has reiterated the contentions made in the counter in his testimony.  Further, MW1was also cross
examined by the Petitioner counsel. In his cross examination, MW1 states, “ Petitioner was appointed as JMET on
14.9.2005 in Respondent organization. Approximately he used to get Rs.50,000/- at the time of his termination from
service. It is true that the Respondent has not conducted any enquiry before his termination. It is true that
Respondent has filed a suit for recovery of an amount of Rs.1,31,000/- and subsequently it was decreed.” Further,
witness states, “Approximately 500 personnel used to work under control of Petitioner before his removal. The
Petitioner has got full control over the persons who were working under him.  The services of Petitioner are not
covered under National Coal Wage agreements. It is not true to suggest that Petitioner is a Workman.
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Thus, Witness MWL in his cross examination has corroborated and supported the stand taken by the Respondent in
the chief statement affidavit. The Respondent has also filed documents in evidence which has been exhibited by the
witness Ex.M1 to M8. Ex.M1Mlis provisional offer of appointment dated 3.4.2006, which reflects offer to
appointment, was issued to the Petitioner Sri. Sheikh Yakub Imran for the post of Mining Graduate Trainee in E1
cadre. Ex.M2 is the office order dated 1.4.2011 which reveal that the Petitioner was promoted to the post of Deputy
Manager in the pay scale of Rs.24,900 — 50,500/- (E-3) with effect from 1.4.2011. Ex. M3 is the office order dated
31.3.2012 whereby the Petitioner was posted as Deputy Manager in the Respondent Management. Ex.M4 is the
notice dated 16.10.2013, pertaining to unauthorized absence of Petitioner from duty and abandonment of the
employment by the Petitioner from 1.3.2013. Ex. M7 is the copy of judgement passed by the Principal Junior Civil
Judge, in O.S.No. 58 of 2015 which was filed by the Respondent Singareni Collieries Company Limited against
Petitioner for recovery of amount of Rs.1,31,954/- which has been decreed against the Defendant Petitioner vide
order dated 31.7.2015. Again Ex.M8 is the copy of decree in O.S.No. 58 of 2015 which was passed against the
Petitioner in that case. Thus, from the oral and documentary evidence produced by the Respondent as discussed
above, itis established that Petitioner was initially appointed as Mining Grade-1 Trainee in the Respondent company
and later on he was promoted on the post of Deputy Manager vide order dated 1.4.2011 in the pay scale of Rs.24,900
— 50,550/- and at the time of his removal from service vide order dated 1.3.2013, he was serving in the Respondent
company as Deputy Manager. Thus, his salary was in excess of Rs.1600/-. It is also established that while he was
posted in the employment of Respondent he was supervising about 500 Workmen working in the mines of
Respondent company.

9. On the other hand, Counsel for the Petitioner has submitted that he is a Workman under ID Act and Mining
Engineer is also Workman. Further Petitioner submitted that he has no power of administrative or supervisory control
over his employees. He has no right to grant any salary or leaves to the persons who are working under his control
and when he is not having supervisory or administrative control over his subordinates, then he is considered to be a
Workman in terms of Section 2 (s) of I.D. Act, 1947. Petitioner in support of his plea has also examined himself as
WWT1 and in his chief statement he reiterated his statement that he belongs to Executive Cadre, should be given a
reasonable and fair opportunity to contest the matter. Further, WWL1 states in his chief statement that, he was Mining
Engineer and he comes under the definition of Workman under 1.D. Act, 1947. He has also relied upon the decision
of Hon’ble High Court wherein Hon’ble High Court have held that an apprentice is also a Workman in terms of
Section 2(s) of I1.D. Act, 1947. WW1 was cross examined by the Learned Counsel for Respondent and in cross
examination WW1 states, “ I do not remember what are the conditions to be followed in my appointment order. My
academic qualification is BTech (Mining). | have possessed a technical qualification. | have got first class and
second class Mining Engineer certificate. | have submitted both the certificates in this case. | do not remember what
is the Regulation 16 of coal mines regulations. Basing on the first class mining manager certificate to manage the
mining | got the employment. The witness adds, that | was appointed as JMET to work as a Workman. It is not
correct to suggest that | am not a Workman under the Standing Orders. 1 am covered under coal mines
officers(Conduct and Discipline) Rules. I have been removed from service, not retrenched from the service”. Further
witness WW1 states, “It is fact that [ remained absent on duty. ...... I have filed documentary proof to show the reason
of my absence.” Further WW1 states, “The job of mining engineer, to my knowledge, is to carry out the mining
works and safety of the Workmen. I have filed this case to provide me job in the Respondent’s management. I am
supposed to work on the open cast mining and underground mining. There is also vocational training centres for my
engagement. | am ready to work in the mining where there will be no dust because | have been affected by dust. It is
not correct to suggest to that | am not a Workman as per the standing rules and as per the 1.D. Act, 1947 my job is an
administrative job.”

10. WWI1 was further cross examined by Respondent. In cross examination WW1 states, “Initially I was
appointed as an apprentice. Witness adds that | was appointed as junior mining engineer trainee. | have not submitted
my appointment order in this case. I am not an apprentice and I was a trainee”. Thus, from the above statement of
WW1, he has admitted that he is covered under the Coal Mines Officers(Conduct and Discipline) Rules and his job is
a mining engineer to carry out the mining works and safety of the Workmen.

It would be apposite to make reference of the definition of workman, as defined under Sec.2(s) of I.D. Act, 1947:-
"workman" means any person (including an apprentice) employed in any industry to do any manual, unskilled,
skilled, technical, operational, clerical or supervisory work for hire or reward, whether the terms of employment be
express or implied, and for the purposes of any proceeding under this Act in relation to an industrial dispute, includes
any such person who has been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in connection with, or as a consequence of, that
dispute, or whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has led to that dispute, but does not include any such person-

(i)  who is employed in the police service or as an officer or other employee of a prison, or

(ili) who is employed mainly in a managerial or administrative capacity, or(iv)who, being employed in a
supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding [ten thousand rupees] per mensem or exercises, either by
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the nature of the duties attached to the office or by reason of the powers vested in him, functions mainly
of a managerial nature.

Thus, it is clear from the statement of WW1 that Petitioner was appointed on the post of Deputy Manager at the time
of removal from service and was doing the job in supervisory capacity and was getting salary of Rs. 25,647/- p.m.
which is exceeding Rs.10,000/- p.m. and he is not covered under the definition of workman under Sec.2(s) of the I.D.
Act, 1947. Since, he is not covered under Sec.2(s), definition of workman the provision of 1.D. Act is not applicable
to his case and this petition is not maintainable.

Further, Hon’ble High Court of Madras in the case of Management of Best & Crompton Engineering Ltd., Vs.
A.M. Sekhar ( died)and others, 2014 IV LLJ 333 (Mad), have held,

“26. From a perusal of the findings rendered by the Labour Court in each case with regard to the status of
the ‘employee’ as workman', it is evident that the Labour Court has been carried over only by the contention
of the respective employees that they have no power to appoint, dismiss or commence disciplinary action or
to recommend sanction leave or enter into the contract on behalf of the Company and the evidence of W.W.2.
In our considered view, these general observations made uniformly in respect of all the employees, without
discussing individually in respect of each and every duty and responsibility assigned to the respective
employees, will not satisfy the required exercise to be made by the Labour Court for arriving at a conclusion
with regard to the status of an employee, more particularly when such a claim made by the employee is
denied and disputed by the Management at all stages. The Labour Court has to necessarily go into each
and every duty and responsibility of the employee and to give a finding as to which of such duties and
responsibilities are predominant in character.

28. Only by considering the claim made by the employees in the claim petitions and without analysing the
nature of each and every duty and responsibility of the employees and without giving a finding as to whether
such nature of duties and responsibilities are duties of a workman or of a person with managerial capacity,
the Labour Court came to such a conclusion that these employees were workmen. When a jurisdictional
issue is raised before the Labour Court by specifically contending that these employees are not the workmen
within the meaning and definition of Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, such issue has to be
considered and decided by considering all the evidence available before the Labour Court, If the
documentary evidence marked on the side of the Management were not at all considered or discussed by the
Labour Court and however, a decision is arrived at to the effect that they are ‘workmen', such decision can
not be sustainable in the eye of law as the finding given are perverse.”

Therefore, in view of the law laid down by the Hon’ble High Court for determining the question whether the
employee is covered under the definition of Section 2 (s) of the ID Act. The analysis of the nature of each and every
duty and responsibility of the employee are to be taken into consideration. Further, it is to be seen whether such
nature of duties and responsibilities are duties of workman or of a person with managerial capacity.

11. From the analysis of oral and documentary evidence on record it is clearly established that at the time of his
removal from the service, Petitioner was working as Deputy Manager in the Respondent company and was having
supervision and control of over 500 Workmen. Further, Petitioner has got control of the Workers in respect of
discharge of their duties and has power to sanction leave etc., to the workers under him. Further, WW1 has also
admitted in cross examination that he is covered under the Coal Mines Officer (Conduct and Discipline) Rules and his
job was as a Mine Engineer to carry the mining work and safety of the Workmen. Through the above statement of the
WW1 has already established that he was doing the job of supervisory nature was getting salary exceeding
Rs.10,000/-p.m. has not covered under the definition of workman as defined under Sec.2(s) of 1.D. Act. Therefore, in
view of fore gone discussion irresistible conclusion arrived at that the Petitioner was not a Workman in the
Respondent company at the time of his removal order dated 24.2.2014, and hence his Petitioner against removal
order passed by Respondent not maintainable under 1.D. Act in this Industrial Tribunal. ~ As the Petitioner is not
covered under the definition of Workman defined under Sec.2(s) of the I.D. Act, 1947. Hence, his claim statement is
not maintainable under ID Act, 1947.

This Point is answered against the Petitioner and in favour of the Respondent.

12. Point No.l1:- In view of the fore gone discussion and finding arrived at Point No.l, Petitioner is not

covered under the definition of Workman under Section 2(s) of the ID Act.  Therefore, claim statement of the

Petitioner against his removal order dated 24.2.2014 issued by the Respondent is not maintainable in this Tribunal.
This point is answered against the Petitioner.

13. Point No.ll1:- In view of the fore gone discussion and finding given at Points No.l & Il, the Petitioner is
not entitled to any relief as his petition is not maintainable in this Tribunal, under 1.D. Act, 1947.
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This Point is answered accordingly.

AWARD

In view of the fore gone discussion and finding at Points No. | & Il, | am of the considered view that the
Petitioner is not covered under the definition of ‘workman’ under Sec.2(s) of the I.D. Act, 1947, hence, petition not
maintainable in this Tribunal under 1.D. Act. Therefore, the petition stands dismissed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on this
the 20" day of August, 2024,
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
WW?1: Sri Shaik Yacoob Imran MW1: Sri B.R. Deekshitulu

Documents marked for the Petitioner

Ex.W1: Photostat copy of demand letter addressed to CGM SCCL, Godavarikhani, dt.2.9.2016
Ex.W2 Photostat copy of conciliation proceedings

EX.W3: Photostat copy of certificate of competency issued by Ministry of Labour & Employment
Ex.W4: Photostat copy of office order dt.2.7.2008

EX.WS5: Photostat copy of certificate of competency to manage coal mine dt.7.7.2007

EX.W6: Photostat copy of identity certificate dt.31.7.2009

EX.WT: Photostat copy of provisional certificate dt.15.12.2006

ExX.W8: Photostat copy of certificate as 2™ class Manager dt.2.11.2007

Ex.W9: Photostat copy of certificate of 1% class Manager of competency dt.30.10.2010

Ex.W10: Photostat copy of office order dt.24.2.2014

Ex.W11: Photostat copy of letter issued by Colliery Manager dt.25.9.2008

Ex.W12: Photostat copy of certificate of practical experience issued by Colliery Manager dt.26.9.2008
Ex.W13: Photostat copy of office order dt.8.10.2009

Ex.W14: Photostat copy of office memo dt.12.4.2011

Ex.W15: Photostat copy of medical report dt.15.10.2011

Ex.W16: Photostat copy of DD of Rs.1,31,954/- dt.3.2.2015

ExX.W17: Photostat copy of notice for payment of dues dt.25.7.2016.

Documents marked for the Respondent

Ex.M1: Photostat copy of provisional offer of appointment dt.3.4.2006

Ex.M2: Photostat copy of office order dt.1.4.2011

Ex.M3: Photostat copy of Office order dt.31.3.2012

Ex.M4: Photostat copy of notice dt.16.10.2013

Ex.M5: Photostat copy of endorsement of postal authorities on the notice cover
Ex.M6: Photostat copy of office order dt.24.2.2014

Ex.MT7: Photostat copy of copy of judgement in OS N0.58/2015 dt.31.7.2015
Ex.M8: Photostat copy of decree in OS N0.58/2015
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New Delhi, the 14th November, 2024

S.0. 2122.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference.LC/-R/45/2010) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the
Management of S.E.C.L,and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 4/11/2024.

[No. L-22012/16/2023-IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/45/2010
Present: P.K.Srivastava
H.J.S..( Retd)

The President,
Janta Mazdoor Sangh (HMS),
House No. EWS-62, Shanti Nagar,
Housing Board Colony,
Katni (M.P.)
Workman
\Versus

The Chairman-cum-Managing Director,
South Eastern Coalfields Limited,
Seepat Road, Bilaspur,
(C.G.) - 495006

Management

AWARD
(Passed on this 24™ day of October-2024.)

As per letter dated 21/02/2023 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
received. The reference is made to this tribunal under section-10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per reference
number L-22012/16/2023 (IR(CM-I1)) dt. 21/02/2023. The dispute under reference related to :-

“ Demand No. 2

Whether the action of the Management for deducting subscription @ Rs. 484/- towards Group
Insurance Scheme from the wages of workman is legal and justified? To what relief are the claimant entitled
for?

Demand No. 3

Whether the demand of the Union for deduction subscription towards fee for union without
authorization letter or for deduction of subscription made for more than one union form the wages of the
workmen by the Management is legal and justified? To what relief are the claimants entitled for? »

After registering the case on reference received, notices were sent to the parties and were duly served on
them. Both the parties submitted their respected statement of claim/ defence.

During pendency of the case, today the management filed an application to dismiss the reference in view of a
settlement reached at between the parties. The joint application by the parties stating the out of Court settlement filed
with authority letter by management Ld. Counsel Shri Neeraj Kewat along with the application. Ld. Counsel for
workman union Shri Subodh Agarwal has no objection since the dispute has been settled between the parties hence
the reference became infructuous, hence is answered accordingly.

DATE: 24/10/2024

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 14th November, 2024

S.0. 2123.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.37/2020,38/2020) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
No. - 1l_Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _Central Public Work
Department and their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2024- IR (B-1)-234]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO-II, NEW DELHI
1.D. No. 37/2020
Sh. Anil Kumar,
Through- The President Sh. Hukum Chand,
CPWD Karamchari Union, Babu Lal Ji Complex,
Shop No.- 04, Gurgaon Road, Opposite Bus Stand,
Gurgaon, Haryana.
1.D. No. 38/2020
Smt. Manisha,
Through- The President Sh. Hukum Chand,
CPWD Karamchari Union, Babu Lal Ji Complex,
Shop No.- 04, Gurgaon Road, Opposite Bus Stand,
Gurgaon, Haryana.
Versus

1. The Director General C.P.W.D.

Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi-110001.
2. The Chief Engineer (Electrical Co-ordination) CPWD,

East Block, R.K. Puram, New Delhi-110022.
3. The Executive Engineer, CPWD,

Noida Division, Room No. 319, B-Wing,

3 Floor, I.P. Bhawan, New Delhi-110002.

AWARD

By this composite order, | shall dispose of these two applications of U/S 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act
(here in after referred as an Act) filed by the different claimants against the same respondents, because of having the
common respondents and same cause of action, these cases are taken together for their illegal termination. Claims of
the workmen are that they have joined into the employment in the year 2013 and 2014 in the post of computer
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operators respectively. They had been doing their work with diligently and honestly. Their service records were clean
and they had not given any complaint so far. From the initial date of joining, they were being treated as a daily
rated/casual/ must roll worker and was being wages as fixed and never revised from time to time to under the
Minimum Wages Act by the appropriate government while their counter parts to the identical work and the work of
the same value but who was being treated as regular employees were paid their salary in proper pay scale and
allowances. They also enjoy other facilities like uniform, P.F., Medical leave, CL, Gazette/Festival/Restricted
Holidays which are completely denied to the workmen. Workmen supposed to be regularized since their respective
initial date of joining but, the management has never regularized them till now. Workmen had raised the dispute on the
management for regularize their services from the initial date of joining but, the management adamant from his
demand and terminated their services. The action of the management is wholly illegal, bad and unjust. Workmen have
been met about with hostile discrimination as juniors to have been retained in services and they have been thrown out
of job. Many fresh new persons have been taken into the employment after removing the aforesaid workman. At the
time of termination of services no seniority list was displayed, no notice was given, no notice pay was either offered or
paid no services compensation was either offered or paid to the workmen. The impugned termination of services is
violative of section 25 (f), (g) & (h) of the I.D. Act, 1947. The demand notice was served upon to the managements,
but no reply was received and it was presumed that the demand has been rejected. Hence, they have filed the present
claim with the prayer to reinstate them with full back wages.

W.S has been filed by the respondent. Management had denied the averment made in their claims. He had
submitted that workmen concerned are totally baseless and meritless having no locus stand. In fact they are not the
employee of the management. Their claims are liable to be dismissed.

After completion of the pleadings, following issues have been framed vide order dated 08.12.2021 i.e.-

1.  Whether the Claims are maintainable.

2.  Whether there exist employer and employee relationship between the management and the claimants.
3. Whether the services of the workmen were terminated illegally?

4. To what relief the claimant is entitled to from which date?

Now, the matters are listed for workman evidence. On behalf of management, Sh. M.D Maheshwari
appeared. Claimants have not brought any evidence i.e. documents and oral to substantiate their claims, inspite of
providing a number of opportunities.

In these circumstances, when the claimants have not been appearing since long to substantiate their claims, it
appears that they are not interested to pursue their cases. Their claims stand dismissed. Awards are passed accordingly.
A copy of this award is sent to the appropriate government for notification as required under section 17 of the ID act
1947. Files are consigned to record room.

Date 31%, July, 2024
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 14th November, 2024

S.0. 2124.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.11/2021) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. - |1
Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _Central Bank of India and
their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2024- IR (B-1)-235]
SALONI, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO-II, NEW DELHI
1.D. No. 11/2021
Sh. Dinesh Kumar Sharma,
S/o Late Sh. Charan Singh Sharma
R/o- D-01/536, Gali No.-04, Ashok Nagar,
Shahdara, Delhi-110093.

Versus

1.  The General Manager,

Central Bank of India,

Head Office-Chander Mukhi,

Nariman Point, Mumbai-400021.
2. The Regional Manager,

Central Bank Of India,

Regional Office: B-1398, 01% Floor,

Chandni Chowk, Delhi-110006.
Counsels:
For Claimant: None
For Respondent: Sh. Vivek Ojha, Ld. AR.

AWARD

By this order, | shall dispose of this application of U/S 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act (here in after
referred as an Act) filed by the claimant against the respondent for his illegal termination. Claim of the workman is
that he was appointed as peon in the year 1993 in Central Bank of India at Ghonda Branch, Delhi. He had been
doing his work with diligently and honestly. His service record is clean and he has not given any chance to any
complaint to any concerned officer, but, fraudulently management had initiated a departmental enquiry against him
and suspended him in March, 2000 from his job. Management also got a false and fabricated FIR registered in which
workman had to remain in jail for two months and also been terminated from his said post. Despite the innocency,
the workman contested the said case for 19 years and was facing many difficulties and problems and leading a
shameful life and he feel shameful and insulted in the eyes of society. At that time, the daughter of the workman was
preparing the studies for government job and due to the above said reasons the image and goodwill of the daughters
of the workman was fell down in the society and they did not get any job. After acquittal of the workman, the
workman is unemployed till date and he did not succeed to get any work. On 25.09.2019 a demand notice was
served upon the management but despite the service of the legal/demand notice the management neither complied
nor gave reply of the same. Workman has sent a request letter/industrial dispute to the office of the Deputy
Commissioner, Central, 4™ Floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Street, Sansad Marg, New Delhi-110001 before
Assistant Labour Commissioner cum conciliation officer-I11, Delhi, but it was resulted into failure. Hence, he has
filed the present claim.

W.S has been filed by the respondent. He had denied the averment made in the claim. He stated that on
02.03.2000 workman was suspended from service vide letter dated Ro (North)/Dad/227/99-2000/521 issued by the
management bank on 02.03.2000 for committing acts of omission and commission while working at peon at
Patparganj office, Delhi during his service period from 21.09.1999 to 17.12.1999 inter-alia stating that he has not
discharged his duties with utmost care with honesty, devotion and diligence which is on becoming of a Bank
Employee. Workman has committed gross irregularities in while depositing and withdraw of the alleged amount of Rs.
30,000/- in total from account no. 19684 which is maintained in the name of Sh. Nitender. Workman on 21.09.1999
change a figure or Rs. 5,500/- to Rs. 15,500/- by inserting “1” and on 01.12.1999 again inserted “2” to make a figure
of Rs. 21,000/- instant of Rs. 1,000/- by repeating again and again workman had done fraud of Rs. 30,000/- on
different dates and for withdrawl of the above said amount. Workman doing all with malafide intention to cheat the
bank. He had submitted that claim is liable to be dismissed.
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After completion of the pleadings, following issues have been framed vide order dated 19.01.2023 i.e.-
1.  Whether the proceeding is maintainable.

2. Whether the domestic enquiry against the claimant was conducted fairly.

3. Whether the punishment imposed on the claimant commensurate the charge.

4. To what relief the claimant is entitled to.

Now, the matter is listed for workman evidence. On behalf of management, Sh. Vivek Ojha appeared.
Claimant has not brought any evidence i.e documents and oral to substantiate his claim, inspite of providing a number
of opportunities.

In these circumstances, when the claimant has not been appearing since long to substantiate his claim, it
appears that he is not interested to pursue his case. His claim stands dismissed. Award is passed accordingly. A copy
of this award is sent to the appropriate government for notification as required under section 17 of the ID act 1947.
File is consigned to record room.

Date: 23rd, July, 2024
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 19th November, 2024

S.0. 2125.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.36/2023) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Jabalpur
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Canara Bank and their workmen.

[No. L-39025/01/2024- IR (B-11)-43]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,

JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/36/2023
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..( Retd)
Shri Ghasiram Mewada,
S/o Mohan Singh Mewada,
Vill. Pborkhedao Teh Ashta,
Sehore, (M.P.) - 466114
Workman
\ersus

The Canara Bank,
Ashta, Sehore
Madhya Pradesh - 466114

Management
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AWARD
(Passed on this 22" day of October-2024.)

Vide communication reference number RLC-7(31)2022 by the Deputy Chief Labour Commissioner (Central)
Jabalpur, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi this reference is sent to the Tribunal under section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act,
1947 (in short the ‘Act’) The dispute under reference related to :-

“FIT H1AGF FAFR 4 BTRTA Aa15 F FoRT 3% JaerT FaRT RaA1# 15.01.2022 & A0 & @7 et
FTAT 3 [Tl 5Tt 313 8 Ifer gt at e amsif 3 &rer gor: At} 91t FTgFGR 82 ”

After registering the case on reference received, notices were sent to the parties and were duly served on
them. Time was allotted to the workman to submit his statement of claim. In spite of the allotment of time and service
of notice, the workman never turned up and submitted his statement of claim. Management also did not file its written

statement of claim/ defence. Though management was present several time. No evidence was ever produced by any of
the parties in this Tribunal.

The Initial burden to prove his claim is on the workman. Since the workman did not file any pleading nor did
he file any evidence, in the absence of any evidence in support of holding the claim of the workman not proved, the
reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is answered accordingly.

AWARD

In the light of this factual backdrop, holding that the claim of the workman is not proved, the
reference deserves to be answered against the Workman and is answered accordingly.

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

DATE: 22/10/2024
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

feeett, 19 F9¥a7, 2024

F.IAT. 2126.—3=A1RE foare Afefaaw, (1947 F7 14) & &7 17 F T |, Feald G
T whg e fifdies, e g & seuds % dag Rt § o 99 a1 g 10 3909 & &=
aay § Afde F0T a@R e Sfeaor  d 9w Ay, S99, 99e (R 1. 45/2016) Fr
STET T3 srerae § oy T §, WIS AT @ S hea T qERT Rl qide widT & 917 19.11.2024 Fr
ST 3T T |

[¥. TeT-26012/3/2016-3TE3(TH)]
=T o, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2024

S.0. 2126.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 45/2016) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to Ferro Scrap Nigam Limited, Bhilai Unit and Shri Sanjay Bangade & 10 others which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 19.11.2024.

[No. L-26012/3/2016-1R(M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
No. CGIT/LC/R/45/2016
Present: P.K.Srivastava
H.J.S..( Retd)
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Shri Sanjay Bangade & 10 Others
Helper-cum-Greaser(Trainee).
Ferro Scrap Nigam Ltd. Bhilai,
District Durg

The Unit Head.

Ferro Scrap Nigam Ltd., Bhilai Unit,

Inside Bhilari Steel Plant, Mockdump Area,
P.B.No.54, Bhilai Steel Plant,

Bhilai Durg(CG-490001)

\Versus

AWARD
(Passed on this 18" day of October-2024.)

Workman

Management

As per letter dated 12/04/2016 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of LD.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L- 26012/3/2016-IR(M). The dispute

under reference relates to:-

"1, Whether the action of the management of Ferro Scrap Nigam Ltd. Bhilai in not giving the status
of permanency to 11 workmen, namely, S/Sanjay Bagade, Puna Ram Sahu, Ravi Nayak, Ishwar Lal,
Umesh, Jaideep Kumar, Dinesh Kumar Dewangan, Arjun Singh Sahu, Madhusudan Sahu, Jitendra
Kumar & Ram Singh and regularizing their services is legal and justified? If not, what relief the workmen

are entitled to?

2. Ferro Scrap Nigam Ltd., a Central Public Sector undertaking Company, the Government of

Indian is appropriate Government."'

After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties. The parties have filed

their respective statement of claim/defense.

The case of the workmen, as stated in their statement of claim, is that they were offered temporary
appointment on the post of Helper/Greaser for an initial period of one year from the date of joining with the
management Company. Their selections were made on the basis of interview/trade test conducted by the
Management. The different dates of appointment letter are as follows:

Name of the Employee

Designation

Date of Appointment

Sanjay Bagade

Helper-cum-Greaser

14.08.2012

Eshwar Lal Sahu Helper-cum- Greaser 27.07.2012
Umesh Helper-cum- Greaser 27.07.2012
Puna Ram Sahu Helper-cum- Greaser 27.07.2012
Ravi Nayak Helper-cum- Greaser 27.07.2012
Jaydeep Kumar Helper-cum- Greaser 14.08.2012
Dinesh Kumar Dewangan Helper-cum- Greaser 27.07.2012
Arjun Singh Sahu Helper-cum- Greaser 27.07.2012
Madhusudan Sahu Helper-cum- Greaser 27.07.2012
Jitendra Kumar Helper-cum- Greaser 27.07.2012
Ramsingh Helper-cum- Greaser 27.07.2012
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It is their case that they were appointed temporarily for a period of one year which could be extended for
another period of 2 years, subject to vacancy requirement prevailing at that time and job performance. Their period of
appointment was extended for 2 years and they were allowed to continue with the service of company for further
extended period of 2 years, after completion of initial period of one year. Thereafter, instead of regularizing these
workmen the Management adopted the practice of extension of their services for 03 months from time to time and
kept this extension in continuation till 2016. According to the workmen, this was an unfair labour practice adopted by
the Management with a view to deprive all these workmen of their legally admissible claims and dues regarding their
absorption and regularization with the company inspite of the fact that job and vacancy existed for which their
appointment was extended from time to time. It is further the case of the workmen that they are still in employment of
the management but have been deprived of benefits of regularization and absorption in the cadre. Accordingly, they
claimed that the reference be answered in their favour, holding the action of the management in not giving the status
of permanency and not regularizing their services, is against law and not justified in law and also they be held entitled
to be given permanent as well regular status.

According to the written statement of defense filed by Management, it is admitted that after adopting
recruitment procedure, these workmen were temporarily appointed for the post of Helper for initial period of one year
from the date of joining in the year July-August 2012 and their services were extended for 02 years after they
completed one year in service as per their condition stated in their appointment letter. According to the Management,
their appointment letter are covered by Certified Standing Orders, which contain provision for confirmation of
permanent status to the workmen who complete twelve months of continuous service within the meaning of Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947, on one or more posts, in connection with temporarily increase in permanent work. According to
the Management, as per their offer of appointment, the engagement was of purely temporary in nature, for a period of
one year and upon exigency and utilization of their services, could be extended for another 02 years. It was also
mentioned in the offer of appointment that in the event of long term requirement and availability of permanent
vacancy, their case could be considered for permanent employment, as per rules subject to their satisfactory work
performance, during their temporary employment. Also, it has been pleaded that it was specifically stated in the offer
of appointment that at no point of time, these appointees could claim permanent absorption, hence according to the
management, their claim for regularization and permanent absorption is not sustainable in law. It is further the case of
Management that the work is of temporary nature, taking these workmen in permanent capacity would cause severe
financial implication and Management is not in a position to absorb these workmen on permanent post due to
unpredictable job availability with the Management. Accordingly, it had been prayed, that the reference be answered
against the workmen.

The workmen mainly filed and proved their initial officer of appointment and letters of extension of service
issued by the Management from time to time. All these documents had been admitted by Management and have been
marked as Exhibits W-1 to W-29.

The workman side examined on oath the workman Sanjay Bagade who has been cross-examined by
Management. The Management also examined its witness Sourabh Radheshyam Tharewal, Manager Law, who was
been cross-examined by workman. The Management did not file any documents.

Thereafter, following Award was passed by this Tribunal on 16.07.2021, holding that firstly, the job against
which these workmen were appointed is of permanent nature. Secondly, the action of management in continuing
these workmen by way of granting extensions and pretending the jobs of temporary nature was unfair labour practice
as defined u/s. 2(ra) of the Act as mentioned in Section 6 & 10 of Schedule-IV to the Act. It was also held proved that
the workmen were qualified for permanent appointments because the criteria with respect to the qualification and
selection process regarding permanent appointment was same as it was with respect to temporary appointments.

A. “The action of management of Ferro Scrap Nigam Limited, Bhilai in not giving status of permanency
to the 11 workmen namely, Sanjay Bagade, Puna Ram Sahu, Ravi Nayak, Ishwar Lal, Umesh,
Jaydeep Kumar, Dinesh Kumar Dewangan, Arjun Singh Sahu, Madhusudan Sahu, Jitendra Kumar
& Ramsingh and regularizing their services is not justified in law.

B. These 11 workmen are entitled to be absorbed on permanent basis after expiry of initial one year and
extended two years terms and are entitled to be regularized accordingly.

C. No order as to cost.”

The management challenged this Award before Hon’ble High Court of Chhattis Garh in W.P. (L) No.-
74/2021, which was decided on 11.12.2023 with following observations and directions :-

“19. In the light of above stated legal position and also considering the Standing Orders applicable to the
workmen, also considering the evidence and materials on record, | am of the view that the learned Central
Government Industrial Tribunal has not recorded its finding that permanent vacancy is available or what is the
sanctioned strength, has passed the award, directing the petitioner to regularize the workmen, which is nothing but
amounting to creation of posts, which is beyond the jurisdiction of the learned CGIT, as such, the award dated
16.07.2021 is contrary to law on perverse finding, therefore, it deserves to be interfered by this Court.
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20. Accordingly, the award dated 16.07.2021 is set aside. The matter is remanded back to the learned
Central Government Industrial Tribunal for deciding the case afresh after ascertaining what is the sanctioned
strength, whether posts of Helper cum Greaser are available with the petitioner, whether the performance of the
respondents is satisfactory or not ? Then only, the reference could be answered by the learned Tribunal. The
petitioner and the respondents are free to amend their pleadings and are also free to bring on record fresh
evidence, materials to substantiate their respective contentions.

21. With the aforesaid observation and direction, the writ petition is partly allowed.”
Thereafter, the case was again taken by this Tribunal.

Vide order dated 25.06.2024, the workman side was directed to file an affidavit, whether their post is in
executive or non-executive cadre. Management was also directed to file an affidavit on the point as to how many
posts of Helper cum Greaser were available within the period 27.07.2012 (date of first appointment of the workmen)
to 14.08.2012 (the date on which last appointment letter was issued) and also to file authenticated copy of confidential
report of these workmen from the date of their first appointment, till 2023-24 i.e. from 2012-13 to 2023-24.

The workman side filed its affidavit in the light of the said order on 12.07.2024 , wherein it was stated that
their post is of non-executive cadre. They also stated the year wise vacancies in the executive and non-executive cadre
since August 2012 to July 2024. This affidavit is uncontroverted.

They also filed RTI information obtained by them on 31.01.2024, wherein it has been stated that the
sanctioned posts of executives and non-executives under the management is 180 and 1200 respectively.

The management did not care to file any affidavit as required by the said order nor did they file any
authenticated copy of annual confidential reports of the workmen within the period 2012-13 to 2023-24 as directed.

From the aforesaid material on record, it is established to the hilt hence, held proved that, there have
been vacancies in the non-executive cadre to which these workmen belong right from 2012-13 to 2023-24.
Further, the act of management in not filing the annual confidential reports of these workmen as directed vide order
mentioned above, leads to an adverse inference against the management that, had these documents been filed by
management, they would have gone against them. Hence, it can be safely held proved that these workmen have
nothing against them in their annual confidential reports as claimed by them in affidavit from their side.

It is to be kept in mind that, the findings of this Tribunal holding that firstly, the job against which these
workmen were appointed is of permanent nature. Secondly, the action of management in continuing these workmen
by way of granting extensions and pretending the jobs of temporary nature was unfair labour practice as defined u/s.
2(ra) of the Act and Section 6 & 10 of Schedule-1V to the Act and thirdly, that the workmen were qualified for
permanent appointments because the criteria with respect to the qualification and selection process regarding
permanent appointment was same as it was with respect to temporary appointments has not been set aside by Hon’ble
High Court.

Learned Counsel for workmen has referred to a common Judgment of Hon’ble the Apex Court in Civil
Appeal No0.-1059/2005, Nihal Singh Vs. State of Punjab and Bhupendar Singh Vs. State of Punjab, Civil Appeal
No. 6315/2013 decided on 07.08.2013. In this case Special Police Officers were appointed u/s. 17 of Police Act 1861
on temporary basis and worked continuously for 20 years and more, Hon’ble the Apex Court, holding that they were
entitled to be absorbed in the services of state and the State was directed to regularize their services by creating
necessary posts and has submitted that in suitable circumstances, Court can direct creation of posts also.

There is no quarrel with the proposition of law laid down in the case referred, but facts of the case in hand
are different in the sense that there have been vacancies all over the time with respect to the posts to which the
workmen in the case in hand are claiming. The action of management in advertising the vacancy, adopting
recruitment process and continuing the workmen in employment since so many years supports this proposition
regarding existence of vacancies. Even the management witness has stated in his statement on oath in his cross
examination that the nature of work on which these workmen are employed is of permanent nature and that they have
been working continuously since the date of their first appointment till date also establishes the vacancy relating to
permanent posts of Helper cum Greaser/Non-executives. In another case of Mahanadi Coal Fields Ltd. Vs. Brijraj
Nagar Coal Mines Workers Union, Civil Appeal (S) No.- 4092-4093/2024, Hon’ble the Apex Court held that when
the fact that nature of the work, the continuity of the work and continuous working of the workman was proved, it
would be a case of wrongful denial of employment and regularization for no fault of workmen and direction given in
this respect regarding regularization and granting permanent status by High Court was affirmed.

This extract is taken from Hari Nandan Prasad v. Food Corporation of India, (2014) 7 SCC 190 : (2014) 2 SCC
(L&S) 408 : 2014 SCC OnLine SC 132 at page 207

Re: Relief of regularisation
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23. Before we advert to this question, it would be necessary to examine as to whether the Constitution Bench
judgment in Umadevi (3) case [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] has
applicability in the matters concerning industrial adjudication. We have already pointed out above, the contention of
the counsel for the appellants in this behalf, relying upon Maharashtra SRTC case [Maharashtra SRTC v. Casteribe
Rajya Parivahan Karmchari Sanghatana, (2009) 8 SCC 556 : (2009) 2 SCC (L&S) 513] that the decision in Umadevi
(3) [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] would be binding on the Industrial or
Labour Courts. On the other hand, the counsel for FCI has referred to the judgment in U.P. Power Corpn. [U.P.
Power Corpn. Ltd. v. Bijli Mazdoor Sangh, (2007) 5 SCC 755 : (2007) 2 SCC (L&S) 258] for the submission that law
laid down in Umadevi (3) [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] equally
applies to Industrial Tribunals/Labour Courts. It, thus, becomes imperative to examine the aforesaid two judgments at
this juncture.

24. A perusal of the judgment in U.P. Power Corpn. [U.P. Power Corpn. Ltd. v. Bijli Mazdoor Sangh, (2007) 5
SCC 755 : (2007) 2 SCC (L&S) 258] would demonstrate that quite a few disputes were raised and referred to the
Industrial Tribunal qua the alleged termination of Respondents 2 and 3 in that case. Without giving the details of
those cases, it would be sufficient to mention that in one of the cases the Tribunal held that after three years of their
joining in service both Respondents 2 and 3 were deemed to have been regularised. The appellants filed the writ
petition which was also dismissed. Challenging the order of the High Court, the appellants had approached this
Court. It was argued that there could not have been any regularisation order passed by the Industrial Court in view
of the decision in Umadevi (3) [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] . The
counsel for the workmen had taken a specific plea that the powers of the industrial adjudicator were not under
consideration in Umadevi (3) case [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] and
that there was a difference between a claim raised in a civil suit or a writ petition on the one hand and one
adjudicated by the industrial adjudicator. It was also argued that the Labour Court can create terms existing in the
contract to maintain industrial peace and therefore it had the power to vary the terms of the contract.

29. 1t was further noticed in Maharashtra SRTC case [Maharashtra SRTC v. Casteribe Rajya Parivahan
Karmchari Sanghatana, (2009) 8 SCC 556 : (2009) 2 SCC (L&S) 513] that Section 32 of the Act provides that the
court shall have the power to decide all connected matters arising out of any application or a complaint referred to it
for decision under any of the provisions of this Act. The Court then extensively quoted from the judgment in Umadevi
(3) [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] in order to demonstrate the exact
ratio laid down in the said judgment and thereafter proceeded to formulate the following question and answer
thereto: (Maharashtra SRTC case [Maharashtra SRTC v. Casteribe Rajya Parivahan Karmchari Sanghatana, (2009)
8 SCC 556 : (2009) 2 SCC (L&S) 513] , SCC p. 573, para 30)

“30. The question that arises for consideration is: have the provisions of the MRTU and PULP Act been
denuded of the statutory status by the Constitution Bench decision in Umadevi (3) [State of
Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] ? In our judgment, it is not.”

31. The Court in Maharashtra SRTC case [Maharashtra SRTC v. Casteribe Rajya Parivahan Karmchari
Sanghatana, (2009) 8 SCC 556 : (2009) 2 SCC (L&S) 513] also accepted the legal proposition that courts cannot
direct creation of posts, as held in Mahatma Phule Agricultural University v. Nasik Zilla Sheth Kamgar
Union [(2001) 7 SCC 346 : 2001 SCC (L&S) 1180] . Referring to this judgment, the Court made it clear that inaction
on the part of the State Government to create posts would not mean an unfair labour practice had been committed by
the employer (University in that case) and as there were no posts, the direction of the High Court to accord the status
of permanency was set aside. The Court also noticed that this legal position had been affirmed in State of
Maharashtra v. R.S. Bhonde [State of Maharashtra v. R.S. Bhonde, (2005) 6 SCC 751 : 2005 SCC (L&S) 907] . The
Court also reiterated that creation and abolition of post and regularisation are purely executive functions, as held in
a number of judgments and it was not for the court to arrogate the power of the executive or the legislature by
directing creation of post and absorbing the workers or continue them in service or pay salary of regular employees.
This legal position is summed up in para 41 which reads as under: (Maharashtra SRTC case [Maharashtra
SRTC v. Casteribe Rajya Parivahan Karmchari Sanghatana, (2009) 8 SCC 556 : (2009) 2 SCC (L&S) 513], SCC p.
576)

“41. Thus, there is no doubt that creation of posts is not within the domain of judicial functions which
obviously pertains to the executive. It is also true that the status of permanency cannot be granted by the Court
where no such posts exist and that executive functions and powers with regard to the creation of posts cannot be
arrogated by the courts.”

39. On a harmonious reading of the two judgments discussed in detail above, we are of the opinion that when
there are posts available, in the absence of any unfair labour practice the Labour Court would not give direction
for regularisation only because a worker has continued as daily-wage worker/ad hoc/temporary worker for number
of years. Further, if there are no posts available, such a direction for regularisation would be impermissible. In the
aforesaid circumstances giving of direction to regularise such a person, only on the basis of number of years put in
by such a worker as daily-wager, etc. may amount to back door entry into the service which is an anathema to
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Article 14 of the Constitution. Further, such a direction would not be given when the worker concerned does not
meet the eligibility requirement of the post in question as per the recruitment rules. However, wherever it is found
that similarly situated workmen are regularised by the employer itself under some scheme or otherwise and the
workmen in question who have approached the Industrial/Labour Court are on a par with them, direction of
regularisation in such cases may be legally justified, otherwise, non-regularisation of the left-over workers itself
would amount to invidious discrimination qua them in such cases and would be violative of Article 14 of the
Constitution. Thus, the industrial adjudicator would be achieving the equality by upholding Article 14, rather than
violating this constitutional provision.

40. The aforesaid examples are only illustrative. It would depend on the facts of each case as to whether the
order of regularisation is necessitated to advance justice or it has to be denied if giving of such a direction infringes
upon the employer's rights.

Following observation of Hon’ble the Apex Court in the case of U.P. Electricity Board Vs. Pooran Chand
Pandey, (2008) 1 SCC 1992

This extract is taken from U.P. SEB v. Pooran Chandra Pandey, (2007) 11 SCC 92 : (2008) 1 SCC (L&S) 736 :
2007 SCC OnL.ine SC 1223 at page 98

16. We are constrained to refer to the above decisions and principles contained therein because we find that
often Umadevi (3) case [(2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] is being applied by courts mechanically as if it were
a Euclid's formula without seeing the facts of a particular case. As observed by this Court in Bhavnagar
University [(2003) 2 SCC 111] and Bharat Petroleum Corpn. Ltd. [(2004) 8 SCC 579 : AIR 2004 SC 4778] a little
difference in facts or even one additional fact may make a lot of difference in the precedential value of a decision.
Hence, in our opinion, Umadevi (3) case [(2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] cannot be applied mechanically
without seeing the facts of a particular case, as a little difference in facts can make Umadevi (3) case [(2006) 4 SCC
1: 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] inapplicable to the facts of that case.

Hence, in the light of the facts proved and discussed as mentioned above, holding The action of the
management of Ferro Scrap Nigam Ltd. Bhilai in not giving the status of permanency to 11 workmen, namely,
Sarvshri Sanjay Bagade, Puna Ram Sahu, Ravi Nayak, Ishwar Lal, Umesh, Jaideep Kumar, Dinesh Kumar
Dewangan, Arjun Singh Sahu, Madhusudan Sahu, Jitendra Kumar & Ram Singh and not regularizing their
services not justified in law,the 11 workmen are entitled to be given permanent status, after expiry of initial
one year and extended two years term and are entitled to be regularized accordingly within 30 days from the
date of notification of Award. They are also held entitled to the consequential benefits regarding arrears etc.
payable to them within 60 days from the date of notification of Award, failing which interest @ of 8% p.a.
from the date of Award, till payment. The workmen are held entitled to litigation cost Rs. 50,000/- payable by
management within 60 days from the date of notification of Award, failing which interest @ of 8% p.a. from
the date of Award, till payment, the reference is answered as follows.

AWARD

A. The action of the management of Ferro Scrap Nigam Ltd. Bhilai in not giving the status of
permanency to 11 workmen, namely, Sarvshri Sanjay Bagade, Puna Ram Sahu, Ravi Nayak, Ishwar
Lal, Umesh, Jaideep Kumar, Dinesh Kumar Dewangan, Arjun Singh Sahu, Madhusudan Sahu,
Jitendra Kumar & Ram Singh and not regularizing their services is not justified in law,

B. These 11 workmen are entitled to be given permanent status, after expiry of initial one year
and extended two years term and are entitled to be regularized accordingly within 30 days from the
date of notification of Award. They are also held entitled to the consequential benefits regarding
arrears etc. payable to them within 60 days from the date of notification of Award, failing which
interest @ of 8% p.a. from the date of Award, till payment.

C. The workmen are entitled to litigation cost Rs. 50,000/- payable by management within 60
days from the date of notification of Award, failing which interest @ of 8% p.a. from the date of
Award, till payment.

DATE: 18/10/2024
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

fae=tt, 19 T9¥av, 2024
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New Delhi, the 19th November, 2024

S.0. 2127.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 15/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to M/s Bhilai Steel Plant, SAIL; Mine Hospital and Metal Mines Workers Union (INTUC) which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 19.11.2024.

[No. L-26011/30/2017-IR(M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
No. CGIT/LC/R/15/2018
Present: P.K.Srivastava
H.J.S..(Retd)
The President,
Metal Mines Workers Union (INTUC),
Branch- Nandini Mines of BSP, Qtr. No. 6/A,
Street No. 37/B, Sector — 7, Bhilai,
District — Durg (Chattisgarh) — 490006.
Workman
Vs

The Chief Executive Director (Mines),
M/s Bhilai Steel Plant, SAIL,
PO - Bhilai, Distt. - Durg (CG),
Pin Code — 490001.

The Dy. Director,
Mine Hospital, PO- Dalli-Rajhara,
District — Durg (Chattisgarh)

Management

(JUDGEMENT)
(Passed on this 24" day of October-2024)

As per letter dated 22/03/2018 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’) as per Notification No. L-
26011/30/2017-IR (M) dt. 22/03/2018. The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action of the management of the Mines Hospital, Dalli Rajhara, Durg and M/s Bhilai Steel
Plant, Bhilai in framing the charge sheet dated 21.06.2007 against Smt. Anita Mishra, Nursing Sister is
correct and the punishment inflicted by the management on the employee is just, proper and legal? If not,
to what relief the workman is entitled to?”
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After registering case on the basis of reference, notices were issued to parties. They appeared and filed their
respective statements of claim and defense.

Case of the Workman, in brief, is mainly that she was appointed as Nurse Sister with the management. In
the year 2005, she was diagnosed suffering from C.L.D. e PH Te decompensation decease. She informed the
management about her illness and proceeded for treatment. On 23.03.2006. When she came back after recovery and
submitted her joining request to the Management, she was informed that her medical reports had been forwarded to
the Disabled Permanent Unfit Medical Board and was advised to join after Medical Board takes a decision in this
respect on the basis of her medical papers. On 01.04.2006, when she went to the Hospital, she was referred to Bhilai
for observation subsequently Medical Board directed for her medical examination vide order dated 21.08.2006 and
26.08.2006. After her examination, the Medical Board directed her to appear before them. According to the workman,
she appeared before the Medical Board as directed by them. The Medical Board directed her to join her duties but
with a instruction that she would not work in the ward but somewhere else and take treatment simultaneously. She
joined her duties on 16.03.2007 as advised and directed by Medical Board. Further, according to the workman, the
management issued a charge sheet dated 21.06.2007 without issuing prior notice alleging charge of misconduct by
habitual absenting herself wilfully and un authorisedly without leave or without sufficient cause for a period of 366
days from November 2005 to February 2007. She submitted reply to the charge sheet wherein she stated about illness
and narrated about incidents as mentioned above but a Departmental Enquiry was instituted against him by the
Disciplinary Authority without considering her reply to the charge sheet. The Enquiry Officer conducted enquiry and
submitted his enquiry report holding that though the workman did not absent herself wilfully or without sufficient
cause, but since during that period she did not apply for leave therefore the charges levelled against her were partially
established, which is perverse and in ignorance of evidence on record, as narrated above, produced by her during the
enquiry. The Disciplinary Authority wrongly concluding with the finding of Enquiry Officer in his Enquiry Report
and issued a show cause notice to her with a copy of the Enquiry Report. In her reply, the workman again stated about
her medical condition and treatment as well examination by Medical Board, stating that her absence was not wilful
but the Disciplinary Authority awarded the impugned punishment without considering her representation vide its
order dated 05.10.2007 in which she was reduced to a lower rank for period of 2 years with accumulative effect from
04.01.2007. Her departmental appeal against the punishment was heard and partially modified to reduction of basic
pay by one stage for a period of 2 years with accumulative effect vide order of Appellant Authority dated 28.04.2008.

According to the workman, the charges were wrongly held proved against her. Hence, order of Disciplinary
Authority as well Appellant Authority regarding punishment is bad in law. The workman has therefore requested that
holding the order of Disciplinary Authority dated 04.01.2007 and Appellant Authority dated 28.04.2008 unjust in law,
she be held entitled to her original status/ position with respect to her salary with all consequential benefits and back
wages.

Case of management is mainly that after the workman was transferred and joined at RMH, the Senior
Deputy Director 1/C Rajhara Mines Hospital preferred for ascertaining her medical fitness for the reason of her
permanent absence from duty without intimation. She was directed to appear before Disciplinary Medical Board. The
Board Meeting on 07.08.2006 and recorded her case as pending investigation to be reviewed in the next board. The
board conducted its second meeting on 12.02.2007 and considered her case to be fit for duty. The Disciplinary
Authority instituted Disciplinary proceeding against the workman for her intermittent absence without prior
intimation for the period 7" November, 2005 to 19" February 2007 which was for 366 days. The reply of the
workman on the charge sheet submitted as report dated 17.08.2007 holding her guilty of charges and thereafter,
having heard reply on the Enquiry Report, the impugned punishment award was passed which was further reduced by
Appellant Authority. According to management, the finding of the Enquiry Officer not perverse and punishment is not
disproportionate to the charges.

Following issues were framed vide order dated 27.02.2024 on the basis of pleadings.
1. Whether the enquiry conducted against the workman is just proper and legal.
2. Whether the charges are proved or not in the departmental enquiry.
3. Whether the punishment imposed on workman is just and proper or not.

Issue No. 1 was taken as preliminary issued.

In evidence on issue No. 1 workman filed photocopy documents regarding her termination charge sheet
enquiry and punishment, admitted by management which are marked exhibit W-1 to W-15. The management also
filed Photocopy Documents mainly relating to the enquiry, admitted by workman side, marked Exhibit M-1 to M-45
the workman also filed her Medical Card, order of Deputy Director of the Hospital directing a workman to appear for
medical examination with all relevant papers, her reply to the charge sheet punishment order by Disciplinary
Authority and Appellant Authority application of the workman for reviewed and order of management which are
Exhibit W-16 to W-14. The workman filed her affidavit as her examination-in-chief. She was cross examined by
management.
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The management also filed affidavit of its witness Dr. Ashok as his examination-in-chief who never appeared
for cross-examination.

On the basis of evidence on record issue No. 1 was decided on preliminary issued vide order dated
05.04.2024 holding the departmental enquiry conducted legal and proper. This order is part of this award.

Parties were given opportunity to lead their evidence on framing issues. No evidence on framing issues was
adjusted by any of the parties.

I have heard argument of Learned Counsel Shri K.B. Singh for workman and Shri R.C. Srivastava for
management. | have gone through the record as well.

Issue No. 2-

The charge against the workman is that she committed misconduct by way of willfully and habitually
absenting herself from un authorizedly from duty without leave or without sufficient cause which is misconduct as
defined in Rule 5(1) of the Hindustan Steel Limited Disciplinary and Appeal Rules ( in short ‘Rules’) the period of
absence in the charge was total 366 days in different periods from November 17, 2005 to February 19, 2007. As it
comes out from the enquiry papers that the workman took the ground of her illness and treatment and also the fact are
of sending her by management to the Medical Board as well examination of her case by Medical Board two times
and finally declaring her fit to join duty .

As it comes out from the Enquiry Report which is Exhibit W-10 on record and is admitted document, the
Enquiry Officer observed that on examination of defense documents as well statement of the workman in the enquiry,
it was evident that she was ill during the period but it was not clear as to why she did not apply for leave during the
period of her absence. The Enquiry Officer further observed that since she was a senior employee and had put
considerable time in service she must be presumed to be known the Rules and Regulations regarding furnishing
information to Management and seeking leave or permission which she did not take. Hence, the charges are
partially established. The punishment order shows that the punishment was awarded by the Disciplinary Authority
holding the charge of willful and unauthorized absence from duty fully proved. Thus there is a difference between the
charge which was found proved by the Enquiry Officer and charge for which the workman was punished by the
Disciplinary Authority as well Appellant Authority. This fact gains significance coupled with the fact that the
management could not produce any disagreement note by the Disciplinary Authority as to on which grounds he found
the charges fully proved and disagreed with the findings of the Enquiry Officer.

Rule 5(1) of the standing order under which the workman has been charge reads as under :-

“Habitual late attendance, wilful or habitual absence from duty without leave or without sufficient
cause.”

The Enquiry Officer hold the charge partially proved on the ground that the absence was not willful. The
only fault was that the workman did not apply for leave. As the Rule 5(1) reads, since it is established that she was
being treated under the knowledge of management and had to go through examination by Medical Board for two
times. Only thereafter she was declared fit for resuming her duties. Hence, her absence cannot be said without valid
reasons. To apply for leave or not apply his discrimination of the employee if he does not apply for leave he will have
treated absent from duty if he applies for leave, the management or may or may not grant leave subject to the
availability of leave and Rules in this respect. Since, it is established that reason of absence of the workman was well
within the knowledge of the management, it not material that the workman herself did not inform management about
the reason. Hence, since the absence of the workman was for certain reasons, it is not wilful.

On the basis of this discussion the finding of the Enquiry Officer holding the charge of misconduct by way of
wilfully and habitually absenting from duty without information and without getting leave sanctioned, partially
proved only on the basis that the workman did not apply for leave is nothing but perverse. Hence, the finding of the
Enquiry Officer is held perverse. Consequently, finding of the Disciplinary Authority that the charge is fully proved is
also held perverse.

Issue No. 2 is answered accordingly.
Issue No. 3-
In the light of finding recorded on issue No. 2, the punishment awarded is held against law and unjustified.
Issue No. 3 is answered accordingly.
In the light of above discussion and findings, the reference is answered as follows.
AWARD

Holding the action of management of Mines Hospital, Dalli-Rajhara, Durg and M/s Bhilai Steel Plant,
Bhilai in awarding punishment imposing on the workman unjust, improper and against law, the Workman is
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held entitled to all back wages and in service benefits payable to her by management within 30 days from the
date of notification treating her exonerated from charges.

No order as to cost.
DATE:- 24/10/2024
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

faeetT, 19 7w, 2024

F.3T. 2128. = foare sfafaaw (1947 &7 14) FF a7 17 F AT |, Froid TLFHR
A" Feufhr sy fifiee & sauds F dag et o ot w9eR 98R ¥ fi9 aqay § [Afde
FRIT R ST ATSHr UF 997 Ay, J9aq, 99e (R .- 19/2022) v S&r
AT | T T §, THRIAT FIAT ST hex 1T TERTE Rl A1 FHIdT 6 a1 19.11.2024 T IT7 gl
oT |

[6. ST2-16025/04/2024-ATEAL(TH)-148]
faefi g, s |t

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2024

S.0. 2128.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 19/2022) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to M/s Krishanping Alloys Limited and Shri Manohar Sahare which was received along with soft
copy of the award by the Central Government on 19.11.2024.

[No. Z-16025/04/2024-1R(M)-148]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,

JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/19/2022
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..( Retd)
Shri Manohar Sahare,
Palaspani, Kachidhana, Rampeth
Post- Rampeth, Tehsil : Sausar,
Dist. Chhindwara (M.P.)
Workman
\ersus

The Managing Director,

M/s. Krishnaping Alloyes Limited,

Palaspani Manganese Mine,

Rampeth, Tehsil: Sausar,

Dist. Chhindwara (M.P.) Management
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AWARD
(Passed on this 22" day of October-2024.)

Vide communication reference number J-1(5-3)/2022-IR dated 25/04/2022;by the Deputy Chief Labour
Commissioner (Central) Jabalpur, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi this reference is sent to the Tribunal under section-
10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’) The dispute under reference related to :-

“ Is the Applicant Shri Manohar Sahare is workman or not; If yes, then his termination by the
employer M/s. Krishnapping Alloys Limited, Palaspani Manganese Mine, Rampeth, Tah- Sausar, Dist.
Chhindwara ( Madhya Pradesh) is legal or not and what relief Shri Manohar Sahare is entitled for? ”

After registering the case on reference received, notices were sent to the parties and were duly served on
them. Time was allotted to the workman to submit his statement of claim. In spite of the allotment of time and service
of notice, the workman never turned up and submitted his statement of claim. Management also did not file its written
statement of claim/ defence. No evidence was ever produced by any of the parties in this Tribunal.

The Initial burden to prove his claim is on the workman. Since the workman did not file any pleading nor did
he file any evidence, in the absence of any evidence in support of holding the claim of the workman not proved, the
reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is answered accordingly.

AWARD

In the light of this factual backdrop, holding that the claim of the workman is not proved, the
reference deserves to be answered against the Workman and is answered accordingly.

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

DATE: 22/10/2024
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

feeett, 19 F9vav, 2024

F.AT. 2129 —sf=ne [@are sfafaaw, (1947 FT1 14) &t g7 17 & ATa0 H, Feaid e

A9 FouTfaT sentee frfAee F yeads F dag Rt s s afeaigT Mg F f= ey § [fde

FR T R SR ATEHI T 7 AT, FIAY, G4 (Re 7. 21/2022) Fr 547 o6 et
H ST T 2, T FIAT & ST Fea T Tl qiFe Hidr 6 a1 19.11.2024 T ST 3T o7 |

[5. 32-16025/04/2024-ArSAT(TH)-149]

=T o, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2024

S.0. 2129.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 21/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to M/s Krishanping Alloys Limited and Shri Lalitmohan Golait which was received along with soft copy of the
award by the Central Government on 19.11.2024.

[No. Z-16025/04/2024-IR(M)-149]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT,
JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/21/2022
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..( Retd)
Shri Lalitmohan Golait,
19, Gyarah Kholi, Jawahar Ward,
Pandhurna, Tahsil: Pandhurna,
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Dist. Chhindwara (M.P.)

Workman
Versus

The Managing Director,
M/s. Krishnaping Alloyes Limited,
Palaspani Manganese Mine,
Rampeth, Tehsil: Sausar,
Dist. Chhindwara (M.P.)

Management

AWARD

(Passed on this 22" day of October-2024.)

Vide communication reference number J-1(5-5)/2022-IR dated 25/05/2022; by the Deputy Chief Labour
Commissioner (Central) Jabalpur, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi this reference is sent to the Tribunal under section-
10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’) The dispute under reference related to :-

“ Whether the termination of services of Shri Lalitmohan Golait, Clerk by the employer M/s.
Krishnaping Alloys Limited, Palaspani Manganese Mine, Rampeth, Tah-Sausar, Dist. Chhindwara (Madhya
Pradesh) is legal or not and what relief Shri Lalitmohan is entitled for ?”

After registering the case on reference received, notices were sent to the parties and were duly served on
them. Time was allotted to the workman to submit his statement of claim. In spite of the allotment of time and service
of notice, the workman never turned up and submitted his statement of claim. Management also did not file its written
statement of claim/ defence. No evidence was ever produced by any of the parties in this Tribunal.

The Initial burden to prove his claim is on the workman. Since the workman did not file any pleading nor did
he file any evidence, in the absence of any evidence in support of holding the claim of the workman not proved, the
reference deserves to be answered against the workman and is answered accordingly.

AWARD

In the light of this factual backdrop, holding that the claim of the workman is not proved, the
reference deserves to be answered against the Workman and is answered accordingly.

Let the copies of the award be sent to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as per
rules.
DATE: 22/10/2024
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

feeetT, 19 TawaT, 2024

T3, 2130.—3= are afaf= = (1947 FT1 14) F¥ =T 17 F A8 §, Frald qEFe
e i Riftes; Toeam osg & Saaudie Fiviem [ifes & y&uds & d9g Fase s
= N & au9ge 99 F 7 aqay 7 Ay 309 a@R denfis Afear ua 5% qEed,
SR, 9=Te (R .- 10/1995 Us Hismsuw 7. 39/2014) T S FF srqerus # fR@mr 1 g,
STRTIOTT AT § ST hea T HERTT T HI% FIAT 6 G127 19.11.2024 F7 I g7 47 |

[|. Te1-29012/59/1994-ATS < (TH)]
=T A, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2024

S.0. 2130.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 10/1995 & CIS No 39/2014) of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
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employers in relation to Hindustan Zinc Limited; Rajasthan State Tungsten Development Corporation Limited
and Hindustan Zinc Tungsten Mazdoor Sangh which was received along with soft copy of the award by the
Central Government on 19.11.2024.

[No. L-29012/59/1994-1R(M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

SR RRED
D1 e ARG, SAYR, IS
Presiding Officer : Ashwani vij, RJS (DJ Cadre)
Central IT Case No. : 10/1995
CIS No. : 39/2014
RUTEF bg IRBR, 9 41T, 8 fQooll BT A BHID

Ue—29012 /59 / 94— 318 TR, (fafqwr) fas1id 2.3.1995

[N N\ -

g o SIR<eA HulgX REARSHIGIH T TR, PTATTI CIREH gisidc, ST,

G At

Rretr AR |
—— it e

CRILI

o\ N - ON O\ - o o \
1. Tegdld INid TeflHCs, SRS UIidc, ST, ToTell AR, SIRY Ylsfde HTGIX |

2. RIS MY SRS SaeluHe HRURTH faffics GiRY SRR gwaTel, AIhd TSRl
e AR Sgayie dRUCIH fafics, @fel wa4, fddd Arf, HI—wbH, SAgR |

——— 3yTfTOT
SufRera
IIRTOT T 3R W - 3N STATBEIR ATl
STl WRAT 1 B IR I ot Mowo Ui
Irgreft EwAT 2 Y 3N A PIs SYRYT g |
fe-i® : 23.07.2024
Iqars

YRA WRBR & 51 FAGI P SR ATAT $HIb A 7 rggel &l fdare sfaforg
2 39 AfABOT BT YT Farm & —

“Whether the action of the management of Rajasthan State Tungston Development Corporation,

Jaipur in retrenching smt. Gitudi and smt. Sita w.e.f. 3-6-91 and thereafter not taking them in

service by the management of Hindustan Zinc Ltd., in their Degana Tungston project, Degana

(Nagaur) is Justified? If not, to what relief the workman are entitled to?”
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AT Sof fHdT S” 9T vell &1 Aifed o fnd | weft gfes o oiR & feetias
08.05.1995 &I FCTHE 3h Foid U &R AW fdhar & uredl Jfae wa RS ¢ I
g 3R ureff sffe o sHe |fey wew © | uell sifie STmfa <figel vd siwfa <fiar o 1974 &
JdR e da9 ¥R 9% HHAR] & WY § 6I0 W 3VSRedd ARd Sddude BhRURIH
(STRIMSTAEIN) SRIYR & ST Uolge ¥ fgad g0 9| a¥ 1979 # JRAEUAS & qoH
fARe doige @1 e A g ORI e AR SaduwHe dRUNTE  fofice
(CMRTATHSRY) TfeT @I T3 3R SHBT STET Uiolde. Faidd HI+T H SXAdRT 8 AT el
SIS T HHAREU B JdT AAy B FRIR AT g ST FHEIA Fafed duHl H 8l
TIT| 99 1984 H JRTAUHSRIT &I Uh eSS DU NONIH e SRS Sdolude
(QMRUACISRN) a8 e, O SRed #1859 &1 IoiRI{ WX &I JH9M W4 1fe &1 s far
T RSTH ST Uiotde A1 SS9, IEARd dR f3ar 1T | A1 €1 SRe ARE | Waftd
THM HHATRAT BT 9d Harsil bl FR<R AF g3 I8 AIRYECISIAT H FHINH (3Tferdd) &
e war | urefl #1A®Tor @1 10 G @1 HAdWoHD gl Bl gReTd YEd g I© 9y 1989 H
AMUASIET gRT FafAd HariRal § AR wRd g FIMAT 9d9 sf@er 750—930 <1 T8 3R d9
W WA AT d% FHs HHARI @ Ug @l 9aq T e war| Fie 13 SeaNy 1991 @l
fauefTor IoReI e <Red Sddudc sk fafics (o amt sureff ver 2 «
M | g4It fear smam) vd Rgwe foie fafids (v st sureff 9@ 1 &
M q g9 fear SmaT) © fu SRed 99 U9 Uiolde oNfe Bl SR R Aael
T FHsiar (W) gom, RoraH sgaven &1 18 f6 gwR HRE (STR.UE.SLSIHL) il |
2 & THM HHARAT /1% (ST gt & orelrar) & SiRI®el HrAT el W 1 3 Jgt
gd &1 HaT Al & A FARING B AR D! g BT Harell bl R AT S | Ui
FHHAIRAT P BT T GaTaoll 3Mfa o B THGRT umefl §@&ar 2 7 U W o ol | Iad
FHSIAT B SUTAT H &b 4.6.1991 DI SRAE & THM SRS AT 3ffa I Haed THH
B Y HHARNT fauell oumefl |war 1 & el o W | ueil IFed & Hew AW WS
Ud Sl T S f AwTE HHEIRAT © BU H BRRA ofl, B IMIaId UG RIS U A
HEST Sd] HA AT HRA DI TR F S= UFRT HHAR A6 uedi §r 2 9 a Aified
&t 1691 BT WNI fHAT 3R BRI T BF & 981 991 g ATh 4691 H I HaATY
AT PR 41| fJuelt g1 urfiror 7 ge™ 9 Yd BIS Bedl Gl el fQar AT, S GRT 25
TH BT oot ¥ | uefl WEdT 1 R THAAR IR B 1§ Y AT U Y MR uRvR
g9 & BRI ABIg I BRI 9&1 &1 2, SHD dIdole BRI I ALARAT 8l B B F8FT G
DI 91T UITAT MG Ud HATHIES 2 Sl 3MHIR olax Ufded &l aidd 2 | Urefiror gRT &
A T PR B wu ¥ erd T8l fhar T dfcr ABE FHART B WU § BRI fhar T B
UTRfIRToT T HaTgerd R H U4 Py Alfed Ud Al U 81 faar war| fquell g1 1S rm a1
YRT 250U Bl Iecie- &l g o | U0 &l Hamaaid iR aamd av Isgel, W, a9,
H3ITISIT 3fTfe Bl o1 AT FRAGER 81 S SThR BH G f6ar 1 & | s f[deg S
SFT #fel 7 el I B Ahd e fddre W |Esiar ardl A BRd 8g YU,
SR & I8l o, ofdd fquelnro & goufidr & dRUr Bk FHsiar 8l 8 9a
FAHA Il URIIET 219 HAT WRA ARPR DI AEe fdare dre o= 3q Ufa & k|
3 H B fbar 2 b IWiad Sl 51D BT AAAAINET AT PRI fhar Sex g=: Jar 3
g8Tdl B g R 909 vd vl Ud fUeer Bl 9 doisl faermrar o |

el HT 2 B AR W A9 URA B URMPIS Imufcd @l & b Qe 4.6.1991 ¥
aroreft Hem 2 &1 sl W 1 H fAfteq IR 8 @ © | etwmed wwer 2 urffrr @
RIS TE1 BT © o1 Iawdd UHSR & IWd H fdarg Fe Iy FEl © | [Oma W ay
1979 ¥ SIReA Ulolde @& ST § Fafrd sifiel & Jad JIRUAST # RIHaRd 89 W)
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grTor @ |arg ) RIEiaRd fhar S 9o a9 1984 H SiRed Wiolde ST W
NPT / BHATRAT BT JAU JARTATHSIT I umedf dw=ar 1 # w=iaRd fhar ST WieR &R
g B BT 7 1 UrdiTor erperedl wHary o, 578 av 1989 H Sf@eral siAd & ford MeiRd
A 2@l 750—930 &1 TS | {3l 4.6.1991 Bl ST} R 2 BT ERATART ol T 1
‘aﬁuﬂd P HoRdwy ford el &1 Aamd it A= 1 § swdidiRd A8l &) T8 I 3ieEifiie
fdare SAfAfTH @ gRT 25 UHU® & S=id <F AR BT YA HRA I ITdb] Harg FAE IR
& 3| faTi® 3691 @ UvEr URdl WA 2 @ SENA T Al dIs SN W @S a
37) § AR 9 € RS # @rg Afe & €1 i @l garael JIf &1 YIdE A g
AIAITT TR <F TGS @ WU &7 a W@ f&ar 51 gar 2 o urefiror grr < @er
BT ST T &, 39 Hag H I §RT PIg MMURT A8l Bl g | YIARToT &1 Jafo g_T 25U%
& Ted Bel T8l 2 | SIff®! B YT § Y& TP A8 BT AlCH UG A U BT I fbar
ST AT 2 | SAHSITOT YT FAKT < M YT BR G © | 37 U dold RS fHar 91d |

ol W& 1 B AR A QTP 24.92005 P YRS Ui UL BRA §A IAWDHAT
fhar g 0 WRBR gRT U MfERga-r H ruell 61 1 UgdR T8l & | Uil IR gro
weHe 3 Foi H dael M foRkd < W SR A8l 99 Sl © | Uil SRS @1 Jarg
3ruTefl | 1 BT BT BRAART el DI Mg AR T &1 ueft FEA1 1 IS HHI S 8 @
2| ST SRe Ulolde 9RA WRGR B AT ¥ &I 6.9.97 F 98 8 &l & 3R U 41
A & faog el fGare =em arg 981 € | wieiivor &1 faqre sifEfegd & axT 28 &
JTa SiEfes faare @t aRMTer & =20 amar 21 smmefl Wwn 2 S oRgN We AR
SATUHT Bio fo10 B Sprg o S ARA @ I[STUH H BRI AR §RT ASRAF T ASY
wus AR faffice # smerie 81 g | orh: el siffeTor & fadrg Jroierd W AIgd UUS
fiRew fafice @ favg & IoM 7 © Wifd IRTACST folo &1 AT I <Tad &
MY faATd 4.7.2003 THEL HU FOSHT HaR 2001 § (ST 310 (FSSiiegeH) fvar <1 g
2| o ufiToT gRT URQd dord H W Swneff T 1 Bl UehR g AFe] fAelfid dRe qer
3Tt T 1 W BIS ST YT e HRA BT AATS UIRT A S a1 Wi &) 2 | JOmager
UR 18.12.2012 I STad Y PR b b1 & b urefl sifepeor 9 Swe 7ey oofl f Fraifora
g e & Gy 981 2 & o sl & fa%g Silenfie fadarg Uar 89 &1 usd &1 F81 Sodl
2| 31 refiRTor Qrumeff e 1 | P AN U HRA BT ABRY TE 2 |

grRiieTer 1 AR W ey yrefl H W g R, Agel g ga1, SeawiaR, 9 (g &
?U UF Ue g o smunefl ufafifer gy foRe @1 s | sl W 2 @ AR ¥ A Rl
g TSITaa BT WU UF UL g1 SR el WA 1 B AR W ARG DIRG BT AU TH U
BT ifchel furell w1 1 9 2 & Tarer HRoliard g Ieiad Ud dedar Siflrh gfauvien gq
IRAMHRV & FHeT U™ 81 8, O a77eel faHid 6.6.2017 gRT fAuelvor &7 @iey dg @l
Mg | 3fcT: JAURINTOT §RT UKJd a1 Ufduiel 8 IRTaaRoT & dHeT SuRerd 81 81 &
HRUT IR 9T UF YA AL B |

orell gffe ud aromell Swar 1 @) g8 Gl TS | TuTeil 6T 2 Bl 3R | BIs SuRerd
el g |

ureff ufaffer g1 faRaa a8d Uer xR sod fhar & & urefl s siwmfa figet va
S A B vem Fgfad 99 1974 § e daq 9RT GWIE SHAR  wU H ISR
IRTATASRY H g8 ofl, S Prefiar 3 sl W= 2 IRUASISI™A fofo 81 778 | aiumefl | 2
gRT 9§ 1989 H Ml AWIS HHaTRAT & FAfd o=d gY 99 el 750—930 & TS| QAT
AFGHTT ERT HH A1 N7 g@ T8 fhar mar| F SfeTor BT BRI el Hwer &)
P! H Al Ud ASHI dI ABIs B B o Safd T 9% ggrel (@) W) Sl HeRad
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fheldl ® SHd!I Blad I Belg & B 8ial § | faqid 13.1.91 & umeff 6= 1 9 2 & 7e7
Teh FHRIRATH 83T o1 S I8 07 gafl o b QT ab v ared Al & SAfaRewd 3=y
| PR uTefl W@ 1 @ HHAR! Bl S offdd el AT 2 gRT gHiaAydd ureft
SAFHIOT BT ST S NG JUAR §I Bl AlNCH, ANCH dad, HAGen AR A 49w
AR B gRT 25U, 257, 25TF #1 UreHT fhy AT SH@ Wad ET HR < TS| 3yumeft
& 2 gRT Afed feAi® 1.6.91 & SIRY f&A1d 4.6.91 | SIHGITOT &I HaAG AT PR oI T3,
R e § 5 1@ &F te A1 @1 Aifew T8 fear T iR dad 3 SR WR 8
AAfad 3y B I 7 | el W@ 1 9 2 & A U FTHIRAM & AR I Wy 2
D TR Fufeat vd SR smmeff Wr 1 & SR B | ARG 7 U A1ey | 319 Fold Bl
QST fhar € qm SHSIT B 3R | HeIH H e <89 PR ISABR -1 A 37U+ A1y
P SR HUF fhar 8 f6 AffeTor g™ 9 & TR & U8 R HRRG o, S96T OfET a6 |
Bls Gag B AT | T TaE I R 7 W ISWRIad qAf a1 gite @1 7| uefl gfiEa @1 iR |
JRId SR Uael Saed—1 o IId 8 JA@USHId &g 8l & a2l QUi &1 AR 4 Py
e T & el U9 el B T3 § RO ARG B ARy SRgusHg Re) © | Srumedirr
ERT IfRIfH @ oRT 25U, 257, 25U @I Ul g @ T8 iR T 2 i gRT uRa
SIS BT Ae YA &1 ST 7 2 | il W& 2 §RT SHRRAF & d8d 3o
s AT Td gHia-TaRr urefl ST &1 A%IE HHIRI & U UR g8l Aol [hal TAT| A
urefl SIfAEIOT & WATYrh IMTQe DI AURG PR Hal H FR<R AT S Al 8Tl PR D
I Uwer avd da9 feamr S| weft afaf=fer grRT ome daf & wHes # = =ai¥e

Tefd URd & T —
1. TBMS3IR 1984 JUH PIC 500 IH AT fero = FARe a9 |

2. 2002(3) decH @l BUGl 67 G T M T 691 H=gaed Hio

3. 2013 (139) UHUCRIR 541 IUTell g ARG g1 BHifdd SR AT I 3 |
4. URARIAR 1976 FUH HIC 1111 I §& I TA.GE. F1 |
5. 2000(5) T U 3R 124 G&aTel fRIT o914 TH.UL. I ARTRe 3mgfdd 974 |

6. fufder ardier GR&T 3701 /2015 7IRY TR I T AT ST |

7. 2016 (149) UBHUHRNR 941 STHAR FH fRrer famT

8. 2015 TIMSIR THHTSIR] 6910 Ua- HFHAR 3UATl a1 THEIRIE I 3 |
9. 2015 UIMTS3IR THHIST 869 SR Rig 9™ ¥ 3iith gRATIN T 37 |
10. 2000 T TeTUESl 1678 UISHl SRCI. 3i1h HEIdhA UGl I d10d0 AT

11. 2004(103) THUSASNR 102 Ho b SIEAT Toq 99119 W GRA 9 3 |

12. fafde e w==am 1741 /1980 ol fSedid 2.12.1983 T9H sfear fofics a9
IBRSERARE

13. 1992(64) THURIR 978 ¢ fdv fatfics a9 N3). Bredv |

14. 1964 T 3TSIMR 1746 BIDHCIH IHA M STSRLIA fgeg=el 9 3 |

15. 1988 URATZIAR 215 WA I AGST I JARCS o 3% o< |

16. fafder ordfil W= 3620 /1993 e d% M . 3T 9 3, JGUH Dlc [0l
fa-id 26.1.98
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aomell wv=Ar 1 @ YA gRT 989 @1 2 6 Ul Afe T ud SHe we Al
HHARI Td FRISTd &1 Hae 1 I87 2 | Ureil sifAeTor ol S8 gRT Harged Fal fhar 11 §
Al ARIH & YTl BT Ul B BT U €1 el I3dT & | Uil U XN H UeThR e
2| ol HET 2 IRUMCEISRN R #ifie & Hemawn Wiy, Aifew U, gfeedl @1 Aafr @
A A S gabT 7, ! urad uFbell R Suae 2 | el W 2 gRT R dHarRal
DI G U DI T3 IH IR BT A AL 2| O W ST SRS Uiolge YRA ARBR Bl
AT A &P 6.9.97 W 98 B GdI ¢ AR Udh d8 A & fdwg e fdare ae Iy
TE T | 3T U Foid @RS fhar Srd |

9 9w vell g1 e A qpl W A7 b | reiieror @1 Ared o1 uRefier @ o redi
SAfHT AT g STy RGeS =7 o W & g WA 3w fhar § b S9! yod rgfad
Y 1974 § IfTH JTTARN THE HHART & WU H ARVANGUASI SRIYR & ST Uotde. H
gg oI, S8l SUD GRI 1979 Tb B fbar TAT| 99 1979 H I RUAUASRA H oI 1984 H
RTASIS) for0 # BEIART 81 T8, S8l SUP gRT Ihls HUaIR & U d B fhar 17|
g9 1989 H IY ABIS HHAN] P US $I [FAMT I @l 750—930 & TS S IH ArGHAIG
ad el | a9 1991 # IRUACER folo @ Rgwm RNie fafics &1 smow & |\siiar g1 w®
fR=axar & A1 fEgwm e faffics § <7 &1 argay ganm dom U wH=Ral o1 gamesi
TPR B B TI B3N | IAD! WA AT oA IR A faTib 1.6.91 R f&AI® 4.6.91
I AT B & Sidfd a8 YT SHarl # T8 o off Safd S A I AfRel HHATRY
o Egw [Nie fafics 9 Ued fdar mar| | & s 6 8 6 S9 sem 9 @
AR well garrge 8l fear war der 9 € Ay serar Aifew da+ far war | den
g, U, 999 ATfe BT 7O A1 HE T8 DR B YA [har 11| IHHT yRed 93 gy
STR—1 USRI B a7 | urefl §RT SHa! Hargfad & 918 Y HHATRAT RIaavr, JolRm,
DT, ST TR HaR B WIR & 98 R T3 gfad < 78 Afes s 781 goma | kg
@ QRM A8 o A, aATgSl IR g b R 7226.37 /—%0 Ao & gHR fdhar| Ay &
3T 118 SIfHDT BT W S AT TSAT AT &, YAl el BT Pal & del I 3furRil | 2 gRI
AT 9 g BT AMCH Fal A1 37| @A 7 YIYwh, UGS Bl R S7&T B A W SHR fHar
2| TTATE ISR I IM RAE 71 AUl Hed & IRE deA fhar & & s &1 U SRl
W Bls Hag el o7 AR T WR & U8 R SRR o |

urefl sfeTor A1 gord YT 1.3.1974 B g o, 9 d2F I gfte IRl & AR ¥
TR SReA URAHT STHT § HRRd SHanRal & g | B 2 o weft sifyaror @
fgfaa faies 1.3.1974 3ifdbd 2| U=Tael & JAddlldd & W © fb  ay 1979 H SR Ulolae
& ST H g Sffel @ Al IRTASIA # WIHART B T IR e A1 o ureft
AMHITOT B JIG T IIEART BI Ts | dY 1984 H RS Uolde AT H fAafoa
SIHBT / FHATRAT DI FaTU IRTATHSIIT A 31umff Fwar 1 Ruacsy forfics & <er=ialRa
DI TS | AU ARVATHASA §RT UKIA oid1d H A WibR {Ha1 © fd urefl sy &1 ay
1989 H KT A & ol MEIRT I sRgel 750—930 <1 g | X a5 77 # Frafa aa+
Gl BT M Dacl AT SR DI & QAT S € iR AASTT Bl WWR b ug B
fafd 99 siaer 750—930 rft sifeTor BT A 1989 H & | et SIRTHSERAT forfAcs
ERT S9a g suefi fegwm e fafics & wew fwrfed wifide fadid 13.01.1991 & d&d
AT B FRORAT & A1 SRAART DR 8 T o o, foe d8d il RyacerT
foafiics grr urell siffdor &1 U7 et #9d gd Afed e 1.6.1991 gRT fAT® 4.6.
1991 ¥ SdI HaATY FATT BT TS, <ifch1 wredi siffeeror 4T el & w9 H drRikd 81, 39
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Hag H pis AIRgD U Sl Heyg IffeRg 9 U T8l © | oafh urdl siffe er 3 srge
e & IRME U SR B8 9 3hR fBar & 3R IAD! 3R F UK Td8 ISAYURR Sl
fquell <o & TrgABINR o Jor M g St well I &1 dfea o, 7 sffe b1 Wil b
Ug TN YR 9 HRNG BFT 92T ST U S F IS Gee T8l 8T g | arumeff
IRTHSISIT fearfice gRT uredl siffeeor & WWR & Ug &1 Fafdd da=isf@en av 1989 H
TS 2 o1 W el 7 oue WA # WieR B g etumeif @1 ofR & wrefi @ iR ¥ uwga
N9 Ud TV I8 & Wued H Bl Aigd Fey U dg @ T8 2 599 g =g amr
ST Addr 6 greft siReTor &1 drf AT a6 @ EE 81 QIR 9 AT HHEry 81§ wide
faqid 13.01.1991 &1 Ifaclied fhar ad we ®u 3 3ifed g f& 3T o9aRal & eratmar
3 Il HHAIRAT @t Jard smeft figwam e faffice # sxafaRa A Sraef | oifde smmeft
gRT uredl SiAdor &1 U SHaR) A gd Aifed fHid 1.6.91 §RT a7 4.6.1991 | I
AATG AT BR <1 I8, ST e g ford © | 3wl gRT I8 T A1 AT & b RuASISIA
ERT €T 20 U6 & T8 Bel B MBI Bl Aifed, Afcd U vd Jarrasll & Yiaar fbar
AT B, odfd fhdl Y pHaR) &1 Bl fhy O ay AifSfe @) ORT 25U% & dsd e
BT U HIE BT Alfed a7 ST Magyd & offdh+ il Rvacs foo g1 fadid 1.6.1991
BT AIfed SR B D oA fad 916 I I™T &6 4.6.1991 F SIHGBITOT BT HATG AA B
Q, o arfed gar § b ol eiRuadiSRn fafies gt umeft sifye or @1 ua "' @
Aifed U @ fear T oiR oifafm @ ORT 25U% @ fAuRid SR SifRfH @ Uraemsi @
STl IRA §Y SHBIUT BT HaAd T B TS €, 9T I vd 31y ¥ |

el fegwm RNie fofcs g1 wdiie fadie 13.01.1991 & dgd UMRT wHaIRAT @
AT DI BIEHR T TIHh DI Ay, e RTACISR fafics @ I sNicw, amuiiR®
ureft g e forfics # gwaiaRka @ 15 € o uefl siAsTor @ Hamil & ford o1 aromeff
feged i foffics & Sivarl 81 Sfdr 81 wrefl sife o) &1 da] gRT 25 Uh & dsd
BTl B URATT H T R & | il RUACRT foo gRT it & wrewEl & |
TR AIY G fad s/ Y SIS g SHBIT0T B HATG FATT DY TS 7, STafd siAwmTor
IR &7 FRafdd Ja9s@er 4 SRR 8 & 3R o4 Fafia S9ariRal o e suefi fEgwm
fSiep foffics # sxaiaRa @1 g & o uredl siffedeor o Aareil o fS=er W smmefl fEgwm
i forfice &1 2| wrell siffeeor &1 Jarfaa ameer fasie 1.6.1991 STURK fbar Swar & | urefi
SAHBITT P FAW AT B FRARAr & @rer wrefl ffgwae Nie fafics 3 R & ug 3
HATY YT BR BT ARBRI BT Sl 3 | urefl Uiy gRT oga =1 geid USSR 1984
ghH $id 500 WA sfear fao 91 FRSH /9 wqa & 1 & RS9 99+ Hare
ey §R1 I8 Ragid ufaifed fdar war & el si¥fe &1 qarg A9 o1 9RT 25 T &
q8d Bl T8l AP IHS WA 3MQe BT 9y T I AMT T BT IR S o
siftrarfiast oy ot a= gaT &1, U Rl § Siet sifte Bfviee gafigfea dwa =2 81 98t =
e B IqD! YaMfad o & Hartgia B [ 9@ dYel 9o dorel H Ragss ol
Jerar I, Ragse U—whd, diffd 9a9 gfg, Ragse AsME 9l iR IR A Al 3iR
Tfl Jargfy oReamt @& a1 Ui &R @1 e AT g | el Ao # o omeft
SAHBIOT B TG FMATIH DI GRT 25 T & [JURIT AFHR BTl Bl BRIATET T Td Fde
AT 2| 3 IWIGd ARSI & Ubrer H ureil siffeor oo darfaa faie 4691 |
JaIglia & [ 9@ Aol 9 Joiat Rorad Rargse doral sfET da+, Rarsss U—bhdl, a1t
Jq9 gf, Rarsses AeMs 9ol IR IRIT 7 9l AR T Jar=gfa aRem™l & |l ure
RS ECRCIECI
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SWIF fddeq & Hoawy Uil sifeIor gR1 uRgd WeHe 3 dod WIdR fdhar
STTeh]. UehRoT H 1T rars uriRd fham <imar = |

3ars

“Igreff IoM We dWed sddudc iuiveE, SyR grRT greft st sfiafa
Hdrar 9 sfvfa Ariqdt @ e i 3.6.1991 4 fvar wi=m agfaa va @y 8 qen
agreff fRgwm e fafids grr el sfiero &) 49y ST Swed gluide,
SUEr A 9l ferar e agfaa ua sy 2 | ureft siffeerer sfwfa dar wa sfwfa
e fRga™ e fafids 4 Jamfaa fR$ 4.6.1991 4 au-l da1 &1 FR}A1 &
gl 9%l HHAR] & Us WX deld & oia) 9l oM FREgaR 9 &) @)
aftrert ¥ gfe ureff sfrerr aftaier ey gof ox 9@ & sma: greff siffeor
Aol Aarifda e 4.6.91 ¥ Wartgfa @1 [y e 9yl 99 duiw e Rargss
dd4, Rasss 1—@d, aiffe daq gfg. Rasss A8 9w wd 3= A 3 9+
darfgfa wRam g a1 & afderd &1

YHNY TR SR fbar Sirer & |

Irga+r fawr, =l 1

fAfroig et faeie 23.07.2024 B Yol R H (@A SMHR GART AT S D7
TRBR DI FHreref FRAER A4S 919 |

feeett, 19 F9va7, 2024

FI. 2131, —3F= AT afa==am (1947 FT1 14) FT =T 17 F A8 §, Tl qeFe
RA sigw FiaReW fffes F vadads  dag Mt o7 = Teig FaR F fi sy § [fde
FRT LR SR ATHFT TF qH A, TR, G91€ (R 7.- 34/1996 Us Hsmsua
7. 31/2014) T ST T3 sqeras & @mar 747 8, THed w2l § ST Feald TR Fl qiFe Fidr &
|71 19.11.2024 7 ITH g3 o7 |

[|. TT-20040/07/1995-3ATE AT (F1e7)|]
=T A, @7 at=a

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2024

S.0. 2131.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the
Central Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 34/1996 & CIS No 31/2014) of the
Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to Indian Oil Corporation Limited and Shri
Rajendra Kumar which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on
19.11.2024.

[No. L-20040/07/1995-1R(Col)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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SRS
D1 SieEfe ARGV, SR-IYR, ISR

Presiding Officer : Ashwani vij, RJS (DJ Cadre)

Central IT Case No. : 34/1996

CIS No. : 31/2014

IEIG:  Bg WRPR, 9 HATG, s Soall BT ST HHID
TUeT—20040 /07 / 95— 3TS.3TR.(®re1 1) fa=id 9.8.1996

ol BAR Tl g3 W0 41 Adeld (a6 IR HRIATE) Ahd R dTeHi(dh, HRw]

DIAM!, g UedS & qHA, HT GRS, STAT |

1/1 SO Qdl Uil W@ 3 ol AR qlicAld SH—44 Iy, Fardi— 171—®, &l i,
TR e ®f$gq & urb, |ieR, SaF |

——— T7eft
CEIE]
1. I HoR, 30SaH 3ifud dRUNeH fofics, IR e, 73 feeii—110001
2. AR WM #oR, 30sT &fige dikuned ffice, TR Uic |ifR, SR |
——— 3TedRTOT

Suferd
greft @7 3R ¥ 3 &= g Sre
JYTIRTOT BT AR ¥ i §oTHO AL

fai®d : 02.08.2024

3ars

YRT WRBR & A4 HAC B SURIGT 3N BHld A 4 Sl &1 faare el
T S SISO BT YT T & —

“Whether the demand of Shri Rajendra kumar Balmiki that he was employed by the management
of Indian Oil Corporation Ltd. Jaipur and that his service were illegally terminated w.e.f. 25.4.1992
in violation of section 25-H and 25-F is justified? If so, to what relief is Shri Rajendra kumar
Balmiki is entitled?”

YT Sof [hAT STThY SHY Uell by Aifed oy fda | ureff &1 &k & fedid 08.10.
1996 BT ICTHE 3T Fold UL PR 3fWHAA fhar fob urell @1 Fgfaa fauel dvermra & i ergH
R & UG W 250 /—%0 UlHTE WR a1 1.7.1985 PI g o dT fauel |wam 2 gy wrefl &1
faid 25.4.92 & HIRID MM W BRI WR o W IHR HR AT Tafh I= d 9f8e & drd
D DI BAI el oA | WAl gRT SIRY srfega faid 18.7.92 BT olFTel AfCH ST & drdv(a
8 BIs SaE faar iR T & Bt W forar wan | wneft gRT Uh Feivex 9y H 240 o W 3
o far mar 21 weft gRr fauel Gveme # ufafed 8 @ 9 3ifSe &rd fhar g ord: uneff
quidTicrs siffed & | Uil | =qgel Sofl et &1 dRi A1 foram T oifde ug &l Ja+ 81 faan
AT | AT 90 T B BRa & 918 SfAd] ol faueh gRT g ax far rar © ofd urefi
B WS T8 fHar mar| fquell g’ FRAER 9 8 P8 aRsar gl 9N o | fquell gRo
SHEH BT WAl W FSH F Y A T Blg ARIY UF AT TAT 3R T & I [P AE B AINCH,
Aifed U, gl Farrgan fear war | fJue gR1 i m @1 aRT 25Uh, 257 25UF @ Seciel
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@I T3 © | Uil FarEfad | RIGFIR d967 © o S99 Y Hal ¥ g8l $R (sl Ui da+ IR
gfensii |fed e SF &1 e faar 2 |

umeft ® 3R W TTHS 3Mh Foid &1 S1drd U HR e fohar T fb e o
UTc TRA WIWR &1 BIg UG Tl ¢ dfed Ul Bl HAM URER &1 TS og Jolls 1987 H ISPl
R T AT o, s o)l S 250 /—%0 Ufcwre yerar fbar Sirar o | uredi gRT W@ fasie
31.03.92 ¥ Pigde P BISHR GRAH BT Ihs R d€ dx fear| ueft s1ffe e &
AN B B AT Al IHD! AAYAD B Bl Y &1 o1 3ol & | Uredl gRT GRA H ) 1
2 S ¥ SgIeT B el fhar IR 9 8 Bl IR drI S forar mar | weft gRT o1 e &
A4 H Pls xSl UL Hei fhar A1 g1 90 fIF &) sRes 9dT R e fHy S BT Bl
fem dvem # T8 2| oieifie faar aifdfm & uraem ureft & "l | o] T8 B e
ITBT U [ S D1 HaTel &1 81 SodT & | 3fd: uredl gRT UKga doid @WIRST fbar o1 |

urefl B AR ¥ ey ¥ el #AP ol FAR dIedifh BT WU UF U g3 oy
aoredt ufa=fe gRT foRE &1 g | el &1 IR | Iore & AU uF U gar forawy urefi
g gRT R @7 18 |

ureft $1fi &1 YHRoT & fAaRT & SR e 8 99 9 <™ & 3Ry Aid 25.7.
20222 gRT U1l 18 & e IR Bl UeThR I STy Rabrs R foram 1 |

IYY vell Bl AR I forlRaa 9849 e gs | urell ufa=iS gr foiRad 989 U9 ax weHe
3T Foid H afdid deal &l e g $oF fbar & fb uefl siffie grdermd Wi & us W
200 /—%. ARG Id9 R o, S 91§ § deTdR 250 /—%. 3R 450 /—%0 X faar ar| umeff
R B HEd 9 SHMGRI 9 $R fhar 1| uredl §RT U dhelvex ay H 240 fd 9 a1fda
SR far 7 7| SHG dav[E S BIS SIRIY UH, Aifew, Aifed U, Berl Jaraen A e
ATAFTIH BT IRT 25 TH, 25 SHl, 25 Td &I Iooit-l B gd ol 25492 & HIRgd < A
HAT | BT &7 AT SN SIRIA Ud 31dy 7 | Ik Uiefl bl War H 98T B AR o™ URer™
e | uredf wifafAfer gRT o daf & wHeid # = =nRie geeid uw fa I —

1994(69) THUSSIR 17 JRIUST HIRURNIA 3T T8l 919 AR 4% |
2. O €1 2011(5) T8 ¥ 533 qaw g M AR BreRyd

fafde odier Hwam 4445 /2006 = sfear wean«d dlofelo s eidIfeim™ | o
fasi® 3.10.2008

3R el 3R 1989(1) 156 I2Gd RHE ITad I-H I 3AH S0 9 37 |

2012 o9 318 Al 404 B Rig g7 el Agde AfeR] |

1997 3MME TS T O 817 HANHT SRRAEX 9 3T 91 Bell H |

fafaet erdfier =T 3701 /2015 R THR 40 e 36 160 Ao a1 16.4.2015

8. fufder amfia | 4370 /2015 AGHAR I9M a5 HAR IRT 2dx ol fatias 12.5.
2015

9. IMRTASMR 1991(1) T YeTd M <ol HISMge!
10. 2008 (116) % Tdl 3R 346 ARUH RHE I9M Il oldk DI g 3 |

—_

w

N o g &

11. 2006(4) 3TRTASAY 3028 FT 3T S0 TAM &I T q 3 |

12. 2007(114) UHUGRIR 352 BRI HECTHul 99 ¥oe 3ih IR 9Tel 9 31 |

13. 2003 Sdcg T AT (M) 523 SRl HIOR G919 ofdR DIC g M |
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14. 2005 T TeT TeTol 572 BRATUN BRI DRUNT TH ek HH SvsRedd fgegel @

A |

areft ufafafer &7 iR & forRaa 989 U9 o= ®u= fhar ueff siffe sl Wem &
RIS H SRRA 71 7| Uyl G H $ad digad 99 W 1—2 8¢ FHhls BRI
FRAT ol foaaT 39 uiRsifie wrae fbar <1 gar © 1 urefl g1 veel vi—1 & SRy fasTia
20.4.92 DI ATH—TBTS BT BRI B H IRTHAT Wy R foRgd H 9 I 3R fhar g | drd
@ AR Uil & fd%g U UHaTg AR AT 308 /1990 YT T AR STAYR H 0T
452, 323, 147, 427 3MSURN Tof B Ui 3 W B B b BRI I As ! ble i SR T
fpar war| fafr @1 ¥' grenfug Rigld © & AF 1—2 8¢ &M &R arell Afdd | dugiel
fafg 89 &1 feR T8 wiT Jhar | weff & A | S @ uraue ] 9 g €
I1d: FH GRS fhar g |

H W Uell g1 UK foIad 989 U4 UAGel] B facrh Al d Ud SATd
Al & FEHMYAD el g gRee fdar a1 |

I Uell B e BT aReNe B ol Uredl gIRT U J&F URIET0T § ITHS 3% dold o
gfofa Tal &1 ST © 3R FORE & SRIF SUd gRT U3 TH—1 R U 9 §f SUb SRR
BT TAT S TH—2 H UHRAEIAR & Al § 3[BT BT d ISl 8FT 9T & | iumeft
AR I UK TAT8 7 AUl Hed D &I GEl H Sfarg | gfofa qedl bI g’ gy uredil @1
I H dhael 1—2 bC Fhlg bR Sh UR HIAI AT IHb dacl H I YA [HIT ST H2rd
fhar &1 u3Tdel & Sdaldd H W g b uefl gRT ¥ 3w dord U9 91ed # Urcesd W
$ g R AH—HBIg BT B (AT A1 garar € | uredl siffes smmeil e guialfold siffe
P WU § B BT B, 39 A4y H Ui @7 3R W hIg ARG Ud SxATdoll ARy 1fieRd UR
Uer B B & | Uil sAe B IR W U P @ day # 3Is MY o= seEr deer |
i &R &R AT U PHelver 99 H 240 399 B B & HaY H Bls AET W ol
P 2| et gRT W B fhar g b a8 ud <S8 B HRar o7 IR Iyl SR gRT oY
il & ERT Padl 1—2 ©S A% GHIS BT B fhar ST aarar g | smrefi e | urdersy
UR BT Blg Ug Wihd T8l o, Uil $1He M § Wi & I ug & 9og
PHAR] & ®™T H BRING 8T 8l, YTl Aaclid F Ube ol aidl & | Uit s1ffe 7 W faqie
24.92 B UG TA—1 & SIRY 3mmfl Wk &1 I8 forgax faur & & Ap—awrg &1 &R &
H oA g AT H 24.92 ¥ S IAST, IMU I(UAT Falad dR of | Uil gRr 3o RE &
SR Ued UA—1 R U 9 § 39 gWeR 8F1 WeR fhar g1 Uil gRT e e & &f
BIST AT 8 3R Uil arurefl wvem= # sfcudifeld $fe & ®™U H Ah—d%ls &I R b UR
FRaT o, [oe foy 99 FRIfa ue R g fhd S @1 ART guiqan Sfad d oy 2| 19
ueff s e # qoferfos sfte & w9 § aRRg & 98 @ g a1 e faare
e & gragr grefl #fe W) AR TE 8l 8 3R W9 #Ae R ARE & g 8
AR 78l B § AT I @ aRT 25U, 257, 25TF @ TS fhY W @I U & T Sodr
2| Uil sff® g1 IRgd WeHe 3 doM WIeR &y oM arg =81 & | ureft ufafafer gwr
YR ATRIe gl H gfauifad Rigid xaid Yol | =TT RE § o Uil & #nTel |
S = gReid =T T8 B € |

SR fded & Herawy Uil sifid gRT UK TeHe 3l Felq IRAIBR bl SITa)

gHNoT H e erare uiRa fhar ST 2|

3ars

“greff s i fUR arEife sl sfeaa sfaa siuRwE fafids &1 HHa
) oar| srgreff udes grr ureff &1 IfSftm &) aRT 25U4 9 25 U BT Sediud Y
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feqi®d 25.4.92 4 dy wu 4 Hamaa &1 fHar wn| yreff s g3 dar 4 @«
B9 T 3 BIg AT YT HRA BT AfHr 1287 2 |

YN TEIAR IR fHar S 2|

g faoT, =l 1

3TfeIfofg 3Tt fa=leh 02.08.2024 T Yol AT H ORITAT STbR FATIT AT ST B
TRBR P YHTeATed FIATAR ol o |

Afaedl, 19 qavaT, 2024
F3AT. 2132.—=ir=ntT faare staf=as (1947 #1 14) F¥ oM=T 17 F FATEXT |, Feald GER A
IRar f™ifee & waudy % dag e o =i 9 Mg vaq F 99 agey § ARy w09 9@
e stfgeenr Ua o =T, SR, 9=91e (Rew 9. 08/2014) Fr sS4 & siqersss # fammar =
&, THRTIAT FTAT § ST hea 1 LRI HT A HIAT 6 G127 19.11.2024 FT 917 g0 T |

T [€. T-30011/17/2006-TE A (TH)]
&= T A, @7 atea

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2024

S.0. 2132.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 08/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Jaipur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
GAIL India Limited and Shri Nanu Singh Rawat which was received along with soft copy of the award by the
Central Government on 19.11.2024.

[No. L-30011/17/2006-1R(M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ITAAD
DI WBR 3AeS ARG vd 31 AT, SFAYR
USRI STy
NI IESECKCE
Hrsfransg &), T 4. 08 /2014

Reference No. L-30011/17/2006-1R (M) Dated:27.01.2014

2 A g vId g A g1 Rig waa, FaRi— 99— $reisl (@HrdS), fSel— 3R,
RTSTRIT

CRIG]

1. 98T ueerd, o sfear fafd, - foaam), fheme S, TRiREE, RNe— R,
(ToTRIT)

IuReTd—
greff &1 3R I ;s IR, S, ufafafer |
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1.

Irgreft &Y 3R A . ) AOTYBTI I, SIS |
: 3ifafAvR -
faq1id : 26.092024

S U RIS HATel IRT WRBR s ol gIRT fedid 27.01.2014 &1 =ifiie faarg
A 1947 (R ST w15 S1fAf=M wgr SIREm) &1 arT 10 (1) (@) T 2A &
3T e ATl & IR0 H feTfha sienfies fadre =mafoiae &g e s
&I defid fear ar —

“Whether Shri Nanu Singh Rawat S/o Sh. Budh Singh Rawat was the employee of the
management of GAIL? If yes, whether the action of the management of GAIL in terminating the services
of Sh. Nanu Singh Rawat w.e.f. 21-09-2004 is fair, legal and justified? What relief the workman is entitled

to?”’

urefl ®1 AR W AP 30.10.2014 PI T BT AMHT YR fbar 11 [S9a Gl deg
9 UBR 23—

urefl @ Fgfa fauell der—1 & e IR @ Ug W IR WeHE—3 TUREE d
faTi 01.08.1999 &1 g5 o | Wil o faid 20092004 dF fduell & 3l FRAR BRI
fpar| fauelt =1 el &1 fai® 21.092004 &1 BRI W T forar qom Aikas < 4
AT B AT | urefl BI Warad R W Yd Blg Al AT AIfCH I Ud wel
H3ATST BT YA W T8l fhar 11| Hadad fba o wwa fquell & ol urefl o
BITOR D HADd BRI o oI Urefl bl Hargad dR+ & qre T S Ab! DI AT Al
far | 39 UBR fquefFror 9 IR # 9RT 25 FG 9 H Ud M 77, 78 6
gUTE el fbar| afd: fauelTor g|RT 21.00.2004 BT @1 g Uil &I HdT FANG Bl
3ae BT HRd g Uil Bl a1 H FRARdT v fawa a9 aRermwl Afed g dar 4
qeTel fbar Sird |

faTid 10.08.2015 BI fAUef?ToT @1 IR W dRIcR U fbar a1 e dfera dea
AR 2

fquelior g1 ureli @1 fdt ug R fgfad =€ & 718 afcsd wiefl &f SdhaR & "em ¥
A BT #fd & T H AMHRAG BRI BT Gfd gg @1 AT o IR $H (A &7
A FHI—HT R PR fagr war| greff 7 P 01.08.1999 H 20.09.2004 Th AReR
i T8 fhar 9 & B doivex 99 # 240 o7 9 ofd wrd v | wreft &1 #99 @
Al ATTd TRIREE §RT 3@ & A0 B g ARl & FHd LU, AR BT 1=
HR fer a1 RIS g &1 SR AT BT or | wieil | fRuelTor & oeR g% W Siel
BWIER BR Hexfad axidel a9 foa! [ SFe Fasaifa SarEaR o3 d g
P TS N | Iad AGF B, Il AT SheR Pl dfder o7 15102004 BT FHTT BT
TS | Wil 7 RS . AL ATGE Bl UASR el 99T © | Uil #1 Har dgfteys 9 8
P HRUT SHER gRT & AT Bl s o | Uit 7 I HHGR T GRHTYT H 7aT © 3R+
B fAueivToT SERT @7 gR¥TeT § ad B | SheR g efd emfy & for g ™ sifi®
& gfaT RAFTH B gRT 2 (00) (bb) & ST 3 H A GRT 25 F BT o™ T
T PR Fhdr| fauelrror grr afdfSam & ) graue b1 Seotod T fhar T 2
T arg R e S |

greft 9 3o |ied H Aw-1, A 7 ad (9 uredl) a1 udifed fiar dem verdg aned
H uest w-1, | w-3, I& Yol Ual¥d fhd |
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7. fauefmor 71 oum |ew H NAW-1, IS U, Udud 9o NAW-2, Sl IR, A, T

HEIYded Bl TR fHaT| Yoy A & w9 H ued M-1, d M-65, ddb Yol Bl
gefdfa fear|

. f&Hi® 09.00.2024 BT {1 IWIUA & AR & AIRgd dDH G IR U AIeI BT

afRefier fobar |

. el @ gfafefr &1 u' db 2 e fAueivor & @elt Naw-2, ST IR, @M, J 3O

IR & SR I8 WIeR fHar & & f&F7d 01.08.1999 H 15.10.2004 db Uil gRT
frar T et A9 sSfeur & Siifhw 9 @ B W Hdfd 21 I8 T © b et @
fadi® 21.09.2004 F & WaT W eI f&AT o | I e usel w-3, ot foh el &1 SuRefa
I T IR AT B & WH R W & SRR B P GIEGHT BT < I<l H bR
FRA g T FEAT © (& THER I¥B BT o I I8 & olfdb 98 &g 8 §ahdl &
THER IS9P & IT Fal | S9PT I8 W dd & b I8 A9 W forr 9 & ureft &7 Saer
g1 fafsra foar ar o ar ot fafm @ a1 2 (5) 3R 2 (@) ¥ Ry T oA
[IEE & I wee fste [AueiRTor &1 €1 AT SR SR urefl @ faueiTor @
HHGR AT ST | uredf &1 e smfy & forl Migaa fh S |dedl 315 atrqw
fauefiror 9 yeqd & T8 A 21 gty wreft @1 fauefTor @1 dHeR BT den S|
Y BeAl fhar SIET Well wifd y=Ifda &1 o are WIaR fdhar Siid | S84 310+ dd
@ eI H ETfed =le geeid uvdd fdha—

1. SRR RIS cHiFe f$dIo a9 Hiay, 918 HdToll 918 @1dsT 2010 LAD IC

1089 (gUH ®IC) |
2. UTSIIagfed SOlAR G 39 I SERTST 9 319 (2005) 12 (FUH B dHol) 181

3. Halg AR Agd HIRCT 96 991 (Tdh HAR AT 3T 1998 WLC (UC) 178
(751 |

4. o fH3 9 ofeR BT UUS FUSEIIS Tl ISR SB Civil W.P. No. 18471 /2011
e fafer 02.11.2023 RIS, ST ~Ter) |

5. VR TA. S, 7. [Avafdenerd sfoR M oldR hic &H svewidd feegad SB
Civil W.P. No. 16552 /2011 3Te¥l fafer 16.03.2014 (RIS, & =ITATerY) |

6. DB Civil Special Appeal No. 768 /2006 1<l fifer 21.01.2013 @& sifdha F2) |

7. ARN M= SRl fdwafdened a9 JaR BIc $H sUSwdd fgegTdl 2016 (150)
855 (Y191 |

8. RFWr ¥ I Plcad HURIA 3iT% ST T =T W.P. No. 8395,/1989 39T faifdr
03.08.1995 (3 U< T=d =ATITeHY) |

9. SONANT HMIR J¥9 M Soldgl WLl diveT I, Civil Appeal No.
86—89 /2000 3MT¥T ffr 16.04.2004 (FUH BIT) |

10. . MRA B4 Soldgded faIfl. 99 e oif Ul 2003 (98) FLR 826 (U BIT) |

11. T ERATM T FIae RISl ars 99 GueT 9 317 1999 (81) FLR 1016 (U
PIT) |

12. % e, BRATIM T 3 M IARM 2006 (U BIC HAS) (L&S) 574 |
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

fagT arfrTye fauefiTor 1 o It 4 ug@ w9 9 I8 9o forn & 6 uell @ fygfa
fPd ug W gg Ug I B S fd © Hife urell 7 usel w- § W @l it 47y,
geel w-2 # URiA &R ussl w-3 # draied Fe™ad 81 afvid fdhar g | J=Ifd uaeh we,
geel W-2 3R USRl W-3 Uold fquefivior gRT SIRI &1 81 fhd T 3R I dexfad © |
el w-3 3R Uesl M—20 /2 WR fordl 8 forarae v oRft ® o g il ® f u
F1 B U Uil g1 deRfUd © | urell arafde dedl Bl gUTeR dhexfid a¥drdsll b
YR WR I8 YHIOIT H_AT arsd & & a8 fauefivror &1 dHar) &1 8| wefep ardd
ureff SdHeR H. ©XL A & HHAny o7 | e fRFid 15.10.2004 w1 wreft @l
araqgfteds S B8 WR Hargead o) faar R urefl @1 wfdsy (i o1 goi yoram refi &
= | S & U™t M—5, 6, @ M—7 T3 ¥ e 2 | Ui @ fRgfad S@er gRT U
forefera araf & ford @ 1 off, O eafSy T B9 WR Wa: AT 8T TS | ureft & war
FHEIG Bedl & w9 § 61 © s Uedl & Hae H ORT 25 F & UIGei &l fJuTer
JMATTH el 7| 3 a8 R fhar Sd | S== 3ue dd & |weid H famferRad

1R geid Ugd fbdi—
1. fBROT ST@R 99 \oilse HATR fd8R 9a9 W.P. No. 1668 /2014 (f[deell =
RTATS) 3w fafr 18.05.2023

2. M Y fIga gaRer e fa. 99 eifMie SiaRaAr Civil Appeal  No.
5743—5744 /2021 Q¥ Y 17.09.2021 (U™ BIT)

3. Jdvs HAR I e A IaRME g =T AIR 2013 (GUIH PIS) 3325

4. A% HIGR USG9 g AT I9M AT AR I Civil Appeal No. 3602 /2020
(g @1

IHIU & TP 9 eI b YR & IWid 9 fdarg # FEfeiRed fdearoiy fowg

I g T

1. qar uredi urefl @1 e fquefivror & a9 fa=Tia 01.08.1999 P §g TAT 21.09.2004
Bl fAueFTor 5 AiRges w5 & uredl o1 Jar A ARAFTH &1 ORT 25 F & Uraem=i
BT IUTAT b {91 R <, S 31dy 27

2. T Yt B [T FET b AHT Ui 9 HiTodR e Hfie BRI W IR T
b B A1 faueivror 7 g &R urelt &1 wyar [81 €1°?

3. AIAN?
fremefig figell ® wfie fafeey 59 yaR 23—
faarofig fag d=ar—1

9 fog & ¥y ¥ 9d ued I8 faarviia & & @ar ueil vd fquefivor & #eg $HaR
IR e & deg fJemme 21 ureff 9 o weuy ded H U8 dEl © (6 SEdl
Frgfa fquell de—1 & 9 Rer LIF—3 TURERE § 9RR & 99 W f&id 01,
08.1999 I §s °fl, 20.09.2004 TH IFH FRAR HRI fhar| ufquien & wreff &1 HeA ©
5 39 @18 Mygfad vz 781 far Tar| &, 7red ShaR @ 98 8 oiar | el 3
I SHT e &1 A1 S SMeR) 81 & | S Al Aedid & 8l Bl B e b |
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15.

16.

17.

et 7 gaef w-l 9 vest w-3 Ul & ey § 98 @er 2 6 ueef wel S9 H. R faaw
ured F feam o usef w2 20.09.2004 &1 forar gam 2| fquel @1 ww 9@ 7 fF wredf A
FHeIHa Uorkd Wied § yeRia fhy © | STafds urll &1 98 9@ © & SH@! dHeveT &
Hag # gferd H ®Is Riera 8l & 18 | fquell & ey &1 uRefias &R+ R I8 Udhe
g 7 5 fauell 3 ueft & wg FewaT & JIwEl & ddy § IS yom g gfom
P qE | 9F yed M—31 gl <fe <Isuifd gEER 9F f3Fie 11.06.2005 H
THTRIT Ay | fquell & el NAw-2 STl SR, I8 o Uyael W-1, Ussl w-2 9 Ugef
W-3 DI Uil §RT FHeRid 991 AT dal 2 fohg 39 a9 & WieR a1 2 & I8
DIS Y gaT Wil & famg A8 @l |

NAW-2 Sfl. 3TR. dIg I8 WIHR HRJ © fb ShaR .. dAed IR i sfear & 7=y
BT e gl o, fbg a8 Irgey U el fhar 81 el w1, yael w-2 YHIOT Al Bl
el T T MR W Holl dEl § f& VA YA UF 98 O del dRdd | Ues w-3
SuReIfcr UfsTeT & wag H el goar I I8 8] dedl & b 39 W A ¥ B & w4
SHD BXER A 8, IR 37 SRl & IR § U4 $El § & 98 72 B8 qhal & g
TR I & I1 721 | 39 Ry # g8 dvraen e 78 g & ueef w-s W A 9 B
TR Sfl. IR, =g o fhy 8|

e W-2 JHIOT U9 IR Rl S 9idd, aR® Yeud b RN § Ol fJuell & A
FIRRA I} B | SIS Aiad AHG YEHd: BT fJUARTOT 7 Wed § uwgd el A 2
Sigfes S1. diad & fhdl 9§ IR HRRT 8F1 el Ol 3R, dieM 1 WieR fear 2|
U ufaole @ 3fd H el Sf. MR, dieE q 98 el © b uE W § b foAe
01.08.1999 ¥ 25.10.2004 TH Uil RT fham a1 & i Sfean & offfthd df9 & @ 9
T 21 I et © fb weft &1 feqie 21.00.2004 W & Far I vy feIm on)” fage
ATy fAuelTor 9 QU T & SR N Sl AR, e Sl fb g 78l ydgd o
IReIfa ol g W fgad @ €, @ 39 WieRIad & dag § dig fORe 9@ arerar
WEHR F8) fhar 81 T 39 S99 BT Y9EsE AT Od | 39 HAT & YHTe H
fquell & gax el NAW-1 35T uTad &1 g8 w fd urefl 9 01.08.1999 I 20.09.2004
e FRAR Brf 781 fpar, e+ =78t arar 2

foueh &1 wg N 9 2 &5 Uil & N AT ShaR 7 HRI W @I A7 dAT S b
ERT SUD! JdT JATT B T3 2| Jaf I8 Scoid-d & fb Jafd Juell gRT Sad 3heR
A Pl g AiAST/gdy B Aeg H yalRid T8l fear w2 feg NAW-1 faorg ey &1
I DU ¢ [h B AATER Broae ok Ude @ IJaild Usiihd obar o7 dofr fquel
HeRmE W Uoligd W 7 weff & o 7 vam feee @ erl ¥ o@eR @
qegq ¥ RS siffe B veE FRSe BT 81 $HGR A SIH BT 9P od gd
I B GRT 2 (5) 3R 2 (g) H IR WBR gRT fhy T FeNeFl B IR &+
e fhar 21 59 dd & AT H Uil @1 IR | AR ISR 92 IRITed §RI
oiRa ol i fhe a9M R BIc UUs gUSERA fOTd 3IPR, IRER TH. Sl
Y. faeafdenery 3ok 99 oldR hIc dH sUewidd feegd, DB Civil Special Appeal
No. 768 /2006 3Ma¥r fafdr 21.01.2013 (MN¥&w =2 vd ARMA Tum< Ixxad fvafderey
gIM oIeR BIc HH FUSILIIS foegael @ 3= # uIRd fafr &1 sraer forar wam 2|
HE-IY TSR Sed <At = 59 Foral § I8 raenRd fhar © fb 1oy a7 gy
2 (s) R 2 (g) H Py T FeMeH & 3favia fbell ST ¥ 3R gRT frafora aafd o
fr gam e @ 9y Awfed 3o @ ey H 8, U NG BT BHGR AT
ST |
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

AR Y Uo¥ Sod IETed 1 30w vl fRFwr 3 99 dfed diuReE 3ifh
SSAT 9 3 H Ud A ITEad RIS A S Uiy SOl SR g
991 SIdel eI hIfeT foff. § I8 orguRa fhar & f6 = gr1 uiRd fafr wk afe
MCUfT &1 STANT U &R ol I3 &1 Al 98 d=ig [ W g9d w9 9 vdaford /i
ST | faueleTor @) iR A 39 fHd @ fauda #Is =nfie gid W T8l g 2 |
59 dAS AR fAaffe uRgey # unfl & it Sdher sAlAEdE grRT AR
FHAR A W forr oI a1 Y 98 wue e i gfean (fauefimon) &1 8 dHeR
HIAT ST |

AR IedH IR A 3. MR 241 Seldgldbed o, 99/ e i g Ul & i
H I8 W R G € & o9 sHeR o FRce & aReR 3 SRl a7 g R
far a1 B T 98 S SR @ ARIH W B W @ AT B, W NI eraH
SR ¥ S el 8 b |

BT I8 Joolkd W AT BrM b uredt 1 Fgfaa e e safer o1 |fder & sl
S®haR gRT a1 ST J=ift fquelTor &1 werd v, fobg VAT i fgey /HAfder Ay H
o el fhar & oy wefl @ Fygfad v e smfd & forr wfaer w fdar s
IO &1 | A STaad ~IraTerd o 96 Haes], BRATM g R 99/ IaRM & oig
# I8 FET © b SITIH B GRT 2 (00) 3R 2 (bb) & IHcla e ffaa o@fdy 7q wfaer
DI TR 7 B S & AR W a1 FAIMG B 715 8 fbg FRISie gRT 99 |fdar
PI YHIOIT &R B Dls AW UKId 7 &I SMd, A Adl GG AETIH B 9R1 25 F
& gl & AmRd gnf| S eH H A STEad [mETerd q o g daed
gRATIT e SIagIRIS! die 99 IR 9 I H I8 FEl © & oI e, e
IS 1 8lR U SdaR B Gl fd el Ui Sehar 8 o Ul ST gaver

BgH Ud fe@Eadl ®al SR |

faueft @& el Shem. dem @ ufauwler § @ T8 WeRIfad td uesl w-1, g3l w-2,
Td US¥ W-3 Bl AT FHERied Bl U FHedad @ b WY b fawg DS qIved
BRG] 7 DI DI, fquell o1 yalferd Wi ®el ST |Aohdl © | Uee w-3 IuRefd
Ui TR el SSMR. deM §RI Wd @ SWIERl @ 8 A7 9 89 W gedl 4 Dl
forefrg SoR 9 9T 59 Yol &1 aRdfdddl @I 3R & 3d &rar 2 |

il @ IR | Uga ol oliaRgfed SSlFRR 9 3R oRaRTST 9 31 H A Soad
ST < Jg HEl © & AR od Wad Bl G Hr iR veer el = Sad mafe
¥ PHAR gRT B B Bl WIHR HA1 81 @ 240 o7 w1 fham =1 y=ifora iar 2 |
S IR AFF SR Ied TS (U 07 §a18 ARIR Agd dIRfed d®
g 3AAh HAR I G 3 H I B8l & (b o4 Yoidid qeg | g Ao 8l b
FHGHR 7 240 fe7 FR gl foar 8 1 ydeq @) fogveArdie g & g H I8 deu
AT |1 STRIAT |

ey ve fafy @7 s Rafy & ureft &1 o9 01.08.1999 H 20.09.2004 TF fauef T &
e Siifthe Jf sferar HRITe Herd (S fb siUsll 9 B Jgdre ®8l I Wadl o)
@ U5 R IR ePR BRI BRAT YA BT © o [ar g Ay 21.09.2004 &
qdaci b Helvex a¥ @l Fafy H 240 3T F @1f¥e H1I HeAr A vl B 2 |

fquefl 7 o e | g7 yAIfvg =R fhar © f Ses el @1 w91 wfta & 4d ua
A8 B AfCH AT AIfCH 99 Ud Beell Ufads & Yiare fhar 81, 59 Rafa & urefi @1
AT TG & g4 SER—H B GRT 25 F & YEMEl &I U 7 [HA1 ST g1
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25

26.

27.

28.

29.

2T 2| gafory faue gry &1 1 uredl &1 Jar wEIftd 3dy gedl yA g1 2| o1
I famg weft & uer o fooffa fosar Smar 2

. faarefig fa 9=

gredi A7 R R19d F AU qRYY BT W I Al el © b [quell B I SH HAargad
fBd I 9T 31T SRR 51fe BRIk o 1 Harjad [ S & 918 T3 ST
®I 9l fbar | fobg uredl 9 U {5l s s sferar A siffel & =1 A1 A &
IeelRg U BT H HAT iR 7 U sl & FYfaa Iaer s1ar = ®Is YAl |ied
# oega fed 21wl ufomden § wedr 2 fF S99 SRR 50 sifie &1 9m S9 a1
eI 21 9% g A1 eI aa7 APhal B IT P 3R P9 Ug W T AT AT | I8 ISP
AT & a6 /I T T SAAD BT A1 91 T8I Sl | Uil & 39 $AA b ABR R
g8 YA &l A1 ST Aehd b Urefl & dirodR siffel o a1 § v@d gd urefl &l
Jargad fhar 8 iR 7 st &1 f Ffra fsar 81| o Aeg & ora # U fag
ureft & faeg fooffa fasar Smam 2|

IAIT—

i fog dea—1 ureil @ uer & fafefd fe&ar am 2 den & 21.09.2004 &7
fquefTor gRT @1 T uredl @1 War FHIT MfAFTH BT GRT 25 & YT BT SUTel =
By S & SR WR 3y yHAIId g3 = | Ui @l &R | I8 g © f& ureff &1 |ar
H fRaRan, fara 9a9 uRemi |fed dar 9 981 fhar omd | Siafd fauel &1 59 fag
R fRY 2| 9@ I8 T@ ¢ & il &1 SHeR gR1 e da7 «rfl sife & w9 H
HTHRAD HIAT g ol TAT o7 | yrefi gRT A 91 qul & fquell & 3= 3ls drd
T8 fhar a1 iR urefl WA—arST dRd gY WA S U URAR @ WROT UINUT B
AIRTa R 3-T B | H9 WU & ddl W AR faar| ureff 9 emue srfiaeHl &k e #
Y QU S 2 999 BT PIs Ioerd A8l [HaA1 7| fobg [AuefvTor gRT U Uesl M- 43,
M-51 G M-52 ST f H. & Ad gRT FIRA 99 Y= Yo 8, & 3faclidd 4
arefl 1 2400 /—%. HIRAD I YA fHIT SIET Ybe BT & | Urefl = 9 wger uaf 4
T 98 $E 2 5 98 Janfdd & SWiA gUla: R 2 fag ufauer #§ S99 I8
wWeR fhar & & == 4 A€l 980 WAl—arel & Sl a1 & &xal o | Uedl =1 I8 7181 Har
2 &% 98 W 3R uRaR & wRor Uiy ¥g fll & WERGT UTa Rdr 81 AT f o
wR R BT 39 Refd 3§ I8 udbe BIm & b Uil 3o g oue URaR & WROT UiNor o
ANIRG wT | G & | GaHfad & IWid Wd—aTs! B I S SToilidd] 3foi
féparr 2 |

grefl @1 Hargfdd @ AAFIH BT GRT 25 F & ATAUD YTl DI rgurer fquefiror
ERT I fHY S & MR W) &) 3y 741 AT g | ureft Awe Bur & <fe aaq wrft
TS R 3Ry HHAR] AT ] Hard fAuelvor  SdhaR & Aegd | Ut I off | urefi
o Fgfa fof vemg vd Red ug @ fdwg 71 o, 7 € I8 g faueh & fafed
9 UfBAT & ST B T8 ol | AT AN BT 9y U S & SR o 34T Ug
R qETell W@ el 81 Sl &, d% YPROT b FArd aedi R gRRfGal o =R ovad
8 IE AR T ST 81T 2 15 a1 g81a fhan S &iR favrd aa= faeramar sen
AEeID ¢ | AT IH U FRfa ufdex IR b J3d e’ 99 9 <R 31 9%
g B A& 2| 39 USROT # Al ureff a7 g Sl g wR ugRenfid aRA 7 ey
uiRd b Sird a1 fauel @1 I8 fafde iR Aqd Sy« e & A& ™ o grr
25 F & Uaerr=l &1 faftad srgureld @R a8 ureil &l g Jdl | Y2Idh IR < | §9 UHR0T
H U o Refd faem T8 8 R welfl o a1 § 981 7 {6y o ) Sue
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FAFCT & ANBR B FAT IRSAT BT &9 84T Udbe slar &l | udl &1 gl &
gepf, fd T B B Sl SR wrell gRT Hafad & SWRid AR ama Bl fa=Ra
P T 39 B & GAaRa Afewd | urefl o Jar § g g Ireniua fHar S
IJrRNfId el & | uefl Bl gehged ufde] & w9 H IR g . U 9 yde eean
S | e AT 8 el © |

30. 3 fauefror gRT &= 21.09.2004 @I @1 g Wl & Har AAE AR @
YRT 25 F & ARG U S R o9y 9I8d &)= & Su=id urefl &1 g fquefiror &t
AT H YARAUT 9 IR gJ Uil Bl ThHed UidaR & w9 § IR g %, [quefiroy
§RT YA B BT 3Mee fIr S 2| fquefiror gfdes 1 &1 e sifefoiy &
gaaHa 84 @I Y 9 2 w1 @) @y H urelt &1 e, erwen uRil sW I w
9 uforerd a1ffes TSt &% | TSl W1 U &l ARBRI BT |

31. Gefig faare &1 =R s R fhar Siar 2

32. Jfafof @1 ufafer oieifes faare sfif=em, 1947 &1 arT 17 (1) & gEROT H
gaTeETed URT & S |

33. RATTerd §RT AR 37T &= 26.09.2024 BT FARAT 13T |
REHIE Tddal, WerdE SifErhm

7% feett, 19 awa<, 2024

HT.3M. 2133 =it fqarq A9 1947 (1947 &7 14 ) @ ORT 17 & ARV H
Dl WRBR S=d didb A [GURT & yaegas, Hag FAaSTe! 3R 96 HHGRI & drd e
H fAfdve sd=nfe fdae § o< WoR =H=nfF SIfHRv /3H ey, =$ne-1 & Ude
(04/2023) YTl T B 2 |

[6. TA-12025/01/2024- a1 R (§-1)-236]

AT, 37 A2
New Delhi, the 19th November, 2024

S.0. 2133.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.04/2023) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Chandigarh-1_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _CPWD and their
workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2024- IR (B-1)-236]

SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.
Present: Sh. Kamal Kant, Presiding Officer-cum-Link Officer, Chandigarh.
ID No.04/2023
Registered On:-10.05.2023
Hira Singh S/o Sh. Matha Ram R/o Village Droul, Post Office Satog, Tehsil Theog, Himachal Pradesh-171209.

........... Workman
Versus
1. Executive Engineer, CPWD, Kennedy Cottage, Chaura Maidan, Rd. Nabha, Near Vidhan Sabha Shimla
Himachal Pradesh 171004.
2. M/s Soni Management and Allied Services Pvt. Ltd. Grand Hotel, CPWD, Near Kali Bari Mandir, The Mall

Road, Shimla-171001.
........ Respondents
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AWARD
Passed On:-12.08.2024

1. The workman Sh. Hira Singh has directly filed statement of claim under Section 2-A of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947(hereinafter called the Act), with a prayer to reinstate the workman with back wages.

2. During the pendency of the proceedings before this Tribunal the Workman expired and AR for Workman
made a statement that none of the LR has contacted the representative of the Workman for impleading them as LRs. It
is further stated that it appears none is interested to pursue the present case and the same may be disposed off
accordingly.

3. Since the workman has expired and LRs are also not interested to pursue the case further, therefore the
present case is returned to the Central Government for want of prosecution. Accordingly, no claim award is passed in
the present case for non-prosecution of workman. File after completion be consigned in the record room.

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

KAMAL KANT, PO-cum-Link Officer

T feeett, 20 TawaT, 2024

FI.A. 2134 —sir=nte foare safafaam, (1947 #1 14) #7 9T 17 F ATE0 |, Feald T8hl
v g aidas, 99 7.67 IR T, IUr; AgIey®, SUauAud, SgHaIT; STEAWRIT ST T,
NETATH, FACT AGHITR, F TIGGT % G5 FAShl 7 T T A T@qR, FAIAL, F =
aqEy # iy g9 e, SgueTR, Y= (§eW "@@r Reference (IDA) No. 23/2019
(CNR No. MHLC160000792019) =T SrET & stqeras H faamar 7 &, ToTiard Fedl g ST s ld Gy
T HIFE FIT F A1 13.11.2024 F7 ITH g1 A7 |

[€. T — 42025-07-2024-128-sT4% ($77)]
feefiy FHTL, AqL af=a

New Delhi, the 20th November, 2024

S.0. 2134.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference (IDA) No. 23/2019(CNR No. MHLC160000792019) of the
Labour Court, Ahmednagar, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to Sun security Services, Survey No.67 Parmar nagar, Pune; The General Manager, BSNL, Ahmednagar; The
Sub division Engineer, BSNL, Kopargaon Ahmednagar, and Shri Balu Omkar Pawar, Worker, which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 13.11.2024.

[No. L-42025-07-2024-128-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
IN THE LABOUR COURT AT AHMEDNAGAR
(Before Shri Sharad G.Deshpande Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Ahmednagar)
Exh. O-13
Reference (IDA) No. 23/2019
(CNR No. MHLC160000792019)
1. M/s.Sun Security Services,

Survye No.67, 1%t Floor,

Parmar Nagar-3,

Pune 411013.

2. The General Manager,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.,
D.T.O. Compound, Near G.P.O.
Ahmednagar 414002.
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3. Sub Divl.Engineer,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.,
Kopargaon, Distt, Ahmednagar

Ahmednagar ... First Party

Vs.

Balu Omkar Pawar
Age: 41 years, Occ.: Nil,
At Po.: Khadki, Tal.: Kopargaon,

Dist.: Ahmednagar. ... Second Party
AWARD
( Date: 10-07-2024)
3. This reference is referred by the Section Officer, Government of India/Bharat Sarkar Ministry of Labour,

New Delhi vide referral order dated 28-03-2019 for adjudicating the matter, in which the Second party Balu
Omkar Pawar was dismissed from service on 7-2-2018. The reference was made to decide issue 1. whether
the action taken by the Company is legal, proper and in accordance with natural justice. 2. Does he deserves
to reinstate with full back wages and continuity in service ?

4. Accordingly, the second party Balu Omkar Pawar has filed his statement of Claim on record. In pursuance
of notice, First Party no.2 & 3 appeared and filed their W.S. but though notices is served to First Party No.1
he did not appear and not file any W.S.

5. The Second Party remained absent and though various opportunities given to him he did not adduce any
evidence. Therefore, this Court having no alternative but to record negative finding to both the issues.
Therefore | am inclined to pass the following order-

AWARD
1. The reference is answered in the “negative”.

2. Four Copies of this award be sent to the Section Officer, Government of India/ Bharat Sarkar Ministry of
Labour/ Shram Mantralaya, New Delhi for information and necessary action.

Dated :10.07.2024 SHARAD G.DESHPANDE. Presiding officer

feeetT, 20 Ta¥aT, 2024

T3, 2135.— TR fEaTe ATA=H (1947 FT 14) FT 91T 17 F AT |, Fvx 1T TLHT G
& afdas, 99 7.67 TR TR, q0; Agee®, COUATd, AGHSI, & Jagas & a5
ATt T =T TorSr FIATHIRT MY, IR, F S Jqay § [y a9 Ay, Agaei,g4qre
(W@W H&AT Reference (IDA) No. 25/2019(CNR No. MHLC160000812019) &l ST {3 stqeras § fam@mar
&, TATIAT FHXAT & ST Fea 1T TLHTE 1 AT AT 6 a1 13.11.2024 T ITH oI o7 |

[¥. TeT— 42025-07-2024-141-3TEATT (£17)]

=T A, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 20th November, 2024

S.0. 2135.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference (IDA) No. 25/2019(CNR No. MHLC160000812019) of the
Labour Court, Ahmednagar, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to Sun security Services, Survey No.67 Parmar nagar, Pune; The General Manager, BSNL, Ahmednagar; and
Shri Ganesh Balasaheb Anap, Worker, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central
Government on 13.11.2024.

[No. L-42025-07-2024-141-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
IN THE LABOUR COURT AT AHMEDNAGAR
(Before Shri Sharad G.Deshpande Presiding Officer, Labour Court ,Ahmednagar)

Exh. O-11
Reference (IDA) No. 25/2019
(CNR No. MHLC160000812019)
1. M/s.Sun Security Services,
Survye No.67, 1% Floor,
Parmar Nagar-3,
Pune 411013.
2. The General Manager,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd.,
D.T.O. Compound, Near G.P.O.
Ahmednagar 414002,
... First Party
Vs.
Ganesh Balasaheb Anap,
Age: 41 years, Occ.: Nil,
Clo. Near Neharu Garden, Maliwada,
Tal.: Sangamner, Dist.: Ahmednagar,
Ahmednagar 414002,
... Second Party
AWARD
( Date: 10-07-2024)
1. This reference is referred by the Section Officer, Government of India/Bharat Sarkar Ministry of Labour,

New Delhi vide referral order dated 28-03-2019 for adjudicating the matter, in which the Second party
Ganesh Balasaheb Anap was dismissed from service on 7-2-2018. The reference was made to decide issue 1.
whether the action taken by the Company is legal, proper and in accordance with natural justice. 2. Does he
deserves to reinstate with full back wages and continuity in service ?

2. Accordingly, the second party Ganesh Balasaheb Anap has filed his statement of Claim on record. In
pursuance of notice, First Party no.2 appeared and filed their W.S. but though notices is served to First Party
No.1 he did not appear and not file any W.S.

3. The Second Party remained absent and though various opportunities given to him he did not adduce any
evidence. Therefore, this Court having no alternative but to record negative finding to both the issues.
Therefore | am inclined to pass the following order-

AWARD
1. The reference is answered in the “negative”.

2. Four Copies of this award be sent to the Section Officer, Government of India/ Bharat Sarkar Ministry of
Labour/ Shram Mantralaya, New Delhi for information and necessary action.

Dated :10.07.2024
SHARAD G.DESHPANDE, Presiding officer
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