7
T &. €1.Ue. (T) 04/0007/2003—05 REGD. NO. D. L. (N) 04/0007/2003—05

Che Gazette of India

1.5, -3).Te.-T1.-19052025-26 3181
CG-DL-W-19052025-263181

TR & THTIAT
PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY

I EED

WEEKLY
. 16] T2 feeett, srdter 27—E 3, 2025, eifETy/asTE 7—a9e 13, 1947
No. 16] NEW DELHI, APRIL 27—MAY 3, 2025, SATURDAY/VAISAKHA 7-VAISAKHA 13, 1947

T AT § T3 g T=qT <7 STt § o & 98 9o d9ha & &9 § @1 A 996

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

AW 11—9vs 3—39-9T< (ii)
PART I1—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)

facer werer T
(&Y. s
T faeett, 25 s, 2025
T3, 646, —TSATAF 3T FHIATT ATTHILT (7T TF FIE) F Aterf=aq, 1948 &t a1 2 F
T (F) F AT | TTHE AT |

TG, AR WA aTaTE, agdie | off AIg @1l aetarer, Tersh AT AT, #r
I 25, 2025 H TAZTIF FIAL ATARILT 6 T H HIAL GaATH T Hagd H 6 o0 ATEFdT Fal gl

[T, H. ?ﬁ'.4330/01/2025(19)]
..U, Ty, e (i)

2637 GI1/2025 (1613)
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MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
(CPV Division)
New Delhi, the 25th April, 2025

S.0. 646.—Statutory Order in pursuance of the clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular
Officers (Oaths and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1048), the Central Government hereby appoints Sh. Mohan Lal Beniwal,
Assistant Section Officer as Assistant Consular Officer in the Embassy of India, Bahrain, to perform the consular
services as Assistant Consular Officer with effect from April 25, 2025.

[F. No. T.4330/01/2025(19)]
S.R.H, FAHMI, Director (CPV)
E faeett, 28 arf, 2025

FLAT. 647 —TSATIE ST FIGATT ATTFRT (7T U FIF) F ATAATH, 1948 & amer 2 &
GT (F) F AT | FTIAS AT
TAGENRT, 3R, MRd & T HFaAard, aiaardr § ol Tieer, q9gr® Sqant
W%?HZS, 2025 & AFIF FHEALT ATARRT & & § HgAL a3l 1 [Hagd Fd & @0
aterFa |

[FT. &. #. 4330/01/2025(18)]
TH.AL.0=. BT, [Hers (FrdaT)
New Delhi, the 28th April, 2025

S.0. 647.—Statutory Order in pursuance of clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular
Officers (Oaths and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1048), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Mulaparthy Akhilesh,
Assistant Section Officer in the Consulate General of India, Barcelona as Assistant Consular Officer to perform
Consular services with effect from April 28, 2025.

[F. No. T.4330/01/2025(18)]
S.R.H, FAHMI, Director (CPV)

FY UF e wedmor §omag
CIEERCEIRRE RN IRERIR))
7% faweft, 23 srder, 2025
FLAT. 648.—F7=1F TLEHR, FU TF A Fedmom HATAd, FO srqeem ua forer e,
TISTATHT (FH o AT FATSTAT o forg S2) Aaemestt, 1976 & = 10 & 39-[Faw (4) F sqaer |
ATFATT- AT TFRT ATHITT G, TA-A27, |BE T & 976, ATaTd, rEam1-141008, e
(A1) FT, e 80 wiaerd & stferd wu=ATAl F fgeal &1 FHIETEsd A9 TTeq FY o AT &, TAga]

oo # 21

[wT. H. 13-05/2020-%7&]
TUH. . JATLATH, G =
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND FARMERS WELFARE
(Department of Agricultural Research and Education)
New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 648.—In pursuance of sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (use for official purpose of
the Union) Rules 1976, the Central Government, Ministry of Agriculture & Farmers Welfare, Department of
Agricultural Research & Education hereby notifies the ICAR — Indian Institute of Maize Research, Village Chahar,
Near Food Park, Ladhowal, Ludhiana-141008 Punjab (India), where more than 80% of staff have acquired the
working knowledge of Hindi.

[F. No. 13-05/2020-Hindi]
S. K. UPADHYAY, Under Secy.
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e 37 TRATK Fe T AT
(CCRREUERE IR
¢ faeety, 24 wEa, 2025
.37, 649—=q Frfrcas srfaf=aw, 1948 (1948 =1 16) it 4Ty 10 FT ITLUTRT (2) FRT T
TTRAT T TANT FTd g, Frg TEHIL, ARAT ad TRUE F TAL & T4, TIGa Ll 3 ATaHIH 6l
ATHAT & ANT-| § et gerree Fdl g, sraiq .—
st aiw fagrd oo #es de REd dex, AT, F tHdvw grEl F d69g § sew g
Frerat T AgTaene, d@s g1 I&H & 7% &9 rfhar Rt it arear & qafaq &7 Fiees
Afer==H, 1948 (1948 =T 16) T AT  ANT-l § FH FE&AT 155 F TeATq MATIET FH HE&AT AT
stafeat &, Mefertea watest s o it Sosft, s

156. sted fagrr ST 5ok fAgTd Fea witast te Red e, MR
aerdt iR [ s o teeite T (Fwdted I ure uEEife)
IECIEBIEEMCICE ) .
(5 #iet % =T, AT 10.10.2024 AT AT IHF | graer fer adt aRww gRafdE,
JTE T&TF T ST B) TGS
TrefTeifea Sie wre ue forer THEUH (e vead oY Frs ue f3r)
(5 #iet % &y, A% 10.10.2024 FT AT THF | grorer figrfy areft afRTw gad,
JTE T&TF T ST B) TGS

[FT. &. #1.12017/07/2024-31%]
AT FATL, T q=T

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE
(Dental Education Section)

New Delhi, the 24th February, 2025

S.0. 649.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) after the serial No. 155, in the following serial
number and entries pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of Shree Bankey Bihari Dental College & Research Centre,
Ghaziabad, the following entries shall be inserted, namely:

156. Atal Bihari Shree Bankey Bihari Dental College & Research Centre, Ghaziabad

\Ljal_pay?e Medical  [Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics | MDS (Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics )

LS(I:\Iienrg\l/\t/y’ (with 5 seats, if granted on or after Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University,
10.10.2024) Lucknow
Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge MDS (Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge)
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University,
10.10.2024) Lucknow

[F. No. V.12017/07/2024-DE]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.
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% feeety, 4 |79, 2025

.37, 650.—=a frcrs srfafaaw, 1948 (1948 =1 16) &t amer 10 FT ITLURT (2) TRT T
IRFAT T TART FA TU, e TLHIL, ATRATT &d TRURE F TALT % T9ATd, TAGET S ATATIH
AT & ANT-| § et gerree Fdl g, i -—

e, f.0" I Fiaw, giftdew te REd dex, JeT AU=T, SR YR & UNSIUH Ul F daer
# oree g et R Aereenew, q@es g7 Y8 & T &9 Rt At Arear § q6ta &
rfrcas afarfaa, 1948 (1948 =T 16) F¥ ATgHAT F AN | § FH TEAT 156 F TTHT FHidHd 2 ¥ 3 F¥
Hisgar wfatsat &, Feferfem sfafeat s ot £ sosft, s

AT E1. T ST iAW, gifedew te RE dex, 92 AIweT, S T_T

. e (A s
(5 #12t ¥ =rr, AfX 10.10.2024 F1 A7 I7F AT2 T2 ( ARSI
£ STt 2) srzet fagrdt A Rifdvear frafaeT, s

*ars L um. Sed wide, giftted ud R Hew, Yev AIUST, STX VRO F Hay #  afegEer

T V.12017/07/2024-DE &A% 24.02.2025 T =6 ATSRAAT & ST g4 6l arii@ & G497 32997 %
T o= 3fi ST AT ST

[®T. &. 41.12017/07/2024-27%]

AT FAT, AT A=

New Delhi, the 4th March, 2025

S.0. 650.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 156, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act,
1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of 1.T.S Dental College, Hospital & Research Centre, Greater
Noida, U.P the following entries shall be inserted, namely:

I.T.S Dental College, Hospital & Research Centre, Greater Noida, U.P

Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics MDS (Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics )
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 10.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

*Notification No. V.12017/07/2024-DE dated 24.02.2025 in respect of I.T.S Dental College, Hospital & Research
Centre, Greater Noida, U.P may be considered null and void for all purposes from the date of issue of this
notification.

[F. No. V.12017/07/2024-DE]

AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.
¢ foeft, 4 7T, 2025
F1.37. 651.—=q e srfafaam, 1948 (1948 &1 16) Y &m=T 10 F ITLYTT (2) FT T
IRFAT T TART Fd gU, Frg FLHE, AT &0 TRUS % THI F TETT, TAERT 3 Afead 6l
AT & ATl § et serred w2 g, ST —
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AE.E.qE. HeX B Seq I U e+, MeAER F THSus g & qag § e Hgrd
Tt FRrfegaT wgmfeeney, eqe g7 Yo & % Zq =W it Araar ¥ "@6@taq <9 HEeaw
At 1948 (1948 T 16) T ATHAT F WI- | & F7 AT 156 F ATHT Fiew 2 A7 3 Fir Fio@T
wfafe=t &, Refafag vafet s enfia £ s, srafq—

S
S (fRrErereist)

(6 Tt = =Ty, 7T 08.10.2024 T AT ITF T T&TH

£ T ) sree fagr aoeht i frafReme, s

*AEATH. Sed wis, gieded Ua RE" Hew, Ue¥ AU, IO VSA & Hag §  SAiEgEAr
T V.12017/07/2024-DE f3ATH 24.02.2025 FT =0 ATAHAAT & ST 219 il g  T6T 32931 &
forT 9= 3l ST /AT SO

[T, &. &1.12017/07/2024-57%]

AT FAT, AT q=T
New Delhi, the 4th March, 2025

S.0. 651.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 156, in Part-1 of the Schedule to the Dentists
Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of 1.T.S Centre for Dental Studies & Research, Ghaziabad the
following entries shall be inserted, namely:

|.T.S Centre for Dental Studies & Research, Ghaziabad

Periodontology MDS (Periodontology)

(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 08.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

*Notification No. V.12017/07/2024-DE dated 24.02.2025 in respect of I.T.S Dental College, Hospital & Research
Centre, Greater Noida, U.P may be considered null and void for all purposes from the date of issue of this
notification.

[F. No. V.12017/07/2024-DE]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

75 fReett, 21 97+, 2025

HT.3. 652—=a e srfarf==w, 1948 (1948 =T 16) #FT &m=T 10 Ft ITATT (2) T Te
AIRAT T TN T §U, g ALY, AT &q TUSE & GIIHeT & THTT, 3 AT AT il gt &
ART-1 § Referfaa geree Fedt g, aiq—

g e srfafaag, 1948 (1948%16)@3@@%%4&“@34%?@%2
@ 3 ft gisger af3 et &, i affemg =t wosteR aRkee gfRafdd, =g, aftemrg g affaafe
ST FHiAST AT AEqATA, AAATCATIL  THSTUH BTAT o6 Farel § TG Al T aq (SUT T ATar & g §
et sfafsat sl sy, srafq—
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STeraTeriRe Sea ST ST TEqqTd, AAHTEATIL

arer e s e = e THEtuH (arer e s femee da Frfer)
(3 #T2T 3 ATer, AT 25.10.2024 7 AT IHF a2 I2T | £ 3fyereire =t. TashaR Aftewer qfafid, 3w,
ST 2) qfferTg

[®T. 5. 91.12025/04/2025-ST% (WTT)]

FfHaT FATL, AT G~
New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 652.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 34, in Part-1 of the Schedule to the Dentists
Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by The Tamil Nadu Dr. M.G.R Medical
University, Chennai, Tamil Nadu in respect of MDS students of Adhiparasakthi Dental College and Hospital,
Melmaruvathur the following entries shall be inserted, namely:

Adhiparasakthi Dental College and Hospital, Melmaruvathur

Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry MDS (Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry)
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 25.10.2024) The Tamil Nadu Dr. M.G.R Medical University,
Chennai, Tamil Nadu

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

e fawelt, 21 W, 2025

FI.3T. 653—aq e srfter=aw, 1948 (1948 =T 16) &t T 10 Fr ITLYTT (2) T T=T
AIRAT T FANT T gU, g ALY, AT &q TUSE & GIHeT & THTT, I AT AT df g4t &
ATT-1 § Referfaa geree Fedl g, O —

Zq Frfercas srfafRerm, 1948 (1948 #1 16) F SN & WRT-1 | %W H&AT 60 F HTHA FHicTH 2
T 3 it wisger gfafeat &, wgroy ey A fRsafaene, a1 g frars. aifee Sea w5, o,
WETAE & UHASIUH AT & Hael § Y& 6l M5 aq U7 it qr7aar & "qag § Fuforfaa sfafss e
SO, ST —
& .ars. wifew oo v, W, FERTY
AT AT S2HR AT T (AR e FaERTe AT )
(3 Hiet & a1, TfT 15.10.2024 FT AT IHF AT T&H HF TRTE IS aite Yoo AT, A
STt 2)
e ted SIEE A USreifes TR (Forafed Sfeedl 4 uereifer)
(3 Hiet & a1, TfT 15.10.2024 FT AT IHF AT T&H HF TRTE IS st Yoo A, A
STt 2)
arer e i fRaree < e TSy (arer Rl s e 27 Frfea)

(2 Tt & =7, Tt 15.10.2024 7 T ITHF aT8 T&TH 6T TERTY R st Yo aTEa, T
ST ©)

[®T. 5. 91.12025/04/2025-3T% (9TT)]
AT FAT, FAT A=
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New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 653.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 60, in Part-1 of the Schedule to the Dentists
Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Maharashtra University of Health
Sciences, Nashik in respect of MDS students of D.Y. Patil Dental School, Pune, Maharashtra the following entries
shall be inserted, namely:—

D.Y. Patil Dental School, Pune, Maharashtra

Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics MDS (Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics)
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 15.10.2024) Maharashtra University of Health Sciences, Nashik
Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics MDS (Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics)

(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 15.10.2024) Maharashtra University of Health Sciences, Nashik
Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry MDS (Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry )

(with 2 seats, if granted on or after 15.10.2024) Maharashtra University of Health Sciences, Nashik

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

% feeett, 21 |74, 2025

.M. 654.—=q =fercas Afa=ad, 1948 (1948 FT 16) T &Ter 10 T ITATT (2) T Ja
QITRAT T TN FXd gU, e HLHIY, AR &q TRUS & W 6 TATT, IT ATAIH 6l AqgAT &
ART-1 § Referfaa geege Fadt g, i —

3q e afar==m, 1948 (1948 &1 16) #iT AqHAT & ANT-| H FH HLAT157 F ATHT HiaH 2
3T 3 it Aisgar gfafei #, gHadt deq agion savds fafFeEr fer ferafaene, tgagm s €=
STA HIAS UF ACTATA, Fe(UHeT, SAUGE & UHSTUH AT 6 daeg H & &l T5 &q =AU T q17ar
e # fAwrferfera st sreft ST, sraiq—

HHAT ST FiAS T AT, R fUHeT, ITAES

RIS AR TS (ffsiEets)
(3?ﬁﬁ%ﬂ%ﬂﬁ16.10.2024ﬁm3ﬂ%aﬁwaﬁ wqﬁwmﬁwmﬁm,
ST %) e

ArTSifea s ITrRferTe atratea THETH (AT I{eaa 3T TR AtTae)

(5 #12t F |, X 16.10.2024 F AT I0F AT T2T A | vy sty srgapor s Frfier foverr Rrafiremen,
ST 2) SEAtE

[®T. &. FT1.12025/04/2025-31% (ATT)]

AT FATL, T q=T
New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025
S.0. 654.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 157, in Part-1 of the Schedule to the Dentists Act,
1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Hemwati Nandan Bahuguna
Uttarakhand Medical Education University, Dehradun in respect of MDS students of Seema Dental College &
Hospital, Rishikesh, Uttarakhand the following entries shall be inserted, namely:
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Seema Dental College & Hospital, Rishikesh, Uttarakhand

Periodontology
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 16.10.2024)

MDS (Periodontology)

Hemwati Nandan Bahuguna Uttarakhand Medical
Education University, Dehradun

Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 16.10.2024)

MDS (Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics)

Hemwati Nandan Bahuguna Uttarakhand Medical
Education University, Dehradun

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

75 fReett, 21 974, 2025

FT.3M. 655.—=7 =fercas srfarf@aa, 1948 (1948 T 16) FT &mr 10 Y ST (2) FTT T
AITRAT T TN FXd gU, e HLHIY, AT &q TRUS & T 6 TATd, IT ATAIH 6l FAqgAT &

ATRT-1 § Referfaa gerege Fadt g, i —

3q e stterfaard, 1948 (1948 T 16) il ATHLAT * ANT-l H FH AT 156 F TTHA HiH 2
3 3 it wisgaT st #, e gl asradt R Frafeeme, see g se.&.ug S #ia,
FEATT T SATHTT g, YT ATTEST, SALX T & UHSTUH AT 6 Ga¢ § TG o0l T2 & (ST a0l AT

& e § et Steafegt STet Sus, steiq—

ATS.E1.UH ST FHiAST, AEIATA T AT g, YT ATTET, IAL 90

st e SrRforae staafer THSTUH (SATATSITea ST SERIAT ArTIT)
(5 #tat % =T, 7fT 19.10.2024 F1 AT I AT T il et Fgrdt arey Rifer Rrafaay, @es
Tt 2)

AT ST ATFATRITT T THSTUH (A UF HFATR T T1L0)

(3 2T % &, 7 19.10.2024 FT AT IHF AT FFT | gy Forgrdy arordedy Frfoveer Fraframery, wrarss
AT STt 2)

a1t frfeheaT oiie fMames &q e TS (arer T v e &9 i)
(3 #iat & =y, 7fT 22.10.2024 F1 AT I AT T&TA il st Frgrt arsy Rifie Rrafaae, @
STt 2)

RIERISILEAEIET] TR (fRAEiEEis)

(5 Het & =77, Tt 23.10.2024 FT AT IHF AT TG ol
STAT )

e fagrdy st Rt RrafEeney, sa=s

TS ey 3T F1s9 Ud fasy
(5 Ht = =T, 7fT 22.10.2024 FT AT ITF ATE T 6T
STAT )

THETUH (TEATETredd oY Hrsd ue f5)
s fAgr Aot Afewe gRated, e

[®T. 7. 41.12025/04/2025-ST% (9TT)]
AT FAT, FAT A=
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New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 655.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 156, in Part-l of the Schedule to the Dentists Act,
1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of 1.T.S Dental College, Hospital & Research Centre, Greater
Noida, U.P the following entries shall be inserted, namely:

I.T.S Dental College, Hospital & Research Centre, Greater Noida, U.P

Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics MDS (Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics)
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow
Oral & Maxillofacial Surgery MDS (Oral & Maxillofacial Surgery)

(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow
Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry MDS (Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry)

(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 22.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow
Periodontology MDS (Periodontology)

(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 23.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow
Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge MDS (Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge )

(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 22.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

T faeety, 21 979, 2025

FT.37. 656.—=a e sfafaaa, 1948 (1948 &1 16) Y &m=T 10 FT ITLYTT (2) FT V=
AT T AT FXd gU, & ALY, AT &0 TRUT & I & TATT, IF AT GIH 6 A=Al *
ATT-1 § Referfaa gemee Fedt g, O —

%9 Frfrers srfarfam, 1948 (1948 &7 16) # AT F qWT-1 § 7 HLAT 156 F ATAA FieTq 2
v 3 ft Hisgar ARF #, see fagrd s R R, aevs g o faa. dex vk
T WAV UT RE, g W, M F vHSivy g 6 d9y § g2 i T gq Rl £ grearw
Taeg § Meferied Sfeafeat et STust, seid—

ATATSITAT ST STRIATA AATA A THEIUH (AT Ifeea i TEreforger sraafa)
(6 =<t |71, f% 18.10.2024 FT AT IT* A& T&TA i e FEr) Aot Ryt fRsafere, wa@ws
STt 8)

TIEATS e Y e Ud o THEUH (TEATS e T #Te U f3)

(6 Tt & =71, FfT 18.10.2024 T IT IHF A& T&TH =l et T ar Rrfra R, T@rs
ST B)

feae geof Sfeedy TS (Tfee ge S

(3 Hat = &7, TfT 19.10.2024 FT AT ITF T8 T 1ha st e Ty Rrfre Rreafane, Tews
# I )

arer e s e <9 e TS (a1 T s e <7 i)
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(6 Hrat = 71, T 18.10.2024 F7 AT ITF 9T TSI T

STl 2)

e fagrd amrat R frafaene, s

AT 3T AFAATHR AT TTATST 3T AT
EIEFICIRIEIET]

(3 Hrat = 1o, T 18.10.2024 F7 AT ITF 1< T T

STt 2)

THSTUH (A7 AT AR Trafstl e et
LIEEACIRIEIED))

e fagrd arelt afewa gRafEd, Taus

[T, /. 91.12025/04/2025-1F (9TT)]
qfHaT FATL, AT G~

New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 656.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 156, in Part-1 of the Schedule to the Dentists Act,
1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of 1.T.S Centre for Dental Studies & Research, Murad Nagar,

Ghaziabad the following entries shall be inserted, namely:

I.T.S Centre for Dental Studies & Research, Murad Nagar, Ghaziabad

Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics
(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 18.10.2024)

MDS (Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge
(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 18.10.2024)

MDS (Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge )
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Public Health Dentistry
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024)

MDS (Public Health Dentistry)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry
(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 18.10.2024)

MDS (Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Oral & Maxillofacial Pathology and Oral Microbiology
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 18.10.2024)

MDS (Oral & Maxillofacial Pathology and Oral
Microbiology)

Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

75 fReet, 21 97+, 2025

FT.3T. 657.—=a =Tehcaes Ata=ad, 1948 (1948 &7 16) #T &meT 10 FT ITLTT (2) T T&T
AIRAT T TN FXd gU, g ALY, AT &q TUE & GIIHeT & THTT, 36 AT AT il gt &

ATT-1 § Referfaa geree Fedl g, i —

Zq e srfafaaw, 1948 (1948 FT 16) #T AT & ANT-| F FH TEAT 60 F TATHT FHiAH 2
e 3 #r wis@Er wfafeat #, gy @ {ew Feaftene, afs g it 3w Fes o=
gifRuee, &, 7Ty & S It F q9y § yer i 78 & =y v arewar F gy § et

STafeaT ST SO, St —

arer et e e <9 e

THETUE (AT et siw e &q Frfea)
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(3 12t |1y, T 15.10.2024 7 77 ITF aT= Y= A | AFIAY ey fawe g, s
SATAT )

[®T. 5. 91.12025/04/2025-ST% (9TT)]

FfHaT FATL, AT G~
New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 657.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 60, in Part-1 of the Schedule to the Dentists Act,
1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Maharashtra University of Health
Sciences, Nashik in respect of MDS students of Yogita Dental College & Hospital, Khed, Maharashtra the
following entries shall be inserted, namely:

Yogita Dental College & Hospital, Khed, Maharashtra

Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry MDS (Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry)
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 15.10.2024) Maharashtra University of Health Sciences, Nashik

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

% feeett, 21 |74, 2025

3. 658 —=a Ml srfafaaw, 1948 (1948 F1 16) F¥ 4T 10 Fit ITART (2) T T=
AITRAT FT AN FXd gU, e HLHIY, AT & TRUS & W 6 TATT, IT ATAIH 6l AqgAT &
ATT-| & Aerferfaa geres F:3dt &, sid—

& Frfheae st 1948 (1948 %7 16) F¥ ST  ATT-| & FF HEAT 156 % ATAT FieTd 2
3iv 3 it wisar wfateat 4, sew fagrd amdt e frafamme, @@as g S, Fias e Se
qEas U e, 9idr W F tHSUE gl F g99 § T 6F T Zq =B At Arar & g g 7
freferfea wafat et STof, i —

S1.9. ierst i Seor arEa U g, 9t R

AT T AFFAATRT TATANSAT AT A7 TSR (A T AR TSt S S
; ’ EIEEACIRIEIET)
;ﬁ%mw,aﬁz&m.zozmﬁmmﬁmwﬁ et e ot Ry R ,

[®T. 7. 41.12025/04/2025-ST% (9TT)]
AT FAT, AT A=

New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 658.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 156, in Part-1 of the Schedule to the Dentists
Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of D.J. College of Dental Sciences & Research, Modi Nagar the
following entries shall be inserted, namely:
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D.J. College of Dental Sciences & Research, Modi Nagar

Oral & Maxillofacial Pathology and Oral Microbiology
(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 26.10.2024)

MDS (Oral & Maxillofacial Pathology and Oral
Microbiology)

Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

75 fReelt, 21 97, 2025

FT.3M. 659.—=d e srfarfRaw. 1948 (1948 &1 16) #¥ amr 10 FY STLRT (2) FTRT Ve
IR T TANT Fd B0, g LRI, AT &d IR % q2Hel & AT, 3 Ate=aq f aqg=t &

ATT-| § Ferferfaa geres 3t 8, steid—

=q freas afafaaw. 1948 (1948 F7 16) &1 =T F ANT-| § FH T=aT 156 F ATH FiH 2
AT 3 Fir gioer g #, s gt amh R el se+es g a<eadt S siew T
AT TGS F THSIUH AT & a9 H TS $f T3 29 =T 7 Areaar & 99 § Futortag g=ea

=TI T ST, Srerid—

(6 "1, T2 25.10.2024 T IT I8* AT T Al ATAT &)

TS (Foeated &9 e s vereifer)
e fagrd arrt Rt freafaene, e s

ESIEEEIE
(2 12, AT 26.10.2024 F7 AT IHF AT TIA 1 JAA &)

TaeTr (TRTeterish)
e fagrdy st e fRreafaenew,sews

a1er & e sie e <7 ST TS (1t &7 T s Mare i)
(3 #12, f% 19.10.2024 1 =T 37 1= Y& FT JAT E) | 3wt fagrd arorvft R gy waw s
e it i YRSt THSUH (e AfRfA siw HRrats)
(3 ®1¢, 7fT 15.10.2024 7 I7 3TF 7% Y&TH KT AT E) | 3t fagrt arsradt R Rafeaenea, s e
AT A AfFAATHOTT Teidy THETUH (7 Ud AR T qoi4T)

(5 #1<, Ifx 22.10.2024 =T AT IHF ATE T il FATAT 7)

s fagrdy et R frafaene,aews

[®T. 7. 41.12025/04/2025-ST% (9TT)]
AT FAT, AT q=T

New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 659.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:-

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 156, in Part-l1 of the Schedule to the Dentists
Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of Saraswati Dental College & Hospital, Lucknow the following

entries shall be inserted, namely:

Saraswati Dental College & Hospital, Lucknow

Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics
(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 25.10.2024)

MDS (Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Periodontology
(with 2 seats, if granted on or after 26.10.2024)

MDS (Periodontology)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024)

MDS (Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow
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Oral Medicine and Radiology
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 15.10.2024)

MDS (Oral Medicine and Radiology )
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Oral & Maxillofacial Surgery
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 22.10.2024)

MDS (Oral & Maxillofacial Surgery)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

75 fReett, 21 97, 2025

.37, 660.—=a e srfaf=am, 1948 (1948 &1 16) it &mer 10 FT ITLUTT (2) THT T
IfRFAT T AT FXd gU, & ALY, AT &0 TRUT & 9w & TA7d, IF AT ad i Aqg=m *

ATT-1 & Aeferfaa gerree Fedt g, i —

a0 Frfaeas afafoorT, 1948 (1948 #T 16) Fr ATH=T ¥ WAT-| & FW HEAT 156 F AW HieTd 2
3 3 i HisgeT wfateai #, sew fogrt awradt Rt frafeene, see g fdae <a T
TSt ST SATHYT g, URTATR, SUL T F THSIUH BT 6 G649 H T 61 T8 ad (ST At q109a71 6
werer & Frerferfera sfafea siaefia i s, stafq—

FISATA 3 FIfheaT st Sl SAqHETT ¥, HUIETE, AT T

A AR S A | i (e T AR e ot i
: HTZHIATATATST)
(3Fﬁ%',qﬁ19.10.2024a?rmw%aﬁqa—rraﬁ o e v o o
ST €) st
=i THSIUE (TR Eett)
(5 ¥1%, 7% 17.10.2024 71 91 T 12 TR | g ety reredy PPy .
ST €) SRR

T = AT i Fares 39 =i
(5 €<, @3 17.10.2024 =T AT 38F 18 T&TT &l
ST €)

THITUH (AT a9 e s e < M)
e fagrdt arsradt et ferafa=m, wewe

TS Ifrasd 3T s Ue fast
(6 €<, =T 19.10.2024 T AT IHF T8 T&TT &l
STAT )

THSIUH (YTEATSITee Y 13 ud fae)
e fagrdt arsradt et ferafa=m, wewe

gfees oo IFeed]
(3 #i, 7T 17.10.2024 = =T ITF 978 T&TH HiY
STAT )

THSTH (Tee ged Sfeed)
e fagr amrdT R e, se1s

ATATS T 3T SR AT
(6 T, 7T 19.10.2024 T AT ITF T8 T&TH HiT
STAT )

THETUH (AT e ST SSrREe Stafes)
e fagr amdT R e, ses

Ao WA sfi TS
(3 #iE, 7T 17.10.2024 = AT IHF 978 T&TH Y
STAT )

TR (AR i i Rais)
e fagrt amndt R et ses
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shoTeafed & Fhear e gereifer TS (Foreated gq i 3fiv vereifer)

(6 #, 7T 19.10.2024 =T AT IHF IT& T&TH T s Fagrd arrdt Rifre Rrafermem, wewe
ST €)

[®T. 5. 91.12025/04/2025-ST% (9TT)]
FfHaT FATL, AT G~

New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 660.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 156, in Part-l of the Schedule to the Dentists Act,
1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of Kothiwal Dental College and Research Centre, Moradabad,

U.P the following entries shall be inserted, namely:

Kothiwal Dental College and Research Centre, Moradabad, U.P

Oral & Maxillofacial Pathology and Oral
Microbiology

(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024)

MDS (Oral & Maxillofacial Pathology and Oral
Microbiology)

Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Periodontology
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 17.10.2024)

MDS (Periodontology)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 17.10.2024)

MDS (Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge
(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024)

MDS (Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Public Health Dentistry
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 17.10.2024)

MDS (Public Health Dentistry)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics
(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024)

MDS (Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Oral Medicine and Radiology
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 17.10.2024)

MDS (Oral Medicine and Radiology)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics
(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024)

MDS (Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

¢ feeett, 21 /T4, 2025

FT.3T. 661.—=a e sfa=ad, 1948 (1948 &7 16) T &mer 10 FT ITLTT (2) T T&T
AIRAT T FANT T g, g ALY, AT &q TG F TIHeT 6 THTT, 3 ATAHIT 6l ATIAT &
ATT-1 § Referfaa geree Fedt g, i —

aq e srfafam, 1948(19483h‘r16)%@3@%%41?%#@1565514@%2
3iY 3 i His[aT wfatei #, stewt fagrdt awadt Rifear feafeenew, se@ws g Fifa 3 Sea wids
T qEqqT, WY F THSIUH Al & Gag § J&= & T o =l &t arvaar & d@9y § Fefofa
stafeat sta:efua i ST, sratq—
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FHif AT ST ST TF STEqqTe, W

s 5o Sreeht i (7f e ¥

(3 #Te, @z 22.10.2024 FT AT I8 A& T&TH 0l STl 8) sreer g A Ry Rt
NICEED

Ferated & FrfFar siv uSreifea TR (Ferdted g FfFaT i uereifeaT)

(6 #12, 7fx 22.10.2024 FT =T IHF T8 YT T JTAT §) et T Aot Ry frafiemm,
NICEED

EIERIEC IS e (ffarsieets)

(2 #1E, 7% 22.10.2024 %7 AT THH o1& T T AT ) | speer fgrd) ars Ryt
[EiCIEEIEE RS IEL R

TreATETfees 3T #wr3a ue s THIUH (TSI {eead 3T FTed ud f3)

(5 ®1<, 7% 22.10.2024 1 AT THE 9T T AT ST §) | sreey Frgrer arerey Frfdrear
[EiCIEEISE RS ICLED

[®T. 7. 41.12025/04/2025-E1% (9TT)]
AT FATL, T q=T

New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 661.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 156, in Part-1 of the Schedule to the Dentists Act,
1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of Kanti Devi Dental College & Hospital, Mathura the following
entries shall be inserted, namely:

Kanti Devi Dental College & Hospital, Mathura

Public Health Dentistry MDS (Public Health Dentistry)

(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 22.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow
Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics MDS (Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics)

(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 22.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow
Periodontology MDS (Periodontology)

(with 2 seats, if granted on or after 22.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow
Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge MDS (Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge)

(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 22.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

¢ feeft, 21 w1, 2025
FT.3M. 662.—=a =rcas sfafag, 1948 (1948 =7 16) it amr 10 &t ITLUTT (2) FIT T
AT FT AT FXd gU, & ALY, T &0 TRUS ¥ THel % TH7d, 3% AT A g+ 1 *
ATT-1 § Aeferfaa geree Fedl g, O —
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Zq et arferfeam, 1948 (1948 FT 16) Ft AT F WIT-| F FH TE&AT 156 F qTHA FHIAHT 2
i 3 AT wisger afafsat #, sea gy awadt e rafeemeas, seqe g FRAT 9 Igue
SIS AE S ATEd UT g, Q@A & UHSIUH ST & dael § & it T2 &q AT it 71ear1 %

Hag 7 ferfertea gfafeat siaeafud it ST, sreiq—

JrEqTS e AT F139 Ua fasy
(5 <, 7tz 22.10.2024 =7 I7 ITF aTE T&TH HiY JATAT
)

THSTUH (FTETSI{eaa 3T w3+ Ue fae)
ste fagr st FfFaT Fraferaw, aew e

AT T AFFAATR T AT

(5 #1<, 7fT 15.10.2024 =7 AT IAqF oTE T il JTAT
g)

THEUH (A U STFAATR T TILT)
e fagrd et R feafaene, e s

gfees goa Sty
(3 #Y2, 7% 19.10.2024 =7 a7 ITF qTE T&TH HiY SATAT
g)

THETOH (Ffee gor Sfeed)
e fagrd et R frafEene, e s

(5 #E, 7% 22.10.2024 =7 97T ITF qTE T&TH Hi¥ ATAT
g)

THSUH (Foaied Siewel T USIeifea)

e fagrdy st e freafaene, se =

e A i YRSt

(3 #¥2, = 19.10.2024 =T AT ITF qTE T&TH T SATAT
?)

THSTUH (A A ofw YRarets)

e fagrdy asadt e fRreafaene, s

AR tst
(5 Y2, < 22.10.2024 =T AT ITF qTE T&TH T SATAT
?)

THEU (TS Erats)
e fagrdy et e frafaene, e

arer et i AT <9 =T

(4 €2, 7T 19.10.2024 T IT 39 dT8 T&TH il SATAT
?)

THSTUH (T &q e s e 4a Rrfea)
e fagrd et R frafEene, e

(5 T, 7tz 22.10.2024 =7 I7 ITF qTE T&TH HiY FATAT
?)

TR (SHATSIfread i SErpferTe sraiufea)
e fagrd et R frafEene, e

[®T. 7. 41.12025/04/2025-ST% (9TT)]
AT FATL, AT T~

New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 662.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—
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In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 156, in Part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act,
1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of Career Post Graduate Institute of Dental Science & Hospital,

Lucknow the following entries shall be inserted, namely:

Career Post Graduate Institute of Dental Science & Hospital, Lucknow

Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 22.10.2024)

MDS (Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Oral & Maxillofacial Surgery
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 15.10.2024)

MDS (Oral & Maxillofacial Surgery)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Public Health Dentistry
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024)

MDS (Public Health Dentistry)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 22.10.2024)

MDS (Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Oral Medicine and Radiology
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024)

MDS (Oral Medicine and Radiology)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Periodontology
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 22.10.2024)

MDS (Periodontology)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry
(with 4 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024)

MDS (Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 22.10.2024)

MDS (Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

7% feett, 21 AT, 2025

1.3, 663.—3 Ffrers «fafaw, 1948 (1948 F7 16) T 4T 10 T ITRT (2) FWT &7
AT FT AN FXd gU, & ALY, AT &0 TRUS ¥ THeT F THTd, 3% AT 6l =1 &
ATT-1 § Referfad geee Fedl g, A —

& Frfrers wfafer, 1948 (1948 F7 16) Fr Sra=ht 3 WT-1 & 77 =7 156 F AT Flew 2
3T 3 #T HIS@ET YA #, sea Hgrr amudt Rifsar Feafaamey, @9s 3T @R 2  Aasas
<q Frfhea i sy weum, save % THSuE gt % g9y # g7 B e Gd ol f arear F
Tay § e wfafeat siawenfua £ sy, srafq—

LG e ATAHRITL &7 (AT 3T AGEATT G6 I, T@S

ofeer goa Sheeht TS (T pe k)

(3 T2, 7% 18.10.2024 FT AT IHF AT T T AT | grerer g ot Frfirea Rrafirermery, was:
?)

e S ATFEATH e T THEIUH (AT Td ATFTATHTT TS

(5 €2, 7T 16.10.2024 T IT I8 FT8 T&TH I SATAT 8) st e Ty Rrfre Rl Te s
EIERIEICIE] THETTA (TTATSTErarsT)

(6 T2, 7% 23.10.2024 FT AT IHF AT T HT AT )| grarer Forgrt aroriedt Frforea Rrafrermer, was:
a1 &q et s e & ot THSTU (AT 29 AT v fares 2 FrfEa)
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(5 T, 7T 19.10.2024 =7 a7 ITF aTE T&TH Hi¥ ATAT
?)

e fagr arsadt FfFaT Rrafema, ae e

TS Irea T 3T F139 Ue faey
(6 #YE, 7t 18.10.2024 =T AT ITF qTE T&TH T SATAT
?)

T (TETeTfead 37 e ug faw)
e fagr arsrdt FfFaT Feafema, aew e

AT AT ATFAATRITA TTeATST 3T AT
EIEFICIRIEIET]

(3 #E, 7T 16.10.2024 =7 a7 ITF aTE T&TH HiY JATAT
?)

T (A U AR orTer Fererist siw siver
ATSHIFTATATSH)
oo fagrd aet afewe gRafad, Jaas

Forated Sfeed i ueTeitesy TSI (Fafed Sfeedt oY vereifeT)

(6 T2, 7t 23.10.2024 =T IT ITF qTE T&TH Hi¥ ATAT st gy ATt Rrfet frafene, @ews
g)

Aot A o TR THEUH (AR A ua d=ameis)

(3 #Y2, 7t 18.10.2024 =7 a7 ITF aATE T&TH Y SATAT st gy ATt Rrfet frafene, @ews
g)

AT e 3T SRS AraTa e THSUH (AT e SEHfTer Araf)

(6 TE, 7t 16.10.2024 =T IT ITF ATE T&TH Hi¥ ATAT
g)

szt fagry arsueft e e fEemes, Teas

[®T. 7. 41.12025/04/2025-E1% (9TT)]
AT FAT, AT q=T

New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 663.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 156, in Part-1 of the Schedule to the Dentists
Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of Sardar Patel Post Graduate Institute of Dental & Medical
Sciences, Lucknow the following entries shall be inserted, namely:

Sardar Patel Post Graduate Institute of Dental & Medical Sciences, Lucknow

Public Health Dentistry
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 18.10.2024)

MDS (Public Health Dentistry)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Oral & Maxillofacial Surgery
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 16.10.2024)

MDS (Oral & Maxillofacial Surgery)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Periodontology
(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 23.10.2024)

MDS (Periodontology)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry
(with 5 seats, if granted on or after 19.10.2024)

MDS (Pediatric and Preventive Dentistry)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge
(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 18.10.2024)

MDS (Prosthodontics and Crown & Bridge)
Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

Oral & Maxillofacial Pathology and Oral Microbiology
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 16.10.2024)

MDS (Oral & Maxillofacial Pathology and Oral
Microbiology)

Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow
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Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics MDS (Conservative Dentistry & Endodontics)

(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 23.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow
Oral Medicine and Radiology MDS (Oral Medicine and Radiology)

(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 18.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow
Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics MDS (Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics)
(with 6 seats, if granted on or after 16.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

¢ feeett, 21 |19, 2025

FT.3T. 664.—=a e sfaf=ad, 1948 (1948 =1 16) T &m=T 10 FT ITLTT (2) T T&T
QITRAT T TN FXd gU, e HLHIY, AR &0 TRUS § THeT F TATd, 3% ATAFIH 6 g1+
ART-1 § Referfaa gerege Fadt g, aid—

Zq et atferf=am, 1948 (1948 FT 16) Fit ATHAT & WNT-| F FH T=AT 156 F ATH HIAHT 2
T 3 AT HisEr wEtear #, ded Mgr arudt RifFrar Frafaemed, a@es g F1asr Sed Hio,
WS F UHSIUA FTA1 & a0 H TaT9 i T8 &q U &t 7reaar F oy § Fufertg safeat saenfig
EASILUIAC DI

EBSIEICEIE THSTUE (GRS Erets)

(3 #¥<, < 08.10.2024 =T IT ITF qTE T&TH T SATAT st FrgrY ot Rrfiet frafene, @ews
?)

[T, /. &T1.12025/04/2025-ET (ATT)]

AT FATY, AT q=T
New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 664.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 156, in Part-l of the Schedule to the Dentists
Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical
University, Lucknow in respect of MDS students of Kalka Dental College, Meerut the following entries shall be
inserted, namely:

Kalka Dental College, Meerut

Periodontology MDS (Periodontology)

(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 08.10.2024) Atal Bihari Vajpayee Medical University, Lucknow

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

72 fawett, 21 w14, 2025
&T.3M. 665.—=7 =fercas Ata=ad, 1948 (1948 FT 16) FT 41T 10 T ITATT (2) T Te
AT T AT FXd gU, & ALY, AT &0 TRUT & 9w & TA7d, IF AT 6 Aqg=T *
ATT-1 & fAeferfaa geee Fedl g, i —
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Zq e sfafaaw, 1948 (1948 FT 16) #T AHAT & ANT-| H FH TEAT 36 F TATHT FHIAH 2
3 3 i HisgeT wEAtei #, Iohdt frafaened, aaT 3T gle-¢F Sed FidsT Td Seqqrd, [aT=l &
THSIUH AT & Hag § YG= A T2 &q =47 i qrmar & "q9y § Feferm satear saeenta fi
STTUAM, 37T

TS e =fw STrnforre Arrfe U (AT S SErHorrer aiftate)
(3 #et  |rer, AfT 12.11.2024 F7 7 39 a1 Y& Seret Fara e, g
T ST )

[T, /. 91.12025/04/2025-1F (9TT)]

AT FAT, AT A=
New Delhi, the 21st March, 2025

S.0. 665.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16
of 1948), the Central Government, after consultation with the Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following
amendments in Part-1 of the Schedule to the said Act, namely:—

In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 36, in Part-l of the Schedule to the Dentists
Act, 1948 (16 of 1948) pertaining to recognition of Dental Degrees awarded by Utkal University, Bhubaneswar in
respect of MDS students of Hi-Tech Dental College & Hospital, Bhubaneswar the following entries shall be
inserted, namely:

Hi-Tech Dental College & Hospital, Bhubaneswar

Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics MDS (Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics)
(with 3 seats, if granted on or after 12.11.2024) Utkal University, Bhubaneswar

[F. No. V.12025/04/2025-DE(Pt)]
AMIT KUMAR, Under Secy.

EPUEEEE R I RE R R EIE D
% feeety, 22 arde1, 2025

FT.3T. 666.—Fa 1T TLHT 7 USITIH AT @A qrIars (Y H START & ATAFRTT FT 3750)

srferfeam, 1962 (1962 FT 50) FT 41T 6 T ITATT (1) F T Y & T AT TLHE o YSIIH Y
ST I8 HATAT T A= & e ATIAT § FAT-ITedAtad ariral Ua FT. 3T, AT g 39 ATSg=arst &
AT AT | AT s & STFT F SATeahT &7 eisie (AT IT3T =)

ST Fek T ALY o I ATATHIH 6T 77 6 T ST (4) FRT T TRAT T TIRT Fd g4 I
AT § e |l F {76 ITART &7 AfIF wadefiue T R forfaes, (reeam) #§ [Afga
ERIRRIR

AT AT ITTIFTET T Fea 1T AR A A1E T & 8 T gr a1 & afiags & o e o= #
TAA U TreredTe e e, (Teredam™) 7 97a e F2 ed Ieaared qRa S| aid Jeal
(oTTe) | TAE e TrreT Rread forfiee, TeuaeT (TSET) a9 F gl ad B areaared fawre S T
T &, ST IH G 6 AT H forEeht gtera foewor =7 sfdeEen § dow s § ARfde R g, va
AT ] [T 15T § AT 647 10

A AT, Il T TLHE, TSI AT G TEaATST (YH H ITINT & AT 1 375i), 1963
F o 4 % 3u-AFw (1) & siavtq &F T2 aRaTT (1) F daa 39 anrg & 5" i 9% 78 ateeg=En
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AT TEHTT o TSI § THRIAT It &, TOITd T9T 6 SIaAT F9, o aTewl Hal, 91, dT ST Uz,

ST qTev ¥ qIGHT AFaT ST AT 37 S SamEEisr F araT 9T, AR, T, 97w 37
ST o = Tl & I H AWIeeR T et i TR 6 a6 &9 H T FHdT 8

LA
| 8(1) stfEg=ET i Fr.ew.HEAT €E AT .
.. e T T TR
1 2 3 4
e w55 T [Ed
1 | 614 (1) AT+ 08/02/2021 EIRES H=T
2 608 (31) femi= 11/02/2022 UIREGE ]
3 | 2638 Yiar) faAiE 05/07/2024 aEEIT
4 FaTrEt
5 ELE
6 T
7 | 296 (31) fRmr= 13/01/2021 qTTT TS
8 608 (31) femi= 11/02/2022 AIT-Z9IT
9 | 2638 (31) fa=ri 05/07/2024 AT
10 FALS-TTheEL
11 FATCET
12 ofteT
13 TS AT
14 CEIE
15 FLHLAT
16 atereT
17 [ESEIEES
18 T
19 TS
20 e
21 fraerar
22 | 612 (1) RAi® 08/02/2021
%ﬁﬁg'l' .
EISIES
23 | 608 (s1) A 11/02/2022 Tt
24 | 2638 (31) fTiw 05/07/2024 RIS
25 EIERI




1634

THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 3, 2025/VAISAKHA 13, 1947

[PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

| 6(1) srfErgEET it wr.eT.HEAT vE fRAiw )
#.9. T T AT TR
1 2 3 4

26 AT "reT
27 AL L
28 AT
29 e
30 AT
31 LUIAEI
32 Hreay
33 T
34 T
35 FTegToft
36 FITeT
37 ECEY
38 ST
39 | 613 (1) R 08/02/2021

LIRS

Q9L
40 | 608 (=1) =i 11/02/2022 TevaT
41 | 905 (1) faAi= 25/02/2022 EIRES
42 | 2638 (37) fastis 05/07/2024 LK
43 GIEEEL
44 EIEIRIGRIES
45 CIE KRS
46 JoHIL
47 ST
48 sframae
49 EETKES
50 ATETTE
51 AT
52 FTATEHT
S arer TS &0

53 | 295 (31) fI=i= 13/01/2021 =TT ATAT
54 | 3292 (31) R+ 10/08/2021 RE
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| 6(1) srfErg=ET it Fr.am.HEAT UE fiAiw )
#.9. QIEEAKIC] CISEDS
1 2 3 4
55 | 905 (31) fami® 25/02/2022 TS
56 | 2638 (31) fastiw 05/07/2024 AT
57 AT
58 TITHATAT
59 AL
60 TEAT
61 EIERE)
62 AT
63 EICHED)
64 SEE]
65 FIT=T
66 Ter
67 ESEI
68 EiEsal
69 ELRS
70 LIS IEES
71 | 295 (3r) =i 13/01/2021 CIRE] TR
3292 (1) fawi® 10/08/2021
Rrar: aaaeisT TS &
72 | 4524 (31) R 04/12/2020 Tea AT T4T T
73 | 3290 (31) fawiw 10/08/2021 Zea LAl SAT
74 | 2638 (31) fawiw 05/07/2024 =T
75 SEEIS
76 HUTET (<1T)
77 ST
78 =TT
79 AT
80 qATT TEET
81 AT
82 TFe T
83 AT AT
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| 6(1) srfErgEET it wr.eT.HEAT vE fRAiw )
#.9. QIEEAKIC] CISEDS
1 2 3 4
84 FAFTTST
85 R
4524 (31) f=Ti 04/12/2020 LT i
% 3290 (=) famTi= 10/08/2021
4524 (31) faATF 04/12/2020 ERE] I
o7 3290 (e1) T 10/08/2021
2638 (31) faATH 05/07/2024
88 | 4524 (3r) famris 04/12/2020 HOTTE T T
89 | 3290 (3r) fR&i® 10/08/2021 Y e
90 | 2638 (31) =i 05/07/2024 GIvET
91 EXQUIESES
92 TeTaT
93 TSTHET
94 EC]
95 AT
26 A
97 GO
08 AATET
99 TG
100 FERT
101 =TT
102 AT
103 Hreorer
104 EsaE)
105 T
106 | 4524 (31) fa=Ti= 04/12/2020 EIEL qTT
107 | 3290 (31) fa=i=® 10/08/2021 AT
108 | 2638 (31) fa=i® 05/07/2024 I

[T, . 3%-11025/1/2019-3131-1/5-32788]

orfer orae foig, srav gt~
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MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS
New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2025

S.0. 666.—Whereas, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and
Natural Gas, S.O. Numbers and dated as mentioned in the Schedule below issued under Sub-section (i) of Section 6,
Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central
Government acquired the Right of User in the said lands specified in the schedule appended to those notifications;

And whereas, in exercise of power conferred by Sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central
Government vested the Right of User in the lands free from all encumbrances in the HPCL Rajasthan Refinery
Limited:;

And whereas, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline has
been laid in the said lands and hence the operation may be terminated for Arab Mix Crude Qil Pipeline from Mundra
(Gujarat) to HPCL Rajasthan Refinery Limited, Pachpadra (Rajasthan) in the state of Gujarat in respect of the said
land which in brief are specified in the Schedule annexed to this Notification;

Now, therefore, as required under Explanation 1 of Rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Rules1963, the Central Government hereby declare the date on which the
notification is published in the Gazette of India as the date of “Termination of Operation” in ROU in the villages
mentioned in Taluka Mundra, Bhachau, Anjar and Rapar of District Kachchh, Taluka Santalpur and Radhanpur of
District Patan and Taluka Bhabhar, Deodar, Vav, Tharad and Dhanera of District Banaskantha in the State of Gujarat.

SHEDULE
NSL.. 6 (1) Notifications S.O. No. and Date Name of the Village TALUKA
1 2 3 4
DISTRICT: KACHCHH STATE : GUJARAT
1 614 (E) Dtd. 08/02/2021 BAROI MUNDRA
2 608 (E) Dtd. 11/02/2022 GOYARSAMA
3 2638 (E) Dtd. 05/07/2024 SHEKHADIYA
4 KUNDRODI
5 BAGDA
6 VAGHURA
7 296 (E) Dtd. 13/01/2021 BHUJPAR BHACHAU
8 608 (E) Dtd. 11/02/2022 MORGAR- DESHALPAR
9 2638 (E) Dtd. 05/07/2024 AMARDI
10 KABRAU PANKADSAR
11 KUMBHARDI
12 SHIKRA
13 MEGHPAR- KUNJISAR
14 BHACHAU
15 KARMARIYA
16 VONGHDA
17 VIJPASAR
18 RAMPAR
19 LAKHAPAT
20 ADHOI
21 SHIVALAKHA
22 | 612 (E) Dtd. 08/02/2021 CHANDRODA ANJAR
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NS:)'. 6 (1) Notifications S.O. No. and Date Name of the Village TALUKA

1 2 3 4

23 | 608 (E) Dtd. 11/02/2022 MATHADA

24 | 2638 (E) Dtd. 05/07/2024 KHEDOI

25 CHANDIYA

26 LOHARIYA MOTA

27 HAMIRPAR

28 VADA

29 NINGAL

30 SAPEDA

31 SUGARIYA

32 MODSAR

33 KHOKHRA

34 RAPAR

35 CHANDRANI

36 KOTDA

37 DUDHAI

38 DHAMADKA

39 | 613 (E) Dtd. 08/02/2021 GOVINDPAR RAPAR
40 | 608 (E) Dtd. 11/02/2022 DEDARWA

41 | 905 (E) Dtd. 25/02/2022 KHIRAI

42 | 2638 (E) Dtd. 05/07/2024 SAl

43 TINDALVA

44 KIDIYANAGAR

45 CHHOTAPAR

46 VALLABHPAR

47 BHARIDIYA - BHUTAKIYA

48 BHIMASAR

49 PADAMPAR

50 LAKHAGADH

51 ADESAR

52 BAMBHANSAR

DISTRICT: PATAN STATE : GUJARAT

53 | 295 (E) Dtd. 13/01/2021 PIPARALA SANTALPUR
54 | 3292 (E) Dtd. 10/08/2021 ROZU

55 | 905 (E) Dtd. 25/02/2022 GARAMBADI

56 | 2638 (E) Dtd. 05/07/2024 MADHUTRA

57 DATRANA

58 RANMAL PURA
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NS:)'. 6 (1) Notifications S.O. No. and Date Name of the Village TALUKA

1 2 3 4

59 SANTALPUR

60 BAKUTRA

61 BAVARDA

62 BABRA

63 PATANKA

64 DALDI

65 KORDA

66 GADHA

67 ZANDALA

68 LODRA

69 DAISAR

70 GANJISAR

71 | 295 (E) Dtd. 13/01/2021 SANTHALI RADHANPUR
3292 (E) Dtd. 10/08/2021

DISTRICT: BANASKANTHA STATE : GUJARAT

72 | 4524 (E) Dtd. 04/12/2020 INDARVA NAVA BHABHAR

73 | 3290 (E) Dtd. 10/08/2021 INDARVA JUNA

74 | 2638 (E) Dtd. 05/07/2024 BEDA

75 TANVAD

76 SANVA (LA)

77 ABALA

78 VADANA

79 CHEMBUVA

80 SUTHAR NESDI

81 RADAKIYA

82 HARKUDIYA

83 VAJAPUR JUNA

84 DEVKAPDI

85 SANESDA

86 | 4524 (E) Dtd. 04/12/2020 KOTARWADA DEODAR
3290 (E) Dtd. 10/08/2021

87 | 4524 (E) Dtd. 04/12/2020 BAIYAK VAV
3290 (E) Dtd. 10/08/2021
2638 (E) Dtd. 05/07/2024

88 | 4524 (E) Dtd. 04/12/2020 SANAVIA THARAD

89 | 3290 (E) Dtd. 10/08/2021 MOTI PAVAD

90 | 2638 (E) Dtd. 05/07/2024 KHORDA

91 KARNASAR
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NS:)'. 6 (1) Notifications S.O. No. and Date Name of the Village TALUKA
1 2 3 4

92 PADADAR

93 PATHAMDA

94 ZETA

95 NANOL

96 BHORDU

97 KHEGARPURA

98 BHALASARA

99 LAKHAPURA

100 MEGHPURA

101 CHANGADA

102 LUVANA

103 MORTHAL

104 TEROL

105 BEVTA

106 | 4524 (E) Dtd. 04/12/2020 BHANJINA DHANERA

107 | 3290 (E) Dtd. 10/08/2021 NENAVA

108 | 2638 (E) Dtd. 05/07/2024 KHAPROL

[F. No. R-11025/1/2019-OR-1/E-32788]
SHASHI SHEKHAR SINGH, Under Secy.

T foeety, 25 a1de1, 2025

FAT. 667. —ISIo@H FT FES qEUAT=d (Y H STIRT & ATTFRR w7 ATGUgm)
Fferf==m, 1962 (1962 FT 50), (S8 dT8 Ih ATATHIH FHgl SITUIT) FT 1T 2 FT ITETT (F) F AT §
Feg ALHTT <6 AfAam F el S & T arferrt F Few (2) # sfoafua =afw & way (3) ®

Sfeatera & & d9g ¥, I ATA=aw F 109 vavieive T A fofiee @eream™) # 99w
TTTERTLT & AT 0 HLA o (o710 AT HLadl g |

EECRl
qIEIHATEA T ATH STrEERT /= =E T 9% UF 9ar gATierTT 8
(1) (2) (3)
T e o e Rifdee @aerer)
(1) =T Fle ([STd) & T A. 0. e Ffafs T Fictee? va gfafies
T (TISTEAT) T FS AAT ATETATE S wfoeee, aeEa
TISTEATT T

(2) HTEAT I A H THAIGT (TSTEAT) T TS

SIEKIEIFCEIET]

() ATHAT - AR[UET — TATGT TF TTHT T ATSTATSA

IEEIEEIEIGE
T[T TTSTEATT
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THH 99 & 1. 6T 612 () faAiw 7 %2997 2020 # Favia 97 AR 79797 § [a77%
7 #2771 2020 FT THUAT T7ed77 5T § TTHNHITT TTed17 RETE771 ferfqee (Treeeyr) & o 98
FTErg=T qeaH Vel AT ITHEW T, (99T Ma) A 0.UH. I 94, 9gHT q0, AT Fil Gedr,

ST T SR — 302 005 FT l- AITCHIES THAT 1T |
T SATEEAAT ST I %0l AT | TATAT R

[®T. /. 11025/1/2019-3317-1/2-31849]

oTfar Sraw g, @< af=a
New Delhi, the 25th April, 2025

S.0. 667.—In pursuance of sub section (a) of section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipeline (Acquisition
of Right of user in Land) Act 1962 (50 of 1962), (hereinafter called the said act), the Central Government hereby
Authorizes the person mentioned in column (2) of the table given below to perform the functions of the Competent
Authority under the said Act, for HPCL Rajasthan Refinery Ltd., (Rajasthan), in respect of the areas mentioned in
column (3)of the said Table :

SCHEDULE
Name of Pipeline Designation and A_ddress of the Area of Jurisdiction
Authority
1) ) 3)
HPCL RAJASTHAN REFINERY LIMITED
(RAJASTHAN)

Additional District Collector and
Additional District Magistrate,
Balotra

District - Balotra
State Rajasthan

1. Mundra COT (Gujrat) to HRRL Refinery,
Pachpadra (Rajasthan) Crude Oil Pipeline

2. Mangala CAIRN Terminal to Pachpadra
Refinery (Rajasthan) Crude Qil Pipeline

3. Nachana — Bagundi — Pachpadra Refinery
Water Pipeline

Rajasthan State

Earlier notified Competent Authority for HPCL Rajasthan Refinery Ltd. in Rajasthan State, Shri Ugamdan
Ratnoo (Retired) RAS, Tel Bhavan, Sahakar Marg, Lal Kothi Vistar, Jyotinagar, Jaipur — 302 005 vide S O No. 612
dated 7" February 2020 published in the Extra Ordinary Gazette of India dated 7" February 2020 stands de-notified.

This notification will be effective from the date of its issue.
[F. No. R-11025/1/2019-OR-I/E-31849]
SHASHI SHEKHAR SINGH, Under Secy.

fasm v vt e
CIRIEERIEISIREE N}
< feet, 24 =der, 2025

FT.3M. 668.—Fr=lT TLEHT, TSAATIT (HF F ATHRT TS & oo w=amn) F=w, 1976 &
w10 % IU-FF=w (4) & sqaeor ¥, amreaErst fawnr F fFsomdie g, et Tt s
SRR %%, fwana e s 80 siaerd & sTfars Fu=1ra 7 BT &1 F1aarers J19 9Ted 7 o 2,
HT TAgTT A= w2
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REIERICISE RN E T

AT T,
Hgel ST T F {7,
IoTe, faeaqad, F3e 695014 '

[T, . £.-26/01/2017-F0-SET (FFeT . 124)]
forer T AT, T A
MINISTRY OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
(Department of Biotechnology)

New Delhi, the 24th April, 2025

S.0. 668.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (Use for official purposes of the
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies Rajiv Gandhi Centre for Biotechnology,
Thiruvanthapuram, an institution under the control of the Department of Biotechnology, whose more than 80% staff
have acquired working knowledge in Hindi:

Rajiv Gandhi Centre for Biotechnology,
Melarannoor Road,
Behind Central Jail Poojapura,
Thycaud, Thiruvananthapuram,
Kerala 695014
[F. No. E-26/01/2017-Hindi-DBT (Computer No. 124)]
SHIV RAM MEENA, Jt. Secy.

EEGEEISE
E fawett, 29 ard, 2025
FT.3M. 669. —Fa=iT TLEHTT, TATTTHT (F F ATERT TASAT & oo s7wn) [=w, 1976 %
A7 10 % 37 79 (4) F aqaew # e @5 & yematas Fasomde Feferiea s, s
80 STerd FHATLER o Tl & FHIAATEE AT ITH Y [o1AT §, Tl TAZGTT SATAH =T FLdT

1. | vaediud foffee, 9l Setae@ 9feser | 20 | gravfie s stw 2R s,

FEATAT, =O-1, TE-9M9, STHAL-HITA .
i ’ : ’ 400/220 FET  FEROT Uk, e,
TeHa-fAee, SeT-Feq, Ram=ae w=2er-172023 & . 26 % T, e, Ao

767001

3. | graiie sigte s gfear forfaee, 4. TS HITe AiF stear forfaes,
400/220 FT TR STHE, YN W AT, 400/220 F T IThg, STH-FIATIE,
Af2em-759105 SreT-FRTge, srfeer- 764002

[®T. &. 11011/01/2024-T2]
TSt FHTE Haread, T ATTAAT (TATLT TSTHTET)
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MINISTRY OF POWER
New Delhi, the 29th April, 2025

S.0. 669.— In pursuance of Sub Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purpose of
the Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notify the following offices under the administrative control
of Ministry of Power, wherein 80% of the staff have acquired working knowledge of Hindi:

1. SJVN Limited, 2. Power Grid Corporation of India Limited,
Luhri Hydro Electric Project, Stage-1, Village- 400/220 kV Bolangir Substation, Rinbachan,
Bayal, Post -Koyal, Tehsil-Nirmand, District- Madhiapali, Near NH-26, Bolangir, Odisha-
kullu, Himachal Pradesh-172023 767001

3. Power Grid Corporation of India Limited, 4. Power Grid Corporation of India Limited,
400/220 kV Rengali Substation, Rengali Dam Site, 400/220 kV Jeypore Substation, Post-Kaliagaon,
Odisha-759105 Dist-Koraput, Odisha— 764002

[F. No. 11011/01/2024-Hindi]
DHIRAJ KUMAR SRIVASTAVA, Chief Engineer (In-Charge O.L.)

STVIHT AT, GT ST AT [aq<or /a1
(@Ter R g e )
¢ fReett, 29 sriier, 2025
FT.3M. 670.—Fvald TLHIT TSTATHT (FHH F ATHRT AT & forw g2 Hae, 1976 +
A9 10 % ST F9\ (4) F AT § SUARRT A, G AT qrasi=aH oaeor G« (qrer i
Trasttae fEawor fFamn) F gamtaes Femomehe Fetorfea swmter, S 80 ufdera a1 39+ sifds
FHATIG R o Toval T HIAATE AT ATH HT AT §, FT 59T | ATg=d Feadl -

.9 afega e s a Fate

1 AT @ AT, B2 e, STHadr

2. AT G 9, sti=torsd ey (IT-19), TRl

[T, &. $-11011/1/2008-72£1(321924)]

TTSIeg THIE, ST d1=d

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION
(Department of Food and Public Distribution)
New Delhi, the 29th April, 2025

S.0. 670.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (use for official purpose of the
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies the following offices under the administrative control of
the Ministry of Consumer Affairs, Food & Public Distribution (Department of Food & Public Distribution), whereof
80% or more staff have acquired the working knowledge of Hindi:

S. No. Offices to be notified
1 Food Corporation of India, Divisional Office, Amravati
2 Food Corporation of India, Zonal Office (NE), Guwahati

[F. No. E-11011/1/2008-Hindi(321924)]
RAJENDER KUMAR, Jt. Secy.
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S T TSI HATAT
75 fReet, 22 ar¥er, 2025

FTAT. 671.—=nfir fame afdffam, 1947 (1947 T 14) ¥ aW7 17 F aq@wor & 547
TALHTT T[T AAIRIAT HeX, F TI&ds & Hag (Il 3T Ik S, & 9 Aqa9 § [y Feg
AT ARATRIE ATTFI- Tg-97 FTATAT-1, 99, 9=re(Had a1 Ref. no. CGIT-1/19 of 2024) #r
ST T e § fRETaT T 8, RO AT § ST heal T Gt dl qide HAT 6 91 22.04.2025 Fr
SITH g3 T |

[&. T — 42025-07-2025-106-3T53 (317)]

&= T AR, @7 atea
MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2025

S.0. 671.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. no. CGIT-1/19 of 2024) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court-1, Mumbai, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to Tata Memorial Centre, and Their workman, which was received along with soft copy of
the award by the Central Government on 22.04.2025.

[No. L-42025-07-2025-106-IR (DU)]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1 MUMBAI

Present
JUSTICE ANIL KUMAR
Presiding Officer
REFERENCE NO.CGIT-1/19 OF 2024

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of

Tata Memorial Centre

And
Their workman
Appearances:
For the first party / Management : Mrs.Geeta Raju, Adv.
For the workman : Mr.J.P.Sawant, Adv.
State : Maharashtra
Mumbai, dated the 25" day of March, 2025
AWARD

The matter was taken up in Lok Adalat through video conferencing.

The present reference has been made by the Central Government by its order dated 06.05.2024 passed in
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947. The terms of reference as per the schedule to the said order are as under:

“Whether the action of the management of Tata Memorial Centre in not granting the pension to its workman
Mrs. Shubhangi K.Redkar, Ex-Senior Assistant who worked the management for 26 years and 4 months and whose
resignation from the services has been accepted by the management as per the letter dated 08.01.2007
w.e.f.05.01.2007 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief Mrs.Shubhangi K. Redkar is entitled?”
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Today, when the matter was taken up for hearing an application was filed by Mr.Jaiprakash Sawant, Adv submits that
the above reference has also been referred to CGIT No.2, Mumbai and, therefore, the proceedings have been
commenced under Reference No.CGIT-2/43 of 2023.The second party has filed the statement of claim and has also
informed CGIT No.2, Mumbai that the second party will make a suitable application for closing the proceedings
commenced in this Tribunal under Reference No.CGIT-19 of 2024.

Accordingly, this application has been filed before this Tribunal praying for closure of Ref.No.CGIT-19 of 2024.
Allowed.
JUSTICE ANIL KUMAR, Presiding Officer

72 faeett, 22 a1det, 2025

FTIT. 672 =t fFare afaf==m, 1947 (1947 F1 14) F a7 17 F AT |, Feald
LR AT GCHIE SHAT, F T 6 Hag FATThl 3T Ik HIAA, F 9 qqae § A<y FerT
LA SARIRIE ATTF- Tg-987 FATAI-1, g9, T=Ae(HeH @& Ref.no.CGIT-1/31 of 2018) #r
ST T st erwe | T 7 8, TR FIAT § S fea T ST il qi%e FidT & 917 22.04.2025 Fr
ST gl 7 |

[5. 7o —16011/06/2018-3mE=7 (317)]
et F9, o | e

New Delhi, the 22nd April, 2025

S.0. 672.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. no. CGIT-1/31 of 2018) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court-1, Mumbai, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to India Govt. Mint, and Their workman, which was received along with soft copy of the
award by the Central Government on 22.04.2025.

[No. L-16011/06/2018-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1 MUMBAI
Present
JUSTICE ANIL KUMAR
Presiding Officer
REFERENCE NO.CGIT-1/31 OF 2018
Parties: Employers in relation to the management of
India Govt. Mint

S
Their workman
Appearances:
For the first party / Management : Mr.P.V.Shah, Adv.
For the workman : Mr.Satish Sherkhane, Adv.
State : Maharashtra
Mumbai, dated the 24th day of March, 2025
AWARD

The matter was taken up in Lok Adalat through video conferencing.

The present reference has been made by the Central Government by its order dated 26.11.2018 passed in
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial
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Disputes Act, 1947. The terms of reference as per the schedule to the said order are as under:

“Whether the action of the management India Govt. Mint, Mumbai unit in not providing 7™ CPC pay
fixation sheet and arrears sheet to their employee is fair and legal? If not, what relief these workmen are
entitled to?”

An application dated 23.2.2024, has been filed by Mr.Deepak Funde, General Secretary, Tanksal Kamgar
sena stating that union members has no intention to pursue the case, therefore, the case may be closed.

Mr.P.V.Shah, learned counsel for the management has also given his no objection on the said application.

Hence, in these circumstances, this Tribunal has no other option except to pass No Dispute Award. No
dispute Award is passed accordingly.

JUSTICE ANIL KUMAR, I/c Presiding Officer
T$ faeett, 23 e, 2025

FIAT. 673.—3=RIF f@aTg Afa=aw (1947 F7 14) & o=T 17 F ATEL0 §, Feaid G
7 et widieer frfes; fad araaft @9 (ard) wrede fafAes & s dag s o @ide ¢
QI AT AT F A= Aad § M I R et AreHr Ud 5¥ ey, SOy, 9497
(FR .- 69/2021) T ST o 7oty & famamar 747 €, ThTferd vt § ST st TEhT &l 1% FidT
& AT 23.04.2025 FT ITH g3 4T |

[€. T — 29011/39/2021-3537 (T)]
&= T AR, @7 atea

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 673.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 69/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Narayani Sons (1) Pvt. Ltd. and Cement & Mine Workers Union which
was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/39/2021-IR (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/69/2021
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
\ersus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri Vivek Passary, Director,
M/s Naaraayani Sons (1) Pvt. Ltd.,
209, AJC Bose Road, Karnani Estate,
4" Floor, Room No. 166
Kolkata — 700017.
Management
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LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 03/11/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/39/2021/IR(M) dt.
03/11/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
Narayani Sons Pvt. Ltd., working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to
what relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

After registering the case on the basis of the reference, notices were sent to the parties and were duly served
on them. Union appeared and filed statement of claim.

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

% feeety, 23 arde1, 2025

FIAT. 674.—3=NRF fEare sfaf@aw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) Ft aT 17 F AT H, Fvald
T g aeer sigem [ifEes; #ad e, 91 [ & y&@gdT & da9g Fast i @ife i @ e
gH® FEIAT F = ey ¥ ARy FEa qaER AIRE AEHr uF 51 ey, Jaqqy, 949
(R .- 68/2021) T ST o 7oty & famamar 147 €, ThTferd Tt § ST st TEhTE Al 1% FdT
% AT 23.04.2025 T 9TH g3 AT |

[|. Ter — 29011/37/2021-3EA7 (TH)]
=T o, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 674.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 68/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s L. P. Tiwari and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/37/2021-IR (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/68/2021

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
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\ersus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri L.P. Tiwari
M/s L.P. Tiwari
Vill.-Sonadih, PO-Rasta,
Tah & Distt.- Baloda Bazar
Balloda Bazar (Chhattisgarh)-493332.
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 08/11/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is made to
this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/37/2021/IR(M) dt. 08/11/2021. The
dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
L.P. Tiwari, Contractor working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to
what relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA Presiding Officer

TE faeety, 23 a7¥er, 2025

FAT. 675.—3=NRIF f@AaTe Afa=aw (1947 FT 14) & o=T 17 F ATEL0 H, Feaid G
q faeer Fivem fiffies; A99 /g TR TET F T9u07T & 95 A o fife i s 9
Iae & @19 ey § [y =09 9@ RniRE i 1@ o9 Ry, 699y, 991e (Res
q.- 67/2021) T €T T AT # R@ET T4T 8, THRIAT FAT g ST heal T TR F TG FHIYT 6 97
23.04.2025 T 9TH gaTr =T |

[|. TeT —29011/38/2021-3EM< (TH)]
=T A, @7 atea

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 675.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 67/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Mahesh Kumar Gupta and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/38/2021-1R (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/67/2021
Present: P.K. Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)
The President

Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
\ersus

1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager

Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,

Village & Post — Risda,

District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)

2. Shri Mahesh Kumar Gupta, Pro.,
M/s Mahesh Kumar Gupta,
Shubhash Chowk, Main Road,
Balloda Bazar, Chhattisgarh — 493332.
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 03/11/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/38/2021/IR(M) dt.
03/11/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to

provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.

Mahesh Kumar Gupta, working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to

what relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
TE faweft, 23 o, 2025
FAT. 676.—3=NRF Fare Afafaaw, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &t &=T 17 F AT |, Fwaid
avEr q o widie s, fad gt oft amar ie FueT e Tsae [Riffes & yaads F g9
ATt ST €% UT @e™ 9iH® IAAT & o= ey ¥ AfE F=0T @R =g sfgwr ud 597
AT, STEAYE, G4T1e (RA 7.- 66/2021) F7 S T siqews # @ 1 8, Jiierd 3t g s
Fex T HLHTL 1 GIFE FIAT 6 A1 23.04.2025 HT ITH g3 47T |

[/. U= — 29011/40/2021-3T$31< (TH)]
=T A, @7 atea
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 676.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 66/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Hajee AP Bava and Company Construction Pvt. Ltd. and Cement &
Mine Workers Union which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government
on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/40/2021-1R (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/66/2021
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman

\ersus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri A.P. Abdul Kareem
S/o. Shri A.P. Bava
Director, M/s Hajee AP Bava and Company
Construction Pvt. Ltd. 75 HAPBCO Tower
CBS School Road, Near Mataji Mandir
New Bhupalpura, Udaipur-313003.
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 03/11/2021 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-29011/40/2021/IR(M) dt.
03/11/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
Hajee AP Baba and Company Construction Pvt. Ltd., working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal
and justified ? If yes, as to what relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

After registering the case on the basis of the reference, notices were sent to the parties and were duly served
on them. Union appeared and filed statement of claim.

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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T2 faeett, 23 arder, 2025

.3, 677.—3ir=nta foare srfafaaw, 1947 (1947 &1 14) ¥ a1 17 * ATHTT H, FeelT
FeHr g faer saies s, 799 oE GeITseS F TEgTT F qa5 HAerhl 7 diHe U @ e
gt IRET F = agey # Ay S g stenfie sifgsmer ua s =, seeqR, a=1e
(R .- 65/2021) =T St o sregerarsh | famamar s 8, Shfora sl § ST et d JEahTe 0 i FidT
& |1 23.04.2025 T 9T e T |

[/. Ter — 29011/41/2021-3TE7 (TH)]
=T o, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 677.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 65/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Pranav Enterprises and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/41/2021-IR (M)]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/65/2021

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)
The President

Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
Versus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri Krishan Kumar Awasthi
S/o. Shri Kunj Ram Awasthi
M/s Pranav Enterprises
At Gandhi Chowk, Risda
Baloda Bazar (Chhattisgarh)-493332
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 03/11/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/41/2021/IR(M)
dt. 03/11/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-
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“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
Pranav Enterprises, working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to what
relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

% feeety, 23 arde1, 2025

1., 678.—ir=iw fHare afafiaw, 1947 (1947 &7 14) A 4T 17 % ATE0 §, Ferq
TR g faer FigRee [iffes; 394 Meeee Aifofes g9 & Y940 & ga5 g i dide i
QI AT AT F A= Aad § M I R et AreHr Ud 5¥ ey, SOy, 9497
(R .- 64/2021) T STET o ety § fS@mar 77 §, e FiTt § ST e Tt il FI% Hidr
& AT 23.04.2025 FT ITH g 4T |

[|. Ter —29011/42/2021-3T$01< (TH)]
=T A, @7 at=a

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 678.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 64/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Professional Logistic Hub and Cement & Mine Workers Union which
was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/42/2021-1R (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/64/2021

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..(Retd)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
Versus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager

Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
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Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri Paresh Kumar Vaishnav, Partner
M/s Professional Logistic Hub,
Vaishnav Complex, Garden Chowk
Baloda Bazar (Chhattisgarh)-493332
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 03/11/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/42/2021/IR(M) dt.
03/11/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of
M/s. Professional Logistic Hub working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes,
as to what relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

TE faeety, 23 a7¥er, 2025

FAT. 679.—sf=nrw foare st (1947 F7 14) it a7 17 F ATET ¥, Feaid GHE
AT wtaRem ifee; a9 sfe ares[w R wgae ’iftee F yoads ¥ 9ag R o fidec ue
QR AHE IAIT F = ey § iy F=07 R et St 0@ 9w ey, S9aqqy, 99
(R .- 63/2021) =T ST o srgerash | faamar T3 8, SThfer Tl § ST et JEahTL 0 qI%e FHidl
& AT 23.04.2025 T 9TH g3 AT |

[|. TeT —29011/43/2021-3E07 (TH)]
=T A, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 679.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 63/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Kapil Mining Resource Pvt. Ltd. and Cement & Mine Workers Union
which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/43/2021-IR (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/63/2021
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..( Retd)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
\ersus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri Kedar Agrawal, Director,
M/s Kapil Mining Resource Pvt. Ltd.
C-66, Sector-4, Devendra Nagar,
Raipur (Chhattisgarh)-492004
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08™ day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 08/11/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/43/2021/IR(M) dt.
08/11/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
Kapil Mining Resource Pvt. Ltd., working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes,
as to what relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P.K.SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T foeety, 23 a1¥eT, 2025

T3, 680.—3=NRIF fAare s aw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) Fr gWT 17 F AT H, Feald
avE g AT siiRes iffies; %99 @, %, 99 F YdudT % d9g At o e ue gaq sfs
I & &= orae # ATeE e 9T SR AT9hor Ua S e, Saaqy, 9497 (R .-
62/2021) 1 ST T SIqaus § @ W@ 7, THAT FAT § SN e T AR H (FE B 6 are
23.04.2025 T 9TH gafr =T |

[, T — 29011/36/2021-3T537 (T)]
&= T A, sEw atea
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 680.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 62/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s S. K. Jain and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/36/2021-1R (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/62/2021

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)
The President

Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
Versus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri S.K. Jain, Partner
M/s S.K. Jain
Vill. & PO - Rawan, Distt.-Baloda Bazar
Balloda Bazar-493331
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 21/10/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/36/2021/IR(M) dt.
21/10/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of
M/s. S.K. Jain working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to what relief
the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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T foeety, 23 a1¥er, 2025

FIAT. 681.—3r=nRF faare sfafaw, 1947 (1947 F1 14) Ft g 17 F AT |, Feald
Far g faeer staiee s, a9d o&ar Gerseis & Yaede & Haa Haerht A e iS g8e
gfiw g F 99 agay § Afde w09 e sienfis afgmor ud oW Eed, SEaq,  991e
(R .- 61/2021) =T ST o sregerarsh | famamar s 8, SRfora sl § ST et T JahTe T i FidT
& |1 23.04.2025 T 9T e T |

[H. Ter — 29011/30/2021-3MEA7 (TH)]

&= T AR, @7 at=a

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 681.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 61/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Annaiya Enterprises and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/30/2021-IR (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/61/2021

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
Versus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri Paresh Kumar Vaishnav, Partner,
M/s Annaiya Enterprises
Vaishnav Complex, Garden Chowk
Balloda Bazar (Chhattisgarh)-493332
Managemen
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 20/10/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/30/2021/IR(M) dt.
20/10/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-
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“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
Aanaiya Enterprises working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to what
relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

% feeety, 23 arde1, 2025

1., 682.—ir=iw fHare afafiaw, 1947 (1947 &7 14) A 4T 17 % ATE0 §, Fearq
avEr g fawer s e, 99 e T aat & yduds % d9g [asl o €ie i 99
gH® FEIAT F o= ey § ARy FEa qaER AIRE AEEr uF 56 ey, Jaqqy, 949
(R .- 60/2021) T ST o oo § fS@mar 77 §, T FiTdt § ST e Tt &l FI% Hidr
& AT 23.04.2025 T 9T e T |

[%. et — 29011/31/2021-3MEA (TH)]
&= T AR, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 682.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 60/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Kirit Ram Verma and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/31/2021-IR (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/60/2021

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
Versus

1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager

Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,

Village & Post — Risda,

District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
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2. Shri Kirit Ram Verma Prop.,
M/s Kirit Ram Verma
Vill & PO - Risda
Balloda Bazar (Chhattisgarh)-493332
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 20/10/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/31/2021/IR(M) dt.
20/10/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to

provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure and other various allowances etc to the contract workers of

M/s. Kirit Ram Verma working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to what

relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
72 faeett, 23 o7, 2025

T3, 683.—3=NRF fEare sfafaw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) Fit aT 17 F AT |, Feald
TvEr g A s iffes; 798 e |9 & Y9gdae & 95 A o #fif6e i gae
gHF IAIT F 9= agey ¥ Ay F a@R S=nfE afgsmr @ 99 ey, Saaqy, 991e
(R .- 59/2021) =T ST o sregerah | faamar 13 8, SThTiera el § ST hesi T HEahTL 0 qI%e FHidl
% AT 23.04.2025 T 9TH g3 AT |

[¥. T — 29011/29/2021-3TEAT (TH)]
=T A, @7 atea

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 683.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 59/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Ashoka Transport and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/29/2021-1R (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/59/2021
Present: P.K. Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
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\ersus

1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager

Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,

Village & Post — Risda,

District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri/Smt Anju Jain, Prop.

M/s Ashoka Transport,

New Bus Stand, Baloda Bazar

Chhattisgarh — 493332.

Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 20/10/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/29/2021/IR(M) dt.
20/10/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
Ashoka Transport working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to what
relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

% feeety, 23 3181, 2025

T3, 684.—3=NRIF fEare st aw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) Fr gWT 17 F AT H, Feald
TvEr q AT FigeE i, 399 3T 39 9 & TH9ad & G945 A o diHe UE gare
giE RIT F 9 ey § Ay 309 TR SiEnfis afgwar @ o9 ey, Sqdqy, 91T
(R .- 58/2021) =T ST o a7 & faamar 71 8, TRTiora Tl § ST heald TLRTE T qIFe A
% AT 23.04.2025 T 9TH g3 AT |

[/. T — 29011/32/2021-3TE07 (TH)]
=T A, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 684.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 58/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Kerala Tyres Works and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/32/2021-IR (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/58/2021
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..( Retd)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
\ersus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri R. Asokan, Prop.,
M/s Kerela Tyres Works
Lawn Road, Distt.- Baloda Bazar
Chhattisgarh — 493332.
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08™ day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 21/10/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/32/2021/IR(M) dt.
21/10/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
Kerela Tyres Works working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to what
relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
2 faoett, 23 ard«, 2025

T3, 685.—3=NRIF fAare s aw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) Fr aWT 17 F AT H, Feald
T AT siaree Tfies; 999 ot AR, F&EaM F T990T § 994 Hasl o giHe UE
QR TS AT F A= gy § e F=0T R e Arear UF 5W Ay, TEqqR, 991
(R .- 57/2021) T ST o ety § fo@mar 97 §, THTiera Tt § ST st Tt il T Fidr
& AT 23.04.2025 T ITH e T |

[, T — 29011/33/2021-3537 (T)]
&= T A, sEw atea
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 685.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 57/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Shri R.R. Construction and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/33/2021-IR (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/57/2021
Present: P. K. Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
\ersus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri R.R. Construction,
H.No. 410, Ward No. 4, Risda
Distt.- Balloda Bazar,
Chhattisgarh — 493332.
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08™ day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 21/10/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/33/2021/IR(M) dt.
21/10/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
R.R. Construction, working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to what
relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T faeet, 23 arder, 2025

FAT. 686.—3=NR Fare sfafaw, 1947 (1947 F7 14) Hi g7 17 F AT |, Feaid
T g faeer fiure ffies; a9 S@T v 91g & YaudT  dag s i dide ie gam afaw
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IFae & 1= ey § Ay 709 9@ SRR A 1@ 9w IEed, 699y, 991e (R
.- 56/2021) 1 a1 T srqaws § fG@mT @0 8, TR FAT § ST Feal T IR I qiF HAr 6 9
23.04.2025 T ITH a7 =T |

[¥. T=T — 29011/34/2021-3T$3T (TH)]
feefi e, s wfte

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 686.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 56/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Derha Ram Sahu and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/34/2021-1R (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/56/2021
Present: P. K. Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
\ersus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri Derha Ram Sahu, Prop.,
M/s Derha Ram Sahu,
Village-Dhandani, PO- Semaradih,
District - Baloda Bazar
Chhattisgarh — 493332.
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08™ day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 20/10/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/34/2021/IR(M) dt.
20/10/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
Derha Ram Sahu working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to what
relief the workmen are entitled to ?”
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After registering the case on the basis of the reference, notices were sent to the parties and were duly served
on them. They appeared and filed their respective statements of claim and defense.

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T faeett, 23 arder, 2025

FIAT. 687. 3= faare sfafaw, 1947 (1947 F71 14) Ft aT 17 F AT |, Feald
avar g fawer wiuew fifies; fuet st dear sgFem F ydads ¥ gag Rt s @i i g e
gH® FEIAT F = ey ¥ ARy FEa qaER AIRE AEHr uF 51 ey, Jaqqy, 949
(R .- 55/2021) T ST o ety § fS@mar 77 §, THhTierd FTdt § ST e Tt il FI% Hidr
& AT 23.04.2025 FT 9T g 4T |

[¥. T — 29011/27/2021-3TEATT (TH)]
&= T AR, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 687.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 55/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Vandana Construction and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/27/2021-1R (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/55/2021
Present: P. K. Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
\ersus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri Umedram Sahu, Proprietor
M/s Vandana Construction,
Vill.-Risda, Tehsil & Dsitt.- Baloda Bazar
Chhattisgarh — 491559.

Management
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LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 20/10/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is made to
this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/27/2021/IR(M) dt. 20/10/2021. The
dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
Vandana Construction, working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to
what relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T< faeety, 23 a7¥er, 2025

T3, 688.—3ir=NRF fAaTe st aw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) Fit aWT 17 F AT H, Feald
avEr g faeer sigiem ifies; a99 ot 99 /g & vegdd & dag [ o7 €ie i 9em
FHF AT F 9= agey ¥ Ay FH a@R =t afgsmr g 9w qEmed, Jaaqy, 9910e
(R .- 54/2021) T ST o ooty & famamar 747 €, ThTferd vt § ST st Tt &l 1% Fidr
& AT 23.04.2025 FT ITH e T |

[|. Ter — 29011/35/2021-3EA7 (TH)]
=T AR, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 688.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 54/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Jai Mahakal and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/35/2021-IR (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/54/2021
Present: P.K. Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

The President

Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai

Durg (CG)-490001

Workman
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\ersus

1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager

Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,

Village & Post — Risda,

District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri Jitendra Dhurandhar, Partner

M/s Jai Mahakal

Village-Risda, Tehsil & Distt.-Baloda Bazar

Balloda Bazar, Chhattisgarh — 493332.

Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 21/10/2021 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-29011/35/2021/IR(M)
dt. 20/10/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to

provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of

M/s. J Jai Mahakal working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to what

relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

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

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
T3 fawet, 23 o1d«T, 2025
F.IAT. 689.—3ir=NRF fAare stfafaaw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) &t g 17 F AT H, Feald
v g fawer swiater ffies; 79 = Rt Tw aqt ¥ vdgaqs % qag Faeet o @ife i @q™
gEw RIT F 9 ey § Ay 309 TR SiEnfis afgEmar @ o9 e, Sqdqy, 91T
(R .- 53/2021) T ST T ety § fS@mar 747 §, THTera FiTdt & ST et Tt il FI% Fidr
& AT 23.04.2025 FT ITH e T |

[/. T — 29011/28/2021-3TET (TH)]

et T, sEw ai=a
New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025
S.0. 689.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 53/2021) 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 Nu Vista Corporation Limited; M/s Shri Rikhi Ram Verma and Cement & Mine Workers Union which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. L-29011/28/2021-1R (M)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/53/2021
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..(Retd)

The President
Cement & Khadan Shramik Union, AITUC
Jr. MIG-11/807, CGHB, I/E, Bhilai
Durg (CG)-490001
Workman
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\ersus
1. Factory Manager/Mines Manager
Nu Vista Corporation Ltd.,
Village & Post — Risda,
District — Baloda Bazar (C.G)
2. Shri Ripusudan Verma
M/s Shri Rikhi Ram Verma, Prop.,
Village-Suhela, Tehsil-Simaga
District - Baloda Bazar
Chhattisgarh — 493195.
Management
LOK-ADALAT AWARD
(Passed on this 08" day of March - 2025.)

As per letter dated 20/10/2021 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under section-10 of 1.D. Act, 1947 as per reference number L-29011/28/2021/IR(M) dt.
20/10/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the 24 point charter of demands raised by the Cement & Khadan Shramik Union (AITUC) to
provide the guaranteed pay-scale structure & other various allowances etc to the contract workers of M/s.
Ripusudan Verma working at M/s. Nu Vista Corporation Ltd. is legal and justified ? If yes, as to what
relief the workmen are entitled to ?”

After registering the case on the basis of the reference, notices were sent to the parties and were duly served
on them. Management appeared and filed their Written Statement of Defense.

During the proceedings, parties filed a settlement said to be arrived at between the parties. The settlement
was verified and taken for hearing in the National Lok-Adalat organized today.

Since, the dispute has been settled between the parties as per terms of settlement, the reference stands
answered in terms of settlement, which shall form part of Award.

DATE: 08/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

¢ fReett, 23 orier, 2025
T3, 690.—3=NRIF fEare sfafaw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) Fr gT 17 F AT H, Feald
AT HGH FATC FRN AIeGT & TILAT 6 Hag (Al o o Hig 9 & a1+ oqay § [fde
FeR T TCHIC SATRE ATERLT T 7 AT, TG, G4 (R .- 34/2024) =1 S FoF sTeera
H ST T 8, T AT § S Hea i HYRIT Al q%E FHUT 6 91 23.04.2025 FT ST gl o7 |

[¥. ST=-16025/04/2025-3TE AT (TH)-34]
Tl g, s afta

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 690.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 34/2024) 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 Kumar Cargo Solution and Shri Kodu Choudhari which was received along with soft copy of the award by
the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-34]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR
COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/34/2024
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

Shir Kodu Choudhari,
Vill-gairtalai, Ward N 4, Thana-barhi,
Katni, M.P. - 483770

Workman
\Versus

M/s Kumar Cargo Solution,
Kuteshwar Limestone Mines,
Barhi, Katni,
M.P- 483770

Management

AWARD

(Passed on this 06" day of March-2025.)

As per letter dated 18/03/2024 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment, 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 J-5(4)/2023-ALC dt. 18/03/2024. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the action of the management of M/s Kumar Cargo Solution Kuteshwar Limestone Mines
Barhi Katni (MP) to terminate the services of the workman Shri Kodu Choudhari without complying
the provision of the ID Act 1947 is correct? If not what relief the workman is entitled to? ”

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.

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
DATE: 06/03/2025

T foeety, 23 a1¥eT, 2025

T3, 691.—=iT=TiT fFare sfafa= (1947 F7 14) FF =T 17 F ATHL0N |, FeaT GCHT AT
FAT FRM AL & Ta&dT % dag At =i ff Teg fraawat F fi= aqay § Ry =0 @R
AN ATAFOT TG 97/ A, FaAqL, G491 (RETH 7.- 35/2024) T ST o6 stferas # fammn
TAT &, T FIAT & ST Hea 17 TR AT T FHIYT 6 912 23.04.2025 T ST g0 47 |

[|. ST2-16025/04/2025- AT A7 (TH)-35]
=T o, sEw atea
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 691.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 35/2024) 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 Kumar Cargo Solution and Shri Natthu Vishwakarma which was received along with soft copy of the
award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-IR(M)-35]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR
COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/35/2024

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)
Shir Natthu Vishwakarma,

Gram-Obra, Thana-Barhi,
Katni, M.P- 483770

Workman
\ersus

M/s Kumar Cargo Solution,
Kuteshwar Limestone Mines,
Gairtalai, Barhi,
Katni, M.P- 483770

Management

AWARD

(Passed on this 06" day of March-2025.)

As per letter dated 18/03/2024 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment, 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 J-5(6)/2023-ALC dt. 18/03/2024. The dispute under reference related to :-

“ Whether the action of the management of M/s Kumar Cargo Solution Kuteshwar Limestone Mines
Barhi Katni (MP) to terminate the services of the workman Shri Natthu Vishwakarma without
complying the provision of the ID Act 1947 is correct? If not what relief the workman is entitled to ?

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.

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, PRESIDING OFFICER
DATE: 06/03/2025
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T foeety, 23 a1¥er, 2025

FLAT. 692 —3=NRF fEars Afaf@=w (1947 #1 14) &1 &= 17 F AT §, Feal T TR
AT FHTC HET QIS F LT & dag At i ff s fig 5 i aqag # [ =0
A AN Ao Ud 59 =y, Seaqs, 9=re (Res .- 37/2024) & S & s §
ST 3T 8, TRTTAT FTAT § ST hea T TERTE I A% FIAT & G127 23.04.2025 FT 9T g 4T |

[€. S7=-16025/04/2025-ATEAT(TH)-36]
=T o, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 692.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 37/2024) 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 Kumar Cargo Solution and Shri Jagmohan Singh which was received along with soft copy of the award by
the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-IR(M)-36]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR
COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/37/2024

Present: P. K. Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

Shir Jagmohan Singh,
Ghanghrauta, Thana-barhi,
Katni, M.P- 483770

Workman
\ersus
M/s Kumar Cargo Solution,
Kuteshwar Limestone Mines,
Gairtalai, Barhi,
Katni, M.P. - 483770
Management
AWARD

(Passed on this 06" day of March-2025.)

As per letter dated 18/03/2024 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment, 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 J-5(5)/2023-ALC dt. 18/03/2024. The dispute under reference related to :-

“ Whether the action of the management of M/s Kumar Cargo Solution Kuteshwar Limestone Mines
Barhi Katni (MP) to terminate the services of the workman Shri Jagmohan Singh without complying
the provision of the ID Act 1947 is correct ? If not what relief the workman is entitled to ?”

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: 06/03/2025

T faeet, 23 arder, 2025

F.IAT. 693.—3ir=NRF faare sfafaaw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) &t g 17 F AT H, el
ALEH AU THE HFIT ITHeS & Yaea= & Hag At o7 #f TAvEmg 1+ ey § [fee
FrA T LI SN ATHLT T HH AT, TIAYR, T4T1e (BT 7.- 30/2011) 7 ST o T ety
H foamaT 3T 8, T FIAT @ ST Hea i HEhT 6l Gi%e Fwidl & 9127 23.04.2025 T T g o7 |

[€. 3r2-17012/15/2010-3T53(TH)]
=T AR, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 693.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 30/2011) 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 Oriental Insurance Company Limited and Shri Ramprasad which was received along with soft copy of the
award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-17012/15/2010-IR(M)]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/30/2011

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

Shri Ramprasad,
S/o Shri Chanderlal Parmar,
R/o Vill. Lasudia Chhatradhar,
PO Singavada,
Tehsil & Distt. Dewas (MP)
Workman
Vs
The Manager,
The Oriental Insurance Co. Ltd.,
Patwardhan Marg, Dewas,
Dewas (MP)

Management
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(JUDGMENT)
(Passed on this 06"day of March -2025)

As per letter dated 07/04/2011 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-17012/15/2010-1R(M) dt. 07/04/2011. The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action of the Branch Manager, Thej Oriental Insurance Co, Ltd. , Dewas in terminating the
services of Shri Ram Prasd w.e.f. 18/07/2007 is justified? To what relief the workman is entitled for?”

The case of the Workman is that he was initially appointed on 13.12.2005 and worked continuously till
18.07.2007, when his services were terminated by Management without any notice or compensation which is against
25(f) of the Act. Hence, unjust, illegal and arbitrary. The Workman has thus prayed that holding the action of
Management in terminating his services against law, he be held entitled to be reinstated with back wages and benefits.

Management has taken a case that, the Workman is not a as defined under Section 2(s) of the Act because
he was not appointed by Management as a Peon. He never completed 240 days continuously in any year. He was only
a casual part-time worker engaged as and when required. According to Management, its engagement is not in
violation of any law as stated by him. Management has requested that the reference be answered against the
Workman.

In evidence, the workman has filed his affidavit as his examination-in-chief. He is not been cross-examined
by Management in spite of opportunity given. Management has not filed any affidavit of any of its witness nor has
proved any document. None was present at the time of argument. No written arguments were filed by any of the
parties.

On perusal of record, it comes out that there is on record, only an affidavit of Workman which is un cross-
examined. The workman side has not cared to prove any of the photocopy documents nor has Management side cared
to cross-examine the Workman and his affidavit or prove their side of photocopy documents.

The Workman has stated that he continuously worked for 240 days with the Management in the year
preceding date of his termination which is uncross examined, hence the case of the Workman that he worked with
Management continuously for 240 days in the year preceding the date of his termination is held proved. The
disengagement of the Workman by Management which is undisputedly without notice or compensation is held
against law. Keeping in view the facts and circumstances of the case in hand, the lump sum compensation of
Rs. 40,000/- in lieu of all the claims of the Workman will meet the ends of the Justice.

AWARD

Hence, holding the disengagement of the Workman by Management against law, the Workman is held
entitled to a lump sum compensation of Rs. 40,000/- in lieu of all his claims payable to him within 60 days from
date of publication of Award. Failing which interest @6% per annum from Award till payment.

DATE:- 06/03/2025
P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

% feeety, 23 3181, 2025

T, 694, —3ir=Rw fEare st aw, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &t a7 17 F AT H, Feald
TEF EEITH TS 9 Aieqeid ffee F Tagd= F dag Faree o = e TR F &= sqag &
AT Feia e st e v 5w =AEed-1, 5968, 991 (Re 7.- 17/2024) =t 41
AU H @ AT 8, THRIAT FLAT & ST hea 1T T Dl T HiAT 6 a7 23.04.2025 FT TTH gl
a7 |

[¥. S7=-16025/04/2025-A5 = (TH)-38]
&= T A, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 694.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 17/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court-1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
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relation to TVS Supply Chain Solutions Ltd. and Shri Parmod Kumar which was received along with soft copy of
the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-38]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.
Present: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam, Presiding Officer, Chandigarh.
ID No.17/2024
Registered On:-05.07.2024
Parmod Kumar, Village Shera Panipat, Haryana-132113.
........... Workman
Versus
TVS Supply Chain Solutions Ltd. Panipat, Haryana.
........ Respondent
ORDER
Passed On:-16.01.2025

1. Present ID Case has been registered on the basis of communication through SamadhanPoartal. After registration
of the case, notices were sent to workman and management. But notices under registered cover returned undelivered
for reason, address incomplete.

2. Since the workman did not appear before this Court for filing his claim statement, it is useless to keep this
proceeding pending. Therefore, the proceeding is dismissed for non-prosecution.

3. File after completion be consigned to the record room.

B.K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer
¢ foeft, 23 erdrer, 2025
FIT. 695 —3=NRIF f@aTe Afa=aw (1947 F7 14) &1 a=T 17 F ATE0 §, Fegid T
ATH AUET TF U & FigHe< F TFgd= & dag g o7 off &g F f= sy # e F=0g a@Fw
AN AfEHIor TF 971 AEAEI-1, G818, G9Te (R .- 28/2024) 1 ST o stqerus #§ fRamr
AT §, THRTIAT FAT § ST hea (T TLRIT T GrFe HIUT 6 a1 23.04.2025 FT ST gl o7 |

[, ST=-16025/04/2025-ATEHR(TH)-39)]
=T o, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 695.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 28/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court-1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to BIArora HT Contractor and Shri Tinku which was received along with soft copy of the award by the
Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-39]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.
Presiding Officer: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam.
ID No. 28/2024
Registered On:-13.01.2025
Tinku, R/o H.No.234, Karnal, Haryana.
........... Workman
Versus

BlArora HT Contractor, Panipat, Haryana-132103.

........ Management
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AWARD
Passed On:-07.04.2025

1. Present ID Case has been registered on the basis of communication through Samadhan Portal. After registration
of the case, notice was sent to workman. But notice under registered cover returned undelivered for reason, address
incomplete.

2. Since the workman did not appear before this Court for filing his claim statement, it is useless to keep this
proceeding pending. Therefore, the proceeding is dismissed for non-prosecution.

3. File after completion be consigned to the record room.
B.K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer

T2 faeett, 23 arder, 2025

FIAT. 696.—3=NRIF faars sfafaaw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) Ft aT 17 F AT |, Feald
AL MU AUST U UE & Figae< & Taea= & Hqag [arerehl e ot sifha & a1 ey § AfEe
FHIT LRI AEs JATYH Td 57 qAd-1, qshg, vae (R 7.- 29/2024) #r 4T
FqAUF H Q@ T 7, THRIAT FIAT & ST hos T A1 HI GiFe FidT 6 qre 23.04.2025 FT ITH g0
T |

[6. 312-16025/04/2025-AT 37 (TH)-40]
feefi A, s afe

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 696.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 29/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court-1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to BIArora HT Contractor and Shri Ankit which was received along with soft copy of the award by the
Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-40]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.
Presiding Officer: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam.
ID No0.29/2024
Registered On:-13.01.2025
Ankit, R/o Ekta Vihar Colony, Ward No.13, Panipat, Haryana.
........... Workman
Versus
BL Arora HNT Contractor, Panipat Naphta Crackers, CMU Unit, Panipat, Haryana-132103.
........ Management
Award
Passed On:-07.04.2025

1. Present ID Case has been registered on the basis of communication through Samadhan Portal. After registration
of the case, notice was sent to workman. But notice under registered cover returned undelivered for reason, address
incomplete.

2. Since the workman did not appear before this Court for filing his claim statement, it is useless to keep this
proceeding pending. Therefore, the proceeding is dismissed for non-prosecution.

3. File after completion be consigned to the record room.
B. K. Gautam, Presiding Officer
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7% fReeT, 23 3=, 2025
FIT. 697 —3ir=NRF fEare st aw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) Fit aT 17 F AT H, Feald
AR ST AUST TF U & Fidee & Taed= * dag [t o = famw g F = aqay § [Rfde
FAIT R AEF ATFOT TF 0 FEI-1, S90E, = (R 9.- 31/2024) v S
AqATF H @M AT g, THRIAT FAT § ST hex T TR Rl A% FAT 6 G 23.04.2025 &1 9T
g AT

[€. $7=-16025/04/2025-3T5 37 (TH)-42]

=T o, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 697.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 31/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court-1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to BL Arora HT Contractor and Shri Vinay Singh which was received along with soft copy of the award by
the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-42]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.
Presiding Officer: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam.
ID No. 31/2024
Registered On:-13.01.2025
Vinay Singh R/o H.N0.1507, Dadlana, Panipat-132140, Panipat, Haryana.
........... Workman
Versus
BL Arora HNT Contractor, Panipat Naphta Cracker Plant, (CMU) Unit, Panipat, Haryana-132103.
........ Management
AWARD
Passed On:-07.04.2025

1. Present ID Case has been registered on the basis of communication through Samadhan Portal. After registration
of the case, notice was sent to workman. But notice under registered cover returned undelivered for reason, address
incomplete.

2. Since the workman did not appear before this Court for filing his claim statement, it is useless to keep this
proceeding pending. Therefore, the proceeding is dismissed for non-prosecution.

3. File after completion be consigned to the record room.
B. K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer

T faeet, 23 arder, 2025

T3, 698.—3ir=NRF fEaTe sfafaaw, 1947 (1947 &7 14) &t aT 17 F AT H, Feald

LAY STSHRSHITE §% F Yaad= % dag g o7 ot 9 F9R F 6= aqay § [{fde F=07

TR SN ATIHr & 587 =Eae-1, 99678, d=re (Re 9.- 33/2024) Fr s & srqaas o
ST T 2, TRTTAT FTAT & ST hem 1 GERTE hl qiFe FHid & a1 23.04.2025 FT I g3 o7 |

[¥. S7=-16025/04/2025-3E37(TH)-43]

&= T AR, sEw at=a
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 698.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 33/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court-1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to ICICI Bank and Shri Sonu Kumar which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central
Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-IR(M)-43]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.

Present: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam, Presiding Officer, Chandigarh.
ID No. 33/2024
Registered On:-13.01.2025
Sonu Kumar R/o H.N0.647/1, Village Sanpera, District Sonipat, Haryana-131039.
........... Workman
Versus
ICICI Bank Atlas Road Sonipat Haryana, ICICI Bank Atlas Road Sonipat Haryana, Sonipat Haryana-131001.
........ Management
ORDER
Passed On:-07.04.2025

1. Present ID Case has been registered on the basis of communication through Samadhan Portal. After registration
of the case, notice was sent to workman. But notice under registered cover returned undelivered for reason, address
incomplete.

2. Since the workman did not appear before this Court for filing his claim statement, it is useless to keep this
proceeding pending. Therefore, the proceeding is dismissed for non-prosecution.

3. File after completion be consigned to the record room.
B. K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer

% feeety, 23 3181, 2025

F.IAT. 699.—3ir=nRF fFare srfafaaw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) &t a7 17 F AT H, Fead
ALEH ASAMUA F TIIaT F Gag At o ot fier FAR F =7 aqay § A FRa 9@
AN AfSwTor UF 90 AEAEI-1, IER1E, 99Te (RS 7.- 34/2024) 1 St o srqeras § e
AT §, TRTIAT FEAT & ST hea (T TLRIT [ G Ul 5 G197 23.04.2025 T T gar o7 |

[¥. ST=-16025/04/2025-3TEAT(TH)-44]

=T A, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 699.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 34/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court-1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to IOCL and Shri Neeraj Kumar which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central
Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-44]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, CHANDIGARH.

Presiding Officer: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam.
ID No. 34/2024
Registered On:-13.01.2025
Neeraj Kumar R/o H.N0.208, Army Enclave-iii, Dhina, Jalandhar Cantt, Jalandhar, Punjab-144022.
........... Workman
Versus

IOCL, Terminal Manager, Suchi Pind, Jalandhar, Punjab-144001.

........ Management

AWARD
Passed On:-07.04.2025

1. Present ID Case has been registered on the basis of communication through Samadhan Portal. After registration
of the case, notice was sent to workman. Notice under registered cover served properly and delivered to the workman
as per postal track report, but none appeared on behalf of workman till the date for filing any claim petition.

2. Since the workman did not appear before this Court for filing his claim statement, it is useless to keep this
proceeding pending. Therefore, the proceeding is dismissed for non-prosecution.

3. File after completion be consigned to the record room.
B.K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer

% feeety, 23 arde1, 2025

F3AT. 700.—ir=nfe fEams sfaffem, 1947 (1947 &1 14) ¥ a7 17 F 982w §, F=7
ALEH S FAUST TH U & Figae & TI&qT & Ga5 ATl e =T st AR & a1 gy | [feg
FT G AN A g 99 _Eed-1, 9hg, = (Reww 9.- 30/2024) #r s4r
AqTE H @A AT 8, THRIAT FAT § ST hex 1T TR R qiFe FiAr & a1 23.04.2025 &1 97
gAT AT |

[, 515-16025/04/2025-T£37(TH)-41]
e T A, @7 qi=a

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 700.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 30/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court-1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to BL Arora HT Contractor and Shri Anuj Kumar which was received along with soft copy of the award
by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-IR(M)-41]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.

Presiding Officer: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam.
ID No.30/2024
Registered On:-13.01.2025
Anuj Kumar R/o 16, Panipat Haryana-132140.

........... Workman
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Versus
BL Arora HNT Contractor, Panipat Nefta Cracker (CMU Unit), Panipat, Haryana-132103.
........ Management
Award
Passed On:-07.04.2025

1. Present ID Case has been registered on the basis of communication through Samadhan Portal. After registration
of the case, notice was sent to workman. But notice under registered cover returned undelivered for reason, address
incomplete.

2. Since the workman did not appear before this Court for filing his claim statement, it is useless to keep this
proceeding pending. Therefore, the proceeding is dismissed for non-prosecution.

3. File after completion be consigned to the record room.
B. K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer

% feeety, 23 arde1, 2025

FLAT. 701.—3i=nfi Rtz afaffem, 1947 (1947 &7 14) ¥ 4T 17 F e &, ¥4
ALHTE A AT HAEl & TIIAT % GG [HATSTR] AT Aed haal TTALAT ASIGL 9 & 19 aqae H
ATy F=T T SRR AT Ua 97 <Ay, I9aYR, 9=9re (R .- 28/2024) =T 541
FqaE § @ T g, THRIAT FAT § ST Feald TR F A% HdT & G127 23.04.2025 FHF 976
AT AT

[, ST=-16025/04/2025-ATEHR(TH)-37]
=T AR, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 701.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 28/2024) 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 Ordnance Factory and Ordnance Factory Pratiraksha Mazdoor Sangh which was received along with soft
copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-37]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR
COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/28/2024

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..(Retd)

Ordnance Factory Pratiraksha Mazdoor Sangh,

Katni, Eastland, Ordnance Factory, Katni,
Madhya Pradesh - 483501
Workman
Versus
M/s Ordnance Factory Katni,
Ordnance Factory, Katni (M.P.)

Management



1678 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 3, 2025/VAISAKHA 13, 1947 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

AWARD
(Passed on this 30" day of January-2025.)

As per letter dated 24/01/2024 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 J-5(40)/2023-RLC dt. 24/01/2024. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the charter of demand raised by the President Ordnance Factory Pratiraksha Mazdoor Sangh,
Katni to the management of Ordnance Factory Katni for clubbing/merging of trades from the
management and other demands are justified? If not what relief the members of union are entitled to?”

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.

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
DATE: 30/01/2025

¢ fReett, 23 srier, 2025
FTAT. 702.—i=nfrw Bare afdffaw, 1947 (1947 &1 14) it 4T 17 % Sq@20 &,
arar A R mE afda areae e & wduds % dag st s oft fee IR e
=T aqag § MY F=0T @R Aefs AEHer @ q9 qEed, J9dqqy, 99 (R
q.- 09/2024) 1 SHET  Aqerws # @y T &, THRIAT FIAT § ST Heaid LR I TG FIAT 6 qre0
23.04.2025 T ITH g 47T |

[¥. S7=-16025/04/2025-3TE AT (TH)-46]

=T o, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 702.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 09/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation
to The King Security Guard Service Private Ltd. and Shri Vikas Kumar Ingle which was received along with soft
copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-46]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR
COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/09/2024
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)
Shir Vikas Kumar Ingle,
3/85, Ward No. 79, Piparia Khamaria,
Jabalpur, M.P - 482005

Workman
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Versus
The King Security Guard Service Private Ltd.,
Jabalpur, M.P - 482005
Management
AWARD
(Passed on this 06" day of March-2025.)

As per letter dated 18/12/2023 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment,
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 J-8(4)/2023-ALC dt. 18/12/2023. The dispute under reference related to :-

“ Whether the action of the Contractor King Security Guard Service Pvt. Ltd. to terminate Ifie
services of the workman Shri Vrkas Kumar Ingle is valid ? If not what relief the workman 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.

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
DATE: 06/03/2025

TE faeety, 23 a7¥er, 2025

FIT. 703.—3=NRF fEFare afaf@aw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) Ft 9T 17 F AT H, Feald
AT HAE Hed AT [RUT F Taed & Hag AT Y AIgHAe i U 4 7 & o= oI aeg |
At ¥ g s JAfaor vd a9 A, S6aqE, 991 (R 7.- 67/2023) &7 54T
FIAUF H [R@MET AT &, THAAT FIAT & S hesl T T H1 FIF H91 6 a7 23.04.2025 F1 97
g AT

[€. T=-1 6025/04/2025-3117.—%311'((@)-45]
el IT FHTE, &7 araa

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 703.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 67/2023) 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 Central Ordnance Depot and Mohammad Shamim and 4 others which was received along with soft copy
of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-45]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR
COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/67/2023
Present: P.K.Srivastava
H.J.S.(Retd.)
Mohammad Shamim & 4 Others,
Army Sub Dipot, cod T No 1706 V/m Ranjhi Jabalpur,
Jabalpur, M.P. - 482005

Workman
\ersus
M/s Central Ordnance Deport Jabalpur,
COD Jabalpur M.P.
Management
AWARD
(Passed on this 30" day of January-2025.)

Vide communication reference number J-5(28)/2022-RLC 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 demand of workmen namely (1) Mohd. Shamin (2) Shri Anil Prajapati (3) Shri Arun Kumar
(4) Shri Vijay Kumar and (5) Shri Ram Pal for posting to their Trade Area of work against the
management of the commandant, Central Ordnance Depot, Jabalpur (M.P.) is legal, fair and justified? If
yes, than what relief Workmen are entitled to and from which date?”

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.

P. K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
DATE: 30/01/2025

T faeet, 23 arder, 2025

FIAT. 704.—3=NRF fEare afaf@aaw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) #t 9T 17 F ATALT H, Feald
TCRTT AEY WA JSiferaw siuree e & yaads & gag Rt o feie Rergadsr a6
TR & = oy § [fde =07 a@R denfs qfawor @ s e, wigad, 949w
(ReR .- 03/2024) T ST o sTerwes # foamar TT 8, THTiEra FXdl g ST el ST T qI%e HIr
& AT 23.04.2025 FT ITH 3T T |

[€. T=-1 6025/04/2025-311‘%311'{(@)-47]
el A, s wfe
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 704.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 03/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and Cochin Refineries Workers Associations which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-47]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT: ERNAKULAM

Present: -  Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 6™ day of March, 2025
ID No.3/2024
Between: The General Secretary,
Cochin Refineries Workers Associations,
Reg. No.7-82/91, VPP 1/427,
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
Kochi Refinery, Ambalamughal,
Kerala - 682302 ... Union/Petitioner
AND: The Deputy General Manager,
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
Kochi Refinery, Post Bag No.2
Ambalamughal,
Ernakulam - 682302 Management/Respondent
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : In person
For the Respondent: M/s Thomas & Thomas Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, Office of the Deputy Chief Labour
Commissioner (C), Cochin by its order N0.08/89/2022/B1 dated 09.01.2024, referred the following dispute under sub
Section 5 of Section 12 read with Sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of the 1.D. Act, 1947, for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and their workman. The schedule of the
reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of Management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd,— Kochi Refinery is justified
in reducing the monetary benefit under productivity incentive scheme? If no, what benefits the Workmen are
eligible to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. N0.3/2024 and the case is presently posted on 28.04.2025,
for Appearance.

2. The matter was taken up today for hearing through video conference in view of the direction of Ministry of
Labour & Employment, Government of India to conduct special campaign for disposal of cases vide letter dated
14.2.2025.

3. Heard both sides through video conference. The petitioner union has filed the memo with the averment that the
industrial Dispute was settled with the management with a Long Term Settlement on 17.03.2024. Therefore,
petitioner union prayed to permit the petitioner to withdraw the claim / ID treating it as not pressed in the interest of
justice.
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4. Inthe video conference the counsel for Respondent has also concurred the same.
5. Therefore, in view of the above, a No-dispute Award is passed.
Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri N.K. Suresh, Secretary to the Court, corrected and signed by me on this the
6" day of March, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Union/Petitioner Management/Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

T< faeety, 23 o7¥er, 2025
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 705.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 04/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and Cochin Refineries Workers Associations which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-48]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT: ERNAKULAM
Present: -  Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 6™ day of March, 2025
ID No.4/2024
Between: The General Secretary,
Cochin Refineries Workers Associations,
Reg. No.7-82/91, VPP 1/427,
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
Kochi Refinery, Ambalamughal,
Cochin, Kerala - 682302 ........ Union/Petitioner
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AND: The Deputy General Manager,
M/S Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
Kochi Refinery, Post Bag No.2
Ambalamughal,

Ernakulam - 682302 ..... Management/Respondent
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : In person
For the Respondent: M/s Thomas & Thomas Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, Office of the Deputy Chief Labour
Commissioner (C), Cochin by its order N0.08/88/2022/B1 dated 09.01.2024, referred the following dispute under
sub Section 5 of Section 12 read with Sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of the I.D. Act, 1947, for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and their workman. The schedule of
the reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the Management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.— Kochi Refinery is justified in

reducing the Safety Incentive of the workmen? If not, what benefits are the workmen are eligible to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as 1.D. N0.4/2024 and the case is presently posted on 28.04.2025,
for Appearance.

2. The matter was taken up today for hearing through video conference in view of the direction of Ministry of
Labour & Employment, Government of India to conduct special campaign for disposal of cases vide letter dated
14.2.2025.

3. Heard both sides through video conference. The petitioner union has filed the memo with the averment that the
industrial Dispute was settled with the management with a Long Term Settlement on 17.03.2024. Therefore,
petitioner union prayed to permit the petitioner to withdraw the claim / ID treating it as not pressed in the interest of
justice.
4. In the video conference the counsel for Respondent has also concurred the same.
5. Therefore, in view of the above, a No-dispute Award is passed.
Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri N.K. Suresh, Secretary to the Court, corrected and signed by me on this the
6" day of March, 2025.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Union/Petitioner Management/Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

TE fawett, 23 ardier, 2025
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 706.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 09/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and Cochin Refineries Workers Associations which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-49]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT: ERNAKULAM

Present: -  Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 6" day of March, 2025
ID No. 9/2024
Between: The General Secretary,
Cochin Refineries Workers Association,
Reg. No.7-82/91, VPP 1/427,
Ambalamughal, Cochin,
Ernakulam, Kerala - 682302 ... Union/Petitioner
AND: The Deputy General Manager,
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
Kochi Refinery, Post Bag No.2,
Ambalamughal,
Ernakulam - 682302 ..... Management/Respondent
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : In person
For the Respondent: M/s Thomas & Thomas Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, Office of the Deputy Chief Labour
Commissioner (C), Cochin by its order N0.08/174/2022/B1 dated 10.01.2024, referred the following dispute under
sub Section 5 of Section 12 read with Sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of the I.D. Act, 1947, for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and their workman. The schedule of
the reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.— Kochi Refinery is justified
in reducing the monetary benefit under Productivity Incentive Scheme? If not ,what benefits the workmen are
eligible to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. N0.9/2024 and the case is presently posted on 01.05.2025,
for Appearance.

2. The matter was taken up today for hearing through video conference in view of the direction of Ministry of
Labour & Employment, Government of India to conduct special campaign for disposal of cases vide letter dated
14.2.2025.

3. Heard both sides through video conference. The petitioner union has filed the memo with the averment that
the industrial Dispute was settled with the management with a Long Term Settlement on 17.03.2024. Therefore,
petitioner union prayed to permit the petitioner to withdraw the claim / ID treating it as not pressed in the interest of
justice.

4, In the video conference the counsel for Respondent has also concurred the same.
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5. Therefore, in view of the above, a No-dispute Award is passed.
Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri N.K. Suresh, Secretary to the Court, corrected and signed by me on this the
6" day of March, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Union/Petitioner Management/Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

¢ fReett, 23 sriier, 2025
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 707.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 16/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and Cochin Refineries Workers Associations which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-50]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

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

Presiding Officer
Dated the 6™ day of March, 2025
ID No. 16/2024
Between: The General Secretary,
Cochin Refineries Workers Association,
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.,
Kochi Refinery, Reg. N0.7-82/91, VPP 1/427,
Cochin, Kerala - 682302 ........ Union/Petitioner
AND: The Deputy General Manager,
Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.
Kochi Refinery, Post Bag No.2,
Ambalamughal,
Ernakulam - 682302 ..... Management/Respondent
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Appearances:

For the Petitioner : In person

For the Respondent: M/s Thomas & Thomas Advocates
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, Office of the Deputy Chief Labour
Commissioner (C), Cochin by its order N0.08/87/2022/B1 dated 20.02.2024, referred the following dispute under sub
Section 5 of Section 12 read with Sub Section (2A) of Section 10 of the I1.D. Act, 1947, for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and their workman. The schedule of
the reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the act of the management of M/s Bharat Petroleum Corporation Ltd.—Kochi Refinery is justified
in transferring the workmen without considering their promotion prospects? If not, what benefits are the
Workmen are eligible to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as 1.D. N0.16/2024 and the case is presently posted on 19.05.2025,
for Appearance.

2. The matter was taken up today for hearing through video conference in view of the direction of Ministry of
Labour & Employment, Government of India to conduct special campaign for disposal of cases vide letter dated
14.2.2025.

3. Heard both sides through video conference. The petitioner union has filed the memo with the averment that
the industrial Dispute was settled with the management with a Long Term Settlement on 17.03.2024. Therefore,
petitioner union prayed to permit the petitioner to withdraw the claim / ID treating it as not pressed in the interest of
justice.

4, In the video conference the counsel for Respondent has also concurred the same.
5. Therefore, in view of the above, a No-dispute Award is passed.
Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri N.K. Suresh, Secretary to the Court, corrected and signed by me on this the
6" day of March, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Union/Petitioner Management/Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 2025

S.0. 708.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 31/2023) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
Ferro Scrap Nigam Limited and Ferro Scrap Nigam Limited Employees Union which was received along with
soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 23.04.2025.

[No. Z-16025/04/2025-1R(M)-51]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM- LABOUR COURT,
ASANSOL.
PRESENT: Shri Ananda Kumar Mukherjee,

Presiding Officer,
C.G.I.T-cum-L.C., Asansol.
REFERENCE CASE NO. 31 OF 2023
PARTIES: Ferro Scrap Nigam Limited Employees Union, Durgapur.
Vs.
Management of Ferro Scrap Nigam Limited, Durgapur.

REPRESENTATIVES:
For the Union/Workmen: None.
For the Management of FSNL: None.
INDUSTRY: Iron and Steel.
STATE: West Bengal.
Dated: 08.09.2023.
AWARD

In exercise of powers conferred under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Ministry of Labour, Government of India through the Office of the
Deputy Chief Labour Commissioner (Central), Asansol, vide its Order No. 1(17)/2023/E dated 01.06.2023 has been
pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer, that is the Management of Ferro Scrap Nigam Limited,
Durgapur and their workmen for adjudication by this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“ Whether the action of the management of Ferro Scrap Nigam Limited, Durgapur Unit in not settling the
demand of the revision of wages of the non-executive employees of Ferro Scrap Nigam Limited, Durgapur Unit w.e.f.
01.01.2017, which is pending since long, is justified or not? If not, what relief the non-executive employees are
entitled to? ”

1. On receiving Order No. 1(17)/2023/E dated 01.06.2023 from the Deputy Chief Labour Commissioner (Central),
Asansol, Ministry of Labour, Government of India, for adjudication of the dispute Reference case No. 31 of 2023
was registered on 07.06.2023 and an order was passed issuing notice to the parties through registered post, directing
them to appear and submit their written statements along with relevant documents in support of their claims and a list
of witnesses.

2. The case is fixed up today for appearance and filing written statement, in default for passing of final order. On
repeated calls at 01:20 pm none appeared for the parties.

3. After Notice was issued under registered post on 16.06.2023 Track Consignment Report of India Post indicates
that the item was delivered to the addressee on 19.06.2023.

No one has turned up since then. Considering the disinclination of the union representative to proceed with this case, |
am of the view that representative of the workmen is not eager to pursue the matter. Industrial Dispute is therefore
dismissed in the form of a No Dispute Award.

Hence,
ORDERED

that a No Dispute Award be drawn up in respect of the above Reference. Let copies of the Award in
duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India, New Delhi for information and
Notification.

ANANDA KUMAR MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 24th April, 2025

S.0. 709.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. no. CGIT-1/4 of 2017) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court-2, Mumbai, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to RRCF Limited Chembur Mumbai ; Ameya Enterprises, Kajuwadi, Andheri (East),
Mumbai, and Their workman, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government
on 24.04.2025.

[No. L-42025-07-2025-107-IR (DU)]

DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.2, MUMBAI

PRESENT
SHRIKANT K. DESHPANDE
Presiding Office
APPLICATION REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/4 of 2017
EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF

1. RCF Limited,
Administrative Building,
Marvali, Chembur,

Mumbai - 400 071.

2. Ameya Enterprises,

House No.4, Trimurti Chawl,
Kajuwadi, Andheri (East),
Mumbai- 400 099.

AND
THEIR WORKMEN.
Smt. Rukmini Hanumanta Gajare,
PMGP Colony, Room No.1,
Trimurti Chawl,
23, Mohite Patil Nagar,
A Ward, Mankhurd,
Shivaji Nagar,
Mumbai- 400 043.
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APPEARANCES:
First Party No. 1 : Mr. S. Alva.
Advocate.
First Party No. 2 : No appearance.
Second Party : Mr. R.D. Bhat
Advocate.
AWARD

(Delivered on 07.03.2025)
This is an application filed under section 2A (2) of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947.

2. The Second Party started working as a Gardener in the Horticulture Department of First Party No.1 since
1984 as contract worker, lastly working with the First Party No.2 and worked till 31.07.2016. The Second Party was a
member of General Employees Association, that union entered into settlement with First Party No.2 in presence of
First Party No.1 as principal employer on 14.01.2013 and as per settlement it was agreed that, the contract workers
shall be continued in service till the age of 58 years.

The Second Party added that, the First Party No.2 by letter dated 21.07.2016 informed that, her date of birth
is 20.06.1958 and completing age of 60 years. Thereafter, she approached to the First Party No.2 with original school
leaving certificate in which her date of birth has been mentioned as 15.06.1964, still she did not allow to work on
31.07.2016 and superannuated from service. The union took up the matter with First Party No.1 & 2, however failed,
therefore she raised an Industrial Dispute. The Second Party further added that, she studied upto V" standard and
signed whenever receives salary or where required, still the First Party No.2 did not allow to continue in service,
wrongfully superannuated w.e.f. 01.08.2016 and thereby retrenched her services, without following the provisions of
law, thus the Second Party prays for direction to the First Party No.1 & 2 to permit work upto normal date of
superannuation till 30.06.2024 and pay wages and thereby requesting to answer the Reference in affirmative.

3. The First Party No.1 resisted the claim of the Second Party by reply Ex-5. The First Party No.1 contended
that, the Second Party is not their employee and there was no employer-employee relationship as such the present
Reference is not tenable under law. Similarly, the Second Party has not been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in
connection with an Industrial Dispute and cannot be treated as “workman” u/s. 2(s) of .D. Act. Superannuation on
completion of 58 years cannot be the subject matter of Reference as such the present Reference is not maintainable.

The First Party No.1 further contended that, its company is a Government Company, the entire Board of
Directors and Chairman are appointed by President or India and company following all Rules & Regulations before
engaging any contractor and being principle employer having registration u/s. 7 of Contract Labour (Regulation &
Abolition Act 1970. The First Party No.1 also contended that, the First Party No.2 was awarded contract for carrying
out jobs relating to maintenance of the gardens who was having valid license. The age of superannuation of employee
is 58 years. The Second Party was given letter dated 27.01.2016, informing about attaining the age of superannuation,
however denied that, the date of birth of the Second Party is 15.06.1964. In the nomination form of Provident Fund,
the Second Party gave details about age as 20.07.1956 in theyear 1994. On the basis of submission of school leaving
certificate date of birth as well as date of superannuation at the fag end, after superannuation cannot be changed. As
per practice, the date or superannuation was intimated and the Second Party was allowed to work till the end of that
month, however denied that decision of superannuation is illegal, amounts to retrenchment and the Second Party is
entitled for relief as prayed and requested that, the Reference be answered in the negative.

4. The First Party No.2 not filed reply, hence my Learned predecessor was pleased to proceed the Reference

without reply of the First Party No.2.

5. My Learned predecessor has framed the issues at Ex-10. My findings and reasons to them are as below-
ISSUES FINDINGS

1.Whether the first party employer

is justified in not considering

the date of birth of second

party workman as per school Yes.
leaving certificate submitted

by her?
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2.Whether in view of date
of birth as per school leaving
certificate, the first party is

justified in retiring the Yes.

second party workman

on 31% July 2016?

3. What relief? No relief.

4. What award? As per Award.

REASONS

6. Issue No.1 & 2- Both the issues are interrelated therefore answered together. In support of her claim, the second
party has examined herself at Ex-11, she was cross examined by counsel for First Party No.1, whereas the First Party
No.1 filed an affidavit of Ameya More at Ex-17 and Umakant Bakhal at Ex-18 on their behalf, subjected them for
Cross examination.

It has come on record and not much disputed that, the Second Party was working as a Gardener in the
Horticulture Department of the First Party No.1 since 1984, she was contract worker and she was continued in service
as a contract worker till 31.07.2016 with various contractors. Lastly, she was working with Ameya Enterprises i.e.,
the First Party No.2 and her services were came to an end on attaining age of superannuation by letter dated
21.07.2016 (Ex-12), on completion of 60 years of age w.e.f. 31.07.2016.

7. The Second Party came up with specific case that, her date of birth is 15.06.1964 and accordingly she was
completing 60 years of age on 15.06.2024 and in support of her contention she mainly relied on the xerox copies of
school leaving certificate Ex-14 and student entry enrollment register Ex-13, in which the date of birth of the Second
Party is shown as15.06.1964.

As against this, the proprietor of M/s. Ameya Enterprises Mr. Ameya More stated on oath before the
Tribunal that, Ameya Enterprises is a licensed contractors under the Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition)
Act 1970, rendering contractual services in the field of housekeeping and up keeping gardens and had a contract with
the First Party No.1 during 01.02.2015 to 31.07.2017. The Second Party was employee of M/s. Ameya Enterprises
and as per record the Second Party had given her date of birth as 20.07.1956 way back in 1994. The particulars given
in nomination of Provident Fund and declaration form by Second Party including her date of birth, her husband's
name and address, accordingly the Second Party was correctly retired on attaining age of superannuation i.e., 60
years. The said date of birth is also mentioned in the L.I.C. Group Gratuity Scheme, and the Nomination and
Declaration form Ex-3/A is available on record, which is filed by the Second Party, however denied in cross
examination that, on the pressure of Mr. B.D. Shinde, DGM of First Party, the services of the Second Party were
superannuated.

8. The another witness of the First Party No.1 stated in the affidavit that, the Second Party was never the
employee of the First Party No.1. There was no relationship of employer and employee between the First Party No.1
& the Second Party. The First Party No.1 is having Registration under Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act,
1970. The contractor is advised that, the 36 workmen engaged through contractor shall be continued to be engaged
and protected by various High Court Orders and the Second Party is one of the mandatory Contractor Labour. During
cross examination, Article A, B & C was filed by the First Party No.1. Article C was received from L.I.C., however
denied that, the same was given as per the instructions given by the First Party No.1 to L.1.C., the said document is in
respect on Group Gratuity Scheme.

From the above discussed oral as well as documentary evidence it is clear that, the Second Party was
superannuated on attaining age of superannuation of 60 years, on the basis of nomination of Provident Fund entry, in
which date birth of the Second Party is shown as 15.06.1964, whereas as per school leaving certificate and also
student entry enrollment register, the date of birth of the Second Party is shown as 15.06.1964.

9. Mr. R. D. Bhat Learned Advocate appearing on behalf of the Second Party strongly contended that, the date
of birth of the Second Party mentioned as 15.06.1964 in the school leaving certificate and also student entry
enrollment register is authentic and also acceptable. The Second Party studied upto V" standard, she can put her
signature, wherever required. Whereas in the nomination of Provident Fund bears the thumb impression, therefore the
thumb-impression is not of Second Party and cannot be accepted. He put his reliance on the decision of Supreme
Court between M/s. Bharat Coking Coal Ltd. & Anr. and Chhota Birsa 2014 (142) FLR 1005.

10. Whereas Mr. Alva Counsel for the First Party No.1 submitted that, the nomination of Provident Fund Ex-3/A
was filled up as per instruction given by the Second Party and the Second Party put her thumb impression on it, in
which date of birth of the Second Party was mentioned as 20.07.1956, as such the date of birth mentioned in
nomination of P.F. is acceptable. He invited my attention to the various decisions reported in Anant Ram v/s. The
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State of Punjab 1974 Law Suit (P & H) 121. Mohan Das Singh & Ors. v/s. Rajni Kant & Anr. 2010 Law Suit
(SC) 542, Birad Mal Singhvi v/s. Anand Purohit 1988 Law Suit (SC) 448 & between India General Navigation
v/s. their workmen 1965 (2) LLJ 437.

11. I have given anxious considerations to the oral submissions advanced on behalf of the parties, in the light of
oral as well as documentary evidence available on record. There appears no dispute about the employment of the
Second Party with the First Party No.1 as a contract employee of the First Party No.2 since 21.07.2016 and her
services were came to an end on account of superannuation w.e.f. 01.08.2016, however the dispute appears
about the actual date of birth of the Second Party and thereby date of superannuation. According to the Second Party,
her actual date of birth is 15.06.1964 and to substantiate the same, the Second Party mainly relied on the ‘school
leaving certificate’. Whereas as per First Party, the date of birth of the Second Party is 20.06.1958 and in support of
this, the First Party relied the ‘Nomination of Provident Fund’ as such the question falls for the consideration is which
document is more reliable to accept as a proof of date of birth of the Second Party.

12. It is worthwhile to mention here that, though the Second Party put her reliance on the copy of school leaving
certificate on which the date of birth of the Second Party is shown as 15.09.1964, however the Second Party brought
the school leaving certificate after superannuation from service. There is no explanation from the Second Party as to
why this certificate was not produced earlier during her employment. Not only this but, the Second Party failed to
adduce the oral evidence of school authority before the Tribunal to substantiate the school leaving certificate
produced before the Tribunal and the Second Party stated in the cross-examination that, she submitted an application
for school leaving certificate in July 2016 (7116) i.e., just prior to the date of superannuation w.e.f. 01.08.2016, as
such it can be said that, the action of the Second Party is after thought.

13. Similarly, the school leaving certificate or any document of school has less evidential value and cannot be
accepted as good proof to prove the actual date of person as the persons give the false age at the time of admission to
a school. Not only this but, on any of the school document there is no mentioned that, the date of birth is recorded
based on the documents of birth nor the person having information has been examined.

14, I have carefully gone through the various decisions relied on behalf of the First Party No.1, in Anant Ram
v/s. State of Punjab relied by the First Party (supra), it has been appreciated by the Hon’ble Lordship of Punjab &
Haryana High Court that, “the entries in the school registers are of little value as evidence of age. The statement of
age of a person in school register, in absence of evidence to show that, on what material the entry in the register was
made, has not much evidentiary value.

In Madan Mohan Singh & Ors. v/s. Rajnikant & Anr. (supra) admissibility of document is one thing and
its probative value quite another, a documents may be admissible and yet may not carry any conviction and weight of
its probative value may be nil. It has been further appreciated that, if the entry was made in an official record by the
concerned official in the discharge of his official duty, it may have weight but still may require corroboration by the
person on whose information the entry has been made.

In Birad Mal v/s. Anand Purohit (supra) it has been observed by the Apex Court of the land that, date of
birth mentioned in the school’s register of Secondary school certificate has no probative value unless either the
parents are examined or the person on whose information the entry may have been made, is examined.

I have also gone through the decision in case between M/s. Bharat Coking Coal Ltd. & Anr. and Chhota
Birsa, relied on behalf of the Second Party. There cannot be any quarrel about the ratio laid down in that matter
however | do not think that, the same is anyway helpful in the present matter as distinguishable on facts.

There is no corroborative evidence to support the school leaving certificate nor any evidence of school
person was examined to before the Tribunal to prove the school leaving certificate and the same is after thought. Thus
it is clear from the above discussion that, the school leaving certificate and document issued by school in respect of
date of birth cannot be accepted.

15. Moreover, the First Party No.1 relied on the copy of nomination of Provident Fund (Ex-3/A), on perusal of
the said document it seems that, the same is Declaration & Nomination form under the Employees’ Provident Funds
and Employees’ Family Pension Schemes, by which the employees nominate the person to receive the amount
standing to employee credit in the EPF and in that nomination the Second Party declares Shri Hanumanta R. Gajre
husband as her nominee and in that nomination form, the date of birth of the Second Party is shown as 20.07.1956.

16. True it is that, on the nomination form there is thumb impression of the Second Party and the Second Party
denies the same by saying that, she used to sign whenever she received the wages. In fact, this document is
Government Document and the contents therein must be filled therein on the basis of information given by the Second
Party. The witness Ameya More stated during cross-examination that, the hand written matter mentioned in Ex-3/A is
of his father and considering the nature of information mentioned therein it is certain that, the same must have been
given by Second Party only. As such the Nomination Provident Fund being a Government Document certainly seems
to be reliable and acceptable.
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17. The learned counsel appearing on behalf of the First Party invited my attention to the decision of the
Supreme Court between Indian General Navigation and Railway Company Ltd and another and the worker
(supra), in the matter before Hon’ble Lordship, a workman retired as superannuated on the strength of date and day
of his birth declared for the purposes of his Provident Fund account, in that matter the date of birth entered in the
school registers was accepted, in which it has been appreciated that, declaration about the day and date of his birth for
the purposes of Provident Fund accounts on the strength of which the employer fixed his age and retired him has been
accepted.

It is clear from the above discussion coupled with the decisions of Superior Court, it can be safely said that,
the date of birth entered in the nomination of Provident Fund is proper and acceptable and by not considering the date
of birth of the Second Party as per the school leaving certificate is justified. In brief, the First Party employer is
certainly justified in not considering the date of birth of the Second Party workman as per school leaving certificate
and the First Party is justified in retiring the Second Party workman on 31* July 2016. Hence, | answer these issues in
affirmative.

18. Issue No.3 - | have observed earlier that, the First Party employer is justified in retiring Second Party workman on
31.07.2016 by not considering the date of birth as per school leaving certificate, therefore the Second Party is not
entitled for reliefs as claimed, hence I answer this issue in the negative.

19. Issue No.4 -  As per following Award.
AWARD
i. The Reference is answered in the negative.
ii. The Second Party is not entitled for reliefs as claimed.
iii. No order as to costs.
iv. The copy of Award be sent to the Government.
Date: 07-03-2025
SHRIKANT K. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer

% feeety, 25 arder, 2025

FAM. 710.—f=0RF fare i mm, 1047 (1947 BT 14) & GRT 17 B AR § BhlT TR
Hod g% A AT & Ueuds, Adg aeidl 3R S HHOR & 99 ey #§ fAfdwe sienfs farg #
ST SIfIBRYT / 511 <IRTe EHETR & vare (12/2018) Y1 ol 2 |

[€. TeT — 12012/100/2017-3mE3me (1-11)]
garT, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 25th April, 2025

S.0. 710.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.12/2018) of the Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Ahmednagar
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of_Central Bank of India and
their workmen.

[No. L-12012/100/2017- IR(B-11)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
IN THE INDUSTRIAL COURT AT AHMEDNAGAR.
BEFORE SAMEENA KHAN, MEMBER.

Reference (1.T.) No. 12/2018.
(CNR — MHIC-160000462018)

1. Zonal Manager,
Central Bank of India,
317, M.G. Road,
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Pune — 411011.
2. Regional Manager,
Central Bank of India,
Regional Office,
Aurangabad Plot No. 113, 5/5/72,
New Osmanpura, Aurangabad 431001.
2-A. Regional Manager,
Central Bank of India,
Plot No. P-56, M.1.D.C.,
Sahyadri Chowk,
Nagapur, Ahmednagar.
3. Branch Manager,
Central Bank of India,
Branch — Ganore, At Post Ganore,
Tq. Akole, Dist. Ahmednagar. ..._First Party.
VERSUS
Ravindra Shantaram Aher,
Age : 42 years, Occu. : Service,
R/o. At Post Ganore, Tq. Akole,

Dist. Ahmednagar. ..._.Second Party.
APPEARANCE :- Smt. T. T. Kakad, Ld. Adv. for First Party.
Shri. K.Y. Modgekar, Ld. Adv. for Second Party.
AWARD
(Delivered on 20/03/2025)
1. The Central Government, in exercise of its powers under Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section (2A)

of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (for the sake of brevity, referred to as “the I.D. Act”), has referred
the dispute between the parties for adjudication to this Industrial Tribunal, vide its orders dated 09.03.2018.

2. The terms of Reference as per Schedule is as follows :-

“Whether the claim of the workman Shri. Ravindra Shantaram Aher (working as temporary Safai Karamchari
since 01.08.2011) on the management of Central Bank of India, Ganore Branch (2495) for absorbing him in
the post of permanent full time Safai Karamchari is justified? If yes, to what relief the workman concerned is
entitled to?”

For the sake of brevity, the Second Party Workman Shri. Ravindra Shantaram Aher will be referred to as ‘the
Workman’, and the First Party Central Bank of India will be referred to as the ‘the Bank’.

3. After the dispute was received for adjudication, notices were issued to the parties. In response thereof, the
Workman has filed his Statement of Claim at Exh. U-4 and amended Statement of Claim at Exh. UA-1. The facts of
the case as pleaded in the Statement of Claim by the Workman is crystallized as follows :-

i) Since 01.08.2011, the Workman is working with the Bank on daily wages as a Safai Karmachari / Unskilled
Worker / Peon Class-IV.
ii) It is submitted that he has worked continuously since 01.08.2011 till filing of the Statement of Claim.

iii) The legal provisions as provided under Sections 25-F, 25-G and  25-H, and Rules 80 and 81 of the I1.D. Act
are applicable to the Bank.

iv) It is submitted that as per the Rules applicable to the Bank, it is obligatory to grant permanency to the
Workman who has worked for more than 45 days.

V) During his service tenure, the Workman has completed 240 days of service each year. The nature of work
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performed by him is of permanent nature. He was performing the work like other permanent Safai Karmachari.

Vi) However, no permanency was granted to him and he was not absorbed in permanent employment in breach
of service Rules and agreement with the Union, on completion of 45 days of his service.

vii) The Workman submits that he is belonging to Hindu Maratha Caste. His birth date is 20.01.1977, and his
educational qualification is T.Y. B.A..

viii) Other employees junior to the Workman are still retained in the services.

iX) The Workman, therefore, prays to be absorbed him in the service as a permanent employee with
consequential benefits.

4, The Bank filed its Written Statement at Exh. C-3, inter alia resisting the claim of the Workman as not
maintainable. According to the Bank there is no cause of action for raising the dispute. There is no employer-
employee relationship between the Bank and the Workman, and therefore, the Workman has no locus standi to raise
dispute.

5. It is further submitted that the Workman was never appointed by the Bank as its workman nor he has worked
on permanent basis with the Bank. The Workman is appointed on daily wages for specific purpose as per availability
of work. He is called to work whenever there was necessity.

6. It is further submitted that there is Statutory Recruitment Rules applicable for appointment with the Bank. As
per the Recruitment Rules, an advertisement is published and on application as per the advertisement, eligible
candidates are required to appear for examination and on the basis of merit list of said exam, the recruitment is done.
There is no Rule to grant absorption or permanency to the employee on completion of 45 days of service on
daily wage.

7. The Bank submits that whenever there is availability of work, the Workman would be called and allotted
work. The Workman being on daily wages, his contract of employment is for a particular day only, and therefore, it
cannot be said that the Workman was or is entitled for permanency. Moreover, the Regional Manager is not appointing
authority for the Bank.

8. With these contentions, it is prayed that the claim of the Workman be rejected.

9. Considering the above facts and circumstances, Issues have been framed by my Learned Predecessor at
Exh. O-6, and | have given my findings on them, for the reasons stated below, are as under :-

Sr. No. Issues Findings

1. Whether there exists employer-employee relation between the First Party and

the Second Party. Affirmative.

2. Whether the claim of the Second Party Workman Mr. Ravindra Shantaram
Aher, on the Management of Central Bank of India, Ganore Branch for
absorbing him in the post of permanent full time Safai Karmachari, is
justified?

Partly Affirmative.

3. If yes, to what relief the Second Party Workman is entitled for? As per final Award.

10. On behalf of the Workman, oral evidence is led at Exh. U-17 and Exh. U-27. The Workman has filed
documents on record along with lists Exh. U-8, U-12, Exh. U-14 is a Inspection Report with statement attached, Exh.
U-16, U-22, and Exh. U-24. On behalf of the Bank its Branch Manager is examined at Exh. C-10.

11. Heard Learned Advocate Mr. K. Y. Modgekar on behalf of the Workman, and Learned Advocate
Mrs. T. T. Kakad on behalf of the Bank. Perused the order of Reference, Statement of Claim, Written Statement, oral
as well as documentary evidence on record. Both the parties have relied upon case laws in respect of their respective
contentions, which is also considered. Learned Advocate for both the parties took me through the entire oral as well as
documentary evidence on record and vehemently argued the matter in support of their respective contentions.

12. Learned Advocate Mr. K.Y. Modgekar, on behalf of the Workman vehemently argued the matter and
submitted that the Workman is in continuous employment with the Bank, and during his service tenure from
01.08.2011 till this date, he has completed 240 days of service in each year. He further strenuously argued that as per
the settlement with Union functioning in the Bank, it is agreed that daily wager or causal employee who worked for
more than 45 days would be absorbed in permanent service. However, the Bank has not complied with the terms of
settlement with the Union. Therefore, the Workman is entitled for absorption as a permanent Safai Karmachari / Peon.
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In support of his submissions, he relied upon the following case laws :-
1) Jaggo V/s. Union of India and others, reported in 2025 (1) Bom.L.C. 261 (SC).

2) H.D. Singh V/s. Reserve Bank of India and others, Civil Appeal No. 6417/NL/1983 dated 10.09.1985.

3) Trade-Wings Limited V/s. Prabhakar Dattararam Phodkar of Bombay and Ors, reported in 1992 LR (1)
480.

4) Umesh Saxena V/s. Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Agra and others, reported in 1993 FLR (66) 566.

5) Divisional Secretary, Maharashtra State Board of Secondary and Secondary Education, Nagpur and
another V/s. Mohd. Naim s/o Abdul Rahim, reported in 2009 (1) Bom. LC 453 (Bom).

6) Jayantibhai Raojibhai Patel VV/s. Municipal Council, Narkhed, Civil Appeal No. 6188 of 2019, arising
out of SLP (C) No. 8112 of 2019, dated 21.08.2019.

7) M.P. Electricity Board, Vidisha V/s. Hariram and another, reported in 2000 (87) FLR 750.

8) Samishta Dube V/s. City Board, Etawah & Another, reported in 1999 CLR 460.

9) Sezneral Manager, Telecom, Nagpur and others V/s. Naresh Brijlal Charote, reported in 2001 LAB I.C.

127.

10) Gauri Shankar Vs. State of Rajasthan, reported in 2015 LLR 785.
11) Bright Export Limited v/s. Central Board of Trustee, EPF Organisation, reported in 2016 LLR 487.

12) Sanjay Kumar s/o Surendra Kumar Sharma V/s. Chief Executive Officer, Janpad Panchayat, Ratlam,
reported in 2010 LLR 1065.

13) Central Welfare Board and Others V/s. Ms. Anjali Bepari and Others, reported in 1996 LLR 1089.

14) Vilas Agaji Pawar and others V/s. The Union of India Additional Solicitor General and Others, Writ
Petition No. 379 of 2024 dated 12™ January, 2024.

15) Chief Conservator of Forests, Pune (T) and another, V/s. Janabai Sonaba Sarpale, reported in 2019 (1)
Bom.LC 18.

16) K.V. Durga Prasad & Ors. V/s. Sri. Durgamalleshwara Swami Vari Devasthanam Vijayawada & Ors.,
reported in 1996 LLR 329.

17) Spentex Industrial Limited V/s. Member, Industrial Court, Nagpur and others, reported in 2011 (131)
FLR 843.

13. Per contra, Learned Advocate Mrs. T. T. Kakad on behalf of the Bank has vehemently submitted that being a
Nationalized Bank the Bank is governed by its Recruitment Rules. No recruitment or appointment in the Bank can be
done without following due procedure of recruitment. The Workman cannot be allowed back door entry as claimed in
this Reference. Further it was strenuously submitted that the Workman being a daily wager has no right of
employment and further to be absorbed in the service. The workman being a daily wager and not in regular
employment with the Bank, cannot be said to be a Workman of the Bank, and therefore, lacking relationship between
the Bank and the Workman of employer-employee, the demand of the Workman is without locus standi.

In support of her submissions, she relied upon the case in between Secretary, State of Karnataka and Ors.
V/s. Umadevi and others, reported in AIR 2006 SC 1806. She also filed on record a copy of Judgment and Award
dated 04.07.2019 passed in Reference (1.T.) No. 14 of 2015 by this Tribunal.

REASONS
As to Issue Nos. 1to 3 :-

14. Before proceeding for adjudication, it is worthwhile to consider the lis between the parties which is referred
to this Tribunal by the Appropriate Government.

15. Admittedly, as per the Order of Reference, the Reference is under Section 10(1)(d) of the I. D. Act by the
Central Government.

Section 10(1)(d) reads as, “where the Central Government is of opinion that any Industrial Dispute exists or
is apprehended, it may at any time by order in writing, refer the dispute or any matter appearing to be connected with
or relevant to the dispute, whether it relates to any matter specified in the Second Schedule or the Third Schedule, to
a Tribunal for adjudication.”

Therefore, in terms of this provision, the dispute between the parties is referred for adjudication.

16. Further as per Section 10(4) powers of the Tribunal to make an Award is restricted - (i) to the points of
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dispute referred for adjudication and (ii) to the points incidental thereto. Therefore, this Sub-section indicates that
extent of jurisdiction of the adjudicatory Tribunal is confined to the points specified in the Order of Reference or
matters incidental thereof.

The jurisdiction of a Tribunal springs from the order of Reference and it has to confine its adjudication to the
specified Industrial Dispute and matters incidental thereof. This is beyond doubt on the language of Sub-section 4
itself and various decisions of Hon'ble Supreme Court and Hon'ble High Courts. Therefore, in view of the express
language there can be no doubt that the Tribunal has no power to make an Award on points of dispute not referred for
adjudication or on a point which is not incidental to the point of dispute referred for adjudication. It is not open for the
Tribunal to travel beyond the terms of Reference. The Tribunal cannot expand its jurisdiction beyond the term of
Reference as mentioned in the Schedule.

17. Having regard to the dictionary meaning of the word ‘incidental’, evidently matters which require
independent consideration or treatment and have their own importance cannot be considered ‘incidental’. The matters
which are incidental to the Reference may, sometimes relate to questions which go to the root of the jurisdiction of
Tribunal. For example, question relating to the nature of activity of the employer as to whether it constitutes an
industry or not, question relating to maintainability etc. It is on the determination of this question that the jurisdiction
of the Tribunal to adjudicate upon the Reference rests. Therefore, such questions may fall as matters incidental to
Reference.

18. Adverting to the present Order of Reference dated 09.03.2018, the Schedule of Reference is for adjudication
of the dispute as to “Whether the claim of the workman Shri. Ravindra Shantaram Aher, on the management of
Central Bank of India, Ganore Branch (2495) for absorbing him in the post of permanent full time Safai Karamchari
is justified? If yes, to what relief the workman concerned is entitled to?” Therefore, considering the Schedule as
above, the adjudication can only be confined to the dispute as referred for adjudication.

19. On considering the pleadings of the Workman and reliefs claimed in his Statement of Claim, it is quite
apparent that he has pleaded and also claimed relief regarding equal pay for equal work. The same was not part of the
dispute which was raised for adjudication and referred by this Reference. Therefore, considering the same would run
counter to grain of the provisions of the I. D. Act.

20. Hence, in view of the above factual aspects and legal proposition, | am confining the present dispute for
adjudication only as referred in the Schedule to Order of Reference dated 09.03.2018. My Learned Predecessor has
also framed issues in terms of Schedule with an incidental issue as to “whether their exist employer-employee
relationship between the First Party Bank and Second Party Workman?” Therefore, the lis between the parties is
confined only to the Order of Reference and discussed in this Award.

21. It is not in dispute that the Workman was working with the Bank on daily wages as a Safai Karmachari,
initially since 01.08.2011. The Workman has filed on record an inspection report at Exh. U-14. A chart is annexed
with the said inspection report which reflects that the Workman has worked with the Bank, Ganore Branch in January-
2017 for 20 and 22 days, in March-2017 for 21 days, in May-2017 for 23 days, in June-2017 for 22 days, in July-2017
for 23/5 days, in August-2017 for 19/5 days, in September-2017 for 20/5 days, in October-2017 for 21 days, in
November-2017 for 22 days, in January-2018 for 23.5 days, in March-2018 for 22 days, in June-2018 for 22 days, in
July-2018 for 25 days, in August-2018 for 21 days, in September-2018 for 21 days, in October-2018 for 24 days, and
in November-2018 for 20 days. Apart from this details of number of working days, the witness on behalf of the Bank
has categorically admitted that the Workman was initially appointed since 01.08.2011, and was paid wages till date.

22, It is also not in controversy that the Bank on 09.08.2012, entered into a memorandum of settlement with the
All India Central Bank Employees’ Federation (AICBEF) (Recognised Majority Union For Award Staff), by which it
was agreed that temporary / casual workers engaged in various branches of the Bank all over India, would be allowed
to participate in the recruitment process to be initiated in immediate future, but not in the subsequent process for
selection to the post of Safai-Karmachari-cum-sub-staff on full time basis along with fresh candidates. The criteria for
the casual workers engaged in various branches of the Bank to participate in the recruitment process was to produce
his satisfactory proof acceptable to the Bank to show that such worker have been engaged in subordinate cadre
(including as Safai Karmachari) and has put in a minimum 45 days service till a period of 12 months. Based on this
settlement, the Workman is claiming absorption with the Bank.

23. Admittedly, the Bank is a Nationalized Bank. Admittedly, the recruitment in the Bank is governed by its
Recruitment Rules. The Workman in his cross-examination has categorically admitted that the Bank is a Nationalized
Bank functioning all over India. It is also admitted that the recruitment of employees in the Bank is through Central
Office, and for the purpose of such recruitment, an advertisement is published with terms and conditions and requisite
qualification. On the applications in response to the said advertisement, eligible candidates are selected who is to
undergo written examination as well as oral interview. Thereafter, the candidate is selected and issued with order of
appointment. The Workman, at the time of entry to work as Safai Karmachari in the Bank, had not undergone any
such recruitment process. This fact is also admitted by the Workman in his cross-examination. It is also admitted by
him in his cross-examination that he was not issued with any written appointment order. He further admits that in
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response to the subsequent advertisement of recruitment dated 22.12.2023, the worker who had applied for such
appointment were given relaxation in age, etc. However, the said advertisement could not reach its logical end and no
recruitment could take place as per the said advertisement. A copy of such application by the Workman to the Bank
for participation in the recruitment procedure in the year 2023 is filed on record along with list at Exh. U-24, at
serial No. 7.

24. There is no doubt that the nature of work performed by the Workman is of continuous and permanent nature.
The Workman in his oral evidence has specifically mentioned names of persons who are retained in service. This fact
is also admitted by the witness on behalf of the Bank in his cross-examination. The witness admits that the Workman
Mr. Ravindra Aher is still working on daily wages in the Bank. He further admits that there is no permanent Sweeper
or Peon in the Bank. Therefore, it is clear that as on today, no person is working in the Bank as a Sweeper / Peon on
permanent basis. The witness also admits that cleanliness in the Bank is a essential service.

25. Therefore, considering the oral evidence on record and on analysis of the same, the absorption of the
Workman in the Bank, it being a Nationalized Bank, amenable to Service Rule and bound by the settlement with
recognized Union, it would be legal, proper and justified to absorb the Workman in terms of memorandum of
settlement dated 09.08.2012 with the recognized Union. The said memorandum of settlement is filed on record by the
Workman at Exh. U-22, serial No. 12. Various communications by the Bank and the Union regarding implementation
of the said settlement dated 09.08.2012 are also filed on record by the Workman along with list at Exh. U-22, at serial
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 11, 13 and 14. These documents filed on record, undisputedly exhibits that the settlement between the
Bank and the recognized Union dated 09.08.2012 is not implemented as on today.

26. The similar issue as in the present Reference, regarding absorption of casual employees in the Bank as per
the memorandum of settlement dated 09.08.2012 was dealt by the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay
Bench at Aurangabad, the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay Bench at Nagpur and the Hon’ble Supreme
Court. The latest Judgment on this issue is by the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay Bench at Aurangabad
in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024, in which order is passed on 12.01.2024. In the said order dated 12.01.2024, the
Hon’ble High Court has considered the Judgments in various Writ Petitions before the same Bench, before Hon’ble
Bench at Nagpur and the Hon’ble Supreme Court.

217. The said Judgment is necessary for consideration and adjudication of the present dispute between the parties.
In the facts as well as law, the Judgment in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024 is squarely applicable to the dispute in this
Reference. The Petitioners in the said Writ Petition were also working as Safai Karmachari (casual workers) with the
Bank. The memorandum of settlement with the recognized Union dated 09.08.2012, permitting them to participate in
the recruitment process on the post of Safai Karmachari on full time basis along with fresh candidate, was in issue.

28. The Hon’ble High Court considered the earlier orders of the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay
Bench at Aurangabad in Writ Petition No. 14281 of 2019 between Vilas Agaji Pawar and others V/s. Union of India
and others dated 30.08.2023. The Hon’ble High Court also considered the similar matter wherein the Petitioner had
approached the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay Bench at Nagpur vide Writ Petition No. 8275 of 2018
between Sandip Pralhad Ingole and others V/s. Central Bank of India and others. The said Writ Petition was
decided and partly allowed vide Judgment and Order dated 08.07.2019. This Judgment of the Hon’ble Nagpur Bench
was in challenge before the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 2760 to 2761 of 2023. In the said Civil
Appeal, the Hon’ble Supreme Court vide order dated 13.07.2023, confirmed the order of the Hon’ble High Court of
Judicature at Bombay Bench At Nagpur.

29. At this stage it is necessary to reproduce the observations and conclusions of the Hon’ble High Court of
Judicature at Bombay Bench at Aurangabad in its Judgment dated 12.01.2024 in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024. The
relevant paragraphs which can be directly applicable to the present dispute and has nexus, are reproduced as follows :-

“9. It is, thus, obvious that the issue before this Court and as was the issue before the Nagpur Bench,
is as regards the fate of these workers, who have been working for years together and have been shown to be
casual workers as Safai Karmacharis/ Kamgars. While dealing with this issue, the case turns upon the
clauses of the Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 (hereinafter referred to as the "*"MoS"") between
the Respondent Bank and the recognized Union. As a background to the MoS, it needs mention that the
Respondent Bank had decided to recruit subordinate staff with nomenclature as Safai Karmachari-cum-
Sub Staff and/or Sub Staff. It is an admitted position that this Bank has been engaging temporaries and
casual workers as Safai Karmacharis for decades together and at various branches all over India.

10. The recognized Union raised this issue on behalf of such employees and it was agreed between
the parties vide the MoS that the Bank should initiate a **One Time Measure™ (hereinafter referred to as the
"OTM"™) for considering these workers for regularization. It is an admitted position, as set out in the MoS,
that the Bank decided to adopt a "'Pro Employee Initiative™ and converted the Permanent Part Time Safai
Karmacharis (PTSKs) into full time workers with the designation Safai Karmachari-cum- Sub Staff w.e.f.
01.04.2011. This was the mode adopted with regard to those temporaries, who were earlier working for
decades and thereafter, their nomenclature was changed to Permanent Part Time Safai Karmacharis
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(PTSKs). We have every reason to be astonished by this definition since no provision under the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 and presently, the Industrial Relations Code, 2020, has created any new category of
workers as Permanent Part Time Safai Karmacharis.

11. The MosS indicates that the Bank decided to recruit Safai Kamgars by following the due process
as a 'One Time Measure'. The recognized Union persuaded the Bank to adopt a humane approach and
provide an opportunity to such temporaries/ casual workers to settle their grievances/ disputes / demands
through an out of court mechanism. Keeping this in focus, the recognized Union and the Respondent Bank
agreed on the following modalities:-

"WHEREAS after a series of discussions, it has since been agreed by and between the Management and All
India Central Bank Employees' Federation (AICBEF) (Recognised Majority Union for Award Staff) that as
a one time measure such temporary/casual workers so engaged by various branches within the guidelines of
Central Office Management will be allowed to participate in the Recruitment Process which will be
Initiated. In the Immediate future (but not in the subsequent processes, if any) for selection to the post of
sub-ordinate staff with the designation 'Safai Karmachari-cum- sub-staff* and/or 'Sub-staff', on Full-Time
basis (as per the eligibility criteria) alongwith fresh candidates, subject to fulfilling all the following
conditions:

(i) Such temporary/casual worker should have been engaged in sub-ordinate cadre (including as Safai
Karmachari) and have put in a minimum 45 days service during a continuous period of 12 months:

(ii) The age of the candidate should have been between 18 to 26 (relaxable in eligible categories as per
rules) when they were initially engaged as temporary/casual worker.

(iii) The age of the candidate as on the date of this Settlement should not have been more than 45 years,
Irrespective of category (le., SC/ST/OBC/GEN).)

(iv) The candidate should produce satisfactory proof acceptable to the Bank in support of his/her claim of
having worked with the bank on temporary/casual basis for a minimum 45 days in a continuous period of
12 months.

(v) The Registration for employment with Employment Exchange by the candidate is preferred, but not
essential. Accordingly, the candidates having valid Registration with Employment Exchanges should attach
the duly attested cards/proof to this effect, at the time of applying for the post in terms of this Settlement.

(vi) In case of the candidate had hitherto filled cases in Courts/ALC 'RLC/CGIT etc. seeking absorption in
permanent employment in the Bank and such cases are still pending for final disposal, such candidates
should willingly and unconditionally withdraw such cases filed by them before different fora prior to
applying for participating in the Recruitment Process in which they are so allowed to participate in terms of
this Settlement for the post of Safai Karmachari-cum-sub-staff' and/or 'Sub-staff’, subject to otherwise
being eligible as per the eligibility criteria prescribed for respective post, and @ declaration to this effect
should be Given along with an undertaking that he/she would abide by the results of the recruitment
process.

(vii) Notwithstanding what is stated above, where there are Awards/ judgments of any Tribunal / Courts
directing the Bank to include and consider any candidate! while conducting future process, such candidates
would be considered and allowed to appear in the interview process initiated in pursuance of this Settlement
irrespective of the age and other eligibility criteria provided under this Settlement subject however that in
any case the age at the time of interview should not be above 60 years.

(viii) The Recruitment for the post of 'Safai Karmachari-cum-sub'staff' end 'Sub-staff' under this
dispensation (i.e., for fresh candidates and also the candidates hitherto worked as temporary/causal worker
and being eligible to apply for the same under this Settlement), shall be done through personal Interview of
the eligible candidates by Committee/s to be constituted by the Management.

It is also agreed mutually that out of the vacancies of 'Sub-staff* so identified to be filled in through the
Recruitment Process that will be initiated in immediate future, the existing 'Safai Karmachari cum-sub-
staff' will be considered for conversion as 'Sub-staff' (Peon) (after following the due Process of conversion)
to the extent of 25% of vacancies of 'Sub- staff' (as per the relevant guidelines of Government of India)
under this Recruitment process only.

It is mutually understood and agreed that allowing the temporary/casual workers (being otherwise eligible
to participate under this Settlement) alongwith the immediate Recruitment Process which will be conducted
for selection of *Safai Karmachari-cum-sub staff' and/or 'Sub-staff’, is a one-time measure applicable only
for this process under this Settlement and shall not be quoted as a precedent, in future. Further, such
temporary/casual workers who do not apply for the process under this dispensation (being otherwise eligible
to participate under this Settlement) for the reasons what-so-ever and/or those who, having participated in
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the process but could not be selected therein, have no right/claim what-so-ever to be called again for such
process in succession or in future.

It is understood and agreed that the provisions of this settlement shall supercede the provisions of all
previous settlements, if any, In this regard."

ONE TIME MEASURE- LEGAL PROCESS

13. It does not call for any debate that the judgment delivered by the Honourable Supreme Court
(five Judges Bench) in Secretary, State of Karnataka and others vs. Umadevi and others, (2006) 4 SCC 1,
paved the way for regularization of long working temporaries/ casuals by introducing the principle of *One
Time Measure' (OTM). By the said judgment, the Honourable Supreme Court concluded that such OTM
would be for those persons, who have been working regularly, though appointed irregularly. It has been
clarified that distinction between "‘irregular appointments™ and "illegal appointments” would be that
irregular appointments are of those category of employees, who are not selected through a regular selection
process, but are otherwise legally eligible to be appointed. Illegal appointments would include those persons,
who may have been appointed through the regular process, but were inherently ineligible to be appointed.
The Honourable Supreme Court also dealt with the aspect of legitimate expectation of long standing
temporaries/ casual workers. It was then concluded that OTM shall be adopted by the concerned Authority
to ensure that such appointments are regularized.

14. There is no dispute that the Respondent Bank and the recognized Union arrived at the MoS for
introducing OTM for temporaries/ casuals. - - - - - - - - - - ?
15. Before the Nagpur Bench, in Sandip Pralhad Ingole (supra), it was concluded that the Bank is a

public sector undertaking and is obliged to perform a duty to act legally, reasonably and ensure fulfillment
of it's commitments under the industrial agreement. It is beyond debate that the settlement with a recognized
union assumes a character of a supreme document and that binds not only the signatories to the settlement,
but the entire establishment. The Nagpur Bench concluded that the Bank was under a commitment to
honour the MoS. Earlier recruitment drive was cancelled/ aborted by the communication dated 04.07.2014.
Since then, this is the first recruitment process vide the impugned advertisement published on the website of
the Respondent Bank titled as ""Recruitment of Safai Karmachari-cum-Sub-Staff and/or Sub Staff 2024-
2025". Insofar as the Petitioners and similarly placed persons in the State of Maharashtra are concerned,
the Bank published a notice in daily Marathi ""Loksatta™. It is, thus, apparent that after more than 11 years,
the Respondent Bank has decided to adopt OTM for recruiting Safai Karmacharis and Sub Staff.

16. It is strenuously canvassed on behalf of the Respondent Bank that none of these candidates have
completed 240 days in continuous employment. Each one of them used to work for various spells over a
period of two months, three months or more and were replaced by a different batch of Safai Karmacharis.
Naturally, this raises a question as to whether, the work of Safai Karmacharis was a seasonal employment
with the Respondent Bank. This defies logic. It cannot be disputed that sweeping and cleaning the
establishments and branches of the Respondent Bank is a continuous nature of work having a perennial
character. By no stretch of imagination can it be termed or even attempted to be branded as seasonal
employment. If the work of cleaning and sweeping the establishments and branches is of a perennial
character, any argument contending that one batch of Safai Karmacharis worked for a particular duration
to be replaced by another batch of Safai Karmacharis for another spell/ duration, has to be rejected outright
keeping in view the law laid down by the Honourable Supreme Court in H.D. Singh vs. Reserve Bank of
India and others, (1985) 4 SCC 201, State of Haryana and others vs. Piara Singh and others, (1992) 4 SCC
118 and Bajaj Auto Ltd. vs. Bhojane Gopinath D., 2004 | CLR 502.

17. The judgment of the Nagpur Bench in Sandip Pralhad Ingole (supra) was sought to be reviewed
and there is no dispute that the Review Application was dismissed vide the order dated 08.02.2021. The
judgment was carried to the Honourable Supreme Court by the Respondent Bank in Civil Appeal Nos.2760-
2761/2023 and by order dated 13.07.2023, the Civil Appeals preferred by the Respondent Bank were
dismissed with a reasoned order, which reads thus:-

"These appeals arise out of the orders dated 08.07.2019 and 08.02.2021 passed by the High Court of
Judicature at Bombay, Nagpur Bench, in W.P. No. 8275 of 2018 and MCAST No. 19326 of 2019
respectively. The High Court, while allowing the writ petition, issued certain directions relying upon the
Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 entered into between the Management- Bank and the
Employees' Federation which prompted/culminated into the Management- Bank issuing a Circular Letter
No. CO:HRD:IRP:2012:13:17 dated 14.08.2012. The directions read as follows: -

"i. The writ petition is partly allowed.

ii. We direct to the respondent bank to fulfil its obligation under the Memorandum of Settlement dated 9th
August, 2012 imposing a duty to initiate the recruitment process only as one time measure for selecting,
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from amongst casual and temporary workers, **Safai Karmachari cum Sub Staff** on full time basis within a
period of six months from the date of the receipt of order.

iii. By issuing such directions, we have not taken away discretion of the bank to determine the availability of
the vacancies and to adopt a particular procedure for making recruitments or select or reject candidates on
the basis of performance and on merit and other similar factors.

iv. Rule is made absolute in these terms. No order as to costs."

As per the said Memorandum of Settlement, it was agreed that the temporary and casual workers engaged
in the Bank and who have put in a minimum 45 days' service during a continuous period of 12 months may
be permitted to participate in the ensuing recruitment process for the selection of 'Safai Karmachari-cum-
sub-staff'* and/or 'Sub- Staff' as a one-time measure.

Considering the said Memorandum of Settlement, the High Court found that though there was some delay
in moving the writ petition, but looking to the obligation of the Bank, as agreed, which has not been
discharged in its right perspective, the above directions were issued. In fact, the High Court found that to
fulfill the obligations under the Memorandum of Settlement, the Bank had indeed initiated recruitment
process for selection of "*Safai Karmachari-cum-sub-staff*, but midway through, the process of recruitment
was cancelled for some of the regions.

In the said context, while allowing the writ petition, it was directed that the Bank shall fulfil its obligations
under the Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 and initiate the recruitment process only as a one-
time measure for selecting from amongst the casual/ temporary workers, *Safai Karmachari-cum- sub-staff’
on full time basis within a period of six months from the receipt of the order.

The High Court has further observed that, while issuing such a direction, the right of the Bank to
determine the availability of the vacancies and to adopt a particular procedure for making recruitments or
select or reject candidates on the basis of performance and on merit and other similar factors, has not been
taken away.

After hearing Shri Dhruv Mehta, learned senior counsel for the appellant-Bank and Mr. Rituraj Biswas,
learned counsel for the respondents, and considering the contents of the Memorandum of Settlement and
the obligation, which is required to be discharged by the Bank, we are of the opinion that the Management
Bank has not honoured its commitment given under the Memorandum of Settlement. In fact, the Bank had
taken steps to initiate the recruitment process in furtherance of the Settlement and by a subsequent
communication cancelled the process selectively for some of the regions. The High Court, while allowing
the petition, directed the Bank to fulfil its obligation within the time stipulated therein by the impugned
order(s). In our view, the High Court has not committed any error, while dealing with the terms of the
Memorandum of Settlement in passing the impugned order(s).

In view of the foregoing, we are not inclined to interfere with the order(s) impugned. The appeals are,
accordingly, dismissed. However, the process of selection, as directed by the High Court, may now be
completed within a period of six months from today.

Pending interlocutory application(s), if any, is/are disposed of."

18. In view of the above, it is apparent that the Honourable Supreme Court concluded, in it's above
reproduced order dated 13.07.2023, that "'In the said context, while allowing the writ petition, it was directed
that the Bank shall fulfil its obligations under the Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 and initiate
the recruitment process only as a one-time measure for selecting from amongst the casual/ temporary
workers, 'Safai Karmachari-cum-sub-staff' on full time basis within a period of six months from the receipt
of the order.” It was further noted that the High Court had permitted the Bank to adopt a particular
procedure for selecting or rejecting candidates on the basis of the performance and merit. The Honourable
Supreme Court, thereafter, recorded that "we are of the opinion that the Management Bank has not
honoured its commitment given under the Memorandum of Settlement. In fact, the Bank had taken steps to
initiate the recruitment process in furtherance of the Settlement and by a subsequent communication
cancelled the process selectively for some of the regions. The High Court, while allowing the petition,
directed the Bank to fulfil its obligation within the time stipulated therein by the impugned order(s). In our
view, the High Court has not committed any error, while dealing with the terms of the Memorandum of
Settlement in passing the impugned order(s)" .

19. It is, thus, crystal clear that the OTM was meant only for those Safai Karmacharis or Sub-Staff,
who were already working with the Bank. These directions of the Honourable Supreme Court read with the
law laid down in Umadevi (supra), lead to a sine-qua-non that the only option available for the Bank was to
ensure that the long serving employees as like the Petitioners at it's various establishments and branches in
India, were considered for the OTM.



[T 11—&vE 3(ii)] ATET T 979 : 0% 3, 2025/39T4 13, 1947 1701

CONCLUSIONS
7. (R .

28. Considering the view expressed by this Court at Aurangabad in the order dated 30.08.2023
(supra), the order of the Nagpur Bench dated 08.07.2019 (supra) and the observations of the Honourable
Supreme Court in the order dated 13.07.2023 reproduced above, we deem it appropriate to direct the
Respondent Bank to lend a literal meaning to the term ""One Time Measure' and initiate the recruitment
process for those employees, who are working as Safai Karmacharis/ temporaries/ casuals in the Safai
Karmachari cadre and Sub- Staff cadre in view of the MoS. It is also mentioned in the MoS (reproduced
above) that after such OTM, these candidates would not be allowed to participate in the recruitment process
which would be initiated by the Respondent Bank subsequently.”

30. These observations and conclusions of the Hon’ble High Court clearly covers the case of the Workman for
absorption. There cannot be any deviation than what is concluded by the Hon’ble High Court as above, except for
implementation of terms and conditions in the memorandum of settlement with the recognized Union, which is the
service conditions between the parties. No other provisions of the I.D. Act or service Rules provides for such
absorption in service of the Bank, as claimed by the Workman.

31. Advertisement for recruitment as a Safai Karmachari / Sub-staff / Peon published in the year 2024-25, is not
yet proceeded with. It has also come on record that there are many posts of Safai Karmachari to be filled in the
Ganore Branch (2495), but as on today, there is no permanent Safair Karmachari or Peon. However, such post is in
existence and it needs to be filled permanently by adhering to the recruitment process and by adhering to the
memorandum of settlement of 2012 with the recognized Union.

32. I have considered the case laws filed on behalf of the both parties. The case laws filed by both the parties are
all considered by the Hon’ble High Court in its Judgment dated 12.01.2024 in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024, on
which I have placed my heavy reliance, and therefore, the case laws relied by both the parties are already considered.

33. On behalf of the Workman, certain other case laws are relied upon, which deal with termination of service
and compliance of the provisions of the I.D. Act pertaining to retrenchment by the employer. However, as observed
earlier, the issue of termination of the Workman is not relevant in this case. Therefore, the case laws in respect of
retrenchment / termination are not relevant to the subject matter of the dispute.

34, In view of the above, Issue No. 1 regarding existence of relationship of employer and employee
between the Workman and the Bank is proved and answered in Affirmative. Issue No. 2 is answered partly in
affirmative. For issue No. 3, | pass the following Order.

ORDER
1. The Reference is answered partly in affirmative.
2. The claim of the Workman Shri. Ravindra Shantaram Aher on the Management of the Bank, Ganore Branch

(2495), for absorbing him on the post of permanent full time Safai Karmachari is justified, subject to his participation
in the recruitment process and in terms of the memorandum of settlement dated 09.08.2012 with the recognized
Union.

3. The Workman Shri. Ravindra Shantaram Aher is entitled for absorption on the post of Safai Karmachari /
Sub-staff or in other similar post, on participation in immediate recruitment process which would be initiated by the
Bank.

4. The Bank is further directed to consider the Second Party Workman in the recruitment process in accordance
with the terms  of memorandum of settlement dated 09.08.2012, and if eligible and suitable, grant him appointment
on permanent basis.

5. No order as to costs.

6. Copies of this Award be sent to Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for publication and further
necessary action.

SAMEENA ABDULMAZID KHAN, Member
Date : 20.03.2025.
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New Delhi, the 25th April, 2025

S.0. 711.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.10/2018) of the Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Ahmednagar
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Central Bank of India and
their workmen.

[No. L-12012/71/2017- IR(B-11)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
IN THE INDUSTRIAL COURT AT AHMEDNAGAR.

BEFORE SAMEENA KHAN, MEMBER.
Reference (1.T.) No. 10/2018.
(CNR — MHIC-160000352018)

1. Zonal Manager,
Central Bank of India,
317, M.G. Road,
Pune — 411011.
2. Regional Manager,
Central Bank of India,
Regional Office,
Aurangabad Plot No. 113, 5/5/72,
New Osmanpura, Aurangabad 431001.
2-A. Regional Manager,
Central Bank of India,
Plot No. P-56,
M.1.D.C., Sahyadri Chowk,
Nagapur, Ahmednagar.
3. Branch Manager,
Central Bank of India,
Branch — Pemgiri, At Post Pemgiri,
Tq. Sangamner, Dist. Ahmednagar. ..._First Party.
VERSUS
Sanjay Rambhau Dube,
Age : 47 years, Occu. : Nil,
R/o. At Post Pemgiri, Tg. Sangamner,

Dist. Ahmednagar. ..._.Second Party.
APPEARANCE :- Smt. T. T. Kakad, Ld. Adv. for First Party.
Shri. K.Y. Modgekar, Ld. Adv. for Second Party.
AWARD
(Delivered on 20/03/2025)
1. The Central Government, in exercise of its powers under Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section (2A)

of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (for the sake of brevity, referred to as “the I.D. Act”), has referred
the dispute between the parties for adjudication to this Industrial Tribunal, vide its orders dated 20.02.2018.
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2. The terms of Reference as per Schedule is as follows ;-

“Whether the claim of the workman Shri. Sanjay Rambhau Dube, on the management of Central Bank of
India, Pemgiri Branch (2942) for absorbing him in the post of permanent full time Safai Karamchari is
Justified? If yes, to what relief the workman concerned is entitled to?”

For the sake of brevity, the Second Party Workman Shri. Sanjay Rambhau Dube will be referred to as ‘the
Workman’, and the First Party Central Bank of India will be referred to as the ‘the Bank’.

3. After the dispute was received for adjudication, notices were issued to the parties. In response thereof, the
Workman has filed his Statement of Claim at Exh. U-2 and amended Statement of Claim at Exh. UA-1. The facts of
the case as pleaded in the Statement of Claim by the Workman is crystallized as follows :-

i) Since 04.01.2011, the Workman is working with the Bank on daily wages as a Safai Karmachari / Unskilled
Worker / Peon Class-IV.

ii) It is submitted that he has worked continuously since 04.01.2011 till filing of the Statement of Claim.

iii) The legal provisions as provided under Sections 25-F, 25-G and  25-H, and Rules 80 and 81 of the I.D. Act are
applicable to the Bank.

iv) It is submitted that as per the Rules applicable to the Bank, it is obligatory to grant permanency to the Workman
who has worked for more than 45 days.

v) During his service tenure, the Workman has completed 240 days of service each year. The nature of work
performed by him is of permanent nature. He was performing the work like other permanent Safai Karmachari.

vi)However, no permanency was granted to him and he was not absorbed in permanent employment in breach of
service Rules and agreement with the Union, on completion of 45 days of his service.

vii) The Workman submits that he is belonging to Hindu Maratha Caste. His birth date is 01.12.1972, and his
educational qualification is 10" pass.

viii) Other employees junior to the Workman are still retained in the services.

iX) The Workman, therefore, prays to be absorbed him in the service as a permanent employee with consequential
benefits.

4. The Bank filed its Written Statement at Exh. C-5, inter alia resisting the claim of the Workman as not
maintainable. According to the Bank there is no cause of action for raising the dispute. There is no employer-
employee relationship between the Bank and the Workman, and therefore, the Workman has no locus standi to raise
dispute.

5. It is further submitted that the Workman was never appointed by the Bank as its workman nor he has worked
on permanent basis with the Bank. The Workman is appointed on daily wages for specific purpose as per availability
of work. He is called to work whenever there was necessity.

6. It is further submitted that there is Statutory Recruitment Rules applicable for appointment with the Bank. As
per the Recruitment Rules, an advertisement is published and on application as per the advertisement, eligible
candidates are required to appear for examination and on the basis of merit list of said exam, the recruitment is done.
There is no Rule to grant absorption or permanency to the employee on completion of 45 days of service on daily
wage.

7. The Bank submits that whenever there is availability of work, the Workman would be called and allotted
work. The Workman being on daily wages, his contract of employment is for a particular day only, and therefore, it
cannot be said that the Workman was or is entitled for permanency. Moreover, the Regional Manager is not appointing
authority for the Bank.

8. With these contentions, it is prayed that the claim of the Workman be rejected.

9. Considering the above facts and circumstances, Issues have been framed by my Learned Predecessor at Exh.
0O-5, and | have given my findings on them, for the reasons stated below, are as under :-

Sr. No. Issues Findings

1. Whether there exists employer-employee relation between the First Party and

the Second Party. Affirmative.

2. Whether the claim of the Second Party Workman Mr. Sanjay Rambhau Dube,
on the Management of Central Bank of India, Pemgiri Branch for absorbing Partly Affirmative.
him in the post of permanent full time Safai Karmachari, is justified?

3. If yes, to what relief the Second Party Workman is entitled for? As per final Award.
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10. On behalf of the Workman, oral evidence is led at Exh. U-23 and Exh. U-28. The Workman has filed
documents on record along with lists Exh. U-8, U-12, U-16, Exh. U-18 is a Inspection Report with statement attached,
Exh. U-20, U-23, and Exh. U-25. On behalf of the Bank its Branch Manager is examined at Exh. C-13.

11. Heard Learned Advocate Mr. K. Y. Modgekar on behalf of the Workman, and Learned Advocate
Mrs. T. T. Kakad on behalf of the Bank. Perused the order of Reference, Statement of Claim, Written Statement, oral
as well as documentary evidence on record. Both the parties have relied upon case laws in respect of their respective
contentions, which is also considered. Learned Advocate for both the parties took me through the entire oral as well as
documentary evidence on record and vehemently argued the matter in support of their respective contentions.

12. Learned Advocate Mr. K.Y. Modgekar, on behalf of the Workman vehemently argued the matter and
submitted that the Workman is in continuous employment with the Bank, and during his service tenure from
04.01.2011 till this date, he has completed 240 days of service in each year. He further strenuously argued that as per
the settlement with Union functioning in the Bank, it is agreed that daily wager or causal employee who worked for
more than 45 days would be absorbed in permanent service. However, the Bank has not complied with the terms of
settlement with the Union. Therefore, the Workman is entitled for absorption as a permanent Safai Karmachari / Peon.

In support of his submissions, he relied upon the following case laws :-

1) Jaggo V/s. Union of India and others, reported in 2025 (1) Bom.L.C. 261 (SC).

2) H.D. Singh V/s. Reserve Bank of India and others, Civil Appeal No. 6417/NL/1983 dated 10.09.1985.

3) Trade-Wings Limited V/s. Prabhakar Dattararam Phodkar of Bombay and Ors, reported in 1992 LR (1)
480.

4) Umesh Saxena V/s. Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Agra and others, reported in 1993 FLR (66) 566.

5) Divisional Secretary, Maharashtra State Board of Secondary and Secondary Education, Nagpur and
another V/s. Mohd. Naim s/o Abdul Rahim, reported in 2009 (1) Bom. LC 453 (Bom).

6) Jayantibhai Raojibhai Patel V/s. Municipal Council, Narkhed, Civil Appeal No. 6188 of 2019, arising out
of SLP (C) No. 8112 of 2019, dated 21.08.2019.

7) M.P. Electricity Board, Vidisha V/s. Hariram and another, reported in 2000 (87) FLR 750.

8) Samishta Dube V/s. City Board, Etawah & Another, reported in 1999 CLR 460.

9) General Manager, Telecom, Nagpur and others V/s. Naresh Brijlal Charote, reported in 2001
LAB I.C. 2127.

10) Gauri Shankar Vs. State of Rajasthan, reported in 2015 LLR 785.
11) Bright Export Limited v/s. Central Board of Trustee, EPF  Organisation, reported in 2016 LLR 487.

12) Sanjay Kumar s/o Surendra Kumar Sharma V/s. Chief Executive Officer, Janpad Panchayat, Ratlam,
reported in 2010 LLR 1065.

13) Central Welfare Board and Others V/s. Ms. Anjali Bepari and Others, reported in 1996 LLR 1089.

14) Vilas Agaji Pawar and others V/s. The Union of India Additional Solicitor General and Others, Writ
Petition No. 379 of 2024 dated 12" January, 2024.

15) Chief Conservator of Forests, Pune (T) and another, V/s. Janabai Sonaba Sarpale, reported in 2019 (1)
Bom.LC 18.

16) K.V. Durga Prasad & Ors. V/s. Sri. Durgamalleshwara Swami Vari Devasthanam Vijayawada & Ors.,
reported in 1996 LLR 329.

17) Spentex Industrial Limited V/s. Member, Industrial Court, Nagpur and others, reported in 2011 (131)
FLR 843.

13. Per contra, Learned Advocate Mrs. T. T. Kakad on behalf of the Bank has vehemently submitted that being a
Nationalized Bank the Bank is governed by its Recruitment Rules. No recruitment or appointment in the Bank can be
done without following due procedure of recruitment. The Workman cannot be allowed back door entry as claimed in
this Reference. Further it was strenuously submitted that the Workman being a daily wager has no right of
employment and further to be absorbed in the service. The workman being a daily wager and not in regular
employment with the Bank, cannot be said to be a Workman of the Bank, and therefore, lacking relationship between
the Bank and the Workman of employer-employee, the demand of the Workman is without locus standi.

In support of her submissions, she relied upon the case in between Secretary, State of Karnataka and Ors.
V/s. Umadevi and others, reported in AIR 2006 SC 1806. She also filed on record a copy of Judgment and Award
dated 04.07.2019 passed in Reference (1.T.) No. 14 of 2015 by this Tribunal.
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REASONS
As to Issue Nos. 1 to 3 :-

14, Before proceeding for adjudication, it is worthwhile to consider the lis between the parties which is referred
to this Tribunal by the Appropriate Government.

15. Admittedly, as per the Order of Reference, the Reference is under Section 10(1)(d) of the I. D. Act by the
Central Government.

Section 10(1)(d) reads as, “where the Central Government is of opinion that any Industrial Dispute exists or
is apprehended, it may at any time by order in writing, refer the dispute or any matter appearing to be connected with
or relevant to the dispute, whether it relates to any matter specified in the Second Schedule or the Third Schedule, to
a Tribunal for adjudication.”

Therefore, in terms of this provision, the dispute between the parties is referred for adjudication.

16. Further as per Section 10(4) powers of the Tribunal to make an Award is restricted - (i) to the points of
dispute referred for adjudication and (ii) to the points incidental thereto. Therefore, this Sub-section indicates that
extent of jurisdiction of the adjudicatory Tribunal is confined to the points specified in the Order of Reference or
matters incidental thereof.

The jurisdiction of a Tribunal springs from the order of Reference and it has to confine its adjudication to the
specified Industrial Dispute and matters incidental thereof. This is beyond doubt on the language of Sub-section 4
itself and various decisions of Hon'ble Supreme Court and Hon'ble High Courts. Therefore, in view of the express
language there can be no doubt that the Tribunal has no power to make an Award on points of dispute not referred for
adjudication or on a point which is not incidental to the point of dispute referred for adjudication. It is not open for the
Tribunal to travel beyond the terms of Reference. The Tribunal cannot expand its jurisdiction beyond the term of
Reference as mentioned in the Schedule.

17. Having regard to the dictionary meaning of the word ‘incidental’, evidently matters which require
independent consideration or treatment and have their own importance cannot be considered ‘incidental’. The matters
which are incidental to the Reference may, sometimes relate to questions which go to the root of the jurisdiction of
Tribunal. For example, question relating to the nature of activity of the employer as to whether it constitutes an
industry or not, question relating to maintainability etc. It is on the determination of this question that the jurisdiction
of the Tribunal to adjudicate upon the Reference rests. Therefore, such questions may fall as matters incidental to
Reference.

18. Adverting to the present Order of Reference dated 20.02.2018, the Schedule of Reference is for adjudication
of the dispute as to “Whether the claim of the workman Shri. Sanjay Rambhau Dube, on the management of Central
Bank of India, Pemgiri Branch (2942) for absorbing him in the post of permanent full time Safai Karamchari is
justified? If yes, to what relief the workman concerned is entitled to?” Therefore, considering the Schedule as above,
the adjudication can only be confined to the dispute as referred for adjudication.

19. On considering the pleadings of the Workman and reliefs claimed in his Statement of Claim, it is quite
apparent that he has pleaded and also claimed relief regarding equal pay for equal work. The same was not part of the
dispute which was raised for adjudication and referred by this Reference. Therefore, considering the same would run
counter to grain of the provisions of the I. D. Act.

20. Hence, in view of the above factual aspects and legal proposition, | am confining the present dispute for
adjudication only as referred in the Schedule to Order of Reference dated 20.02.2018. My Learned Predecessor has
also framed issues in terms of Schedule with an incidental issue as to “whether their exist employer-employee
relationship between the First Party Bank and Second Party Workman?” Therefore, the lis between the parties is
confined only to the Order of Reference and discussed in this Award.

21. It is not in dispute that the Workman was working with the Bank on daily wages as a Safai Karmachari,
initially since 04.01.2011. The Workman has filed on record an inspection report at Exh. U-18. A chart is annexed
with the said inspection report which reflects that the Workman has worked with the Bank, Pemgiri Branch in August-
2016 for 23 days, in September-2016 for 14 days, in October-2016 for 11 days, in November-2016 for 23 days, in
December-2016 for 21 days, in December-2017 for 23 days, in December-2017 for 22 days, in January-2018 for 22
days, and in October-2018 for 21 days. Apart from this details of number of working days, the witness on behalf of
the Bank has categorically admitted that the Workman was initially appointed since 04.01.2011, and was paid wages
till 15.04.2019.

22. It is also not in controversy that the Bank on 09.08.2012, entered into a memorandum of settlement with the
All India Central Bank Employees’ Federation (AICBEF) (Recognised Majority Union For Award Staff), by which it
was agreed that temporary / casual workers engaged in various branches of the Bank all over India, would be allowed
to participate in the recruitment process to be initiated in immediate future, but not in the subsequent process for
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selection to the post of Safai-Karmachari-cum-sub-staff on full time basis along with fresh candidates. The criteria for
the casual workers engaged in various branches of the Bank to participate in the recruitment process was to produce
his satisfactory proof acceptable to the Bank to show that such worker have been engaged in subordinate cadre
(including as Safai Karmachari) and has put in a minimum 45 days service till a period of 12 months. Based on this
settlement, the Workman is claiming absorption with the Bank.

23. Admittedly, the Bank is a Nationalized Bank. Admittedly, the recruitment in the Bank is governed by its
Recruitment Rules. The Workman in his cross-examination has categorically admitted that the Bank is a Nationalized
Bank functioning all over India. It is also admitted that the recruitment of employees in the Bank is through Central
Office, and for the purpose of such recruitment, an advertisement is published with terms and conditions and requisite
qualification. On the applications in response to the said advertisement, eligible candidates are selected who is to
undergo written examination as well as oral interview. Thereafter, the candidate is selected and issued with order of
appointment. The Workman, at the time of entry to work as Safai Karmachari in the Bank, had not undergone any
such recruitment process. This fact is also admitted by the Workman in his cross-examination. It is also admitted by
him in his cross-examination that he was not issued with any written appointment order. He further admits that in
response to the subsequent advertisement of recruitment dated 22.12.2023, the worker who had applied for such
appointment were given relaxation in age, etc. However, the said advertisement could not reach its logical end and no
recruitment could take place as per the said advertisement. A copy of such application by the Workman to the Bank
for participation in the recruitment procedure in the year 2023 is filed on record along with list at Exh. U-25, at
serial No. 7.

24, There is no doubt that the nature of work performed by the Workman is of continuous and permanent nature.
The Workman in his oral evidence has specifically mentioned names of persons who are retained in service. This fact
is also admitted by the witness on behalf of the Bank in his cross-examination. The witness admits that one Mr.
Pratibha Pawase is working on daily wages in the Bank. He further admits that there is no permanent Sweeper or
Peon in the Bank. Therefore, it is clear that as on today, no person is working in the Bank as a Sweeper / Peon on
permanent basis. The witness also admits that cleanliness in the Bank is a essential service.

25. Therefore, considering the oral evidence on record and on analysis of the same, the absorption of the
Workman in the Bank, it being a Nationalized Bank, amenable to Service Rule and bound by the settlement with
recognized Union, it would be legal, proper and justified to absorb the Workman in terms of memorandum of
settlement dated 09.08.2012 with the recognized Union. The said memorandum of settlement is filed on record by the
Workman at Exh. U-23, serial No. 12. Various communications by the Bank and the Union regarding implementation
of the said settlement dated 09.08.2012 are also filed on record by the Workman along with list at Exh. U-23, at serial
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 11, 13 and 14. These documents filed on record, undisputedly exhibits that the settlement between the
Bank and the recognized Union dated 09.08.2012 is not implemented as on today.

26. The similar issue as in the present Reference, regarding absorption of casual employees in the Bank as per
the memorandum of settlement dated 09.08.2012 was dealt by the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay
Bench at Aurangabad, the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay Bench at Nagpur and the Hon’ble Supreme
Court. The latest Judgment on this issue is by the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay Bench at Aurangabad
in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024, in which order is passed on 12.01.2024. In the said order dated 12.01.2024, the
Hon’ble High Court has considered the Judgments in various Writ Petitions before the same Bench, before Hon’ble
Bench at Nagpur and the Hon’ble Supreme Court.

217. The said Judgment is necessary for consideration and adjudication of the present dispute between the parties.
In the facts as well as law, the Judgment in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024 is squarely applicable to the dispute in this
Reference. The Petitioners in the said Writ Petition were also working as Safai Karmachari (casual workers) with the
Bank. The memorandum of settlement with the recognized Union dated 09.08.2012, permitting them to participate in
the recruitment process on the post of Safai Karmachari on full time basis along with fresh candidate, was in issue.

28. The Hon’ble High Court considered the earlier orders of the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay
Bench at Aurangabad in Writ Petition No. 14281 of 2019 between Vilas Agaji Pawar and others V/s. Union of India
and others dated 30.08.2023. The Hon’ble High Court also considered the similar matter wherein the Petitioner had
approached the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay Bench at Nagpur vide Writ Petition No. 8275 of 2018
between Sandip Pralhad Ingole and others V/s. Central Bank of India and others. The said Writ Petition was
decided and partly allowed vide Judgment and Order dated 08.07.2019. This Judgment of the Hon’ble Nagpur Bench
was in challenge before the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 2760 to 2761 of 2023. In the said Civil
Appeal, the Hon’ble Supreme Court vide order dated 13.07.2023, confirmed the order of the Hon’ble High Court of
Judicature at Bombay Bench At Nagpur.

29. At this stage it is necessary to reproduce the observations and conclusions of the Hon’ble High Court of
Judicature at Bombay Bench at Aurangabad in its Judgment dated 12.01.2024 in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024. The
relevant paragraphs which can be directly applicable to the present dispute and has nexus, are reproduced as follows :-

“9. It is, thus, obvious that the issue before this Court and as was the issue before the Nagpur Bench,
is as regards the fate of these workers, who have been working for years together and have been shown to be
casual workers as Safai Karmacharis/ Kamgars. While dealing with this issue, the case turns upon the
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clauses of the Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 (hereinafter referred to as the ""MoS™") between
the Respondent Bank and the recognized Union. As a background to the MaS, it needs mention that the
Respondent Bank had decided to recruit subordinate staff with nomenclature as Safai Karmachari-cum-
Sub Staff and/or Sub Staff. It is an admitted position that this Bank has been engaging temporaries and
casual workers as Safai Karmacharis for decades together and at various branches all over India.

10. The recognized Union raised this issue on behalf of such employees and it was agreed between
the parties vide the MoS that the Bank should initiate a "One Time Measure™ (hereinafter referred to as the
"OTM™) for considering these workers for regularization. It is an admitted position, as set out in the MoS,
that the Bank decided to adopt a ""Pro Employee Initiative' and converted the Permanent Part Time Safai
Karmacharis (PTSKs) into full time workers with the designation Safai Karmachari-cum- Sub Staff w.e.f.
01.04.2011. This was the mode adopted with regard to those temporaries, who were earlier working for
decades and thereafter, their nomenclature was changed to Permanent Part Time Safai Karmacharis
(PTSKs). We have every reason to be astonished by this definition since no provision under the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 and presently, the Industrial Relations Code, 2020, has created any new category of
workers as Permanent Part Time Safai Karmacharis.

11. The MoS indicates that the Bank decided to recruit Safai Kamgars by following the due process
as a 'One Time Measure'. The recognized Union persuaded the Bank to adopt a humane approach and
provide an opportunity to such temporaries/ casual workers to settle their grievances/ disputes / demands
through an out of court mechanism. Keeping this in focus, the recognized Union and the Respondent Bank
agreed on the following modalities:-

"WHEREAS after a series of discussions, it has since been agreed by and between the Management and All
India Central Bank Employees' Federation (AICBEF) (Recognised Majority Union for Award Staff) that as
a one time measure such temporary/casual workers so engaged by various branches within the guidelines of
Central Office Management will be allowed to participate in the Recruitment Process which will be
Initiated. In the Immediate future (but not in the subsequent processes, if any) for selection to the post of
sub-ordinate staff with the designation 'Safai Karmachari-cum- sub-staff* and/or 'Sub-staff*, on Full-Time
basis (as per the eligibility criteria) alongwith fresh candidates, subject to fulfilling all the following
conditions:

(i) Such temporary/casual worker should have been engaged in sub-ordinate cadre (including as Safai
Karmachari) and have put in a minimum 45 days service during a continuous period of 12 months:

(if) The age of the candidate should have been between 18 to 26 (relaxable in eligible categories as per
rules) when they were initially engaged as temporary/casual worker.

(iif) The age of the candidate as on the date of this Settlement should not have been more than 45 years,
Irrespective of category (le., SC/ST/OBC/GEN).)

(iv) The candidate should produce satisfactory proof acceptable to the Bank in support of his/her claim of
having worked with the bank on temporary/casual basis for a minimum 45 days in a continuous period of
12 months.

(v) The Registration for employment with Employment Exchange by the candidate is preferred, but not
essential. Accordingly, the candidates having valid Registration with Employment Exchanges should attach
the duly attested cards/proof to this effect, at the time of applying for the post in terms of this Settlement.

(vi) In case of the candidate had hitherto filled cases in Courts/ALC 'RLC/CGIT etc. seeking absorption in
permanent employment in the Bank and such cases are still pending for final disposal, such candidates
should willingly and unconditionally withdraw such cases filed by them before different fora prior to
applying for participating in the Recruitment Process in which they are so allowed to participate in terms of
this Settlement for the post of Safai Karmachari-cum-sub-staff' and/or 'Sub-staff’, subject to otherwise
being eligible as per the eligibility criteria prescribed for respective post, and @ declaration to this effect
should be Given along with an undertaking that he/she would abide by the results of the recruitment
process.

(vii) Notwithstanding what is stated above, where there are Awards/ judgments of any Tribunal / Courts
directing the Bank to include and consider any candidate! while conducting future process, such candidates
would be considered and allowed to appear in the interview process initiated in pursuance of this Settlement
irrespective of the age and other eligibility criteria provided under this Settlement subject however that in
any case the age at the time of interview should not be above 60 years.

(viii) The Recruitment for the post of 'Safai Karmachari-cum-sub'staff' end ‘Sub-staff' under this
dispensation (i.e., for fresh candidates and also the candidates hitherto worked as temporary/causal worker
and being eligible to apply for the same under this Settlement), shall be done through personal Interview of
the eligible candidates by Committee/s to be constituted by the Management.
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It is also agreed mutually that out of the vacancies of 'Sub-staff* so identified to be filled in through the
Recruitment Process that will be initiated in immediate future, the existing 'Safai Karmachari cum-sub-
staff' will be considered for conversion as 'Sub-staff' (Peon) (after following the due Process of conversion)
to the extent of 25% of vacancies of 'Sub- staff' (as per the relevant guidelines of Government of India)
under this Recruitment process only.

It is mutually understood and agreed that allowing the temporary/casual workers (being otherwise eligible
to participate under this Settlement) alongwith the immediate Recruitment Process which will be conducted
for selection of 'Safai Karmachari-cum-sub staff* and/or ‘Sub-staff’, is a one-time measure applicable only
for this process under this Settlement and shall not be quoted as a precedent, in future. Further, such
temporary/casual workers who do not apply for the process under this dispensation (being otherwise eligible
to participate under this Settlement) for the reasons what-so-ever and/or those who, having participated in
the process but could not be selected therein, have no right/claim what-so-ever to be called again for such
process in succession or in future.

It is understood and agreed that the provisions of this settlement shall supercede the provisions of all
previous settlements, if any, In this regard.”

ONE TIME MEASURE- LEGAL PROCESS

13. It does not call for any debate that the judgment delivered by the Honourable Supreme Court
(five Judges Bench) in Secretary, State of Karnataka and others vs. Umadevi and others, (2006) 4 SCC 1,
paved the way for regularization of long working temporaries/ casuals by introducing the principle of '‘One
Time Measure' (OTM). By the said judgment, the Honourable Supreme Court concluded that such OTM
would be for those persons, who have been working regularly, though appointed irregularly. It has been
clarified that distinction between *irregular appointments”™ and "illegal appointments™ would be that
irregular appointments are of those category of employees, who are not selected through a regular selection
process, but are otherwise legally eligible to be appointed. Illegal appointments would include those persons,
who may have been appointed through the regular process, but were inherently ineligible to be appointed.
The Honourable Supreme Court also dealt with the aspect of legitimate expectation of long standing
temporaries/ casual workers. It was then concluded that OTM shall be adopted by the concerned Authority
to ensure that such appointments are regularized.

14. There is no dispute that the Respondent Bank and the recognized Union arrived at the MoS for
introducing OTM for temporaries/ casuals. - - - - - - - - - - ’
15. Before the Nagpur Bench, in Sandip Pralhad Ingole (supra), it was concluded that the Bank is a

public sector undertaking and is obliged to perform a duty to act legally, reasonably and ensure fulfillment
of it's commitments under the industrial agreement. It is beyond debate that the settlement with a recognized
union assumes a character of a supreme document and that binds not only the signatories to the settlement,
but the entire establishment. The Nagpur Bench concluded that the Bank was under a commitment to
honour the MoS. Earlier recruitment drive was cancelled/ aborted by the communication dated 04.07.2014.
Since then, this is the first recruitment process vide the impugned advertisement published on the website of
the Respondent Bank titled as ""Recruitment of Safai Karmachari-cum-Sub-Staff and/or Sub Staff 2024-
2025". Insofar as the Petitioners and similarly placed persons in the State of Maharashtra are concerned,
the Bank published a notice in daily Marathi ""Loksatta™. It is, thus, apparent that after more than 11 years,
the Respondent Bank has decided to adopt OTM for recruiting Safai Karmacharis and Sub Staff.

16. It is strenuously canvassed on behalf of the Respondent Bank that none of these candidates have
completed 240 days in continuous employment. Each one of them used to work for various spells over a
period of two months, three months or more and were replaced by a different batch of Safai Karmacharis.
Naturally, this raises a question as to whether, the work of Safai Karmacharis was a seasonal employment
with the Respondent Bank. This defies logic. It cannot be disputed that sweeping and cleaning the
establishments and branches of the Respondent Bank is a continuous nature of work having a perennial
character. By no stretch of imagination can it be termed or even attempted to be branded as seasonal
employment. If the work of cleaning and sweeping the establishments and branches is of a perennial
character, any argument contending that one batch of Safai Karmacharis worked for a particular duration
to be replaced by another batch of Safai Karmacharis for another spell/ duration, has to be rejected outright
keeping in view the law laid down by the Honourable Supreme Court in H.D. Singh vs. Reserve Bank of
India and others, (1985) 4 SCC 201, State of Haryana and others vs. Piara Singh and others, (1992) 4 SCC
118 and Bajaj Auto Ltd. vs. Bhojane Gopinath D., 2004 | CLR 502.

17. The judgment of the Nagpur Bench in Sandip Pralhad Ingole (supra) was sought to be reviewed
and there is no dispute that the Review Application was dismissed vide the order dated 08.02.2021. The
judgment was carried to the Honourable Supreme Court by the Respondent Bank in Civil Appeal Nos.2760-
2761/2023 and by order dated 13.07.2023, the Civil Appeals preferred by the Respondent Bank were
dismissed with a reasoned order, which reads thus:-

"These appeals arise out of the orders dated 08.07.2019 and 08.02.2021 passed by the High Court of
Judicature at Bombay, Nagpur Bench, in W.P. No. 8275 of 2018 and MCAST No. 19326 of 2019
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respectively. The High Court, while allowing the writ petition, issued certain directions relying upon the
Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 entered into between the Management- Bank and the
Employees' Federation which prompted/culminated into the Management- Bank issuing a Circular Letter
No. CO:HRD:IRP:2012:13:17 dated 14.08.2012. The directions read as follows:-

""i. The writ petition is partly allowed.

ii. We direct to the respondent bank to fulfil its obligation under the Memorandum of Settlement dated 9th
August, 2012 imposing a duty to initiate the recruitment process only as one time measure for selecting,
from amongst casual and temporary workers, *'Safai Karmachari cum Sub Staff** on full time basis within a
period of six months from the date of the receipt of order.

iii. By issuing such directions, we have not taken away discretion of the bank to determine the availability of
the vacancies and to adopt a particular procedure for making recruitments or select or reject candidates on
the basis of performance and on merit and other similar factors.

iv. Rule is made absolute in these terms. No order as to costs."

As per the said Memorandum of Settlement, it was agreed that the temporary and casual workers engaged
in the Bank and who have put in a minimum 45 days' service during a continuous period of 12 months may
be permitted to participate in the ensuing recruitment process for the selection of *'Safai Karmachari-cum-
sub-staff'* and/or 'Sub- Staff' as a one-time measure.

Considering the said Memorandum of Settlement, the High Court found that though there was some delay
in moving the writ petition, but looking to the obligation of the Bank, as agreed, which has not been
discharged in its right perspective, the above directions were issued. In fact, the High Court found that to
fulfill the obligations under the Memorandum of Settlement, the Bank had indeed initiated recruitment
process for selection of **Safai Karmachari-cum-sub-staff*’, but midway through, the process of recruitment
was cancelled for some of the regions.

In the said context, while allowing the writ petition, it was directed that the Bank shall fulfil its obligations
under the Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 and initiate the recruitment process only as a one-
time measure for selecting from amongst the casual/ temporary workers, 'Safai Karmachari-cum- sub-staff’
on full time basis within a period of six months from the receipt of the order.

The High Court has further observed that, while issuing such a direction, the right of the Bank to
determine the availability of the vacancies and to adopt a particular procedure for making recruitments or
select or reject candidates on the basis of performance and on merit and other similar factors, has not been
taken away.

After hearing Shri Dhruv Mehta, learned senior counsel for the appellant-Bank and Mr. Rituraj Biswas,
learned counsel for the respondents, and considering the contents of the Memorandum of Settlement and
the obligation, which is required to be discharged by the Bank, we are of the opinion that the Management
Bank has not honoured its commitment given under the Memorandum of Settlement. In fact, the Bank had
taken steps to initiate the recruitment process in furtherance of the Settlement and by a subsequent
communication cancelled the process selectively for some of the regions. The High Court, while allowing
the petition, directed the Bank to fulfil its obligation within the time stipulated therein by the impugned
order(s). In our view, the High Court has not committed any error, while dealing with the terms of the
Memorandum of Settlement in passing the impugned order(s).

In view of the foregoing, we are not inclined to interfere with the order(s) impugned. The appeals are,
accordingly, dismissed. However, the process of selection, as directed by the High Court, may now be
completed within a period of six months from today.

Pending interlocutory application(s), if any, is/are disposed of."

18. In view of the above, it is apparent that the Honourable Supreme Court concluded, in it's above
reproduced order dated 13.07.2023, that *'In the said context, while allowing the writ petition, it was directed
that the Bank shall fulfil its obligations under the Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 and initiate
the recruitment process only as a one-time measure for selecting from amongst the casual/ temporary
workers, 'Safai Karmachari-cum-sub-staff' on full time basis within a period of six months from the receipt
of the order.”” It was further noted that the High Court had permitted the Bank to adopt a particular
procedure for selecting or rejecting candidates on the basis of the performance and merit. The Honourable
Supreme Court, thereafter, recorded that "we are of the opinion that the Management Bank has not
honoured its commitment given under the Memorandum of Settlement. In fact, the Bank had taken steps to
initiate the recruitment process in furtherance of the Settlement and by a subsequent communication
cancelled the process selectively for some of the regions. The High Court, while allowing the petition,
directed the Bank to fulfil its obligation within the time stipulated therein by the impugned order(s). In our
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view, the High Court has not committed any error, while dealing with the terms of the Memorandum of
Settlement in passing the impugned order(s)" .

19. It is, thus, crystal clear that the OTM was meant only for those Safai Karmacharis or Sub-Staff,
who were already working with the Bank. These directions of the Honourable Supreme Court read with the
law laid down in Umadevi (supra), lead to a sine-qua-non that the only option available for the Bank was to
ensure that the long serving employees as like the Petitioners at it's various establishments and branches in
India, were considered for the OTM.

CONCLUSIONS
74 (. .

28. Considering the view expressed by this Court at Aurangabad in the order dated 30.08.2023
(supra), the order of the Nagpur Bench dated 08.07.2019 (supra) and the observations of the Honourable
Supreme Court in the order dated 13.07.2023 reproduced above, we deem it appropriate to direct the
Respondent Bank to lend a literal meaning to the term ""One Time Measure™ and initiate the recruitment
process for those employees, who are working as Safai Karmacharis/ temporaries/ casuals in the Safai
Karmachari cadre and Sub- Staff cadre in view of the MoS. It is also mentioned in the MoS (reproduced
above) that after such OTM, these candidates would not be allowed to participate in the recruitment process
which would be initiated by the Respondent Bank subsequently.”

30. These observations and conclusions of the Hon’ble High Court clearly covers the case of the Workman for
absorption. There cannot be any deviation than what is concluded by the Hon’ble High Court as above, except for
implementation of terms and conditions in the memorandum of settlement with the recognized Union, which is the
service conditions between the parties. No other provisions of the 1.D. Act or service Rules provides for such
absorption in service of the Bank, as claimed by the Workman.

31. Advertisement for recruitment as a Safai Karmachari / Sub-staff / Peon published in the year 2024-25, is not
yet proceeded with. It has also come on record that there are many posts of Safai Karmachari to be filled in the
Pemgiri Branch (2942), but as on today, there is no permanent Safair Karmachari or Peon. However, such post is in
existence and it needs to be filled permanently by adhering to the recruitment process and by adhering to the
memorandum of settlement of 2012 with the recognized Union.

32. I have considered the case laws filed on behalf of the both parties. The case laws filed by both the parties are
all considered by the Hon’ble High Court in its Judgment dated 12.01.2024 in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024, on
which | have placed my heavy reliance, and therefore, the case laws relied by both the parties are already considered.

33. On behalf of the Workman, certain other case laws are relied upon, which deal with termination of service
and compliance of the provisions of the I.D. Act pertaining to retrenchment by the employer. However, as observed
earlier, the issue of termination of the Workman is not relevant in this case. Therefore, the case laws in respect of
retrenchment / termination are not relevant to the subject matter of the dispute.

34. In view of the above, Issue No. 1 regarding existence of relationship of employer and employee between the
Workman and the Bank is proved and answered in Affirmative. Issue No. 2 is answered partly in affirmative. For
issue No. 3, | pass the following Order.

ORDER
1. The Reference is answered partly in affirmative.

2. The claim of the Workman Shri. Sanjay Rambhau Dube on the Management of the Bank, Pemgiri Branch (2942),
for absorbing him on the post of permanent full time Safai Karmachari is justified, subject to his participation in the
recruitment process and in terms of the memorandum of settlement dated 09.08.2012 with the recognized Union.

3. The Workman Shri. Sanjay Rambhau Dube is entitled for absorption on the post of Safai Karmachari / Sub-staff
or in other similar post, on participation in immediate recruitment process which would be initiated by the Bank.

4. The Bank is further directed to consider the Second Party Workman in the recruitment process in accordance with
the terms of memorandum of settlement dated 09.08.2012, and if eligible and suitable, grant him appointment on
permanent basis.

5. No order as to costs.

6. Copies of this Award be sent to Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for publication and further
necessary action.

SAMEENA ABDULMAZID KHAN, Member
Date : 20.03.2025.
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New Delhi, the 25th April, 2025

S.0. 712.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 11/2018) of the Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Ahmednagar
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _Central Bank of India and
their workmen.

[No. L-12012/72/2017- IR(B-I1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
IN THE INDUSTRIAL COURT AT AHMEDNAGAR.
BEFORE SAMEENA KHAN, MEMBER.

Reference (1.T.) No. 11/2018.
(CNR — MHIC-160000362018)

1. Zonal Manager,
Central Bank of India,
317, M.G. Road,
Pune — 411011.

2. Regional Manager,

Central Bank of India,

Regional Office,

Aurangabad Plot No. 113, 5/5/72,

New Osmanpura, Aurangabad 431001.
3. Branch Manager,

Central Bank of India,

Branch — P.M.T. Loni, At Post Loni,

Tg. Rahata, Dist. Ahmednagar. ..._First Party.

VERSUS
Sunil Dhondiba Bire,
Age : 32 years, Occu. : Service,
R/o. At Post Pathare Budruk,
(Datta Mandir Kadu Wasti),
Tq. Rahata, Dist. Ahmednagar. ..._.Second Party.
APPEARANCE :- Smt. T. T. Kakad, Ld. Adv. for First Party.
Shri. K.Y. Modgekar, Ld. Adv. for Second Party.
AWARD
(Delivered on 20/03/2025)

1. The Central Government, in exercise of its powers under Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and
Sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (for the sake of brevity, referred to as “the
I.D. Act”), has referred the dispute between the parties for adjudication to this Industrial Tribunal, vide its orders
dated 15.02.2018.
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2. The terms of Reference as per Schedule is as follows :-

“Whether the claim of the workman Shri. Sunil Dhondiba Bire, on the management of Central Bank of India,
PMT Loni, Utility Complex Branch (3278) for absorbing him in the post of permanent full time Safai
Karamchari is justified? If yes, to what relief the workman concerned is entitled t0?”

For the sake of brevity, the Second Party Workman Shri. Sunil Dhondiba Bire will be referred to as ‘the
Workman’, and the First Party Central Bank of India will be referred to as the ‘the Bank’.

3. After the dispute was received for adjudication, notices were issued to the parties. In response thereof, the
Workman has filed his Statement of Claim at Exh. U-3. The facts of the case as pleaded in the Statement of Claim by
the Workman is crystallized as follows :-

i) Since 01.11.2008, the Workman is working with the Bank on daily wages as a Safai Karmachari / Unskilled
Worker / Peon Class-IV.
i) It is submitted that he has worked continuously since 01.11.2008 till filing of the Statement of Claim.

iii) The legal provisions as provided under Sections 25-F, 25-G and  25-H, and Rules 80 and 81 of the I.D. Act
are applicable to the Bank.

iv) It is submitted that as per the Rules applicable to the Bank, it is obligatory to grant permanency to the
Workman who has worked for more than 45 days.

V) During his service tenure, the Workman has completed 240 days of service each year. The nature of work
performed by him is of permanent nature. He was performing the work like other permanent Safai Karmachari.

Vi) However, no permanency was granted to him and he was not absorbed in permanent employment in breach
of service Rules and agreement with the Union, on completion of 45 days of his service.

vii) The Workman submits that he is belonging to Hindu Dhangar (Nomadic Tribes) Caste. His birth date is
16.11.1984, and his educational qualification is 12™ pass.

viii) Other employees junior to the Workman are still retained in the services.

iX) The Workman, therefore, prays to be absorbed him in the service as a permanent employee with
consequential benefits.
4. The Bank filed its Written Statement at Exh. C-3, inter alia resisting the claim of the Workman as not

maintainable. According to the Bank there is no cause of action for raising the dispute. There is no employer-
employee relationship between the Bank and the Workman, and therefore, the Workman has no locus standi to raise
dispute.

5. It is further submitted that the Workman was never appointed by the Bank as its workman nor he has worked
on permanent basis with the Bank. The Workman is appointed on daily wages for specific purpose as per availability
of work. He is called to work whenever there was necessity.

6. It is further submitted that there is Statutory Recruitment Rules applicable for appointment with the Bank. As
per the Recruitment Rules, an advertisement is published and on application as per the advertisement, eligible
candidates are required to appear for examination and on the basis of merit list of said exam, the recruitment is done.
There is no Rule to grant absorption or permanency to the employee on completion of 45 days of service on
daily wage.

7. The Bank submits that whenever there is availability of work, the Workman would be called and allotted
work. The Workman being on daily wages, his contract of employment is for a particular day only, and therefore, it
cannot be said that the Workman was or is entitled for permanency. Moreover, the Regional Manager is not appointing
authority for the Bank.

8. With these contentions, it is prayed that the claim of the Workman be rejected.

9. Considering the above facts and circumstances, Issues have been framed by my Learned Predecessor at
Exh. O-5, and | have given my findings on them, for the reasons stated below, are as under :-

Sr. No. Issues Findings

1. Whether there exists employer-employee relation between the First Party and

the Second Party. Affirmative.

2. Whether the claim of the Second Party Workman Mr. Sunil Dhondiba Bire,
on the Management of Central Bank of India, PMT Loni, Utility Complex
Branch for absorbing him in the post of permanent full time Safai
Karmachari, is justified?

Partly Affirmative.

3. If yes, to what relief the Second Party Workman is entitled for? As per final Award.
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10. On behalf of the Workman, oral evidence is led at Exh. U-18 and Exh. U-23. The Workman has filed
documents on record along with lists Exh. U-7, U-11, Exh. U-13 is a Inspection Report with statement attached,
Exh. U-15, U-18, and Exh. U-20. On behalf of the Bank its Branch Manager is examined at Exh. C-10.

11. Heard Learned Advocate Mr. K. Y. Modgekar on behalf of the Workman, and Learned Advocate Mrs. T. T.
Kakad on behalf of the Bank. Perused the order of Reference, Statement of Claim, Written Statement, oral as well as
documentary evidence on record. Both the parties have relied upon case laws in respect of their respective
contentions, which is also considered. Learned Advocate for both the parties took me through the entire oral as well as
documentary evidence on record and vehemently argued the matter in support of their respective contentions.

12. Learned Advocate Mr. K.Y. Modgekar, on behalf of the Workman vehemently argued the matter and
submitted that the Workman is in continuous employment with the Bank, and during his service tenure from
01.11.2008 till this date, he has completed 240 days of service in each year. He further strenuously argued that as per
the settlement with Union functioning in the Bank, it is agreed that daily wager or causal employee who worked for
more than 45 days would be absorbed in permanent service. However, the Bank has not complied with the terms of
settlement with the Union. Therefore, the Workman is entitled for absorption as a permanent Safai Karmachari / Peon.

In support of his submissions, he relied upon the following case laws :-

1) Jaggo V/s. Union of India and others, reported in 2025 (1) Bom.L.C. 261 (SC).

2) H.D. Singh V/s. Reserve Bank of India and others, Civil Appeal No. 6417/NL/1983 dated 10.09.1985.

3) Trade-Wings Limited V/s. Prabhakar Dattararam Phodkar of Bombay and Ors, reported in 1992 LR (1)
480.

4) Umesh Saxena V/s. Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Agra and others, reported in 1993 FLR (66) 566.

5) Divisional Secretary, Maharashtra State Board of Secondary and Secondary Education, Nagpur and
another V/s. Mohd. Naim s/o Abdul Rahim, reported in 2009 (1) Bom. LC 453 (Bom).

6) Jayantibhai Raojibhai Patel V/s. Municipal Council, Narkhed, Civil Appeal No. 6188 of 2019, arising out
of SLP (C) No. 8112 of 2019, dated 21.08.20109.

7) M.P. Electricity Board, Vidisha V/s. Hariram and another, reported in 2000 (87) FLR 750.

8) Samishta Dube V/s. City Board, Etawah & Another, reported in 1999 CLR 460.

9) General Manager, Telecom, Nagpur and others V/s. Naresh Brijlal Charote, reported in 2001
LAB I.C. 2127.

10) Gauri Shankar Vs. State of Rajasthan, reported in 2015 LLR 785.
11) Bright Export Limited v/s. Central Board of Trustee, EPF Organisation, reported in 2016 LLR 487.

12) Sanjay Kumar s/o Surendra Kumar Sharma V/s. Chief Executive Officer, Janpad Panchayat, Ratlam,
reported in 2010 LLR 1065.

13) Central Welfare Board and Others V/s. Ms. Anjali Bepari and Others, reported in 1996 LLR 1089.

14) Vilas Agaji Pawar and others V/s. The Union of India Additional Solicitor General and Others, Writ
Petition No. 379 of 2024 dated 12" January, 2024.

15) Chief Conservator of Forests, Pune (T) and another, V/s. Janabai Sonaba Sarpale, reported in 2019 (1)
Bom.LC 18.

16) K.V. Durga Prasad & Ors. V/s. Sri. Durgamalleshwara Swami Vari Devasthanam Vijayawada & Ors.,
reported in 1996 LLR 329.

17) Spentex Industrial Limited V/s. Member, Industrial Court, Nagpur and others, reported in 2011 (131)
FLR 843.

13. Per contra, Learned Advocate Mrs. T. T. Kakad on behalf of the Bank has vehemently submitted that being a
Nationalized Bank the Bank is governed by its Recruitment Rules. No recruitment or appointment in the Bank can be
done without following due procedure of recruitment. The Workman cannot be allowed back door entry as claimed in
this Reference. Further it was strenuously submitted that the Workman being a daily wager has no right of
employment and further to be absorbed in the service. The workman being a daily wager and not in regular
employment with the Bank, cannot be said to be a Workman of the Bank, and therefore, lacking relationship between
the Bank and the Workman of employer-employee, the demand of the Workman is without locus standi.

In support of her submissions, she relied upon the case in between Secretary, State of Karnataka and Ors.
V/s. Umadevi and others, reported in AIR 2006 SC 1806. She also filed on record a copy of Judgment and Award
dated 04.07.2019 passed in Reference (1.T.) No. 14 of 2015 by this Tribunal.
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REASONS
As to Issue Nos. 1 to 3 :-

14, Before proceeding for adjudication, it is worthwhile to consider the lis between the parties which is referred
to this Tribunal by the Appropriate Government.

15. Admittedly, as per the Order of Reference, the Reference is under Section 10(1)(d) of the I. D. Act by the
Central Government.

Section 10(1)(d) reads as, “where the Central Government is of opinion that any Industrial Dispute exists or
is apprehended, it may at any time by order in writing, refer the dispute or any matter appearing to be connected with
or relevant to the dispute, whether it relates to any matter specified in the Second Schedule or the Third Schedule, to
a Tribunal for adjudication.”

Therefore, in terms of this provision, the dispute between the parties is referred for adjudication.

16. Further as per Section 10(4) powers of the Tribunal to make an Award is restricted - (i) to the points of
dispute referred for adjudication and (ii) to the points incidental thereto. Therefore, this Sub-section indicates that
extent of jurisdiction of the adjudicatory Tribunal is confined to the points specified in the Order of Reference or
matters incidental thereof.

The jurisdiction of a Tribunal springs from the order of Reference and it has to confine its adjudication to the
specified Industrial Dispute and matters incidental thereof. This is beyond doubt on the language of Sub-section 4
itself and various decisions of Hon'ble Supreme Court and Hon'ble High Courts. Therefore, in view of the express
language there can be no doubt that the Tribunal has no power to make an Award on points of dispute not referred for
adjudication or on a point which is not incidental to the point of dispute referred for adjudication. It is not open for the
Tribunal to travel beyond the terms of Reference. The Tribunal cannot expand its jurisdiction beyond the term of
Reference as mentioned in the Schedule.

17. Having regard to the dictionary meaning of the word ‘incidental’, evidently matters which require
independent consideration or treatment and have their own importance cannot be considered ‘incidental’. The matters
which are incidental to the Reference may, sometimes relate to questions which go to the root of the jurisdiction of
Tribunal. For example, question relating to the nature of activity of the employer as to whether it constitutes an
industry or not, question relating to maintainability etc. It is on the determination of this question that the jurisdiction
of the Tribunal to adjudicate upon the Reference rests. Therefore, such questions may fall as matters incidental to
Reference.

18. Adverting to the present Order of Reference dated 15.02.2018, the Schedule of Reference is for adjudication
of the dispute as to “Whether the claim of the workman Shri. Sunil Dhondiba Bire, on the management of Central
Bank of India, PMT Loni, Utility Complex Branch (3278) for absorbing him in the post of permanent full time Safai
Karamchari is justified? If yes, to what relief the workman concerned is entitled t0?” Therefore, considering the
Schedule as above, the adjudication can only be confined to the dispute as referred for adjudication.

19. On considering the pleadings of the Workman and reliefs claimed in his Statement of Claim, it is quite
apparent that he has pleaded and also claimed relief regarding equal pay for equal work. The same was not part of the
dispute which was raised for adjudication and referred by this Reference. Therefore, considering the same would run
counter to grain of the provisions of the I. D. Act.

20. Hence, in view of the above factual aspects and legal proposition, | am confining the present dispute for
adjudication only as referred in the Schedule to Order of Reference dated 15.02.2018. My Learned Predecessor has
also framed issues in terms of Schedule with an incidental issue as to “whether their exist employer-employee
relationship between the First Party Bank and Second Party Workman?” Therefore, the lis between the parties is
confined only to the Order of Reference and discussed in this Award.

21. It is not in dispute that the Workman was working with the Bank on daily wages as a Safai Karmachari,
initially since 01.11.2008. The Workman has filed on record an inspection report at Exh. U-13. A chart is annexed
with the said inspection report which reflects that the Workman has worked with the Bank, PMT Loni Branch dated
02.02.2010 for 9 days, dated 02.03.2010 for 13 days, dated 01.01.2010 for 05 days, dated 04.05.2010 for 06 days,
dated 05.06.2010 for 15 days, dated 02.07.2010 for 01 day, dated 10.04.2010 for 01 day, dated 02.09.2010 for 16
days, and dated 01.10.2010 for 08 days. Apart from this details of number of working days, the witness on behalf of
the Bank has categorically admitted that the Workman was initially appointed since 01.11.2008, and was paid wages
till date.

22. It is also not in controversy that the Bank on 09.08.2012, entered into a memorandum of settlement with the
All India Central Bank Employees’ Federation (AICBEF) (Recognised Majority Union For Award Staff), by which it
was agreed that temporary / casual workers engaged in various branches of the Bank all over India, would be allowed
to participate in the recruitment process to be initiated in immediate future, but not in the subsequent process for




[T 11—&vE 3(ii)] ATET T 979 : 0% 3, 2025/39T4 13, 1947 1715

selection to the post of Safai-Karmachari-cum-sub-staff on full time basis along with fresh candidates. The criteria for
the casual workers engaged in various branches of the Bank to participate in the recruitment process was to produce
his satisfactory proof acceptable to the Bank to show that such worker have been engaged in subordinate cadre
(including as Safai Karmachari) and has put in a minimum 45 days service till a period of 12 months. Based on this
settlement, the Workman is claiming absorption with the Bank.

23. Admittedly, the Bank is a Nationalized Bank. Admittedly, the recruitment in the Bank is governed by its
Recruitment Rules. The Workman in his cross-examination has categorically admitted that the Bank is a Nationalized
Bank functioning all over India. It is also admitted that the recruitment of employees in the Bank is through Central
Office, and for the purpose of such recruitment, an advertisement is published with terms and conditions and requisite
qualification. On the applications in response to the said advertisement, eligible candidates are selected who is to
undergo written examination as well as oral interview. Thereafter, the candidate is selected and issued with order of
appointment. The Workman, at the time of entry to work as Safai Karmachari in the Bank, had not undergone any
such recruitment process. This fact is also admitted by the Workman in his cross-examination. It is also admitted by
him in his cross-examination that he was not issued with any written appointment order. He further admits that in
response to the subsequent advertisement of recruitment dated 22.12.2023, the worker who had applied for such
appointment were given relaxation in age, etc. However, the said advertisement could not reach its logical end and no
recruitment could take place as per the said advertisement. A copy of such application by the Workman to the Bank
for participation in the recruitment procedure in the year 2023 is filed on record along with list at Exh. U-20, at serial
No. 7.

24. There is no doubt that the nature of work performed by the Workman is of continuous and permanent nature.
The Workman in his oral evidence has specifically mentioned names of persons who are retained in service. This fact
is also admitted by the witness on behalf of the Bank in his cross-examination. The witness admits that the Workman
Mr. Sunil Bire is still working on daily wages in the Bank. He further admits that there is no permanent Sweeper or
Peon in the Bank. Therefore, it is clear that as on today, no person is working in the Bank as a Sweeper / Peon on
permanent basis. The witness also admits that cleanliness in the Bank is a essential service.

25. Therefore, considering the oral evidence on record and on analysis of the same, the absorption of the
Workman in the Bank, it being a Nationalized Bank, amenable to Service Rule and bound by the settlement with
recognized Union, it would be legal, proper and justified to absorb the Workman in terms of memorandum of
settlement dated 09.08.2012 with the recognized Union. The said memorandum of settlement is filed on record by the
Workman at Exh. U-18, serial No. 12. Various communications by the Bank and the Union regarding implementation
of the said settlement dated 09.08.2012 are also filed on record by the Workman along with list at Exh. U-18, at serial
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 11, 13 and 14. These documents filed on record, undisputedly exhibits that the settlement between the
Bank and the recognized Union dated 09.08.2012 is not implemented as on today.

26. The similar issue as in the present Reference, regarding absorption of casual employees in the Bank as per
the memorandum of settlement dated 09.08.2012 was dealt by the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay
Bench at Aurangabad, the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay Bench at Nagpur and the Hon’ble Supreme
Court. The latest Judgment on this issue is by the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay Bench at Aurangabad
in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024, in which order is passed on 12.01.2024. In the said order dated 12.01.2024, the
Hon’ble High Court has considered the Judgments in various Writ Petitions before the same Bench, before Hon’ble
Bench at Nagpur and the Hon’ble Supreme Court.

217. The said Judgment is necessary for consideration and adjudication of the present dispute between the parties.
In the facts as well as law, the Judgment in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024 is squarely applicable to the dispute in this
Reference. The Petitioners in the said Writ Petition were also working as Safai Karmachari (casual workers) with the
Bank. The memorandum of settlement with the recognized Union dated 09.08.2012, permitting them to participate in
the recruitment process on the post of Safai Karmachari on full time basis along with fresh candidate, was in issue.

28. The Hon’ble High Court considered the earlier orders of the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay
Bench at Aurangabad in Writ Petition No. 14281 of 2019 between Vilas Agaji Pawar and others V/s. Union of India
and others dated 30.08.2023. The Hon’ble High Court also considered the similar matter wherein the Petitioner had
approached the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay Bench at Nagpur vide Writ Petition No. 8275 of 2018
between Sandip Pralhad Ingole and others V/s. Central Bank of India and others. The said Writ Petition was
decided and partly allowed vide Judgment and Order dated 08.07.2019. This Judgment of the Hon’ble Nagpur Bench
was in challenge before the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal Nos. 2760 to 2761 of 2023. In the said Civil
Appeal, the Hon’ble Supreme Court vide order dated 13.07.2023, confirmed the order of the Hon’ble High Court of
Judicature at Bombay Bench At Nagpur.

29. At this stage it is necessary to reproduce the observations and conclusions of the Hon’ble High Court of
Judicature at Bombay Bench at Aurangabad in its Judgment dated 12.01.2024 in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024. The
relevant paragraphs which can be directly applicable to the present dispute and has nexus, are reproduced as follows :-

“9. It is, thus, obvious that the issue before this Court and as was the issue before the Nagpur Bench,
is as regards the fate of these workers, who have been working for years together and have been shown to be
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casual workers as Safai Karmacharis/ Kamgars. While dealing with this issue, the case turns upon the
clauses of the Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 (hereinafter referred to as the ""MoS'") between
the Respondent Bank and the recognized Union. As a background to the MoS, it needs mention that the
Respondent Bank had decided to recruit subordinate staff with nomenclature as Safai Karmachari-cum-
Sub Staff and/or Sub Staff. It is an admitted position that this Bank has been engaging temporaries and
casual workers as Safai Karmacharis for decades together and at various branches all over India.

10. The recognized Union raised this issue on behalf of such employees and it was agreed between
the parties vide the MoS that the Bank should initiate a "*One Time Measure™ (hereinafter referred to as the
"OTM™) for considering these workers for regularization. It is an admitted position, as set out in the MoS,
that the Bank decided to adopt a ""Pro Employee Initiative™ and converted the Permanent Part Time Safai
Karmacharis (PTSKs) into full time workers with the designation Safai Karmachari-cum- Sub Staff w.e.f.
01.04.2011. This was the mode adopted with regard to those temporaries, who were earlier working for
decades and thereafter, their nomenclature was changed to Permanent Part Time Safai Karmacharis
(PTSKs). We have every reason to be astonished by this definition since no provision under the Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 and presently, the Industrial Relations Code, 2020, has created any new category of
workers as Permanent Part Time Safai Karmacharis.

11. The MosS indicates that the Bank decided to recruit Safai Kamgars by following the due process
as a 'One Time Measure'. The recognized Union persuaded the Bank to adopt a humane approach and
provide an opportunity to such temporaries/ casual workers to settle their grievances/ disputes / demands
through an out of court mechanism. Keeping this in focus, the recognized Union and the Respondent Bank
agreed on the following modalities:-

"WHEREAS after a series of discussions, it has since been agreed by and between the Management and All
India Central Bank Employees' Federation (AICBEF) (Recognised Majority Union for Award Staff) that as
a one time measure such temporary/casual workers so engaged by various branches within the guidelines of
Central Office Management will be allowed to participate in the Recruitment Process which will be
Initiated. In the Immediate future (but not in the subsequent processes, if any) for selection to the post of
sub-ordinate staff with the designation 'Safai Karmachari-cum- sub-staff* and/or 'Sub-staff', on Full-Time
basis (as per the eligibility criteria) alongwith fresh candidates, subject to fulfilling all the following
conditions:

(i) Such temporary/casual worker should have been engaged in sub-ordinate cadre (including as Safai
Karmachari) and have put in a minimum 45 days service during a continuous period of 12 months:

(ii) The age of the candidate should have been between 18 to 26 (relaxable in eligible categories as per
rules) when they were initially engaged as temporary/casual worker.

(iif) The age of the candidate as on the date of this Settlement should not have been more than 45 years,
Irrespective of category (le., SC/ST/OBC/GEN).)

(iv) The candidate should produce satisfactory proof acceptable to the Bank in support of his/her claim of
having worked with the bank on temporary/casual basis for a minimum 45 days in a continuous period of
12 months.

(v) The Registration for employment with Employment Exchange by the candidate is preferred, but not
essential. Accordingly, the candidates having valid Registration with Employment Exchanges should attach
the duly attested cards/proof to this effect, at the time of applying for the post in terms of this Settlement.

(vi) In case of the candidate had hitherto filled cases in Courts/ALC "RLC/CGIT etc. seeking absorption in
permanent employment in the Bank and such cases are still pending for final disposal, such candidates
should willingly and unconditionally withdraw such cases filed by them before different fora prior to
applying for participating in the Recruitment Process in which they are so allowed to participate in terms of
this Settlement for the post of Safai Karmachari-cum-sub-staff' and/or 'Sub-staff’, subject to otherwise
being eligible as per the eligibility criteria prescribed for respective post, and @ declaration to this effect
should be Given along with an undertaking that he/she would abide by the results of the recruitment
process.

(vii) Notwithstanding what is stated above, where there are Awards/ judgments of any Tribunal / Courts
directing the Bank to include and consider any candidate! while conducting future process, such candidates
would be considered and allowed to appear in the interview process initiated in pursuance of this Settlement
irrespective of the age and other eligibility criteria provided under this Settlement subject however that in
any case the age at the time of interview should not be above 60 years.

(viii) The Recruitment for the post of 'Safai Karmachari-cum-sub'staff' end 'Sub-staff' under this
dispensation (i.e., for fresh candidates and also the candidates hitherto worked as temporary/causal worker
and being eligible to apply for the same under this Settlement), shall be done through personal Interview of
the eligible candidates by Committee/s to be constituted by the Management.
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It is also agreed mutually that out of the vacancies of 'Sub-staff* so identified to be filled in through the
Recruitment Process that will be initiated in immediate future, the existing 'Safai Karmachari cum-sub-
staff' will be considered for conversion as 'Sub-staff' (Peon) (after following the due Process of conversion)
to the extent of 25% of vacancies of 'Sub- staff' (as per the relevant guidelines of Government of India)
under this Recruitment process only.

It is mutually understood and agreed that allowing the temporary/casual workers (being otherwise eligible
to participate under this Settlement) alongwith the immediate Recruitment Process which will be conducted
for selection of *Safai Karmachari-cum-sub staff' and/or 'Sub-staff’, is a one-time measure applicable only
for this process under this Settlement and shall not be quoted as a precedent, in future. Further, such
temporary/casual workers who do not apply for the process under this dispensation (being otherwise eligible
to participate under this Settlement) for the reasons what-so-ever and/or those who, having participated in
the process but could not be selected therein, have no right/claim what-so-ever to be called again for such
process in succession or in future.

It is understood and agreed that the provisions of this settlement shall supercede the provisions of all
previous settlements, if any, In this regard."

ONE TIME MEASURE- LEGAL PROCESS

13. It does not call for any debate that the judgment delivered by the Honourable Supreme Court
(five Judges Bench) in Secretary, State of Karnataka and others vs. Umadevi and others, (2006) 4 SCC 1,
paved the way for regularization of long working temporaries/ casuals by introducing the principle of '‘One
Time Measure' (OTM). By the said judgment, the Honourable Supreme Court concluded that such OTM
would be for those persons, who have been working regularly, though appointed irregularly. It has been
clarified that distinction between *irregular appointments”™ and "illegal appointments™ would be that
irregular appointments are of those category of employees, who are not selected through a regular selection
process, but are otherwise legally eligible to be appointed. Illegal appointments would include those persons,
who may have been appointed through the regular process, but were inherently ineligible to be appointed.
The Honourable Supreme Court also dealt with the aspect of legitimate expectation of long standing
temporaries/ casual workers. It was then concluded that OTM shall be adopted by the concerned Authority
to ensure that such appointments are regularized.

14, There is no dispute that the Respondent Bank and the recognized Union arrived at the MoS for
introducing OTM for temporaries/ casuals. - - - - - - - - - - ’
15. Before the Nagpur Bench, in Sandip Pralhad Ingole (supra), it was concluded that the Bank is a

public sector undertaking and is obliged to perform a duty to act legally, reasonably and ensure fulfillment
of it's commitments under the industrial agreement. It is beyond debate that the settlement with a recognized
union assumes a character of a supreme document and that binds not only the signatories to the settlement,
but the entire establishment. The Nagpur Bench concluded that the Bank was under a commitment to
honour the MoS. Earlier recruitment drive was cancelled/ aborted by the communication dated 04.07.2014.
Since then, this is the first recruitment process vide the impugned advertisement published on the website of
the Respondent Bank titled as ""Recruitment of Safai Karmachari-cum-Sub-Staff and/or Sub Staff 2024-
2025". Insofar as the Petitioners and similarly placed persons in the State of Maharashtra are concerned,
the Bank published a notice in daily Marathi "'Loksatta™. It is, thus, apparent that after more than 11 years,
the Respondent Bank has decided to adopt OTM for recruiting Safai Karmacharis and Sub Staff.

16. It is strenuously canvassed on behalf of the Respondent Bank that none of these candidates have
completed 240 days in continuous employment. Each one of them used to work for various spells over a
period of two months, three months or more and were replaced by a different batch of Safai Karmacharis.
Naturally, this raises a question as to whether, the work of Safai Karmacharis was a seasonal employment
with the Respondent Bank. This defies logic. It cannot be disputed that sweeping and cleaning the
establishments and branches of the Respondent Bank is a continuous nature of work having a perennial
character. By no stretch of imagination can it be termed or even attempted to be branded as seasonal
employment. If the work of cleaning and sweeping the establishments and branches is of a perennial
character, any argument contending that one batch of Safai Karmacharis worked for a particular duration
to be replaced by another batch of Safai Karmacharis for another spell/ duration, has to be rejected outright
keeping in view the law laid down by the Honourable Supreme Court in H.D. Singh vs. Reserve Bank of
India and others, (1985) 4 SCC 201, State of Haryana and others vs. Piara Singh and others, (1992) 4 SCC
118 and Bajaj Auto Ltd. vs. Bhojane Gopinath D., 2004 | CLR 502.

17. The judgment of the Nagpur Bench in Sandip Pralhad Ingole (supra) was sought to be reviewed
and there is no dispute that the Review Application was dismissed vide the order dated 08.02.2021. The
judgment was carried to the Honourable Supreme Court by the Respondent Bank in Civil Appeal Nos.2760-
2761/2023 and by order dated 13.07.2023, the Civil Appeals preferred by the Respondent Bank were
dismissed with a reasoned order, which reads thus:-
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"These appeals arise out of the orders dated 08.07.2019 and 08.02.2021 passed by the High Court of
Judicature at Bombay, Nagpur Bench, in W.P. No. 8275 of 2018 and MCAST No. 19326 of 2019
respectively. The High Court, while allowing the writ petition, issued certain directions relying upon the
Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 entered into between the Management- Bank and the
Employees' Federation which prompted/culminated into the Management- Bank issuing a Circular Letter
No. CO:HRD:IRP:2012:13:17 dated 14.08.2012. The directions read as follows: -

i. The writ petition is partly allowed.

ii.  We direct to the respondent bank to fulfil its obligation under the Memorandum of Settlement dated 9th
August, 2012 imposing a duty to initiate the recruitment process only as one time measure for selecting,
from amongst casual and temporary workers, *'Safai Karmachari cum Sub Staff*"* on full time basis within a
period of six months from the date of the receipt of order.

iii. By issuing such directions, we have not taken away discretion of the bank to determine the availability
of the vacancies and to adopt a particular procedure for making recruitments or select or reject candidates
on the basis of performance and on merit and other similar factors.

iv. Rule is made absolute in these terms. No order as to costs."

As per the said Memorandum of Settlement, it was agreed that the temporary and casual workers engaged
in the Bank and who have put in a minimum 45 days" service during a continuous period of 12 months may
be permitted to participate in the ensuing recruitment process for the selection of **Safai Karmachari-cum-
sub-staff** and/or *Sub- Staff' as a one-time measure.

Considering the said Memorandum of Settlement, the High Court found that though there was some delay
in moving the writ petition, but looking to the obligation of the Bank, as agreed, which has not been
discharged in its right perspective, the above directions were issued. In fact, the High Court found that to
fulfill the obligations under the Memorandum of Settlement, the Bank had indeed initiated recruitment
process for selection of "*Safai Karmachari-cum-sub-staff*, but midway through, the process of recruitment
was cancelled for some of the regions.

In the said context, while allowing the writ petition, it was directed that the Bank shall fulfil its obligations
under the Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 and initiate the recruitment process only as a one-
time measure for selecting from amongst the casual/ temporary workers, 'Safai Karmachari-cum- sub-staff’
on full time basis within a period of six months from the receipt of the order.

The High Court has further observed that, while issuing such a direction, the right of the Bank to
determine the availability of the vacancies and to adopt a particular procedure for making recruitments or
select or reject candidates on the basis of performance and on merit and other similar factors, has not been
taken away.

After hearing Shri Dhruv Mehta, learned senior counsel for the appellant-Bank and Mr. Rituraj Biswas,
learned counsel for the respondents, and considering the contents of the Memorandum of Settlement and
the obligation, which is required to be discharged by the Bank, we are of the opinion that the Management
Bank has not honoured its commitment given under the Memorandum of Settlement. In fact, the Bank had
taken steps to initiate the recruitment process in furtherance of the Settlement and by a subsequent
communication cancelled the process selectively for some of the regions. The High Court, while allowing
the petition, directed the Bank to fulfil its obligation within the time stipulated therein by the impugned
order(s). In our view, the High Court has not committed any error, while dealing with the terms of the
Memorandum of Settlement in passing the impugned order(s).

In view of the foregoing, we are not inclined to interfere with the order(s) impugned. The appeals are,
accordingly, dismissed. However, the process of selection, as directed by the High Court, may now be
completed within a period of six months from today.

Pending interlocutory application(s), if any, is/are disposed of."

18. In view of the above, it is apparent that the Honourable Supreme Court concluded, in it's above
reproduced order dated 13.07.2023, that "'In the said context, while allowing the writ petition, it was directed
that the Bank shall fulfil its obligations under the Memorandum of Settlement dated 09.08.2012 and initiate
the recruitment process only as a one-time measure for selecting from amongst the casual/ temporary
workers, 'Safai Karmachari-cum-sub-staff' on full time basis within a period of six months from the receipt
of the order.” It was further noted that the High Court had permitted the Bank to adopt a particular
procedure for selecting or rejecting candidates on the basis of the performance and merit. The Honourable
Supreme Court, thereafter, recorded that "we are of the opinion that the Management Bank has not
honoured its commitment given under the Memorandum of Settlement. In fact, the Bank had taken steps to
initiate the recruitment process in furtherance of the Settlement and by a subsequent communication
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cancelled the process selectively for some of the regions. The High Court, while allowing the petition,
directed the Bank to fulfil its obligation within the time stipulated therein by the impugned order(s). In our
view, the High Court has not committed any error, while dealing with the terms of the Memorandum of
Settlement in passing the impugned order(s)" .

19. It is, thus, crystal clear that the OTM was meant only for those Safai Karmacharis or Sub-Staff,
who were already working with the Bank. These directions of the Honourable Supreme Court read with the
law laid down in Umadevi (supra), lead to a sine-qua-non that the only option available for the Bank was to
ensure that the long serving employees as like the Petitioners at it's various establishments and branches in
India, were considered for the OTM.

CONCLUSIONS
7. (R

28. Considering the view expressed by this Court at Aurangabad in the order dated 30.08.2023
(supra), the order of the Nagpur Bench dated 08.07.2019 (supra) and the observations of the Honourable
Supreme Court in the order dated 13.07.2023 reproduced above, we deem it appropriate to direct the
Respondent Bank to lend a literal meaning to the term ""One Time Measure' and initiate the recruitment
process for those employees, who are working as Safai Karmacharis/ temporaries/ casuals in the Safai
Karmachari cadre and Sub- Staff cadre in view of the MoS. It is also mentioned in the MoS (reproduced
above) that after such OTM, these candidates would not be allowed to participate in the recruitment process
which would be initiated by the Respondent Bank subsequently.”

30. These observations and conclusions of the Hon’ble High Court clearly covers the case of the Workman for
absorption. There cannot be any deviation than what is concluded by the Hon’ble High Court as above, except for
implementation of terms and conditions in the memorandum of settlement with the recognized Union, which is the
service conditions between the parties. No other provisions of the 1.D. Act or service Rules provides for such
absorption in service of the Bank, as claimed by the Workman.

31. Advertisement for recruitment as a Safai Karmachari / Sub-staff / Peon published in the year 2024-25, is not
yet proceeded with. It has also come on record that there are many posts of Safai Karmachari to be filled in the PMT
Loni, Utility Complex Branch (3278), but as on today, there is no permanent Safair Karmachari or Peon. However,
such post is in existence and it needs to be filled permanently by adhering to the recruitment process and by adhering
to the memorandum of settlement of 2012 with the recognized Union.

32. I have considered the case laws filed on behalf of the both parties. The case laws filed by both the parties are
all considered by the Hon’ble High Court in its Judgment dated 12.01.2024 in Writ Petition No. 379 of 2024, on
which | have placed my heavy reliance, and therefore, the case laws relied by both the parties are already considered.

33. On behalf of the Workman, certain other case laws are relied upon, which deal with termination of service
and compliance of the provisions of the I.D. Act pertaining to retrenchment by the employer. However, as observed
earlier, the issue of termination of the Workman is not relevant in this case. Therefore, the case laws in respect of
retrenchment / termination are not relevant to the subject matter of the dispute.

34. In view of the above, Issue No. 1 regarding existence of relationship of employer and employee between the
Workman and the Bank is proved and answered in Affirmative. Issue No. 2 is answered partly in affirmative. For
issue No. 3, | pass the following Order.

ORDER
1. The Reference is answered partly in affirmative.

2. The claim of the Workman Shri. Sunil Dhondiba Bire on the Management of the Bank, PMT Loni, Utility
Complex Branch (3278), for absorbing him on the post of permanent full time Safai Karmachari is justified, subject
to his participation in the recruitment process and in terms of the memorandum of settlement dated 09.08.2012 with
the recognized Union.

3. The Workman Shri. Sunil Dhondiba Bire is entitled for absorption on the post of Safai Karmachari / Sub-staff or
in other similar post, on participation in immediate recruitment process which would be initiated by the Bank.

4. The Bank is further directed to consider the Second Party Workman in the recruitment process in accordance
with the terms ~ of memorandum of settlement dated 09.08.2012, and if eligible and suitable, grant him
appointment on permanent basis.

5. No order as to costs.

6. Copies of this Award be sent to Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for publication and further
necessary action.

SAMEENA ABDULMAZID KHAN, Member
Date : 20.03.2025.
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T foeety, 28 a1¥er, 2025

AT, 713, —=a fAarq i mm, 1947 (1947 @1 14) & -1 17 & ARIT  H D=

WHR MRAI e §6 & Jgaeds, Hag Faredl R 96 dHeRI & 99 ey § i =R fae &
BEIT RN AR ARNBRT /351 ~TATerd ARTYR & vare (77/2018-19) yHilRd ol 7 |

[/. Ti—12025/01/2025- 31 3R (§i-1)-55]
T, 37 s

New Delhi, the 28th April, 2025

S.0. 713.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.77/2018-19) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _State Bank of India their
workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2025- IR(B-I1)-55]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/Appl/77/2018-19 Date: 03.04.2025.
Party No.1: 1) Assistant General Manager, State Bank

Of India, Region-1, Zonal Office,
Nagpur-01 (Disciplinary Authority)

2) Dy. General Manager, State Bank of
India Region-1, Zonal Office, Nagpur-01
(the Appellate Authority)

3) Branch Manager, State Bank of India,
Vayusena Nagar Branch: Nagpur-07

VIs.
Party No.2:
Nilesh Shivram Singh Thakur,
Aged 33 years, Occ.: Nil,
R/o, Gittikhadan, Panchasheel Nagpur,
Plot No. 111-A, Katol Road, Nagpur-13

AWARD
(Dated: 03" April, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by Section (2) & (3) of Section 2-A of Industrial Disputes (Amendment)
Act, 2010 (“the Act” in short), the applicant filed an industrial dispute between the employers, in relation to the
management of SBI and the applicant, Shri. Nilesh S. Thakur for adjudication, vide case no.
CGIT/NGP/AppIn/77/2018-2019, with the following issues framed:-

“Whether the action of management of SBI by dismissing Shri Nilesh Shivram Singh Thakur vide
order dated 25.05.2017 is legal, just & proper? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Both the parties are absent. Both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
17.03.2020 i.e. near about last five years. Although petitioner as well as respondent have filed their statement of claim
and written statement respectively. But no rejoinder and other evidence have been filed by the petitioner to prove his
claim. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It appears that petitioner is not interested to contest the
case further more. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
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ORDER

The action of management of SBI by dismissing Shri Nilesh Shivram Singh Thakur vide order dated
25.05.2017 is legal, just & proper. The workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

T fawedt, 28 arder, 2025

FLAT. 714, —3T=nfiF fddare fafm, 1947 (1947 BT 14) @1 ORT 17 & IRV H
HoT ARBR T g W YAd @ ydyas, Heg el ok STe FHORT & di ergdy |
Ffde s fJae § o<y WeR si=nfs AbeRor/ 34 YIed ArYR & gere

(43/2022-23) YBIRG BT B |

[, T — 41011/01/2023- 3 &= (@-1)]
garT, 37 fAgerw

New Delhi, the 28th April, 2025

S.0. 714.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.43/2022-23) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Nagpur_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of SEC Railway their workmen.

[No. L-41011/01/2023- IR(B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE

BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/43/2022-23 Date: 01.04.2025.
Party No.1: The DRM,
SEC Railways, Kingsway, Nagpur.
Pin-440001.
VIs.
Party No.2:

The President,
SECR Trackmen Gatemen Trolly-
Men Engineering Sangathan, C/o
Jitendra Khobragade, New Khalasi
Line, JN Road, Kamptee, Nagpur.
Pin-441001.

AWARD

(Dated: 01* April, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), the Central Government has referred the industrial
dispute between the employers, in relation to the management of SEC Railways, Nagpur. and their union/Dakshin
Purva Madhya Railway Trackmen, Gatemen, Trolleymen, Engineering Sangathana, Nagpur for adjudication, as per
letter No. L-41011/01/2023 (IR(B-1)) dated 20.01.2023, with the following schedule:-

“Whether demand raised by Dakshin Purva Madhya Railway Trackmen, Gatemen, Trolleymen,
Engineering Sangathana, Nagpur vide letter dated 17.12.2021 against the management of South East Central
(SEC) railway, Nagpur for providing alternative job/employment to the medically de-categorized Casual
Labours, is proper, legal and justified? If yes, what relief the workmen/union are entitled to and what
directions, if any, are necessary in this regard?”
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2. Case is called out. Both the parties are absent. Both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
03.06.2024 i.e. last three dates. Although statement of claim has been filed by the petitioner but no written statement
has been filed by the respondent till date. Petitioner has not filed any other evidence to prove his case. Petitioner is not
coming to the Court since last three dates. Hence, it appears that, petitioner is not interested to contest the case further
more. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The demand raised by Dakshin Purva Madhya Railway Trackmen, Gatemen, Trolleymen,
Engineering Sangathana, Nagpur vide letter dated 17.12.2021 against the management of South East Central
(SEC) railway, Nagpur for providing alternative job/employment to the medically de-categorized Casual
Labours, is improper, illegal and unjustified. The workmen/union are not entitled to any relief.

Justice (retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
T2 faeett, 28 s7ier, 2025

FLIAT. 715.—i=w fdare IS 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 & IFARV H Bl
WHR ARI e d& & Jauad, ddg MANdl 3R 376 HHGRI & 419 ey # ffdse
dnfer fAae # o WReR A=iiE IfYHR /9 e W¥NE-l ® UdIe (17/2019)
UHIRIT B |

[FT. T — 12011/06/2019- 31 3R (Tsﬁ-I)]
T, 3T Ao

New Delhi, the 28th April, 2025

S.0. 715.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.17/2019) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Chandigarh-I as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _State Bank of India
and their workmen.

[No. L-12011/06/2019- IR (B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

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

Present: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam, Presiding Officer, Chandigarh.

ID No.17/2019
Registered On: 29.05.2019
The General Secretary, State Bank of India Staff Association, Circle Office, #73, Sector 15-A,
Chandigarh-160015.
........... Workmen-Applicant
Versus

1.The Deputy General Manager (B&O), State Bank of India, State Bank of India Administrative
Office, Sector 5, Panchkula (Haryana)-134114.

2.The Regional Manager, State Bank of India, RBO-1V, Kurukshetra-136118.
........ Managements-Respondents
Award

Passed On: 09.04.2025

Present Industrial Dispute was registered on the basis of reference order received from Government of India,
Ministry of Labour vide notification No. L-12011/06/2019-IR (B-I) dated 14.05.2019 as follows:

“Whether the action of Management of State Bank of India in respect of Punishment of Bringing down to two
stages with cumulating effect and further disentitling to earn increments for a period of two years to the
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workman Sh. Ramla Singh, Armed Guard vide Disciplinary Order dated 24.04.2015 is fair, legal and
justified?, If not, what relief the workman is entitled to and from which date?”’

1. It appears that during pendency of present case the Bank Management (Opposite Party) amended the
punishment order dated 24.04.2015 and workman Ramla Singh was being paid regular increments and
he was also paid arrear of amount for entitlement period. In above view of the matter according to
Management the dispute/ controversy got settled and no grievance of workman was surviving any more.

2. Since none was appearing in the case for quite long time and therefore a fresh notice was issued to General
Secretary, State Bank of India, Stafff Association to appear before this Court and to verify the fact of
amendment of disciplinary punishment order dated 24.04.2015 as well as to verify the fact of receiving
arrear of entitlement period. In response to the said notice Deputy General Secretary Sh. Rishi Kumar
Upadhyay, SBI Staff Association, LHO, Sector 17, Chandigarh appeared today (09.04.2025) before this
Tribunal and got recorded his statement as follows:

“Since the order of punishment has been modified and effect of penalty with cumulative effect has been
withdraw and consequent payment has been received by the workman, thus without prejudice to the
rights of workman to challenge the remainder part of penalty, the present reference may kindly be
disposed of accordingly”.

3. Considering above view of the matter and the statement of Deputy General Secretary, SBI, Staff
Association it appears that dispute has been resolved and settled between workman Ramla Singh and the
Management Bank and therefore, the reference order dated 14.05.2019 received for adjudication need
not to be decided on merit. Therefore, instant case being ID No.17 of 2016 stand disposed off. 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.

B.K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer
E ey, 28 s7ier, 2025

T, 716.—f=ifiw  fqare A= 1947 (1947 HT 14) BT URT 17 B FITHRT H B
TROR T2 dF A qiearer (7 zaht Fer w2 &% oiw R & gr 71 2) & vduas, dag Haeier
IR S FHGRI & I ey # fAfde senfiw e § o=y WeR st
SNfIHRT / 519 IRITT HSWg- | & Uare (137/2014) UHTRIA HRell 2 |

[, T — 12012/14/2015- &€ aR (§1-1)]
AT, 3T FAerh

New Delhi, the 28th April, 2025

S.0. 716.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.137/2014) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Chandigarh-I as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _State Bank of Patiala
(since amalgamated and merged into State Bank of India ) and their workmen.

[No. L-12012/14/2015- IR (B-I)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.
Presiding Officer: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam, H.J.S.
ID N0.137/2014
Registered on 02.03.2015
Tarsem Kumar S/o Late Sh. Satpal Sharma, Village Kheri Gurjan, PO Sular, Distt. Patiala (Punjab)-147001.
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........... Workman
Versus

The Assistant General Manager-1, Patiala, State Bank of Patiala (since amalgamated and
merged into State Bank of India), Z.O. Leela Bhawan, Patiala (Punjab).

........ Management
Sh. O.P. Indal AR for Workman
Sh. A.K. Ahuja AR for Management
Judgment reserved on 25" March, 2025
Judgment Pronounced on 09™April, 2025
JUDGMENT/ AWARD

1. Instant Industrial Dispute has been registered for adjudication on the basis of a Reference vide Notification No.
L-12012/14/2015-1R(B-I) dated 19.02.2015 (amended on 14.05.2015) under clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) sub-section
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (hereinafter called the Act), of the Ministry of
Labour- Government of India as follows:-

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of Patiala in dismissing the services without notice of
Shri Tarsem Kumar w.e.f. 15.10.2012 is just, valid and legal? If not, to what benefits the workman is entitled
for and what directions are necessary in the matter.”

2. The case of Workman/ Petitioner- In pursuance of above Reference the workman filed his statements of claim
which unfolded following relevant facts raising the present industrial dispute. That the workman was posted at State
Bank of Patiala, Sai Market Patiala as an employee and was charge sheeted for act of omission and commission and
presently stands dismissed. The workman was appointed as Part Time Sweeper by the respondent bank vide Letter
No. AGM-1 (P) Staff/4195 dated 01.09.2010 and was posted at Sai Market Branch, Patiala on 09.09.2010. Smt. Rama
Kaushal (Chief Manager) started pressurizing workman to do sweeping work at her residence also in the morning
before coming to the Branch at 9:30 and she also started getting her private work done. The workman continued to do
private work but refused to do sweeping work at her residence because his wages was 1/3™ of the scale of subordinate
staff and working hours of the workman were limited 19 hours per week as per 1% Bipartite Settlement of 1996. The
refusing of work of workman made her annoyed and the Chief Manager Smt. Rama Kaushal started harassing the
workman, forcing him to stay full day without paying any compensation for extra working. In February, 2012 he was
seriously ill and could not attend the branch for a month but she neither sanctioned any leave nor paid wages. Further
case of the workman has been that he was charge sheeted for the theft of money and was suspended followed by
domestic inquiry. During his suspension he did not his subsistence allowance. He replied the charges denying it. He
was only performing the duties of part time sweeper in the branch and has no connection with sorting cash or working
of cash. The workman was illegally dismissed vide impugned order vide letter dated- 29-03-2014. It is further said
that there was no case of missing packed but the actual purpose was to implicate the workman into conspiracy
hatched by the then Chief Manager and the Head Cashier of the Branch and when the Head Cashier announced that
Rupees 500 notes packet is missing everyone in the bank started locating the packed of 500 notes but could not trace
it and suddenly found the packet from Generator Set and at that time the workman was not in the picture. Thereafter,
the Chief Manager called the ASI Police from the adjoining Branch and Police Staff from Police Division No.2
Patiala and was taken forcibly to strong room of Branch and was thrashed. The workman was forced to own the
responsibility of the incident or otherwise he would be sent to the Jail and was forced to sign a prewritten letter
written in Punjabi and got signed by the workman under threat. The workman was not given any opportunity of
defense. That on the basis of report given by Sh. T.S. Bhagat workman was charge sheeted on 02.07.2013 and a
departmental enquiry was ordered by Sh. H.P. Rai (EO), enquiry was conducted by Enquiry Officer and all the
witnesses relies upon the confessional statement dated 25.10.2012 which was taken under undue pressure and
physical beating and thrashing by Police. The workman approached the Assistant Labour for de-novo/ Fresh Enquiry
as he was not given due opportunity of defense. It is further stated that AGM, Patiala, State Bank of Patiala, Z.0.,
Leela Bhawan branch was totally biased and was in hurry that order of dismissal was passed against the law. Further,
the workman filed an appeal before the Appellant Authority but same order of DA was upheld and the Appellate
Authority did not apply his mind and ditto the same order. It is prayed that the order may be quashed and set aside and
the workman be reinstated alongwith all consequential reliefs related to his post like wages, promotion, increments
etc.

3. The case of Management- In response to notice issued, the Respondent appeared and filed its written
statement/ reply to the claim petition. It is admitted that the workman was appointed as a Part Time worker on 1/3
wages by the respondent bank and was posted at the Sai Market, Patiala, Branch. According to the respondent-
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management on 05.10.2012 the workman committed theft of one stack of Rs.500/- denomination note amounting to
Rs.50,000/- from the cahier-cabin and hid it covered with a duster on the generator set of the Branch. After search by
all the staffs members one Sh. Satish Kumar the peon found the said bundle lying on the Generator Set and on being
confronted, the applicant suo moto/ voluntarily without any pressure and with free mind on the same day admitted in
writing having stolen the said bundle of notes. Thereafter, an Investigation Officer namely Sh. T.R. Bhagat was
appointed to investigate the matter on 25.10.2012 who submitted his investigation report dated 31.10.2012 alongwith
written admission dated 25.10.2012 in which the workman had confessed the offence. The theft committed by the
workman was classified and the workman was served with a Charge Sheet dated 02.07.2013 in respect of the theft
and departmental proceedings were conducted against workman by Sh. H.P.S. Rai an officer in M.M.G.S. Ill, who
was appointed as the EO by the Disciplinary Authority and on culmination of the enquiry the workman was found
guilty of the charges leveled against him by the Enquiry Officer in his Enquiry report dated 19.12.2013. The Enquiry
report was sent to workman on 23.12.2013, after considering the submission of the workman the Disciplinary
Authority vide order dated 25.02.2014 concurred with the findings of the Enquiry Officer and decided to impose
penalty of dismissal without notice in terms of Clause 6(a) of the settlement of Disciplinary Action Procedure for
Workman dated 10.04.2002. A show cause notice against the proposed penalty dated 18.03.2014 was served to
workman. The Disciplinary Authority imposed the penalty on the workman by order dated 29.03.2014 which was
communicated to him as per letter of the same day. It is further said that an appeal was filed by the workman on
31.03.2014 before the Appellate Authority and the same was dismissed vide order dated 18.06.2014 after due
application of mind.

4.  The respondent management has denied in its reply that workman was falsely implicated and that no theft of
cash from the cash cabin was committed by him. It is also denied that Chief Manager of the Branch was harassing the
workman as the workman never raised such issue of harassment anywhere, according to respondent management
stealing money from cash cabin is a serious misconduct and therefore, every action of respondent taken in holding
departmental enquiry and dismissing the workman was reasonable and as per law and same was done after following
principle of natural justice, it is denied that no opportunity of defense was given to the workman during the
departmental enquiry. According to respondent-management at every stage of departmental enquiry he was given
sufficient opportunity to defend him. It is also denied that in order to extract confessional statement the workman was
subjected to physical beating or thrashing by police. According to respondent management the admission of theft by
workman was his voluntary statement with free mind in presence of bank staffs. No compulsion, coercion, force or
threat was used at any stage against the applicant. The workman committed grave misconduct of theft and he has been
dismissed following due process of law Rules and procedure in total conjunction of principle of natural justice. In the
last the respondent management has prayed that claim petition of workman may kindly be dismissed with
compensatory and punitive cost.

5.  On the basis of pleadings of both the parties and on the basis of reference of the Ministry of Labour,
Government of India following issue arises for adjudication in the present Industrial Dispute-

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of Patiala in dismissing the services without notice of Shri
Tarsem Kumar w.e.f. 15.10.2012 is just, valid and legal? If not, to what benefits the workman is entitled for and what
directions are necessary in the matter.”

6.  During hearing of the case the workman Tarsem Kumar Sharma himself has got examined as Witness No.1 but
no documentary evidence has been brought on the record. On behalf of Respondent- Management one witness namely
Balwan Singh, Manager HR, State Bank of India, Regional Business Office, Patiala got examined as Management
Witness No.1 and during his evidence certain documents were brought on record and were marked as Exhibits as
follows:

Sr. Particulars Annexure/ Exhibit
No.

1. Copy of Written Admission dated 15.10.2012 Ex. R-1
2. Copy of Investigation Report dated 31.10.2012 Ex. R-2
3. Copy of Second Written Admission dated 25.10.2012 Ex. R-3
4, Copy of Charge Sheet dated 02.07.2013 Ex. R-4
5. Copy of Enquiry Report dated 19.12.2013 Ex. R-5
6. Copy of Letter dated 23.12.2013 Ex. R-6
7. Copy of Order dated 25.02.2014 Ex. R-7
8. Copy of Show Cause Notice dated 18.03.2014 Ex. R-8
9. Copy of letter dated 29.03.2014 Ex. R-9
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10. ‘ Copy of Order dated 18.06.2014 Ex. R-10

7. Arguments of Parties: Ld. Counsel appearing on behalf of workman has submitted that the Charge sheet was
illegal, vague and biased charge sheet. The departmental enquiry was also not fair enquiry and it is against the
provisions of Rules and Regulations applicable to the bank. The workman has denied the charges and had raised
objection against charge sheet but his objection an explanation against charge sheet was not considered. During the
enquiry it was not proved that workman was infact involved in lifting of any bundle of Rs.500/- denomination note
from the cash cabin and none of the witnesses examined during the departmental enquiry has spoken seeing the
workman removing any bundle of Rs.500/- note from the cash cabin. The entire evidence has been fabricated and a
confessional statement has been recorded which has been relied upon by the enquiry officer. According to Ld.
Counsel the charges of theft was not found proved during the enquiry as there has been contradictory statement of
witnesses. It is also argued that workman was not highly educated and conversant with the technique of defense but
disciplinary authority has not allowed services of any defense counsel during the enquiry and this vitiates the entire
enquiry proceeding, the enquiry report is also biased and Appellate Authority has also not applied its Judicial Mind on
the points raised before it. According to Ld. Counsel the order of dismissal dated 15.10.2012 is illegal and same is
liable to be set aside.

8. Ld. Counsel appearing on behalf of respondent management, on the other hand submitted that there has been
serious allegation against the workman for alleged lifting of Rs.500/- denomination notes from the Cabin of cashier
and later on it was found wrapped in a duster lying on the top of Generator. When workman was confronted he
admitted in writing that he had stolen that bundle of Rs.500/- note and had kept wrapped over the Generator.
According to Ld. Counsel there has been trustworthy cogent evidence against the workman and therefore, the Act of
workman has been serious gross misconduct and he has been rightly dismissed from the service. It is also argued that
so far as allegation of harassment and violation of natural justice is concerned. No complaint was filed anywhere in
this regard and now at the belated stage when Departmental enquiry has found him guilty and even in the appeal the
finding in the domestic enquiry has been confirmed, the allegation cannot be accepted. It is also argued by Ld.
Counsel for the respondent management that in presence of several bank staffs workman Tarsem Kumar Sharma had
admitted and confessed stealing the stack of 500 rupees note and now he cannot deny the same. No documentary
evidence has been produced on behalf of workman which may prove his innocence in the present case and therefore,
the claim on behalf of respondent through the reference may be rejected and dismissal may be confirmed by this
Court.

FINDINGS

9. It is admitted fact that workman Tarsem Kumar Sharma was engaged as Part Time Sweeper with respondent
management. It appears that on 15.10.2012 from the cash cabin of cashier one bundle of Rs.500/- denominations was
found missing and it was later on discovered search, wrapped in a duster kept on Generator Set of the Bank Branch in
the backyard. When the workman was confronted he suo-moto and voluntarily accepted that he had stolen the said
bundle and had hidden it the place from where it has been recovered. The admission of workman was in presence of
bank staffs the written admission has also been brought on the record which is marked as Ex.R-1 on behalf of
management since the matter was serious one Sh. T.R. Bhagat the then Chief Manager (Administration) was
appointed as the Investigating Officer and he investigated the abovesaid incident on 25.10.2012 and submitted his
report on 31.10.2012. It appears from the exhibited document Ex.R-2, that the workman Tarsem Sharma had made his
written confession before Investigating Officer also on 25.10.2012 in presence of bank staffs in the said written
confession dated 25.10.2012, the workman Tarsem Sharma again admitted having committed the theft of one bundle
of Rs.500/- note. In a detailed enquiry conducted by the bank the allegation against workman has been found proved,
the enquiry report is also brought on record as exhibit R/5, from the perusal of findings of enquiry report dated
19.12.2013, it appears that during the enquiry proceeding 7 witnesses were produced and examined on behalf of
department namely Sh. S.K. Jain Head Cashier, Sh. Jang Singh (Assistant Manager), Smt. Sushma Gupta (SWO), Sh.
Rajinder Pal (SWO), Sh. Jiwan Dass (SWO) and Smt. Rama Kaushal, Chief Manager. These witnesses in their
respective statements made before enquiring officer have fully supported the allegation against the workman and have
stated that on 15.10.2012 one bundle of Rs.500/- notes was stolen from the cabin of Head Cashier which was later on
recovered kept on Generator Set of the Branch, it is true that none of these witnesses have stated having seen the
workman Tarsem Sharma lifting/ stealing the said bundle of Rs.500/- notes from the Cash Cabin but all the witnesses
are consistent on the point that when workman Tarsem was confronted he admitted that he had stolen the said bundle
of notes from the cash cabin which was later on found. The confessional statement of workman Tarsem Sharma is
also available on the record as Ex. R/3. Although it has been alleged on behalf of workman Tarsem Sharma that said
confessional statement was got recorded by pressurizing him after applying 3" degree using force and beating but the
workman Tarsem Sharma has failed to substantiate this allegation by producing any written complaint filed anywhere
either before Bank Management or before any other competent authority that he has been subjected to torture and a
false confessional statement has been recorded. A relationship of an employee with the bank is of great importance
and a bank employee be it temporary part time or permanent should always behave and perform his duties in such
way that no financial or any other type of damages be done to the bank by his conduct. In the present case stealing of
Rs.500/- notes from the cash cabin is a very serious allegation and even in preliminary examination conducted by a
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senior management official that allegation was found true which was further proved in the Departmental Enquiry. It
may also be noticed that after completion of departmental enquiry a second show cause notice was issued to workman
on the point of punishment and after considering his representation a suitable punishment of dismissal has been
passed in terms of Clause 6 (a) of the Settlement on Disciplinary Action procedure for workman. It further appears
that the workman had challenged the action of disciplinary authority and enquiry report in the departmental appeal
before Deputy General Manager and there also the appeal has been dismissed. During the proceeding before this
Tribunal the workman Tarsem Kumar Sharma could not produce any documentary evidence to prove his innocence
that the allegations against him were false and fabricated. Only part allegation is there that he has been framed in the
case because he have refused to obey instruction of the then Chief Manager Smt. Rama Kaushal, the workman could
not produce any document showing that he had made any complaint against said Chief Manager either before Bank
Administration or even no complaint was given in the Banks-employees Union which is considered a very strong
employees body to raise such type of complaint. Virtually there is nothing on record to support and prove the claim of
workman and it is therefore, concluded that the dismissal of the workman from the services on the ground of grave
and serious misconduct is held legal and as per the law and regulation governing the bank services.

10. In the light of discussion made hereinabove and in the facts and circumstances of the present case the present
reference No. 12012/14/2015-1R(B-I) dated 19.02.2015 is decided against the workman and it is held that order of
dismissal of the workman Sh. Tarsem Kumar is just valid and legal order and workman is not entitled for any relief.

11. Itis therefore-
ORDERED

That the present ID No0.137/2014 titled as Tarsem Kumar Versus SBI, Patiala arising out of reference
N0.12012/14/2015-IR(B-1) dated 19.02.2015 is dismissed. Workman is not entitled for any relief.

12. Let copy of this award be sent to the Appropriate Government as required under Section 17 of the Act for
publication.

Dated: 09.04.2025
B.K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer

% feeety, 29 arde1, 2025
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0", g, AT A=
New Delhi, the 29th April, 2025
S.0. 717.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91 A of the Employees’ State

Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), (herein after referred as the said Act), the Central Government hereby exempts the
regular employees of factories and establishments of the M/s Bhilai Steel Plant of SAIL from the operation of the said
Act and the exemption shall be effective for a period of one year from the date of publication of this notification in the
Official Gazette.

2.

The exemption is subject to the following conditions, namely:-
(a) the factories and establishments shall maintain a register of the employees specifying the names and
designations of the exempted employees;
(b) the employees shall continue to receive such benefits under the said Act to which they would have been
entitled to on the basis of the contribution paid prior to the date of exemption;
(c) the contribution for the exempted period, if already paid, shall not be refundable;
(d) the employer of the said factory and establishment shall submit such returns in such forms and containing
such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period to which that factory was subject to the
operation under the Employees’ State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950;
(e) a Social Security Officer appointed by the Corporation under sub-section (1) of section 45 of the said Act
or other official of the Corporation authorised in this behalf by it shall for the purposes of, —
(i)  verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted under sub-section (1) of section 44
of the said Act for the said period; or
(if) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as required by the Employees’
State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or
(iii) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled to benefits provided by the
employer in cash and kind being benefits in consideration of which exemption is being granted
under this notification; or
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(iv) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the Act had been complied with during the period
when such provisions were in force in relation to the said factory and establishment may —

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

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

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

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

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

3. In case of disinvestment or corporatisation, the exemption granted shall be cancelled and the new entity may
apply to the appropriate Government for exemption.

[F. No. S-38014/04/2020-SS-1]
D.M. KHARE, Under Secy.

% feeett, 30 3rder, 2025
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garT, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 30th April, 2025

S.0. 718.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.149/2001) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _State Bank of India
their workmen.

[No. L-12012/398/2000- IR(B.I]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
In The Central Government Industrial Tribunal Cum Labour Court At Hyderabad
Present: Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 16™ day of April, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. No. 149/2001
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Between:

Sri K. Tulasi Das,

S/o Bheemrgj,

H.No.1-2-361/17,

Phool Bagh, Near Indian Park,

Hyderabad-29. ... Petitioner

And

The Assistant General Manager,
State Bank of India,

(Personnel & HRD Department)
Local Head Office,

Bank Street, Koti,

Hyderabad — 500 095. .....Respondent

Appearances:

For the Petitioner : Sri K.R. Prabhakar, Advocate

For the Respondent: Sri Ratang Phani Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-12012/398/2000-IR(B.I) dated 22.5.2001
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the 1.D. Act, 1947 requiring this forum to decide the question:

SCHEDULE
“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India, Local Head Office, Hyderabad in
terminating the services of Sri K. Tulasi Das, Temporary/Non-.Messenger,SBI  with effect from 31.3.1997
is justified? If not, what relief the applicant is entitled?”

After receipt of the reference, it was numbered as ID No. 149/2001 and notices were issued to both the Workman
and the management.

2. Before unfolding the factual matrix of the instant industrial dispute it would be apposite to have a bird eye
view of a chequered history of the instant industrial dispute. Earlier instant industrial dispute along with the batch
cases was decided by this Tribunal vide common award dated 17.5.2005 and the reference was answered in favour of
the Respondent and against the Workman.  That said common award dated 17.5.2005 was challenged by the
aggrieved Workmen in various Writ petition No.6470/2014 along with batch of writ petitions before the Hon’ble
High Court of Andhra Pradesh and Hon’ble High Court vide its’ judgement dated 23.6.2014 allowed all batch of writ
petitions and set aside the common award dated 17.5.2005 passed in ID No.222 of 2001 and other batch of ID cases
by Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Hyderabad and the Respondent management of State
Bank of India was directed to reengage the Writ Petitioners in position, which they have been occupying prior to
their termination and further directed to consider their cases for regularization as and when the substantive vacancy
arises. This judgement dated 23.6.2014 of Hon’ble High Court of AP, passed in WP No.6470/2014 and batch
petitions was challenged by Respondent management before the Hon’ble High Court in Writ Appeal No. 1268 of
2014. The aforesaid Writ Appeals N0.1268/2014 and other Writ Appeals were decided by Division Bench of High
Court of Andhra Pradesh by a common judgement dated 20.3.2019. Hon’ble High Court in aforesaid Writ Appeal
was pleased to pass the order which is extracted as below:-

“ 7. Hearing the learned senior counsel for the SBI and the learned senior counsel for the contesting unofficial
Respondents, we see that while the learned single Judge was justified in setting aside the award af the Tribunal, the
proper course to be adopted was to remit all the cases to the Tribunal. This we say for reasons more than one. Firstly,
in such matters, claims have to be decided on individual basis, as different persons have different claims as to the
length of officiation or discharge of duties and functions; quality of engagement, drawings, accounting of the post for
each one of them, who have worked etc. All these issues will not be the same in all the cases. Therefore, each case
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ought to have been directed to be decided by the Tribunal afresh on individual basis. The second and most important
aspect is the learned single Judge has in one go ordered re-employment of all the workmen. This is not a relief that
could have been granted without answering the individual issues; each issue relating to each case could not have
been decided by the writ Court within the format of its adjudication procedures and scope. The adjudicating body,
which has to do that activity, is the Industrial Tribunal. Therefore, we are of the view that while we would sustain the
order of the learned singe Judge insofar as it interfered and sets aside the award of the Tribunal, the further findings
and directions, issued through the impugned order have to go and the individual cases have to be sent back for
consideration of the Tribunal. Such further procedure before the Tribunal will have to be carried forward with the
materials already on record and also by affording an opportunity to the persons, who have claims as well as the
management to place their rival contentions and further material before the Tribunal. The learned counsel appearing
for the workmen are justified in pointing out that enormous delay has already happened and further action by the
Tribunal in this line may be expedited.

9. In the result, these writ appeals are ordered;

(1) affirming the impugned common order of the learned single Judge to the extent it sets aside the common
award dated 17.05.2005 of the Industrial Tribuna!;

(2) the further findings and directions issued through the impugned common order are vacated:

(3) all the matters shall be remitted to the Industrial Tribunal with a direction to dispose of them within an outer
limit of five (5) months from the date of receipt of a copy of this order; and,

2

(4) the parties to make appearance before the Tribunal on the given date.

Thus, in view of the above direction of Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh in W.A.N0.1268 of 2014 and
batch cases. This Tribunal has taken up the matter of industrial dispute for hearing and deciding it afresh in
view of the aforesaid guidelines laid down by the Hon’ble High Court in Writ Appeal No.1268/2014 vide
judgement dated 20.3.019.

3. The factual matrix of instant industrial dispute as narrated by the Workman in his claim statement are that,
the Workman joined in the service of the management institution as Messenger from 1983 to 1992, and has rendered
unblemished service spreading over a period of about 9 years. The Respondent has terminated services of Workman
by oral orders with effect from 1.4.1997. Further, it is submitted that the management of Respondent bank decided
to give a chance to temporarily employed personnel “found suitable for permanent appointment” by wait- listing them
by offering permanent appointment or waitlisting till such opportunity arises.

4. That on 17.11.1987 a settlement was reached between All India State Bank of India Staff Federation and the
Management of State Bank of India - settlement one, under this settlement three categories of employees were
listed. Thatis, A) those who have completed 240 days in 12 months or less after 1.7.1975. B) those who have
completed 270 days in any continuous block of 36 calendar months after 1.7.1975. C) (i) those who have completed
minimum of 30 days aggregate temporary service in any calendar year after 1.7.1975 or (ii) 70 days aggregate
temporary service in continuous block of 36 months after 1.7.1975.

5. The persons who satisfied in all the above 4 categories were to be interviewed by a selection committee and
the said selection committee would determine the suitability of the said candidate for permanent appointment.
Therefore, the bank prescribed certain qualifications and from among the candidates satisfying the qualifications the
suitable candidates were enlisted by a selection committee. The Clause 7 of the said agreement provided with the
selected candidate would be wait listed in order of their respective categorization and the selected panel would be
valid upto December, 1991. Clause 10 of the settlement specifically provided that henceforth. “there will be no
temporary appointments in the subordinate cadre”, except on a restrictive basis in the specified category, “from
amongst empanelled candidates as per existing guidelines of the bank”. The Workman further submits that
consequent upon the said agreement and the draft, a notification was issued in the newspapers. The last date for
responding to the advertisement was 30.8.1988. A written examination followed by viva-voce in May, 1989 was
held. A selected panel was prepared, as per Clause 7 of the agreement, ie. Settlement No.1, the selected panel was to
be valid upto December, 1991, the Workman submits that circular was issued on 26.4.91 by the said letter it is
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mentioned that the terms of the agreement dated 17.11.87 was modified vide second agreement dated 16.7.88 was
entered into between the parties. In terms of the said agreement a chance was to be given, “to all eligible temporary
employees for permanent appointments. The appointments were against the vacancies likely to arise during the
years 1995-96, circular made it clear that in view of the enormity of the problem an extension of the currency of the
panel, eligible temporary employees who have been empanelled could not appear in the earlier interviews and have
been pursuing their cases thereafter, “will be given another chance to appear for interview”.

6. Workman submits that there were total five settlements. The settlement dated 17.11.87 is the 1
settlement (Ex M1), settlement dated 16.7.88 is 2™ settlement (Ex M2), settlement dated 27.10.88 is the 3™
settlement (Ex M3), then settlement dated 9.1.91 is 4" settlement and settlement dated 30.7.96 is 5™ settlement
(Ex M6).  In between there is minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 9.6.95 marked as Ex M5. That due to all
these settlements which were extended by subsequent settlements thereby created reasonable expectations in the
list of the selected candidates arose with that it’s a question of time their appointments or services would be
regularized in the services of the bank. The Workman was working with the bank on temporary basis was under
the bonafide hope that sooner his services will be regularized with the bank. He is thereby closed all his options
elsewhere. It is needless to point out that employing person to whom hope of employment in substantial terms was
made is a facet of Article 21 of the Constitution of India.

7. Further Workman submits that the Government of India issued Circular No. F-3/3/104/87-IR, dated
16.8.1990. Under said circular the chief Executives of all public sector banks including the Management herein were
specifically instructed that until the problem of existing temporary employees is fully resolved, no bank is permitted
to make any permanent appointments. That some of the persons similarly situated like this Workman aggrieved by
the inaction on the part of the management of the bank is not regularizing their services from out of the selected panel
and not clearly focusing the vacancy position, filed W.P. No. 4194/97 before Hon’ble High court of A.P.. It is
specifically averred in the said writ petition that the Management of the bank had failed to implement the settlement
and that it violates the various fundamental rights guaranteed under the constitution of India.  The Hon’ble High
court of A.P .. by order dated 5.3.97 directed the bank to implement the settlement as amended from time to time. It
also directed the bank to carry out the terms of settlement before the expiry of March, 1997. The Hon’ble High
Court also recorded finding that the Bank cannot escape its liability of enforcement of the Settlement. In view of the
directions given by the High Court all candidates whose names appeared in the select panels prepared on the basis of
the agreement entered into on 17.11.87 under which the panel was valid upto December, 1991, and on the basis of a
settlement dated 27.10.1988 whereby the panels were made alive upto 31.3.1997 under which the panel was valid
upto December, 1999. The other agreement dated 16.7.1988 under which the panel was valid upto 1992 and on the
basis of the settlement dated 27.10.1998 whereby the panels were made alive upto 31.3.1997 were under the bonafide
impression that their cases will be considered for regularization and were living on the basis of the said reasonable
expectation. Unfortunately, contrary to the aforesaid directions given by the High Court and contrary to the
settlements entered into between the parties, the bank issued proceedings dated 25.3.1997, dated 27.3.1997 and 31
3.1997 instructing the various authorities of the Management not to continue the temporary employees those who are
in services of the bank from 1.4.97. The said order was followed by the Management. Aggrieved by the said action
the Workman herein and similarly situated candidates have filed a writ petition before the Hon'ble High Court and by
way of Writ Petition N0.9206/97 seeking a declaration that the proceedings issued by the Deputy General Manager
and the Assistant General Manager (Respondents 3,4 and 5 therein) on 25.3.97, 27.3.97 and 31.3.97 as illegal and also
non-continuance of the Workmen therein in service by absorbing them in the services of the bank as violative of
Section 2(p) and 18(1) read with Rule 58 of Central Rules and sought for specific direction to the bank to absorb them
in service.

8. Further, Workman submits that in the counter affidavit filed in Writ Petition N0.9206/97, the bank has
submitted that it has about 805 branches in Andhra Pradesh alone. It has stated that due to exigencies of
circumstances and on account of the urgent need in its banks, it employed temporary employees in subordinate cadre.
It is pertinent to mention that it does not state the urgent or need or the nature of temporary employees that it had
engaged. Enquiry into the same would reveal that the stand taken by the bank either on the ground of urgent need or
of temporary employees is a fagade to perpetuate unfair labour practice. It is designed to on the one hand, keep the
employed in the erroneous zone of hope and on the other to ensure that benefits that a model employer will extend
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under various statutes to its employees is not required to be borne out by the bank. A reading of the counter affidavit
would show that the bank would opines that being just fair and reasonable are which obviously is reprehensible and is
a facet of unfair labour practice.

9. The Workman submits that the bank had referred in its counter affidavit to three settlements dated 17.11.87,
16.7.88 and 27.10.88. The bank in the guise of extending the benefits of the circular of Government dated 16.8.90
stated in its counter affidavit that as follows:

"Government of India, vide its letter dated 16.8.1990, issued guidelines to all the public sector banks with
regard to recruitment and absorption of temporary employees in public sector banks. The said guidelines were
issued to implement on the lines of the approach paper on the issue provided by a committee constituted in this
regard. The Government of India guidelines made it clear that all the public sector banks may follow the
provisions laid down in the approach paper.

The approach paper specified that the cases of temporary employees who had put in not less than 240 days of
temporary service in 12 consecutive Months and who are entitled to benefit of Section 25-F may be decided by
entering into a settlement with the representative union. In respect of temporary employees who had put in less
than 240 days of service in 12 consecutive months or less, a settlement could be avoided and however if the
Management so desired, they could enter into a conciliation settlement with the representative union. Para
6(h), it is mentioned that only those temporary employees who had put in temporary service of 90 or more days
after 1.1 1982 would be eligible for considering under the scheme. Although the Government guidelines
envisaged for a settlement in respect of employees who had put in temporary service of 90 or more days, the
bank by way of further concession entered into settlements Even in respect of those who had put in less than 90
days. As such, it could be Seen that the settlements are more beneficial to the temporary employees concerned.
The approach paper also specify at para 6(c) that the banks would provide one time opportunity to all the
temporary employees and for that purpose temporary employees worked in the bank on or after 1.1.1982 could
be considered for re-employment in terms of the scheme. The Respondents have gone further wherein even
persons working after 1975 were also considered.

As could be seen from the above, there was a genuine effort on the part of the Respondent bank to provide
permanent employment for as many as possible subject to availability of the vacancies.

It is further submitted that at para 6(k) of the approach paper, it was made clear that this would be one time
exercise in full and final settlement of all the aims and disputes for the past period in respect of temporary
workmen covered by the settlement. This would mean that the Government of India guidelines would cover
only those persons who were temporarily employed for the period specified therein and not otherwise. As such,
it is submitted that the Respondents have not only followed the Government of India guidelines but in fact
covered cases of the employees who had worked for less than 90 days. As such, question of violation does not
arise and in any case those were only broad guidelines and not directives".

10. The Workman submits that the bank also referred a subsequent settlement dated 9.1.1991 wherein there is a
clause to the effect- that the panel of temporary employees and the panel of daily wage employees will be operated to
a particular period. Therefore their cases will not be considered. The Management herein relying upon this settlement
in their impugned action. It is submitted that even the settlement dated 9.1.1991 will not empower the management
to terminate the services of the temporary employees who are working in the bank services like the Workman herein
as it does not specify the termination of the employees. In fact there are so many vacancies wherein the Management
has engaged several new persons as temporary messengers/ attendars/ sweepers etc., even after the judgment of
Hon’ble High Court without considering the cases of the similarly situated candidates like the Workman herein. It is
submitted inspite of engaging fresh candidates as is now being done by the Management they would have continued
the similarly situated candidates like the Workman herein in the services of the bank and consider their cases for
absorption in view of the circulars issued by Central Government as well as the directions of this Hon'ble Court in
Writ Petition N0.4194/97, dated 5.3.97. In view of the circulars issued by the Central Government, the Management
should not have relied upon the settlement dated 9.1.1991. Hence, the impugned action of the Management is illegal,
unjust, violative of fundamental rights such as Articles 14,16 and 21 of the Constitution of India.
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11. The Workman submits that in W.P. N0.4194/97 filed by the union of temporary employees where in they
have complained about the non- implementation of the settlements arrived between the parties and sought for
absorption. Such employees in the bank services on permanent basis before the date fixed for carrying out the terms
of settlement, the Court held that the members of the union had been empanelled in the list, they were not regularized
and the time was going to run out to the near future and the Respondent bank and its officers cannot escape from the
liability of enforcing the settlement which has been reached and therefore directed that the bank and the officers shall
implement the settlement dated 17.11.87 as amended from time to time before the expiry of 31.3.97.

12. Further, it is submitted that in the clause of Settlement it is specifically mentioned that the workmen to be
absorbed/appointed in the bank prohibiting any temporary appointments subsequent to the date of settlement even the
authorities want to make temporary appointments that should be made only from among the empanelled can be
appointed either for temporary vacancy or permanent vacancy except from among the empanelled candidates like the
Workman and that should be continued till they are absorbed. The management committed unfair labour practices
and terminated the services of the candidates with effect from 1.4.1997 which is arbitrary, discriminatory, contrary to
their own guidelines and violative of the constitutional provisions which are guaranteed in Chapter -1l of the
Constitution of India.

13. The Workman submits that it is strange as to how the panels were allowed to lapse by a so-called
Memorandum of Understanding dated 25.2.1997, that the action of terminating such employees like the
Workman by virtue of an impugned oral proceedings without implementing the settlement would be illegal and unfair
labour practice which cannot be allowed to be perpetuated. That the discontinuance of the Workman after 31.3.97
who had served in the bank in any capacity amounts to retrenchment. It could not have been done without any notice
and it violates Sec.25FF of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the said action is violative of principles of natural
justice guaranteed under Chapter I11 of the Constitution of India. This amounts to retrenchment without one month's
notice and taken in view of such notice.  Thus, the main proceedings issued by the Respondent is without
jurisdiction and is arbitrary, illegal and therefore liable to be quashed. That the alleged Memorandum of
Understanding dated 27.2.97, Ex.M5 does not own any legal entity, as the said Memorandum of Understanding is
not published anywhere to brought to the notice of the Workman whose rights are being affected. It is submitted that
Management did not adhere to the procedure envisaged by the Central Government in its' instructions dated 16.8.90
in the year 1995. The same was not followed in the year 1997 despite there being vacancies. The
management has followed the procedure of calling candidates through Employment exchange instead of giving
chance to the empanelled candidates like the Workman here. It is pertinent to mention here that the Respondent
Management sent letters to the all similarly situated candidates like the Workman in the month of June, 1997,
subsequent to the passing of impugned termination orders. After knowing the facts that the candidates are litigating,
the Management refused to engage these candidates. It is once again reiterated that the panels are meant for
absorption but not for termination. It was the duty of the Management to engage the empanelled candidates like the
Workman even in temporary vacancies till they are absorbed permanently in regular vacancies. Hence, the action of
the Respondent Management terminating the services of the Workman by oral order dated 31.3.97 is unjust, illegal,
violative of principles of natural justice and hence, the Management be directed to reinstate and absorb the Workman
and to grant all incidental and consequential benefits.

14. Per contra, Respondent had filed counter and made a contentions that the reference is not tenable and
contrary to the provisions of 1.D. Act, 1947. Respondent submitted that to tide over severe sub-ordinate staff
constraints which arose out of leave vacancies, exigencies, etc., and also owning to the restrictions imposed by the
Government of India/Reserve Bank of India on intake of staff, the Respondent bank used to engage sub-ordinate staff
like messengers, sweepers, sweeper cum water boys, etc., depending on the availability of work on purely temporary
basis for the smooth and uninterrupted functioning of the branches. It is submitted that the All India State Bank of
India Staff Federation which represents majority of the employees in the State Bank of India comprising about 98% of
the work force as its' members espoused the cause of temporary employees who have put in less than 240 days of
temporary service in 12 calendar months in the bank and who were ineligible for any protection under Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 to give a chance for being considered for absorption and permanent appointments.
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15. Discussions were held and on 17.11.1987 an agreement was signed between the federation and the
Management bank under Sec. 2(p) read with Sec 18(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 read with Rule 58 of
Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules 1957. A copy of the said settlement dated 17.11.87 which may be herein after
referred as first settlement is filed and 4 categories were made as it has already been mentioned in the claim statement
above, it need not be repeated here. In the first settlement, it was agreed that the temporary employees as categorized
would be given a chance for being considered for permanent appointment in the bank's service against the vacancies
which are likely to arise during the period 1987 to 1991. On 16.7.88 second settlement was arrived between the
Federation and the Bank whereby it was agreed to substitute the period of consideration of vacancies as 1987 to 1992
in place of 1987 to 1991 as contemplated under the first settlement dated 17.11.1987. This is the second settlement.
A 3" settlement was entered into on 27.10.88 and it was agreed that the bank's service against the vacancies likely to
arise from 1988 to 1992 was to be considered. Government of India vide its letter dated 16.8.90 issued guidelines to
all the public sector banks with regard to recruitment and absorption of temporary employees in public sector banks.
The said guidelines were issued to implement on the lines of approach paper on the issue provided by a committee
constituted in this regard. Government of India guidelines made it clear that all the public sector banks may follow
the provisions laid down in the approach paper. The approach paper specified that the cases of temporary service in
12 consecutive months and who are entitled to benefit of Sec.25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 may be decided
by entering into a settlement with the representative union. In respect of temporary employees who had put in less
than 240 days of service in 12 consecutive months or less, a settlement could be avoided and however if the
Management so desired they could enter into a conciliation settlement with the representative union. In para. 6(h) it
is mentioned that only those temporary employees who had put in temporary service of 90 days or more days after
1.1.82 would be eligible for considering under the scheme. Although the Government guidelines envisaged for a
settlement in respect of employees who had put in temporary service of 90 days or more days, the bank by way of a
further concession entered into settlements. Even in respect of those who had put in less than 90 days and also the
bank went a step further and said those persons who are working after 1975 were also considered. Hence, there was
a genuine effort on the part of the Respondent bank to provide as many as possible jobs subject to the availability of
the vacancies. However, para 6 (k) of the approach paper made it clear that it is a one time, exercise in full and final,
settlement of all the claims and disputes for the past period, in respect of temporary workmen covered by the
settlement. Another settlement was entered on 9.1.91 herein after referred as 4th settlement and the time limit was
extended upto 1994 and separate panel was prepared for temporary employees, casual/daily wagers. It was agreed that
while vacancies arising between 1988 to 1994 in respect of temporary employees and in respect of casual/daily
wagers, they can be considered for the vacancies arising between 1995-96 only.

16. It is submitted that the administrative set up of the Hyderabad Local Head Office comprises of four Zonal
Offices (Zones) at Hyderabad, Vijayawada, Visakhapatnam and Tirupathi covering all the Districts of Andhra
Pradesh. In terms of the settlement the Management after following the procedure laid down therein prepared the
panels of qualified candidates of temporary employees denoted as 1989 panel and also panel of casual/daily wagers
denoted as 1992 panel for giving a chance for being considered for permanent absorption. These panels were
prepared zone-wise separately for messengers and non-messengers in the descending order of temporary service put
in by the candidates during the stipulated period i.e., 1.7.1975 to 31.7.1988. That the Federation approached the
Regional Labour Commissioner(C) for implementation of bi-partite settlement in respect of absorption of temporary
employees. The Regional Labour Commissioner(C) conducted conciliation proceedings and an agreement was
arrived between the Federation and the bank. It was agreed that it would be kept alive upto March, 1997. A copy of
the conciliation proceedings dated 9.2.1995 signed by the parties is filed as material paper. A settlement was arrived
at and an agreement was signed between the Federation and the Management bank on 30.7.1996 under Sec.2 (p) read
with Sec.18(1) of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, which is hereinafter called as 5" settlement. That on
27.2.1997 a Memorandum of understanding was also signed by the federation’s affiliate and the bank Management
recording the fact that the exercise of identifying the messengerial vacancies as on 31.12.1994 has since been
completed by Central Office and thereby 403 messengerial vacancies were sanctioned . It was agreed that these
vacancies may be filled from 1989 panel of temporary employees after effecting conversion from full time non-
messengerial staff in the usual manner and the agreement was reached accordingly. It was agreed between the
Federation's affiliate and the Management bank that in terms of the settlement dated 30.7.1996 both the panels of
temporary employees and daily wagers/casual employees would lapse on 31.3.1997. That as agreed upon vacancies
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were filled from the panels. The Workman who has put in an aggregate temporary service of less than 240 days in a
continuous block of 12 months period during 1.7.1975 to 31.7.1988 has no right to seek a direction to consider his
candidature for absorption in the Management bank under any rule/law except under the settlement entered into
thereon.

17. Respondent contended that, in fact, the case of the Workman can be considered under all the five settlements
having got his case considered under provisions of these settlements. All the other provisions and terms of the
settlements are also binding on him/her.  The Management bank has not violated any of the provisions of the terms of
the said settlement. That the very preparation and maintenance of panel is in compliance of the terms agreed under
these settlements. These settlements were time bound and they ceased to exist on 31.3.1997. That the bank has never
promised that all the candidates in the panel will be absorbed. In the advertisement itself it was made clear that
candidates will be considered for absorption in the vacancies that may arise upto 1992. Keeping alive the panels after
31.3.1997 is contrary to the settlements arrived between the State Bank of India Staff Federation and the Management
bank. That the settlements are binding on the parties. The Workman is also bound under the terms of the said
settlement. The settlement does not suffer from any ambiguity as their language is very clear. The right under the
settlements is to give them a chance to be considered for future appointment in the bank's services against the
vacancies likely to arise. The settlements were effected to balance the expectations of the temporary employees to be
absorbed in permanent service as against the constitutional rights for all eligible persons to be considered for
employment every time a vacancy arises. That the alleged dispute including the demand for reinstatement has to be
decided in this context. It is submitted that the period of panel list got expired on 31.3.97 and it is an integral term of
the settlement and cannot be modified in any proceedings under the law. These temporary employees who
unfortunately could not be accommodated for want of vacancies have no further rights to be considered for
regularization. That the Hon'ble High Court in WP N0.12964/94, held as follows, "It is needless to state that the
settlement arrived at between the All India State Bank of India Staff Federation which, is the majority union and the
bank Management is binding on the Workmen also. It is not at all the case of the Workman that any of the terms of
the settlement has been violated by the bank's Management. If the Workman had worked in the bank on part-time
basis before 31.5.94, that itself would not vest in him a right to claim that his services should be regularized on
permanent basis against a full time cadre post. The claim put forth by the Workman in the present petition is therefore
misconceived and not tenable. However, it is open to the Workman to claim any right which flows from the
settlement between the union and the bank Management. As already pointed out that it is not the grievance of the
Workman that some right which has flown from the settlement in favour of the Workman has been denied by the bank
Management. Therefore, | do not find any ground, let alone substantial ground, to grant the kind of relief sought for
by the Workman. Writ Petition fails and is accordingly dismissed. No costs."

18. Further, it is contended that if the panels were not lapsed at the end of designated period and allowed to be
continued it would result in making the contracts of temporary employment indirectly permanent through back door
entry, which would not only be contrary to the settlements but also to Articles 14 and 16 of Constitution of India and
deprive the chances of original claimants who would Come through proper recruitment procedure. As their rights
have been crystallized by operation of the settlements. Hence, there is no question of any Legitimate expectation
being violated.

19. Similarly placed ex-employees filed WP N0.9206/1995 and the batch before the Hon'ble High Court of A.P.
and the learned Single Judge allowed the Writ Petitions. Aggrieved by the same WA No0.86/98 and the batch was
filed and the Division Bench set aside the order of the Single Judge. Thereafter the ex-temporary employees filed
Special Leave Petition N0.11886-11888 of 1998 before the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India. The Hon'ble Supreme
Court of India also dismissed the SLP. Therefore reference to the Judgement of the Learned Single Judge in WP
N0.9206/97 is of no consequences as the same has already been set aside. The observations made in the Judgements
cannot be relied upon for any purpose what so ever. The question of operation of Sec.25F would not come into play.
Further the issue is covered by various Judgements of Hon'ble Supreme Court of India and various Hon'ble High
Courts. Hence, the reference may be ordered that the Workman is not entitled for any relief.
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20. In order to fortify his claim Workman has examined himself as WW1 and also filed documents in evidence
which has been exhibited as Ex.W1 to W7. Further, the Workman has filed photocopies of documents in support of
his claim which are discussed as under:-

Ex.W1 is the notification. Further, Ex.W2, ExW3 and Ex.WS5 are is the service certificates issued by the
Respondent according to these documents the Workman has worked with the Respondent branch total 260 days.
Ex.W4 is the intimation for interview which is nothing to do with the proof of working days. Further EX.W6 is
the notification issued by the bank through Employment Exchange for appointment of staff. Further, EXW7 is
the audit report which is the report which speaks of the continuation of staff even today.

21. On the other hand, Respondent has examined witness MW1 Sri Aluru Rama Rao and this witness has
exhibited 12 documents, marked as Ex.M1 to M12. The details of these documents are as follows:-

Ex.M.1 is the Settlement dated 17.11.1987. Ex.M2 is the Settlement dated 16.7.1988. Ex.M3 is the Settlement
dated 27.10.1988. Ex.M4 is the Settlement dated 9.1.1991. Ex.M5 is the Minutes of the conciliation proceedings
dated 9.6.1995. Ex.M6 is the Settlement dated 30.7.1996. Ex.M7 is the Memorandum of Understanding dt.
27.2.1997. Ex.M8 is the Particulars of 1989 Messengerial Panel. Ex.M9 is the Particulars of 1989 Non-
Messengerial Panel. Ex.M10 is the Particulars of 1992 General Attendant Panel. Ex.M11 is the Judgment of
Hon’ble High Court of A.P. in Writ Appeal No.86/98 dt.1.5.1998. Ex.M12 is the Judgment of Hon’ble Supreme
Court of India in SLP No. 11886-11888 of 1998 dt.10.8.1998.

22. Apart from afore mentioned documents, Learned Counsel for Workman has also filed a long list of various
judgements of Hon’ble Supreme Court as well as Hon’ble High Court, which we will discuss at appropriate place in
this Award.

23. Heard the argument of Learned Counsel for Workman as well as for Respondent.

24. On the basis of rival pleadings of both the parties and submissions made by the Learned Counsel for both
the parties, following points arise for determination in the industrial dispute :-

l. Whether the 1% settlement dated 17.11.1987, 2" settlement dated 16.7.1988, 3™ settlement dated
27.10.1988, 4™ settlement dated 9.1.1991 and 5" settlement dated 30.7.1996 entered into between
State Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation and also Memorandum of
Understanding are binding upon both the parties?

Il. Whether the action of State Bank of India, Accounts Divn.(H.M.B.) branch in terminating the
services of Workman Sri K. Tulasi Das, a Non-Messenger with effect from 31.3.1997 is justified?

1. Whether the Workman is entitled for absorption on permanent post in the Branch of Respondent
management as per averments made by him in the claim statement?

IV.  To what relief if any the Workman is entitled for?

Findings:-

25. Point No.l:- Undisputedly settlements dated 17.11.1987, 16.7.1988, 27.10.1988, 9.1.1991 and
30.7.1996, minutes of conciliation proceedings and memorandum of understanding dated 27.2.1997 were executed
between the State Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation under section 2(p) and 18 (1) of
I.D. Act, 1947 read with Rule 58 of Industrial Disputes (Central Rules), 1957.

Section 2(p) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 as follows:-

(p) "settlement™ means a settlement arrived at in the course of conciliation proceeding and includes a written
agreement between the employer and workmen arrived at otherwise than in the course of conciliation
proceeding where such agreement has been signed by the parties thereto in such manner as may be prescribed
and a copy thereof has been sent to an officer authorised in this behalf by the appropriate Government and the
conciliation officer;
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26.

Section 18(1) provides as follows:-
18. Persons on whom settlements and awards are binding.

- [(2) A settlement arrived at by agreement between the employer and Workman otherwise than in the course of
conciliation proceeding shall be binding on the parties to the agreement.

Therefore, in view of the provision contained u/s.18 (1) I.D. Act, 1947, terms and conditions enumerated in the
aforesaid settlements are binding on the parties to the agreement. The Learned Counsel for Workman has
argued that the Workman after going through the selection procedure has successfully been listed in the panel
for appointment on the permanent basis in the Respondent management and the empanelled list has to be valid
till last person in the empanelled list is appointed on permanent basis. But the impugned order dated 25.3.97,
27.3.97 and 31.3.97, has been issued by Respondent management thereby the services of the Workman has been
terminated and the said order is not in consonance of the terms of the agreement entered into between the
parties.  Further, Workman submits that the Respondent in the 5" settlement has mentioned the date i.e.,
31.3.1997 for lapse of empanel list which is illegal and that is not binding upon the Workman. The condition
of lapse of empanelment list on 31.3.97 incorporated in the aforesaid 5" settlement, is arbitrary and illegal.

The perusal of the impugned order dated 25.3.1997 goes to reveal that the Chief/Branch Manager, SBI Zonal

Office has issued the letter to all the branches with regard to the subject not to make any temporary appointments in
the Branch in messengerial category from 1.4.1997. The extract of the said letter is given below:-

“We have been advised by the Deputy General Manager, Zonal Office, Hyderabad that as both the panels of
temporary employees of 1989 and daily wagers/casual labours of 1992 will lapse by 31.3.1997, it has been
decided by Central Office not to make any temporary appointments in messengerial category from 1.4.1997.”

Thus, from the contents of the aforesaid letter, it manifest that Head Office of State Bank of India vide letter
dated 25.3.1997 has issued direction to all its branches not to make any temporary appointments in messengerial
category from 1.4.1997 due to reason of lapse of both panels i.e., 1989 & 1992 on 31.3.1997 as per terms of
settlements entered into by both parties. Further the contents of the subsequent letter dated 27.3.1997 issued by
Respondent Management is also direction to Branch Manager, State Bank of India not to make any temporary
messengerial category appointment with effect from 1.4.1997 and it has also been communicated to all
concerned that the panels of temporary employees and daily wagers maintained by Zonal offices stand lapsed
from 31.1.1997. Further, office order dated 31.3.1997 has been issued by Respondent management that goes
to reveal that the said office order has been issued to this effect that, “Consequent on absorption of temporary
employees in permanent cadre, it has been decided by the competent authority that no one onwards, no further
daily labour or temporary employees/appointments should be resorted to/engaged/employed.” Therefore, it
reflects from the contents of the aforesaid orders that the temporary appointment in messengerial category and
daily labour has been stopped by the Respondent management with effect from 1.4.1997 because of the lapsed
of panel of temporary workers and daily wagers by 31.3.1997. The agreement for lapse of both the panels on
31.3.1997 is contained in the 5" settlement which has been arrived at between the parties on dated 30.7.1996
with the consensus of both the parties. Therefore, Workman can not challenge the terms and conditions
contained in settlement dated 30.7.1996 regarding lapse of panel on 31.3.1997 as agreed between State Bank of
India and State Bank of India Staff Federation. As per provision contained u/s.18(1) of I.D. Act, 1947 the said
Agreement dated 30.7.1996 is binding on both the parties.

In the case of Allied Sales Corporation Secunderabad vs.The Authority Under Andhra Pradesh..... 1990 Il LLJ
510 AP para 414, Hon’ble Court have held:-

“4. There was a settlement between the Management and the workmen under Section 18(1) of the Industrial
Disputes Act on 25th April 1983 under which the age of superannuation of the workmen was fixed at 55 years.
The settlement was to be in force upto 30th June 1986 and the next settlement, incorporating practically the
same terms, was again entered into on 4th February 1987 under Section 18(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act.
There is no dispute that these settlements are under Section 18(1).

14. Now the Authority constituted under Section 41(1) of the Act is an authority with very limited jurisdiction. It
can only decide in the first appeal whether a termination by the management is valid or not and is within the
parameters of Section 40 of the Act. The said Authority, in our view, has absolutely no jurisdiction to decide
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whether a settlement entered into under Section 18(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act between the representatives
of the Workmen and of the Management, is vitiated by undue influence or misrepresentation or coercion on the
part of the Management. The Authority, namely, the Assistant Commissioner of Labour, was never intended by
the A.P. Legislature to have jurisdiction to go into the question of the validity of a settlement arrived at
under Section 18 of the Industrial Disputes Act by an Industrial Court. That Parliament has, in fact, constituted
Industrial Courts under the Industrial Disputes Act, with extensive powers cannot be disputed. What we mean to
say is that the Authority under Section 41(1) of the A.P. Act has no jurisdiction what-so-ever either to question
or to decide about the validity of any such settlements. If parties to a settlement have a grievance about the
validity of a settlement, it is for them to agitate the matter before the appropriate forum and they cannot ask an
Authority constituted under Section 41(1) of the A.P. Shops and Establishments Act, 1966 with limited
jurisdiction, to go into any such question and, that too, incidentally while deciding whether retirement as per
the contract of employment, is legal or not.”

It is not the case of Workman that aforesaid settlements are vitiated by undue influence or misrepresentation or
coercion on the part of the management. If the Workman feeling aggrieved by any terms of settlement/ agreement on
the aforementioned grounds then he can challenge of settlement before a competent authority under the Act, 1947.
But here in the instant matter it is not a case of Workman that aforementioned settlement has been entered into
between the parties on the ground of undue influence or misrepresentation or coercion. Therefore, Workman is barred
to raise any objection in respect of fixing the date of lapse of both panels on 31.3.1997 as agreed between both the
parties and Workman can not challenge any terms of said Agreement.

Further in the case of Herbertsons Limited Vs. Workmen of Herbertsons Limited and Ors, 1977 AIR 322,
Hon’ble Supreme Court have held:-

The Tribunal thought that the question of the quantum of membership of the 2nd Respondent did not call for a
finding at all in view of 1his Court's order. As observed above that was not a correct assumption. On the other
hand, we feel that this view of the Tribunal has led it to approach the matter in an entirely erroneous manner.
The Tribunal is, rightly enough, conscious that under section 18 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act the settlement
was binding on the company and the members of the 3rd Respondent union. Even so, the Tribunal devoted
nearly half of its order in scanning the evidence given by the company and Respondent No. 3 to find out
whether the terms of the settlement had been explained by the President of the union to the workmen or not and
whether the workers voluntarily accepted the settlement knowing all the "consequences”. This to our mind is
again an entirely wrong approach.

“When a recognised union negotiates with an employer the workers as individuals do not come into the picture.
It is not necessary that each individual worker should know the implications of the settlement since a
recognised union, which is expected to protect the legitimate interests of labour, enters into a settlement in the
best interests of labour. This would be the normal rule. We cannot altogether rule out exceptional cases where
there may be allegations of mala fides, fraud or even corruption or other induce- ments. Nothing of that kind
has been suggested against the President of the 3rd Respondent in this case. That being the position, prima
facie, this is a settlement in the course of collective bargaining and, therefore, is entitled to due weight and
consideration.

It is not possible to scan the settlement in bits and pieces and hold some parts good and acceptable and others
bad. Unless it can be demonstrated that the objectionable portion is such that it completely outweighs all the
other advantages gained the Court will be slow to hold a settle- ment as unfair and unjust. The settlement has to
be accepted or rejected as a whole and we are unable to reject it as a whole as unfair or unjust. Even before
this Court the 3rd Respondent representing admittedly the large majority of the workmen has stood by this
settlement and that is a strong factor which it is difficult to ignore. As stated elsewhere in the judgment, we
cannot also be oblivious of the fact that all workmen of the company have accepted the settlement. Besides, the
period of settlement has since expired and we are informed that the employer and the 3rd Respondent are
negotiating another settlement with further improvements. These factors, apart from what has been stated
above, and the need for industrial peace and harmony when a union backed by a large majority of workmen has
accepted a settlement in the course of collective bargaining have impelled us not to interfere with this
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settlement. That being the position, we unhold the settlement as fair and just and order that the award of the
Tribunal shall be substituted by the settlement dated October 18, 1973. The said settlement shall be the
substituted award. The appeal is disposed of accordingly. There will be no order as to costs.”

Therefore, in view of the law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court as discussed above, the contention of the
Workman that the date fixed for lapse of empanelled list on 31.3.1997 for appointment to the permanent post vide 5
Settlement dated 30.7.1996 is arbitrary, illegal is not untenable. The recognized union of Workmen has negotiated
with the Respondent Bank Management representing large number of Workmen and the Workman as individual do
not come into picture. Workman in the instant case has work as temporary Workmen in the Respondent Branch and
in response of Notification he had applied for inclusion of his name in the panel and he was selected for inclusion
his name in the panel list to be utilized for absorption of such Workman to permanent post in order of their seniority
in the list. The Settlement dated 30.7.1996 between State Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff
Federation under Sec.2(p) and Sec.18(1) of 1.D. Act, 1947 has clearly provided as regard non-messengerial position
and it is agreed that all such posts sanctioned fallen vacant upto 31.3.1997 shall be filled before empanel list is
allowed to lapse. Thus, in view of law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court, in the instant case, Agreement dated
30.7.1996 was entered into between both the parties in respect of lapsing of the both the panels on 31.3.1997 and
absorption of the Workmen from panel list was subject to availability of vacancy of post likely to arise upto
31.3.1997, have a binding force on Workman as well as management of State Bank of India in view of provision
contained under section 18 (1) of 1.D. Act, 1947.

Thus, Point No.l is answered against the Workman and in favour of the Respondent.

27. Point No.ll:- Firstly, it is submitted on behalf of the Workman that the Respondent has terminated his
services by oral order on 31.3.1997 without issuing any notice or paying any salary or compensation in lieu thereof.
Therefore, the termination order of the Workman from service is in violation of provision contained Under Section 25
F of 1.D. Act, 1947. Therefore, the order is liable to be set aside.

28. On the other hand, Respondent counsel contended that Workman has not worked for 240 days in any
preceding calendar year. Therefore, reference of the industrial dispute is not relevant. In this context, the Workman
has examined himself as WW1 who has reiterated that Workman has been terminated from service by Respondent on
31.3.1997 without notice of salary or compensation in lieu thereof. Before examining the claim of the Workman on
merit it would be apposite to reproduce the provision contained under section 25 F:-

Section 25F provides:-

Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen.- No Workman employed in any industry who has been in
continuous service for not less than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until—

(a) the Workman has been given one month' s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the
period of notice has expired, or the Workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the
notice:

(b) the Workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to fifteen
days' average pay for every completed year of continuous service] or any part thereof in excess of six months;
and

(c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government or such authority as may be
specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette].

Compensation to workmen in case of transfer of undertakings.
Section 25B defines the term continuous service which provides
Definition of continuous service.- For the purposes of this Chapter,--

(1) a Workman shall be said to be in continuous service for a period if he is, for that period, in uninterrupted
service, including service which may be interrupted on account of sickness or authorized leave or an accident
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or a strike which is not illegal, or a lock- out or a cessation of work which is not due to any fault on the part of
the Workman;

(2) where a Workman is not in continuous service within the meaning of clause (1) for a period of one year or
six months, he shall be deemed to be in continuous service under an employer--

(a) for a period of one year, if the Workman, during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the date with
reference to which calculation is to be made, has actually worked under the employer for not less than--

(i) one hundred and ninety days in the case of a Workman employed below ground in a mine; and
(ii) two hundred and forty days, in any other case;

In order to prove the fact of 240 days of service within 12 months of a calendar year just preceding from the date of
termination, the initial burden of proof lies upon the Workman and the Workman has to prove this factum by
adducing his oral as well as documentary evidence in support of his claim.

Further, how to calculate 240 days of service by the Workman in a calendar year. In this context the reference of
decisions of Hon’ble Supreme Court is relevant and the same are discussed below:-

In Rajasthan State Ganganagar S. Mills Ltd. v. State of Rajasthan and Anr. (2004) Apex Court held:

"It was the case of the Workman that he had worked for more than 240 days in the year concerned. This claim

was denied by the appellant. It was for the claimant to lead evidence to show that he had worked for 240 days
in the year preceding the date of his termination. He has filed an affidavit. It is statement which is in his favor
and that cannot be regarded as sufficient evidence for any Court or Tribunal to come to the conclusion that in
fact the claimant had worked for 240 days in a year These aspects were highlighted in Range Forest Officer v.
S.T. Hadimani (2002 (3) SCC 25. No proof of receipt of salary or wages for 240 days or order or record in that
regard was produced. Mere non-production of the muster roll for a particular period was not sufficient for the
Labour Court held that the Workman had worked for 240 days as claimed."

In Municipal Corporation, Faridabad v. Siri Niwas (2004 (8) SCC 195), held "the burden was on the
Workman to show that he was working for more than 240 days in the preceding one year prior to his alleged
retrenchment.” In M.P. Electricity Board v. Hariram (2004 (8) SCC 246) the position was again reiterated in
paragraph 11 as follows: "The above burden having not been discharged and the Labour Court having held so,
in our opinion, the Industrial Court and the High Court erred in basing an order of reinstatement solely on an
adverse inference drawn erroneously ..”

In the case of Manager, RBI, Bangalore vs. S Mani (2005) SCC Page 100, the 3 Judges Bench of the Apex
Court held that "the initial burden of proof was on the Workman to show that he had completed 240 days of
service."

Hon'ble Apex Court in the case of Mohan Lal vs Management BEL 1981 SCC page 225 has laid down
the principle that how to count 240 days of service within one year itis held: "Clause (2)(a) provides for
a fiction to treat a Workman in continuous service for a period of one year despite the fact that he has not
rendered uninterrupted service for a period of one year but he has rendered period of 240 days during the
period of 12 calendar service for months counting backwards and just preceding the relevant date being the
date of retrenchment. In other words, in order to invoke the fiction enacted in clause (2)(a) it is necessary to
determine first the relevant date, ie the date of termination of service which is complained of as retrenchment.
After that date is ascertained. move backward to a period of 12 months just preceding the date of retrenchment
and then ascertain whether within the period of 12 months, the Workman has rendered service for a period of
240 days. If these three facts are affirmatively answered in favor of the Workman pursuant to the deeming
fiction enacted in clause (2)(a) it will have to be assumed that the Workman is in continuous service for a
period of one year and he will satisfy the eligibility qualification enacted in Section 25-F"

“14. We have already extracted section 25B since its amendment and the change in language is the legislative
exposition of which note must be taken. In fact, we need not further dilate upon this aspect because in Surendra
Kumar Verma and Ors. v. Central Government Industrial-cum-Labour Court, New Delhi and Anr., Chinnappa
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Reddy. J., after noticing the amendment and referring to the decision in Sur Enamel and Stamping Works (P)
Ltd case, held as under:

"These changes brought about by Act 36 of 1964 appear to be clearly designed to provide that a Workman who
has actually worked under the employer for not less than 240 days during a period of twelve months shall be
deemed to have been in continuous service for a period of one year whether or not he has in fact been in such
continuous service for a period of one year. It is enough that he has worked for 240 days in a period of 12
months, it is not necessary that he should have been in the service of the employer for one whole year."

In a concurring judgment Pathak J. agreed with this interpretation of section 25B(2). Therefore, both on
principle and on precedent it must be held that section 25B(2) comprehends a situation where a Workman is not
in employment for a period of 12 calendar months, but has rendered service for a period of 240 days within the
period of 12 calendar months commencing and counting backwards from the relevant date, i.e. the date of
retrenchment. If he has, he would be deemed to be in continuous service for a period of one year for the
purpose of section 25B and Chapter VA.”

Thus, in view of the law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court as discussed above the initial burden of proof
lies upon the Workman to show that he has completed 240 days of the service with the Respondent just
preceding from the date of his termination. Further, in respect of the employment of calculating the 240 days
service in view of the contents of Section 25-F read with Section 25-B of the 1.D. Act, 1947.

29. Now, in view of the provision contained under Section 25 F and law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court,
we have to examine whether the Workman has discharged his initial burden of proof in respect of his claim of 240
days continuous service in a calendar year just preceding from the date of his termination i.e., 31.3.1997.

In this context, WW1 in his cross examination has stated that,

“I was not sponsored by any employment exchange. 1 did not undergo regular process of selection before my
engagement as temporary non- messenger in the branch. 1 did not work continuously. | used to work
depending upon the availability of work in the branch.”

“It is true that I did not work for 240 days in any year in my entire service in the bank (in any branch).”

Thus, it is clear from the testimony of WW1 that the Workman had not worked for 240 days continuously in any 12
months of a calendar year just preceding from the date of his termination in the Respondent bank. Therefore,
Workman failed to establish his plea by his oral and documentary evidence that he had worked for 240 days
continuously in calendar year just preceding from the date of his termination i.e., 31.3.1997. Thus, the claim of the
Workman that he has been terminated by oral order without issuing notice or payment in lieu after termination, in
contravention of Section 25 F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is not tenable. However the documents filed by the
Workman in support of his claim, number of days worked with the Respondent goes to reveal that the Workman
had worked intermittently as daily wager depending upon availability of work in branch. Workman did not file any
document of appointment letter or salary slips in support of his claim for appointment as a non-messenger in the
Respondent branch on temporary basis.

30. Per contra, the Learned Counsel for Respondent has submitted the allegation of Workman that he was
terminated from services is not correct. As the vacancies were filled up on regular basis in order of their respective
seniority the non-engagement of the Workman does not amount to termination. Further, Respondent contended that
no law provide that even though there is no work temporary employee should be continued in the bank work as the
very engagement of Workman was subject to availability of work. Therefore, the allegation that the bank has
indulged in unfair labour practice is incorrect.

31. Thus, in view of the fore gone discussion and contentions made by the Respondent, | find the force in the
argument advanced by the Respondent that in the instant matter, Workman was not terminated from service by order
dated 31.3.1997 rather he was disengaged in view of the non-availability of the work in the branch. Further, there
was direction issued by the Head Office of the Respondent authority not to engage any daily wager Workman/
temporary Worker w.e.f. 1.4.1997. Thus, such disengagement of Workman does not amount to termination.
Moreover, the Workman failed to prove his claim that he was terminated in contravention of provision of Sec.25F of
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the I.D. Act, 1947 as he failed to establish his plea by any oral or documentary evidence that he had worked for
240 days continuously in a twelve months of calendar year just preceding from date of termination i.e., 31.3.1997.

32. Further, perusal of the order dated 25.3.1997 goes to reveal that the Chief Branch Manager, State Bank of
India has issued the letter to Zonal Office with direction to all its branches to this effect that they have been advised
by the DGM, Zonal Office, Hyderabad that as both the panel of temporary employees of 1989 and daily
wagers/casual labour of 1992 will lapse on 31.3.1997 it has been decided by central office not to make any temporary
appointments in messengerial cadre from 1.4.1997, therefore it was directed to issue suitable instructions not to make
temporary appointments from 1.4.1997. There is no mention in this order that the Workman herein has been
terminated from service by this order.

33. Further, the circular dated 27.3.1997 was issued by DGM, SBI to all branches in commercial network in
respect of the non-appointment of temporary employees in subordinate cadre and it has directed not to make any
temporary employment in the subordinate cadre with effect from 1.4.97 and further, it has directed to ensure that no
temporary/casual/daily basis appointment of the petty cash. Further, it is directed to all Branch Managers that any
deviation in this regard will be viewed seriously. Thus, these circulars do not reflect that the Workman has been
terminated from service by this order.

34. Similarly, office order dated 31.3.1997 is simply a direction to all branches of the Respondent bank by
DGM that no further daily labour should be engaged or employed. Therefore, the plea of the Workman that he has
been terminated by the aforesaid order dated 25.3.1997, 27.3.1997 and 31.3.1997 from the service by the Respondent
is not acceptable. The evidence adduced by the Workman clearly goes to reveal that he had worked as a daily wager
for which he has been paid wages according to number of working days. As there was an order for prohibition for
engaging temporary workmen, in the bank, therefore, Workman could not be engaged by the Respondent for work
from 1.4.1997 and there after. It is settled law that the daily wagers are engaged by the employer depending upon
the availability of work and as the work was not available the Workman was not engaged further by the Respondent
management. Therefore, the Workman on the ground of number of days he had worked in the Respondent bank
cannot claim any right to reinstate him into the employment. As the Workman failed to prove the mandatory
condition of 240 days of continuous service as required under Sec.25F of 1.D. Act, 1947. Therefore, the
disengagement of Workman from work can not be termed in contravention of provision contained under Sec.25F and
25 B of the I.D. Act, 1947.

Thus, this point is answered against the Workman and in favour of Respondent.

35. Point No.lll:- In this context, the Workman has contended that the management failed to implement the
selected panels during its valid tenure. The management adopted the back door methods contrary to the settlements
and filled up the vacancies. The same is evident from the proceedings dated 18.11.1993 a copy of the same is filed in
the material papers and the same may be read as part of the claim statement. Further, it is submitted that management
has to adhere the procedure issued by the Central Government, the instructions dated 16.8.1990 in the year 1995, but
same was not followed in the year 1997 despite there being vacancies. The management has followed the procedure
of calling candidates through employment exchange instead of giving chance to the empanelled candidates like the
Workman herein. The management sent call letters to the similarly situated candidates like the Workman in the month
of June 1997 subsequent to issuance of impugned termination orders. After knowing the fact that they are litigating
the issue by way of dispute, the management has refused to engage those candidates, the copies of call letters issued
are filed herein along with claim petition. The Workman herein reiterates that the panels are meant for absorption but
not for termination. In view of the same a duty is cast upon the Respondent management to engage the empanelled
candidates like the Workman herein even in temporary vacancies till they are absorbed permanently in regular
vacancies.

36. On the other hand, Respondent has contended that the Federation approached Regional Labour
Commissioner (Central) for implementation of bipartite settlement in respect of the absorption of temporary
employees. The Regional Labour Commissioner (Central) conducted conciliation proceedings and agreement was
arrived at between the Federation and the Management bank. It is submitted that it was agreed between the
Federation and the Management that both the panels of temporary employees and daily wagers /casual labour would
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be kept alive upto March, 1997 and the vacancies as agreed to under the afore set out settlements will be filled from
both the lists concurrently. A copy of the conciliation proceedings dated 9.6.1995 signed by the parties to the dispute
is filed as a material paper. Further, it is submitted that the settlement was arrived at and an agreement was signed
between the Federation and the Management bank on 30.7.1996 under Section 2(p) read with Section 18(1) of the
Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules 1957 which is binding on the parties. A copy of this agreement which hereinafter
may be referred to as 5™ settlement for brevity, is also filed as a material paper. The 5" settlement dated 30.7.1996
whereunder the earlier four settlements dated 17.11.1987, 16.7.1988, 27.10.1988 and 9.1.1991 were also referred, it
was agreed to, by the Federation and the Management bank that both the panels of temporary employees and daily
wagers/casual employees will be kept alive upto March, 1997 for filling the vacancies existing/arrived at as on
31.12.1994 as per the norms agreed to between the bank and Federation and that thereafter the said panels would
lapse. It was also agreed that within the framework of the above settlements the modalities about drawing names
from either the panel of temporary employees or the panel of daily wagers and casual labour would be decided
administratively on circle to circle basis depending upon the local requirements in consultation with the Federation’s
affiliate by the Circle management. It was further agreed that all messenger real vacancies/positions in the subordinate
cadre including part-time attendants specifically provided as leave reserve will be filled by the end of 31.3.1997.
Further, Respondent contended that on 27.2.1997 a memorandum of understanding was also signed between the
Federation’s affiliate and the bank management regarding the fact that the exercise of identifying the messengerial
vacancies as on 31.12.1994 has since been completed by central office and thereby 403 messengerial vacancies were
sanctioned to the circle of the Management bank and it was agreed that these vacancies may be filled from 1989 panel
of temporary employees after effecting conversion from full time non-messengerial staff in the usual manner and the
agreement was reached upon. Further, it was agreed between the Federations affiliate and the management bank
that in terms of the settlement dated 30.7.1996 both the panels of temporary employees and daily wagers /casual
employees would lapse on 31.3.1997.

37. The Workman has contended that the empanelled list prepared by the Respondent management for
appointment of temporary and daily wage Workers to the permanent post cannot lapse unless until it is exhausted by
appointing all the empanelled persons and it should continue even after 31.3.1997, i.e., the date fixed for the lapse of
panel. It is undisputed that the date of lapse of empanelled list of Workmen has been fixed to 31.3.1997 as
mentioned in the settlement dated 30.7.1996, and agreed between the parties. It is settled law that and once the life
of panel list lapses on the date as agreed between the parties it cannot be extended beyond that date. In the instant
case the panel list of the workmen was valid upto 31.3.1997 in view of the terms and conditions enumerated in the 5"
Settlement entered into between the parties. As the lapse of panel i.e., 31.3.1997 has been agreed by State Bank of
India and State Bank of India Staff Federation through 5™ Settlement, the Workman is not competent to challenge the
same.

In this context | would like to take reference of the decision of the apex court in the case of Syndicate Bank and Ors
vs. Shankar Paul and Ors , AIR 1997 SC 3091, therein the Hon’ble Apex Court have held:-

“Till 1982, the branches of the appellant Bank in Calcutta region were recruiting persons locally to work as
temporary attenders in leave vacancies. In view of the revised procedure prescribed by the Government of India
in respect of such temporary appointments, the Calcutta regional office of the appellant Bank issued a circular
to all of its branches on 14.8.1982, instructing all the branches under it to discontinue the old practice from
1.6.1982 and appoint only empanelled candidates. The regional office was to prepare a panel of eligible
candidates, after calling names from the local/district employment exchange, and split it up branch-wise.
Following that new procedure yearly panels were prepared thereafter. Names of the Respondents were for the
first time included in the panel prepared for the period 7.2.1987 to 6.2.1988. By its letter dated 7.2.1987 the
Bank had informed the Respondents that the panel was valid for one year only and that inclusion of their names
in the panel was not to confer on them any right to seek permanent appointment in the service of the bank.
Considering the object with which the panel was prepared and the fact that it was an yearly panel expiring on
6.2.1988, we are of the opinion that the Respondents did not get any right, because of inclusion of their names
in the said panel, for permanent absorption in the service of the Bank. Whatever conditional right they had
came to an end with the expiry of the panel. The claim of the Respondents, as contained in the writ petition was
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thus misconceived and therefore the learned single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first decided the

appeal, were right in dismissing the writ petition and the appeal respectively.”

Thus, in view of the above law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court and in view of the terms and conditions of the
5™ Settlement the contention of the Workman that empanelled list should continue even after 31.3.1997 till the last
Workman in the panel is absorbed is not tenable.  The contention of the Workman is baseless in view of recital in
the settlement. Therefore, in view of the fore gone discussion and finding given at Point No. I regarding binding
nature of Settlements and terms and conditions enumerated therein, in view of the provision contained u/s.18(1) of the
I.D. Act, 1947, | am of the considered view that life of panels lapsed on 31.3.1997 in view of terms of settlement
dated 30.7.1996 and plea of Workman that the panel shall continue even after 31.3.1997 till last man absorbed has
no legal force and same is untenable.

38. Undisputedly, settlement agreement dated 30.7.1996 was executed between the State Bank of India and
State Bank of India Staff Federation and in that settlement it was agreed that both the panels of temporary employees
and daily wagers/ casual employees will be used for filling vacancies existing as on 31.12.1994 as per the norms
agreed between the bank and the Federation. These empanelled workmen were to be given a chance for permanent
appointment in the bank against vacancies arising up to December 1994 whereas the daily wagers/ casual employees
were to be considered against the vacancies arise from January 1995 to December 1996, whereby the said panel
would lapse. It was agreed that the vacancies falls upto 31.3.1997 shall be filled before the empanelled list is
allowed to lapse. Thus, the claim of the Workman to the post of permanent non-messenger in the Respondent
management was subject to the availability of the sanctioned post and vacancies arising upto 31.3.1997. The
workmen given chance to the permanent post were seniors in number of working days in panel list and Workman
herein was junior to those workmen. Therefore, Workman could not be given absorption to permanent post being
junior to other workmen in the panel list.

39. In this context the Workman witness WW1 was cross examined by the Respondent counsel and in the cross
examination the witness WW!1 states:-

“I applied for appointment as messenger in response to the advertisement issued by the bank and the union.
Further, witness states, the panel was prepared basing upon the number of days of service put in by the
temporary employees. Some of the temporary employees whose names were included in the panel were given
regular appointment in the bank in order of their seniority in the panel. Further witness states, | am not having
any documents to show that any of my juniors are continuing in service in the bank.”

Thus, from the above statement of the Workman witness WW1 it is clear that the panel was prepared in terms of
various settlements entered into between Staff Federation of State Bank of India and State Bank of India and it was
prepared on the basis of number of days of work put in by the temporary employees. Further, the Workman himself
admitted that some of the temporary employees whose names were included in the panel were given regular
appointment in the bank in order of their seniority in the panel and he is not having any document to show that any
person who worked for less number of days than the Workman was given appointment in the bank. Therefore, the
allegation of the Workman that the regular appointment has been made by the bank from the panel list in breach of
the terms of the settlement and violation of seniority of panel list is not proved by this evidence of WW1. Thus,
there is no evidence on record that bank has given the appointment to the temporary employees as well as daily
wagers from the panel list 1989 and 1992 in breach of seniority of the temporary employees in the list. There is no
evidence of jumbling in the panel list to make appointment of any permanent Workman in breach of the seniority.
Therefore, |1 am constrained to hold that the Respondent Management has appointed the workmen from panel list in
order of seniority and there is no jumbling of workmen in the panel list before it got lapsed on 31.3.1997.

40. However, Workman has taken the plea that the panels of Workmen for absorption in the employment of the
Respondent banks (panels of temporary employees and daily wagers) has been lapsed on 31.3.1997 in contravention
of terms of settlement as the object of preparing the entire empanelment of temporary and daily wagers was to
provide them permanent employment and till the both the panel lists exhausted the panel list cannot be lapsed on
31.3.1997 and the date of lapsing of the panel on 31.3.1997 has been fixed by the Respondent arbitrarily without
any authority.
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41. In this context, the perusal of Settlement dated 30.7.1996 reveals that the 5" Settlement dated 30.7.1996
was entered under Section 2(p) and 18(1) of I1.D. Act, 1947 read with Rule 58 of Industrial Dispute (Central) Rules
1957. This settlement has been entered into by the competent parties and in this settlement parties thereto agreed
that both the panels of temporary employees and daily wagers/casual employees will lapse on 31.3.1997. Thus the
date of lapse of panel was fixed by both the parties with consensus under the settlement dated 30.7.1996 and same is
binding upon the Workman under the provision of Section 18(1) of I.D. Act, 1947. Moreover, this issue of binding
force of the settlement dated 17.11.1987, 16.7.1988, 27.10.1988 and 9.1.1991 has already been discussed, decided at
finding in Point No.I of this award. However, the legality and validity of the aforementioned settlement has not been
challenged by the Workman before any competent forum. Thus, claim of Workman that the date of lapse of panel
i.e., 31.3.1997 has been fixed arbitrarily by the Respondent bank is untenable. As regard the claim of Workman for
his absorption to the permanent post it is settled law that the Workman can not claim his regularization to permanent
post merely on the basis of number of working days.

42. In this context the reference of the decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Oil and Natural Gas
Corporation vs Krishan Gopal 2020(3) SCALE 272, date of decision 7.2.2020 is relevant therein Hon’ble
Supreme Court have has laid down principle regarding regularization of the Workman on permanent posts. Hon’ble
Supreme Court have laid down the prepositions of regularization of the workmen to permanent post is as under:-

“(i) Wide as they are, the powers of the Labour Court and the Industrial Court cannot extend to a direction to
order regularisation, where such a direction would in the context of public employment offend the provisions
contained in Article 14 of the Constitution;

(ii) The statutory power of the Labour Court or Industrial Court to grant relief to workmen including the status
of permanency continues to exist in circumstances where the employer has indulged in an unfair labour
practice by not filling up permanent posts even though such posts are available and by continuing to employ
workmen as temporary or daily wage employees despite their performing the same work as regular workmen on
lower wages;

(iii) The power to create permanent or sanctioned posts lies outside the judicial domain and where no posts are
available, a direction to grant regularisation would be impermissible merely on the basis of the number of years
of service;

(iv) Where an employer has regularised similarly situated workmen either in a scheme or otherwise, it would be
open to workmen who have been deprived of the same benefit at par with the workmen who have been
regularised to make a complaint before the Labour or Industrial Court, since the deprivation of the benefit
would amount to a violation of Article 14; and

(v) In order to constitute an unfair labour practice under Section 2(ra) read with Item 10 of the Vth Schedule of
the 1D Act, the employer should be engaging workmen as badlis, temporaries or casuals, and continuing them
for years, with the object of depriving them of the benefits payable to permanent workmen.

Thus, in view of the principles laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court as discussed above, in the instant matter the
Workman utterly failed to prove his claim by adducing any documentary or oral evidence that the employer has
indulged in unfair labour practice by not filling the permanent posts even though such posts are available and by
continuing to employ workmen as temporary or daily wage employees despite their performance was the same work,
as regular workmen on lower wages.

43. Respondent has contended that all the vacancies exist and arise upto 31.3.19967 has been filled up from the
panel list in order of seniority and no vacancy exists or arises as on 31.3.1997 remained unfilled. Further, it is
contended that as per terms of settlement the life of panel lists has been lapsed on 31.3.1997, hence, there is no
occasion to extend the life of panel lists beyond 31.3.1997. However, the workman failed to prove contrary by any
evidence to the aforesaid contention of the Respondent that the vacancies were existing as on 31.3.1997 and the
workman was not given absorption to the permanent post in order of his seniority. It is settled law that the power to
create permanent or sanctioned post lies outside the judicial domain and where no posts are available, a direction to
grant regularization would be impermissible merely on the basis of the number of years of service. Therefore, the
claim of the workman on this ground also not acceptable.
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44, Further, as per the of settlement, panel was prepared for absorption of the workmen on the permanent posts
has already been lapsed on 31.3.1997 and the vacancies existing and arising upto 31.12.1994 and upto 31.3.1997 as
settlement dated 30.7.1996 has been filled up from the panel by appointing the workmen as per seniority in the panel
list. Workman witness WW1 in his cross examination has himself admitted this fact that, some of the temporary
employees whose names were included in the panel were given regular appointment in the bank in order of their
seniority in the panel. The Workman failed to show that there was any breach of terms of settlement has been
committed by the Respondent in appointment to permanent post from aforesaid panel list.

45, As discussed in preceding paragraph of this Award, the life of the panel has not been extended beyond
31.3.1997, by any further settlement hence, the panel list in which name of the Workman was included got expired
on 31.3.1997. It is not the case of the Workman that Respondent has regularized similarly situated workmen either
in the scheme or otherwise and the Workman has been deprived of same benefit on par with those workmen or the
vacancies remained unfilled on the date of lapse of panels i.e., 31.3.1997, Industrial Tribunal has no jurisdiction to
extend the date of lapse of panel i.e., 31.3.1997.  This Tribunal can not order for regularization of workmen to the
permanent post in contravention of the provision of Article 14 of the Constitution of India.

In the case of Mahboob Deepak vs. Nagar Panchayat Gajraula & Anr, Civil Appeal N0.5875/2007 date of
judgement 13.12.2007, Hon’ble Supreme Court have held:-

“8. Respondent is a Local Authority. The terms and conditions of employment of the employees are governed by
a statute and statutory rules. No appointment can be made by a Local Authority without following the
provisions of the recruitment rules. Any appointment made in violation of the said rules as also the
constitutional scheme of equality as contained in Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be a
nullity.

9. Due to some exigency of work, although recruitment on daily wages or on an ad hoc basis was permissible,
but by reason thereof an employee cannot claim any right to be permanently absorbed in service or made
permanent in absence of any statute or statutory rules. Merely because an employee has completed 240 days of
work in a year preceding the date of retrenchment, the same would not mean that his services were liable to be
regularized.”

Therefore, in view of the law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court, the claim of the Workman for absorption merely
on the basis of number of day of work in the Respondent bank Branch is not acceptable. As regard plea of the
Workman that the Workman should have been given employment even after 31.3.1997 as temporary Workman, it is
the discretion of Respondent to engage the Workman depending upon availability of work and this Tribunal can not
direct the Respondent to engage the Workman in the absent of such rule/scheme.

46. In view of principle laid down by Hon’ble Apex Court as discussed above, in the instant matter Workman
utterly failed to establish the fact of rendering continuous service for a period of 240 days of service within a period
of 12 calendar months commencing and coming backward from relevant date i.e., the date of retrenchment, if has he
would be denied to be in continuous service for a period of one year. Therefore, the provision contained under
Sec.25F of retrenchment is not applicable to Workman.

Counsel for Workman has relied upon number of decisions of Hon’ble High Court and Hon'ble Supreme Court and
few of them are discussed herein:-

In the case of F.C.1., vs. Kamdhenu Cattle Feed Industries 1993 (1) SCC 71, therein Hon’ble Supreme Court have
held:-

“7. In contractual sphere as in all other State actions, the State and all its instrumentalities have to conform
to Article 14 of the Constitution of which non-arbitrariness is a significant facet. There is no unfettered
discretion in public law: A public authority possesses powers only to use them for public good. This impose the
duty to act fairly and to adopt a procedure which is “fairplay in action'. Due observance of this obligation as a
part of good administration raises a reasonable or legitimate expectation in every citizen to be treated fairly in
his interaction with the State and its instrumentalities, with this element forming a necessary component of the
decision making process in all State actions. To satisfy this requirement of non- arbitrariness in a State action,
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it is, therefore, necessary to consider and give due weight to the reasonable or legitimate expectations of the
persons likely lo be affected by the decision or else that unfairness in the exercise of the power may amount to
an abuse or excess of power apart from affecting the bona fides of the decision in a given case. The decision so
made would be exposed to challenge on the ground of arbitrariness. Rule of law does not completely eliminate
discretion in the exercise of power, as it is unrealistic, but providers for control of its exercise by judicial

>

review.’

In the case of State Bank of India, R.O., Vijayawada vs. Industrial Tribunal, Hyderabad WP N0.193/1997,
therein Hon’ble High Court have held,

“Sri Krowvidi Narasimham, the learned counsel for the 2™ respondent contends, supporting the award that it
was a permanent vacancy and even though the 2™ respondent was appointed on temporary basis, his
services were not liable to be terminated and he was to be regularised into service on permanent basis.
Shastry award warrants that no temporary appointment can be made to a permanent post. But the matter is
now covered by two division bench judgements dated 28.11.1986 in W.A. No.791 of 1986 and 25.8.1987 in
W.A. No0.270 of 1982. The ratio decided in the two judgements is to the effect that there cannot be any
mandate to appoint employees on permanent basis when the requirement was for appointment on temporary
basis. But it is held in the said judgements that when a temporary appointee is ousted from service and not for
misconduct and, if again temporary appointment is to be made, then, the case of such temporary appointee
who was ousted, has got to be considered in accordance with Sec. 25-H of the Act.”

In the case of State of Haryana and others vs. Piara Singh and others. 1992 (4) SCC 118, therein Hon’ble
Supreme Court have held:-

“49. If for any reason an adhoc or temporary employee is continued for a fairly long spell, the authorities
must consider his case for regularization provided he is eligible and qualified according to the rules and his
service record is satisfactory and his appointment does not run counter to the reservation policy of the state.”

In the above cited judgements by the Workman the facts of the case are different hence do not apply to instant case
of Workman.

47. On the other hand, in support of his contention Respondent has examined witness MW1 and MWL in chief
examination states that, Settlementsi.e., on 17.11.1987, 16.7.1988, 27.10.1988, 9.1.1991 were entered into between
the SBI and SBI Staff Federation for filling up of the vacancies that arise up to 1994 for those temporary employees
who has worked on scale wages. Further, MW1 states that two different panels for messengers and non-messengers
as per the eligibility criteria prescribed by the bank. There are four modules in Andhra Pradesh and they are
Hyderabad, Tirupathi, Vijayawada and Visakhapatnam. MW1 states that the temporary employees so empanelled
were given permanent absorption depending upon the vacancies so arise strictly in terms of the settlement. MW1
states that on 9.6.1995 conciliation proceeding was held before the RLC(C), Hyderabad and in said proceedings it
was decided that the panels will be kept live up to 31.3.1997 and vacancies will be filled from both the lists
concurrently. A copy of the said minutes of proceedings is Ex.M5. Further, MW?1 states that on 30.7.1996 another
settlement was entered between the SBI and All India SBI Staff Federation providing for filling up of the vacancies
arising up to December 1994 in respect of subordinate cadre and daily wage /casual wage employees out of panel so
prepared were to be considered against vacancies arising from January 1995 to December 1996, thereafter the said
panels lapse. MW1 states that it was also agreed that all the non- messenger positions in subordinate cadre including
part time attendants specially provided as leave reserve will be filled before 31.3.1997 and as regards to non-
messengerial positions it is agreed that all such posts sanctioned and fallen vacant up to 31.3.1997 shall be filled
before the empanelled list is allowed to lapse. Thus in both the cases empanelled list were lapsed on 1.4.1997.
Ex.M6 is the copy of the settlement dated 30.7.1996. Further, witness states that on 27.2.1997 a memorandum of
understanding was reached between the SBI and SBI Staff Federation providing that both the panels above mentioned
will lapse on 31.3.1997. Ex.M7 is the copy of the memorandum of understanding and Ex.M8 is the copy of the
statements giving the particulars of 1989 non-messenger panel, EX.M9 is the copy of the statement of 1989 non-
messenger panel, Ex.M10 is the copy of statement of 1992 panel. Further, witness states that petitioner was included
in the 1989 panel. As the existing vacancies at that time were exhausted and his turn did not come he could not be
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given permanent employment in the bank as per the agreements. All the appointments were made strictly in
accordance with the settlements reached from time to time between SBI and SBI staff federation and as per seniority,
number of days of temporary service put in by them in the bank in the given period. Further, MW1 states petitioner
was not sponsored by any employment exchange he did not undergo the regular process of selection required for
appointment as a regular non-messenger the petitioner has not worked for 240 days in any year in his entire temporary
service in the bank. The petitioner and other temporary employees were terminated from service by the bank.
Further, MW1 states that the vacancies were filled up on regular basis with the temporary employees from the panels
and these panels were expired in terms of the settlements so reached and there were no vacancies to absorb such
employees. Thus, witness MW1 has proved the documents Ex.M1 to Ex.M12 and also contentions made in the
counter. However, MW1 was cross examined by the Petitioner Counsel. But nothing has been elicited in his cross
examination so as to discredit the testimony of the witness MW1 as regards the date of lapse of both the panels on
31.3.1997 and reasons assigned for non-absorption of the Petitioner from the panel list to the permanent post.
Moreover the witness MW1 was re-examined by the Respondent and the witness MW1 states that panels were
expired in terms of the settlement send absorptions to the extent of the available vacancies were made. There was no
termination of any temporary messenger as such but their services were not utilized after the cut off date as the
available vacancies were already filled up and most of these Petitioners were not in the service of the bank as on the
date of the expiry date of the panels. Therefore, in view of the aforesaid testimony of the MW1 in re-examination in
the absence of cross examination remained uncontraverted, the claim of the Workman that he was entitled for
absorption in permanent post in the branch of Respondent Management on the basis of panel list is found not
established.

This point is answered against the Workman.

48. Point No.l1V:- In view of the discussion and finding given at Point Nos. I, Il and Ill, the Workman is not
entitled for any relief and claim statement of Workman sans merit and liable to be dismissed.

This Point is answered accordingly.
ORDER

In view of the fore gone discussion, it is held that the action of the Respondent bank in terminating the
services of Sri K. Tulasi Das, Ex. Messenger by way of oral orders w.e.f. 31.3.1997 is justified. Hence, the
Petitioner is not entitled for any relief as prayed for. The claim statement filed by Workman sans merit, hence,
dismissed. Reference is answered accordingly.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on this
the 16" day of April, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
WW1: Sri K. Tulasi Das MW1: Sri Aluru Rama Rao

Documents marked for the Petitioner

Ex.W1: Photocopy of News paper advertisement

Ex.W2: Photocopy of Service certificate

Ex.W3: Photocopy of service certificate

Ex.W4: Photocopy of interview call letter

Ex.W5: Photocopy of service certificate

Ex.W6: Photocopy of natification through Employment Exchange for filling up vacancies

ExX.WT7: Photocopy of audit report
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Documents marked for the Respondent

Ex.M1: Photocopy of settlement between Respondent and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation
dt.17.11.87

Ex.M2: Photocopy of settlement between Respondent and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation
dt.16.7.88

Ex.M3: Photocopy of settlement between Respondent and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation
dt.27.10.1988

Ex.M4: Photocopy of settlement between Respondent and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation
dt.9.1.1991

Ex.M5: Photocopy of conciliation proceedings before the Regional Labour Commissioner(C) dt.9.6.1995

Ex.M6: Photocopy of settlement between Respondent and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation
dt.30.7.1996

Ex.M7: Photocopy of Memorandum of understanding dt. 27.1.1997

Ex.M8: Photocopy of statements giving the particulars of 1989 messenger panel.

Ex.M9: Photocopy of statement of 1989 Non-messenger panel

Ex.M10: Photocopy of statement of 1992 panel
Ex.M11: Photocopy of order of Hon’ble High Court in WA No.86/98 dt. 1.5.98
Ex.M12: Photocopy of order in SLP N0.11886-11888 of 1998 dated 10.8.98
Presiding Officer

7% feeett, 30 3181, 2025
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[ T -12012/500/2000- a1 R (&-1)]
gert, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 30th April, 2025

S.0. 719.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 64/2001) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India
their workmen

[No. L-12012/500/2000- IR(B-1)]

SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
In The Central Government Industrial Tribunal Cum Labour Court At Hyderabad

Present: Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 15" day of April, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. No. 64/2001
Between:
Sri T. Ramesh,
Patha Ponnuru, Church Road,
Ponnuru (M),
Guntur Distt. — 522124. ... Petitioner
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And

The Assistant General Manager,
State Bank of India,

Zonal Office, RG-II, Labbipet,

Vijayawada — 520 003. Respondent
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : Sri K.R. Prabhakar, Advocate
For the Respondent: Sri Ratang Phani Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-12012/500/2000-IR(B.I) dated 20.6.2001
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 requiring this forum to decide the question:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of India, Vijayawada Zone in dismissing services of
Sri T. Ramesh, Ex-.Messenger, is justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled?”

After receipt of the reference, it was numbered as ID No. 64/2001 and notices were issued to both the Workman and
the management.

2. Before unfolding the factual matrix of the instant industrial dispute it would be apposite to have a bird eye
view of a chequered history of the instant industrial dispute. Earlier instant industrial dispute along with the batch
cases was decided by this Tribunal vide common award dated 17.5.2005 and the reference was answered in favour of
the Respondent and against the Workman. That said common award dated 17.5.2005 was challenged by the aggrieved
Workmen in various Writ petition No0.6470/2014 along with batch of writ petitions before the Hon’ble High Court of
Andhra Pradesh and Hon’ble High Court vide its’ judgement dated 23.6.2014 allowed all batch of writ petitions and
set aside the common award dated 17.5.2005 passed in ID No.222 of 2001 and other batch of ID cases by Central
Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Hyderabad and the Respondent management of State Bank of
India was directed to reengage the Writ Petitioners in position, which they have been occupying prior to their
termination and further directed to consider their cases for regularization as and when the substantive vacancy arises.
This judgement dated 23.6.2014 of Hon’ble High Court of AP, passed in WP No0.6470/2014 and batch petitions was
challenged by Respondent management before the Hon’ble High Court in Writ Appeal No. 1268 of 2014. The
aforesaid Writ Appeals N0.1268/2014 and other Writ Appeals were decided by Division Bench of High Court of
Andhra Pradesh by a common judgement dated 20.3.2019. Hon’ble High Court in aforesaid Writ Appeal was pleased
to pass the order which is extracted as below:-

“ 7. Hearing the learned senior counsel for the SBI and the learned senior counsel for the contesting unofficial
Respondents, we see that while the learned single Judge was justified in setting aside the award af the Tribunal, the
proper course to be adopted was to remit all the cases to the Tribunal. This we say for reasons more than one. Firstly,
in such matters, claims have to be decided on individual basis, as different persons have different claims as to the
length of officiation or discharge of duties and functions; quality of engagement, drawings, accounting of the post for
each one of them, who have worked etc. All these issues will not be the same in all the cases. Therefore, each case
ought to have been directed to be decided by the Tribunal afresh on individual basis. The second and most important
aspect is the learned single Judge has in one go ordered re-employment of all the workmen. This is not a relief that
could have been granted without answering the individual issues; each issue relating to each case could not have
been decided by the writ Court within the format of its adjudication procedures and scope. The adjudicating body,
which has to do that activity, is the Industrial Tribunal. Therefore, we are of the view that while we would sustain the
order of the learned singe Judge insofar as it interfered and sets aside the award of the Tribunal, the further findings
and directions, issued through the impugned order have to go and the individual cases have to be sent back for
consideration of the Tribunal. Such further procedure before the Tribunal will have to be carried forward with the
materials already on record and also by affording an opportunity to the persons, who have claims as well as the
management to place their rival contentions and further material before the Tribunal. The learned counsel appearing
for the workmen are justified in pointing out that enormous delay has already happened and further action by the
Tribunal in this line may be expedited.

9. In the result, these writ appeals are ordered;

(1) affirming the impugned common order of the learned single Judge to the extent it sets aside the common award
dated 17.05.2005 of the Industrial Tribunal;

(2) the further findings and directions issued through the impugned common order are vacated:
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(3) all the matters shall be remitted to the Industrial Tribunal with a direction to dispose of them within an outer limit
of five (5) months from the date of receipt of a copy of this order; and,

s

(4) the parties to make appearance before the Tribunal on the given date.’

Thus, in view of the above direction of Hon’ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh in W.A.No.1268 of 2014 and batch
cases. This Tribunal has taken up the matter of industrial dispute for hearing and deciding it afresh in view of the
aforesaid guidelines laid down by the Hon’ble High Court in Writ Appeal No.1268/2014 vide judgement dated
20.3.019.

3. The factual matrix of instant industrial dispute as narrated by the Workman in his claim statement are that,
the Workman joined in the service of the management institution as Sweeper cum water Boy cum Messenger from
1987 to 1997, and has rendered unblemished service spreading over a period of about 11 years. The Respondent has
terminated services of Workman by oral orders with effect from 1.4.1997.  Further, it is submitted that the
management of Respondent bank decided to give a chance to temporarily employed personnel “found suitable for
permanent appointment” by wait- listing them by offering permanent appointment or waitlisting till such opportunity
arises.

4. That on 17.11.1987 a settlement was reached between All India State Bank of India Staff Federation and the
Management of State Bank of India - settlement one, under this settlement three categories of employees were
listed. Thatis, A) those who have completed 240 days in 12 months or less after 1.7.1975. B) those who have
completed 270 days in any continuous block of 36 calendar months after 1.7.1975. C) (i) those who have completed
minimum of 30 days aggregate temporary service in any calendar year after 1.7.1975 or (ii) 70 days aggregate
temporary service in continuous block of 36 months after 1.7.1975.

5. The persons who satisfied in all the above 4 categories were to be interviewed by a selection committee and
the said selection committee would determine the suitability of the said candidate for permanent appointment.
Therefore, the bank prescribed certain qualifications and from among the candidates satisfying the qualifications the
suitable candidates were enlisted by a selection committee. The Clause 7 of the said agreement provided with the
selected candidate would be wait listed in order of their respective categorization and the selected panel would be
valid upto December, 1991. Clause 10 of the settlement specifically provided that henceforth. “there will be no
temporary appointments in the subordinate cadre”, except on a restrictive basis in the specified category, “from
amongst empanelled candidates as per existing guidelines of the bank”. The Workman further submits that
consequent upon the said agreement and the draft, a notification was issued in the newspapers. The last date for
responding to the advertisement was 30.8.1988. A written examination followed by viva-voce in May, 1989 was
held. A selected panel was prepared, as per Clause 7 of the agreement, ie. Settlement No.1, the selected panel was to
be valid upto December, 1991, the Workman submits that circular was issued on 26.4.91 by the said letter it is
mentioned that the terms of the agreement dated 17.11.87 was modified vide second agreement dated 16.7.88 was
entered into between the parties. In terms of the said agreement a chance was to be given, “to all eligible temporary
employees for permanent appointments. The appointments were against the vacancies likely to arise during the
years 1995-96, circular made it clear that in view of the enormity of the problem an extension of the currency of the
panel, eligible temporary employees who have been empanelled could not appear in the earlier interviews and have
been pursuing their cases thereafter, “will be given another chance to appear for interview”.

6. Workman submits that there were total five settlements. The settlement dated 17.11.87 is the
1% settlement (Ex M1), settlement dated 16.7.88 is 2" settlement (Ex M2), settlement dated 27.10.88 is the
3 settlement (Ex M3), then settlement dated 9.1.91 is 4™ settlement and settlement dated 30.7.96 is 5"
settlement (Ex M6).  In between there is minutes of conciliation proceedings dated 9.6.95 marked as Ex M5.
That due to all these settlements which were extended by subsequent settlements thereby created reasonable
expectations in the list of the selected candidates arose with that it’s a question of time their appointments or services
would be regularized in the services of the bank. The Workman was working with the bank on temporary basis
was under the bonafide hope that sooner his services will be regularized with the bank. He is thereby closed all his
options elsewhere. It is needless to point out that employing person to whom hope of employment in substantial
terms was made is a facet of Article 21 of the Constitution of India.

7. Further Workman submits that the Government of India issued Circular No. F-3/3/104/87-IR, dated
16.8.1990. Under said circular the chief Executives of all public sector banks including the Management herein were
specifically instructed that until the problem of existing temporary employees is fully resolved, no bank is permitted
to make any permanent appointments. That some of the persons similarly situated like this Workman aggrieved by
the inaction on the part of the management of the bank is not regularizing their services from out of the selected panel
and not clearly focusing the vacancy position, filed W.P. No. 4194/97 before Hon’ble High court of A.P. It is
specifically averred in the said writ petition that the Management of the bank had failed to implement the settlement
and that it violates the various fundamental rights guaranteed under the constitution of India. The Hon’ble High court
of A.P .. by order dated 5.3.97 directed the bank to implement the settlement as amended from time to time. It also
directed the bank to carry out the terms of settlement before the expiry of March, 1997. The Hon’ble High Court also
recorded finding that the Bank cannot escape its liability of enforcement of the Settlement. In view of the directions
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given by the High Court all candidates whose names appeared in the select panels prepared on the basis of the
agreement entered into on 17.11.87 under which the panel was valid upto December, 1991, and on the basis of a
settlement dated 27.10.1988 whereby the panels were made alive upto 31.3.1997 under which the panel was valid
upto December, 1999. The other agreement dated 16.7.1988 under which the panel was valid upto 1992 and on the
basis of the settlement dated 27.10.1998 whereby the panels were made alive upto 31.3.1997 were under the bonafide
impression that their cases will be considered for regularization and were living on the basis of the said reasonable
expectation. Unfortunately, contrary to the aforesaid directions given by the High Court and contrary to the
settlements entered into between the parties, the bank issued proceedings dated 25.3.1997, dated 27.3.1997 and 31
3.1997 instructing the various authorities of the Management not to continue the temporary employees those who are
in services of the bank from 1.4.97. The said order was followed by the Management. Aggrieved by the said action
the Workman herein and similarly situated candidates have filed a writ petition before the Hon'ble High Court and by
way of Writ Petition N0.9206/97 seeking a declaration that the proceedings issued by the Deputy General Manager
and the Assistant General Manager (Respondents 3,4 and 5 therein) on 25.3.97, 27.3.97 and 31.3.97 as illegal and also
non-continuance of the Workmen therein in service by absorbing them in the services of the bank as violative of
Section 2(p) and 18(1) read with Rule 58 of Central Rules and sought for specific direction to the bank to absorb them
in service.

8. Further, Workman submits that in the counter affidavit filed in Writ Petition N0.9206/97, the bank has
submitted that it has about 805 branches in Andhra Pradesh alone. It has stated that due to exigencies of
circumstances and on account of the urgent need in its banks, it employed temporary employees in subordinate cadre.
It is pertinent to mention that it does not state the urgent or need or the nature of temporary employees that it had
engaged. Enquiry into the same would reveal that the stand taken by the bank either on the ground of urgent need or
of temporary employees is a fagade to perpetuate unfair labour practice. It is designed to on the one hand, keep the
employed in the erroneous zone of hope and on the other to ensure that benefits that a model employer will extend
under various statutes to its employees is not required to be borne out by the bank. A reading of the counter affidavit
would show that the bank would opines that being just fair and reasonable are which obviously is reprehensible and is
a facet of unfair labour practice.

9. The Workman submits that the bank had referred in its counter affidavit to three settlements dated 17.11.87,
16.7.88 and 27.10.88. The bank in the guise of extending the benefits of the circular of Government dated 16.8.90
stated in its counter affidavit that as follows:

"Government of India, vide its letter dated 16.8.1990, issued guidelines to all the public sector banks with regard to
recruitment and absorption of temporary employees in public sector banks. The said guidelines were issued to
implement on the lines of the approach paper on the issue provided by a committee constituted in this regard. The
Government of India guidelines made it clear that all the public sector banks may follow the provisions laid down in
the approach paper.

The approach paper specified that the cases of temporary employees who had put in not less than 240 days of
temporary service in 12 consecutive Months and who are entitled to benefit of Section 25-F may be decided by
entering into a settlement with the representative union. In respect of temporary employees who had put in less than
240 days of service in 12 consecutive months or less, a settlement could be avoided and however if the Management
so desired, they could enter into a conciliation settlement with the representative union. Para 6(h), it is mentioned
that only those temporary employees who had put in temporary service of 90 or more days after 1.1 1982 would be
eligible for considering under the scheme. Although the Government guidelines envisaged for a settlement in respect
of employees who had put in temporary service of 90 or more days, the bank by way of further concession entered
into settlements Even in respect of those who had put in less than 90 days. As such, it could be Seen that the
settlements are more beneficial to the temporary employees concerned. The approach paper also specify at para 6(c)
that the banks would provide one time opportunity to all the temporary employees and for that purpose temporary
employees worked in the bank on or after 1.1.1982 could be considered for re-employment in terms of the scheme.
The Respondents have gone further wherein even persons working after 1975 were also considered.

As could be seen from the above, there was a genuine effort on the part of the Respondent bank to provide
permanent employment for as many as possible subject to availability of the vacancies.

It is further submitted that at para 6(k) of the approach paper, it was made clear that this would be one time
exercise in full and final settlement of all the aims and disputes for the past period in respect of temporary workmen
covered by the settlement. This would mean that the Government of India guidelines would cover only those persons
who were temporarily employed for the period specified therein and not otherwise. As such, it is submitted that the
Respondents have not only followed the Government of India guidelines but in fact covered cases of the employees
who had worked for less than 90 days. As such, question of violation does not arise and in any case those were only
broad guidelines and not directives".

10. The Workman submits that the bank also referred a subsequent settlement dated 9.1.1991 wherein there is a
clause to the effect- that the panel of temporary employees and the panel of daily wage employees will be operated to
a particular period. Therefore their cases will not be considered. The Management herein relying upon this settlement
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in their impugned action. It is submitted that even the settlement dated 9.1.1991 will not empower the management to
terminate the services of the temporary employees who are working in the bank services like the Workman herein as
it does not specify the termination of the employees. In fact there are so many vacancies wherein the Management
has engaged several new persons as temporary messengers/ attendars/ sweepers etc., even after the judgment of
Hon’ble High Court without considering the cases of the similarly situated candidates like the Workman herein. It is
submitted inspite of engaging fresh candidates as is now being done by the Management they would have continued
the similarly situated candidates like the Workman herein in the services of the bank and consider their cases for
absorption in view of the circulars issued by Central Government as well as the directions of this Hon'ble Court in
Writ Petition N0.4194/97, dated 5.3.97. In view of the circulars issued by the Central Government, the Management
should not have relied upon the settlement dated 9.1.1991. Hence, the impugned action of the Management is illegal,
unjust, violative of fundamental rights such as Articles 14,16 and 21 of the Constitution of India.

11. The Workman submits that in W.P. N0.4194/97 filed by the union of temporary employees where in they
have complained about the non- implementation of the settlements arrived between the parties and sought for
absorption. Such employees in the bank services on permanent basis before the date fixed for carrying out the terms
of settlement, the Court held that the members of the union had been empanelled in the list, they were not regularized
and the time was going to run out to the near future and the Respondent bank and its officers cannot escape from the
liability of enforcing the settlement which has been reached and therefore directed that the bank and the officers shall
implement the settlement dated 17.11.87 as amended from time to time before the expiry of 31.3.97.

12. Further, it is submitted that in the clause of Settlement it is specifically mentioned that the workmen to be
absorbed/appointed in the bank prohibiting any temporary appointments subsequent to the date of settlement even the
authorities want to make temporary appointments that should be made only from among the empanelled can be
appointed either for temporary vacancy or permanent vacancy except from among the empanelled candidates like the
Workman and that should be continued till they are absorbed. The management committed unfair labour practices
and terminated the services of the candidates with effect from 1.4.1997 which is arbitrary, discriminatory, contrary to
their own guidelines and violative of the constitutional provisions which are guaranteed in Chapter -IlI of the
Constitution of India.

13. The Workman submits that it is strange as to how the panels were allowed to lapse by a so-called
Memorandum of Understanding dated 25.2.1997, that the action of terminating such employees like the
Workman by virtue of an impugned oral proceedings without implementing the settlement would be illegal and unfair
labour practice which cannot be allowed to be perpetuated. That the discontinuance of the Workman after 31.3.97
who had served in the bank in any capacity amounts to retrenchment. It could not have been done without any notice
and it violates Sec.25FF of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the said action is violative of principles of natural
justice guaranteed under Chapter 111 of the Constitution of India.  This amounts to retrenchment without one month's
notice and taken in view of such notice.  Thus, the main proceedings issued by the Respondent is without
jurisdiction and is arbitrary, illegal and therefore liable to be quashed. That the alleged Memorandum of
Understanding dated 27.2.97, Ex.M5 does not own any legal entity, as the said Memorandum of Understanding is
not published anywhere to brought to the notice of the Workman whose rights are being affected. It is submitted that
Management did not adhere to the procedure envisaged by the Central Government in its' instructions dated 16.8.90
in the year 1995. The same was not followed in the year 1997 despite there being vacancies. The
management has followed the procedure of calling candidates through Employment exchange instead of giving
chance to the empanelled candidates like the Workman here. It is pertinent to mention here that the Respondent
Management sent letters to the all similarly situated candidates like the Workman in the month of June, 1997,
subsequent to the passing of impugned termination orders. After knowing the facts that the candidates are litigating,
the Management refused to engage these candidates. It is once again reiterated that the panels are meant for
absorption but not for termination. It was the duty of the Management to engage the empanelled candidates like the
Workman even in temporary vacancies till they are absorbed permanently in regular vacancies. Hence, the action of
the Respondent Management terminating the services of the Workman by oral order dated 31.3.97 is unjust, illegal,
violative of principles of natural justice and hence, the Management be directed to reinstate and absorb the Workman
and to grant all incidental and consequential benefits.

14. Per contra, Respondent had filed counter and made a contentions that the reference is not tenable and
contrary to the provisions of 1.D. Act, 1947. Respondent submitted that to tide over severe sub-ordinate staff
constraints which arose out of leave vacancies, exigencies, etc., and also owning to the restrictions imposed by the
Government of India/Reserve Bank of India on intake of staff, the Respondent bank used to engage sub-ordinate staff
like messengers, sweepers, sweeper cum water boys, etc., depending on the availability of work on purely temporary
basis for the smooth and uninterrupted functioning of the branches. It is submitted that the All India State Bank of
India Staff Federation which represents majority of the employees in the State Bank of India comprising about 98% of
the work force as its' members espoused the cause of temporary employees who have put in less than 240 days of
temporary service in 12 calendar months in the bank and who were ineligible for any protection under Industrial
Disputes Act, 1947 to give a chance for being considered for absorption and permanent appointments.
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15. Discussions were held and on 17.11.1987 an agreement was signed between the federation and the
Management bank under Sec. 2(p) read with Sec 18(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 read with Rule 58 of
Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules 1957. A copy of the said settlement dated 17.11.87 which may be herein after
referred as first settlement is filed and 4 categories were made as it has already been mentioned in the claim statement
above, it need not be repeated here. In the first settlement, it was agreed that the temporary employees as categorized
would be given a chance for being considered for permanent appointment in the bank's service against the vacancies
which are likely to arise during the period 1987 to 1991. On 16.7.88 second settlement was arrived between the
Federation and the Bank whereby it was agreed to substitute the period of consideration of vacancies as 1987 to 1992
in place of 1987 to 1991 as contemplated under the first settlement dated 17.11.1987. This is the second settlement.
A 3" settlement was entered into on 27.10.88 and it was agreed that the bank's service against the vacancies likely to
arise from 1988 to 1992 was to be considered. Government of India vide its letter dated 16.8.90 issued guidelines to
all the public sector banks with regard to recruitment and absorption of temporary employees in public sector banks.
The said guidelines were issued to implement on the lines of approach paper on the issue provided by a committee
constituted in this regard. Government of India guidelines made it clear that all the public sector banks may follow
the provisions laid down in the approach paper. The approach paper specified that the cases of temporary service in
12 consecutive months and who are entitled to benefit of Sec.25F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 may be decided
by entering into a settlement with the representative union. In respect of temporary employees who had put in less
than 240 days of service in 12 consecutive months or less, a settlement could be avoided and however if the
Management so desired they could enter into a conciliation settlement with the representative union. In para. 6(h) it
is mentioned that only those temporary employees who had put in temporary service of 90 days or more days after
1.1.82 would be eligible for considering under the scheme. Although the Government guidelines envisaged for a
settlement in respect of employees who had put in temporary service of 90 days or more days, the bank by way of a
further concession entered into settlements. Even in respect of those who had put in less than 90 days and also the
bank went a step further and said those persons who are working after 1975 were also considered. Hence, there was
a genuine effort on the part of the Respondent bank to provide as many as possible jobs subject to the availability of
the vacancies. However, para 6 (k) of the approach paper made it clear that it is a one time, exercise in full and final,
settlement of all the claims and disputes for the past period, in respect of temporary workmen covered by the
settlement. Another settlement was entered on 9.1.91 herein after referred as 4th settlement and the time limit was
extended upto 1994 and separate panel was prepared for temporary employees, casual/daily wagers. It was agreed that
while vacancies arising between 1988 to 1994 in respect of temporary employees and in respect of casual/daily
wagers, they can be considered for the vacancies arising between 1995-96 only.

16. It is submitted that the administrative set up of the Hyderabad Local Head Office comprises of four Zonal
Offices (Zones) at Hyderabad, Vijayawada, Visakhapatnam and Tirupathi covering all the Districts of Andhra
Pradesh. In terms of the settlement the Management after following the procedure laid down therein prepared the
panels of qualified candidates of temporary employees denoted as 1989 panel and also panel of casual/daily wagers
denoted as 1992 panel for giving a chance for being considered for permanent absorption. These panels were
prepared zone-wise separately for messengers and non-messengers in the descending order of temporary service put
in by the candidates during the stipulated period i.e., 1.7.1975 to 31.7.1988. That the Federation approached the
Regional Labour Commissioner(C) for implementation of bi-partite settlement in respect of absorption of temporary
employees. The Regional Labour Commissioner(C) conducted conciliation proceedings and an agreement was
arrived between the Federation and the bank. It was agreed that it would be kept alive upto March, 1997. A copy of
the conciliation proceedings dated 9.2.1995 signed by the parties is filed as material paper. A settlement was arrived
at and an agreement was signed between the Federation and the Management bank on 30.7.1996 under Sec.2 (p) read
with Sec.18(1) of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, which is hereinafter called as 5" settlement. That on
27.2.1997 a Memorandum of understanding was also signed by the federation’s affiliate and the bank Management
recording the fact that the exercise of identifying the messengerial vacancies as on 31.12.1994 has since been
completed by Central Office and thereby 403 messengerial vacancies were sanctioned . It was agreed that these
vacancies may be filled from 1989 panel of temporary employees after effecting conversion from full time non-
messengerial staff in the usual manner and the agreement was reached accordingly. It was agreed between the
Federation's affiliate and the Management bank that in terms of the settlement dated 30.7.1996 both the panels of
temporary employees and daily wagers/casual employees would lapse on 31.3.1997. That as agreed upon vacancies
were filled from the panels. The Workman who has put in an aggregate temporary service of less than 240 days in a
continuous block of 12 months period during 1.7.1975 to 31.7.1988 has no right to seek a direction to consider his
candidature for absorption in the Management bank under any rule/law except under the settlement entered into
thereon.

17. Respondent contended that, in fact, the case of the Workman can be considered under all the five settlements
having got his case considered under provisions of these settlements. All the other provisions and terms of the
settlements are also binding on him/her.  The Management bank has not violated any of the provisions of the terms of
the said settlement. That the very preparation and maintenance of panel is in compliance of the terms agreed under
these settlements. These settlements were time bound and they ceased to exist on 31.3.1997. That the bank has never
promised that all the candidates in the panel will be absorbed. In the advertisement itself it was made clear that
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candidates will be considered for absorption in the vacancies that may arise upto 1992. Keeping alive the panels after
31.3.1997 is contrary to the settlements arrived between the State Bank of India Staff Federation and the Management
bank. That the settlements are binding on the parties. The Workman is also bound under the terms of the said
settlement. The settlement does not suffer from any ambiguity as their language is very clear. The right under the
settlements is to give them a chance to be considered for future appointment in the bank's services against the
vacancies likely to arise. The settlements were effected to balance the expectations of the temporary employees to be
absorbed in permanent service as against the constitutional rights for all eligible persons to be considered for
employment every time a vacancy arises. That the alleged dispute including the demand for reinstatement has to be
decided in this context. It is submitted that the period of panel list got expired on 31.3.97 and it is an integral term of
the settlement and cannot be modified in any proceedings under the law. These temporary employees who
unfortunately could not be accommodated for want of vacancies have no further rights to be considered for
regularization. That the Hon'ble High Court in WP N0.12964/94, held as follows, "It is needless to state that the
settlement arrived at between the All India State Bank of India Staff Federation which, is the majority union and the
bank Management is binding on the Workmen also. It is not at all the case of the Workman that any of the terms of
the settlement has been violated by the bank's Management. If the Workman had worked in the bank on part-time
basis before 31.5.94, that itself would not vest in him a right to claim that his services should be regularized on
permanent basis against a full time cadre post. The claim put forth by the Workman in the present petition is therefore
misconceived and not tenable. However, it is open to the Workman to claim any right which flows from the
settlement between the union and the bank Management. As already pointed out that it is not the grievance of the
Workman that some right which has flown from the settlement in favour of the Workman has been denied by the bank
Management. Therefore, | do not find any ground, let alone substantial ground, to grant the kind of relief sought for
by the Workman. Writ Petition fails and is accordingly dismissed. No costs."

18. Further, it is contended that if the panels were not lapsed at the end of designated period and allowed to be
continued it would result in making the contracts of temporary employment indirectly permanent through back door
entry, which would not only be contrary to the settlements but also to Articles 14 and 16 of Constitution of India and
deprive the chances of original claimants who would Come through proper recruitment procedure. As their rights
have been crystallized by operation of the settlements. Hence, there is no question of any Legitimate expectation
being violated.

19. Similarly placed ex-employees filed WP N0.9206/1995 and the batch before the Hon'ble High Court of A.P.
and the learned Single Judge allowed the Writ Petitions. Aggrieved by the same WA N0.86/98 and the batch was filed
and the Division Bench set aside the order of the Single Judge. Thereafter the ex-temporary employees filed Special
Leave Petition N0.11886-11888 of 1998 before the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India. The Hon'ble Supreme Court of
India also dismissed the SLP. Therefore reference to the Judgement of the Learned Single Judge in WP N0.9206/97 is
of no consequences as the same has already been set aside. The observations made in the Judgements cannot be relied
upon for any purpose what so ever. The question of operation of Sec.25F would not come into play. Further the issue
is covered by various Judgements of Hon'ble Supreme Court of India and various Hon'ble High Courts. Hence, the
reference may be ordered that the Workman is not entitled for any relief.

20. In order to fortify his claim Workman has examined himself as WW1 and also filed documents in evidence
which has been exhibited as Ex.W1 to W3. Further, the Workman has filed photocopies of documents in support of
his claim which are discussed as under:-

Ex.WL1 is the appointment order dated 22.12.87. Further, EX.W2 is the service certificate issued by the Respondent
according to this document the Workman has worked with the Respondent branch as Temporary Substitute Water boy
for total 62 days this certificate was issued on 22.12.1989. Ex.W3 is another certificate issued by the Branch Manager
dated 24.9.1999 according to this certificate Workman Sri T. Ramesh has worked for a total of 614 days.

21. On the other hand, Respondent has examined witness MW1 Sri Rupakula Prakash Babu and this witness has
exhibited 12 documents, marked as Ex.M1 to M12. The details of these documents are as follows:-

Ex.M.1 is the Settlement dated 17.11.1987. Ex.M2 is the Settlement dated 16.7.1988. Ex.M3 is the Settlement
dated 27.10.1988. Ex.M4 is the Settlement dated 9.1.1991. Ex.M5 is the Minutes of the conciliation proceedings
dated 9.6.1995. Ex.M6 is the Settlement dated 30.7.1996. Ex.M7 is the Memorandum of Understanding dt. 27.2.1997.
Ex.M8 is the Particulars of 1989 Messengerial Panel. Ex.M9 is the Particulars of 1989 Non-Messengerial Panel.
Ex.M10 is the Particulars of 1992 General Attendant Panel. Ex.M11 is the Judgment of Hon’ble High Court of A.P.
in Writ Appeal No0.86/98 dt.1.5.1998. Ex.M12 is the Judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in SLP
No. 11886-11888 of 1998 dt.10.8.1998.

22. Apart from afore mentioned documents, Learned Counsel for Workman has also filed a long list of various
judgements of Hon’ble Supreme Court as well as Hon’ble High Court, which we will discuss at appropriate place in
this Award.

23. Heard the argument of Learned Counsel for Workman as well as for Respondent.
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24. On the basis of rival pleadings of both the parties and submissions made by the Learned Counsel for both
the parties, following points arise for determination in the industrial dispute :-

l. Whether the 1% settlement dated 17.11.1987, 2™ settlement dated 16.7.1988, 3™ settlement dated
27.10.1988, 4™ settlement dated 9.1.1991 and 5" settlement dated 30.7.1996 entered into between
State Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation and also Memorandum of
Understanding are binding upon both the parties?

Il. Whether the action of State Bank of India, Mamillapally branch in terminating the services of
Workman Sri T. Ramesh, a Messenger with effect from 31.3.1997 is justified?

1. Whether the Workman is entitled for absorption on permanent post in the Branch of Respondent
management as per averments made by him in the claim statement?

\VA To what relief if any the Workman is entitled for?

Findings:-

25. Point No.l:- Undisputedly settlements dated 17.11.1987, 16.7.1988, 27.10.1988, 9.1.1991 and
30.7.1996, minutes of conciliation proceedings and memorandum of understanding dated 27.2.1997 were executed
between the State Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation under section 2(p) and 18 (1) of
I.D. Act, 1947 read with Rule 58 of Industrial Disputes (Central Rules), 1957.

Section 2(p) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 as follows:-

(p) "settlement™ means a settlement arrived at in the course of conciliation proceeding and includes a written
agreement between the employer and workmen arrived at otherwise than in the course of conciliation proceeding
where such agreement has been signed by the parties thereto in such manner as may be prescribed and a copy thereof
has been sent to an officer authorised in this behalf by the appropriate Government and the conciliation officer;

Section 18(1) provides as follows:-
18. Persons on whom settlements and awards are binding.

- [(1) A settlement arrived at by agreement between the employer and Workman otherwise than in the course of
conciliation proceeding shall be binding on the parties to the agreement.

Therefore, in view of the provision contained u/s.18 (1) I.D. Act, 1947, terms and conditions enumerated in the
aforesaid settlements are binding on the parties to the agreement. The Learned Counsel for Workman has argued that
the Workman after going through the selection procedure has successfully been listed in the panel for appointment on
the permanent basis in the Respondent management and the empanelled list has to be valid till last person in the
empanelled list is appointed on permanent basis. But the impugned order dated 25.3.97, 27.3.97 and 31.3.97, has been
issued by Respondent management thereby the services of the Workman has been terminated and the said order is not
in consonance of the terms of the agreement entered into between the parties. Further, Workman submits that the
Respondent in the 5™ settlement has mentioned the date i.e., 31.3.1997 for lapse of empanel list which is illegal and
that is not binding upon the Workman. The condition of lapse of empanelment list on 31.3.97 incorporated in the
aforesaid 5" settlement, is arbitrary and illegal.

26. The perusal of the impugned order dated 25.3.1997 goes to reveal that the Chief/Branch Manager, SBI Zonal
Office has issued the letter to all the branches with regard to the subject not to make any temporary appointments in
the Branch in messengerial category from 1.4.1997. The extract of the said letter is given below:-

“We have been advised by the Deputy General Manager, Zonal Office, Hyderabad that as both the panels of
temporary employees of 1989 and daily wagers/casual labours of 1992 will lapse by 31.3.1997, it has been decided
by Central Office not to make any temporary appointments in messengerial category from 1.4.1997.”

Thus, from the contents of the aforesaid letter, it manifest that Head Office of State Bank of India vide letter dated
25.3.1997 has issued direction to all its branches not to make any temporary appointments in messengerial category
from 1.4.1997 due to reason of lapse of both panels i.e., 1989 & 1992 on 31.3.1997 as per terms of settlements
entered into by both parties. Further the contents of the subsequent letter dated 27.3.1997 issued by Respondent
Management is also direction to Branch Manager, State Bank of India not to make any temporary messengerial
category appointment with effect from 1.4.1997 and it has also been communicated to all concerned that the panels
of temporary employees and daily wagers maintained by Zonal offices stand lapsed from 31.1.1997. Further, office
order dated 31.3.1997 has been issued by Respondent management that goes to reveal that the said office order has
been issued to this effect that, “Consequent on absorption of temporary employees in permanent cadre, it has been
decided by the competent authority that no one onwards, no further daily labour or temporary
employees/appointments should be resorted to/engaged/employed.” Therefore, it reflects from the contents of the
aforesaid orders that the temporary appointment in messengerial category and daily labour has been stopped by the
Respondent management with effect from 1.4.1997 because of the lapsed of panel of temporary workers and daily
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wagers by 31.3.1997. The agreement for lapse of both the panels on 31.3.1997 is contained in the 5" settlement
which has been arrived at between the parties on dated 30.7.1996 with the consensus of both the parties. Therefore,
Workman can not challenge the terms and conditions contained in settlement dated 30.7.1996 regarding lapse of
panel on 31.3.1997 as agreed between State Bank of India and State Bank of India Staff Federation. As per provision
contained u/s.18(1) of I.D. Act, 1947 the said Agreement dated 30.7.1996 is binding on both the parties.

In the case of Allied Sales Corporation Secunderabad vs.The Authority Under Andhra Pradesh..... 1990 Il LLJ
510 AP para 414, Hon’ble Court have held:-

“4. There was a settlement between the Management and the workmen under Section 18(1) of the Industrial Disputes
Act on 25th April 1983 under which the age of superannuation of the workmen was fixed at 55 years. The settlement
was to be in force upto 30th June 1986 and the next settlement, incorporating practically the same terms, was again
entered into on 4th February 1987 under Section 18(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act. There is no dispute that these
settlements are under Section 18(1).

14. Now the Authority constituted under Section 41(1) of the Act is an authority with very limited jurisdiction. It can
only decide in the first appeal whether a termination by the management is valid or not and is within the parameters
of Section 40 of the Act. The said Authority, in our view, has absolutely no jurisdiction to decide whether a settlement
entered into under Section 18(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act between the representatives of the Workmen and of the
Management, is vitiated by undue influence or misrepresentation or coercion on the part of the Management. The
Authority, namely, the Assistant Commissioner of Labour, was never intended by the A.P. Legislature to have
jurisdiction to go into the question of the validity of a settlement arrived at under Section 18 of the Industrial Disputes
Act by an Industrial Court. That Parliament has, in fact, constituted Industrial Courts under the Industrial Disputes
Act, with extensive powers cannot be disputed. What we mean to say is that the Authority under Section 41(1) of the
A.P. Act has no jurisdiction what-so-ever either to question or to decide about the validity of any such settlements. If
parties to a settlement have a grievance about the validity of a settlement, it is for them to agitate the matter before
the appropriate forum and they cannot ask an Authority constituted under Section 41(1) of the A.P. Shops and
Establishments Act, 1966 with limited jurisdiction, to go into any such question and, that too, incidentally while
deciding whether retirement as per the contract of employment, is legal or not.”

It is not the case of Workman that aforesaid settlements are vitiated by undue influence or misrepresentation or
coercion on the part of the management. If the Workman feeling aggrieved by any terms of settlement/ agreement on
the aforementioned grounds then he can challenge of settlement before a competent authority under the Act, 1947.
But here in the instant matter it is not a case of Workman that aforementioned settlement has been entered into
between the parties on the ground of undue influence or misrepresentation or coercion. Therefore, Workman is barred
to raise any objection in respect of fixing the date of lapse of both panels on 31.3.1997 as agreed between both the
parties and Workman can not challenge any terms of said Agreement.

Further in the case of Herbertsons Limited Vs. Workmen of Herbertsons Limited and Ors, 1977 AIR 322,
Hon’ble Supreme Court have held:-

The Tribunal thought that the question of the quantum of membership of the 2nd Respondent did not call for a finding
at all in view of 1his Court's order. As observed above that was not a correct assumption. On the other hand, we feel
that this view of the Tribunal has led it to approach the matter in an entirely erroneous manner. The Tribunal is,
rightly enough, conscious that under section 18 (1) of the Industrial Disputes Act the settlement was binding on the
company and the members of the 3rd Respondent union. Even so, the Tribunal devoted nearly half of its order in
scanning the evidence given by the company and Respondent No. 3 to find out whether the terms of the settlement had
been explained by the President of the union to the workmen or not and whether the workers voluntarily accepted the
settlement knowing all the "consequences™. This to our mind is again an entirely wrong approach.

“When a recognised union negotiates with an employer the workers as individuals do not come into the picture. It is
not necessary that each individual worker should know the implications of the settlement since a recognised union,
which is expected to protect the legitimate interests of labour, enters into a settlement in the best interests of labour.
This would be the normal rule. We cannot altogether rule out exceptional cases where there may be allegations of
mala fides, fraud or even corruption or other induce- ments. Nothing of that kind has been suggested against the
President of the 3rd Respondent in this case. That being the position, prima facie, this is a settlement in the course of
collective bargaining and, therefore, is entitled to due weight and consideration.

It is not possible to scan the settlement in bits and pieces and hold some parts good and acceptable and others bad.
Unless it can be demonstrated that the objectionable portion is such that it completely outweighs all the other
advantages gained the Court will be slow to hold a settle- ment as unfair and unjust. The settlement has to be
accepted or rejected as a whole and we are unable to reject it as a whole as unfair or unjust. Even before this Court
the 3rd Respondent representing admittedly the large majority of the workmen has stood by this settlement and that is
a strong factor which it is difficult to ignore. As stated elsewhere in the judgment, we cannot also be oblivious of the
fact that all workmen of the company have accepted the settlement. Besides, the period of settlement has since expired
and we are informed that the employer and the 3rd Respondent are negotiating another settlement with further
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improvements. These factors, apart from what has been stated above, and the need for industrial peace and harmony
when a union backed by a large majority of workmen has accepted a settlement in the course of collective bargaining
have impelled us not to interfere with this settlement. That being the position, we unhold the settlement as fair and just
and order that the award of the Tribunal shall be substituted by the settlement dated October 18, 1973. The said
settlement shall be the substituted award. The appea! is disposed of accordingly. There will be no order as to costs.”

Therefore, in view of the law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court as discussed above, the contention of the
Workman that the date fixed for lapse of empanelled list on 31.3.1997 for appointment to the permanent post vide 5"
Settlement dated 30.7.1996 is arbitrary, illegal is not untenable. The recognized union of Workmen has negotiated
with the Respondent Bank Management representing large number of Workmen and the Workman as individual do
not come into picture. Workman in the instant case has work as temporary Workmen in the Respondent Branch and
in response of Notification he had applied for inclusion of his name in the panel and he was selected for inclusion
his name in the panel list to be utilized for absorption of such Workman to permanent post in order of their seniority
in the list. The Settlement dated 30.7.1996 between State Bank of India and All India State Bank of India Staff
Federation under Sec.2(p) and Sec.18(1) of 1.D. Act, 1947 has clearly provided as regard non-messengerial position
and it is agreed that all such posts sanctioned fallen vacant upto 31.3.1997 shall be filled before empanel list is
allowed to lapse. Thus, in view of law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court, in the instant case, Agreement dated
30.7.1996 was entered into between both the parties in respect of lapsing of the both the panels on 31.3.1997 and
absorption of the Workmen from panel list was subject to availability of vacancy of post likely to arise upto
31.3.1997, have a binding force on Workman as well as management of State Bank of India in view of provision
contained under section 18 (1) of I.D. Act, 1947.

Thus, Point No.l is answered against the Workman and in favour of the Respondent.

27. Point No.ll:- Firstly, it is submitted on behalf of the Workman that the Respondent has terminated his
services by oral order on 31.3.1997 without issuing any notice or paying any salary or compensation in lieu thereof.
Therefore, the termination order of the Workman from service is in violation of provision contained Under Section 25
F of 1.D. Act, 1947. Therefore, the order is liable to be set aside.

28. On the other hand, Respondent counsel contended that Workman has not worked for 240 days in any
preceding calendar year. Therefore, reference of the industrial dispute is not relevant. In this context, the Workman
has examined himself as WW1 who has reiterated that Workman has been terminated from service by Respondent on
31.3.1997 without notice of salary or compensation in lieu thereof. Before examining the claim of the Workman on
merit it would be apposite to reproduce the provision contained under section 25 F:-

Section 25F provides:-

Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen.- No Workman employed in any industry who has been in
continuous service for not less than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until—

(a) the Workman has been given one month' s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the period
of notice has expired, or the Workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the notice:

(b) the Workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to fifteen days'
average pay for every completed year of continuous service] or any part thereof in excess of six months; and

(c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government or such authority as may be specified
by the appropriate Government by natification in the Official Gazette].

Compensation to workmen in case of transfer of undertakings.
Section 25B defines the term continuous service which provides
Definition of continuous service.- For the purposes of this Chapter,--

(1) a Workman shall be said to be in continuous service for a period if he is, for that period, in uninterrupted service,
including service which may be interrupted on account of sickness or authorized leave or an accident or a strike
which is not illegal, or a lock- out or a cessation of work which is not due to any fault on the part of the Workman;

(2) where a Workman is not in continuous service within the meaning of clause (1) for a period of one year or six
months, he shall be deemed to be in continuous service under an employer--

(a) for a period of one year, if the Workman, during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the date with
reference to which calculation is to be made, has actually worked under the employer for not less than--

(i) one hundred and ninety days in the case of a Workman employed below ground in a mine; and

(i) two hundred and forty days, in any other case;
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In order to prove the fact of 240 days of service within 12 months of a calendar year just preceding from the date of
termination, the initial burden of proof lies upon the Workman and the Workman has to prove this factum by
adducing his oral as well as documentary evidence in support of his claim.

Further, how to calculate 240 days of service by the Workman in a calendar year. In this context the reference of
decisions of Hon’ble Supreme Court is relevant and the same are discussed below:-

In Rajasthan State Ganganagar S. Mills Ltd. v. State of Rajasthan and Anr. (2004) Apex Court held:

"It was the case of the Workman that he had worked for more than 240 days in the year concerned. This claim was
denied by the appellant. It was for the claimant to lead evidence to show that he had worked for 240 days in the year
preceding the date of his termination. He has filed an affidavit. It is statement which is in his favor and that cannot be
regarded as sufficient evidence for any Court or Tribunal to come to the conclusion that in fact the claimant had
worked for 240 days in a year These aspects were highlighted in Range Forest Officer v. S.T. Hadimani (2002 (3)
SCC 25. No proof of receipt of salary or wages for 240 days or order or record in that regard was produced. Mere
non-production of the muster roll for a particular period was not sufficient for the Labour Court held that the
Workman had worked for 240 days as claimed."

In Municipal Corporation, Faridabad v. Siri Niwas (2004 (8) SCC 195), held "the burden was on the Workman to
show that he was working for more than 240 days in the preceding one year prior to his alleged retrenchment.” In
M.P. Electricity Board v. Hariram (2004 (8) SCC 246) the position was again reiterated in paragraph 11 as follows:
"The above burden having not been discharged and the Labour Court having held so, in our opinion, the Industrial
Court and the High Court erred in basing an order of reinstatement solely on an adverse inference drawn
erroneously ..”

In the case of Manager, RBI, Bangalore vs. S Mani (2005) SCC Page 100, the 3 Judges Bench of the Apex
Court held that "the initial burden of proof was on the Workman to show that he had completed 240 days of service."”

Hon'ble Apex Court in the case of Mohan Lal vs Management BEL 1981 SCC page 225 has laid down the
principle that how to count 240 days of service within one year itis held: "Clause (2)(a) provides for a fiction
to treat a Workman in continuous service for a period of one year despite the fact that he has not rendered
uninterrupted service for a period of one year but he has rendered period of 240 days during the period of 12
calendar service for months counting backwards and just preceding the relevant date being the date of retrenchment.
In other words, in order to invoke the fiction enacted in clause (2)(a) it is necessary to determine first the relevant
date, ie the date of termination of service which is complained of as retrenchment. After that date is ascertained. move
backward to a period of 12 months just preceding the date of retrenchment and then ascertain whether within the
period of 12 months, the Workman has rendered service for a period of 240 days. If these three facts are affirmatively
answered in favor of the Workman pursuant to the deeming fiction enacted in clause (2)(a) it will have to be assumed
that the Workman is in continuous service for a period of one year and he will satisfy the eligibility qualification
enacted in Section 25-F"

“14. We have already extracted section 25B since its amendment and the change in language is the legislative
exposition of which note must be taken. In fact, we need not further dilate upon this aspect because in Surendra
Kumar Verma and Ors. v. Central Government Industrial-cum-Labour Court, New Delhi and Anr., Chinnappa
Reddy. J., after noticing the amendment and referring to the decision in Sur Enamel and Stamping Works (P)
Ltd case, held as under:

"These changes brought about by Act 36 of 1964 appear to be clearly designed to provide that a Workman who has
actually worked under the employer for not less than 240 days during a period of twelve months shall be deemed to
have been in continuous service for a period of one year whether or not he has in fact been in such continuous service
for a period of one year. It is enough that he has worked for 240 days in a period of 12 months, it is not necessary that
he should have been in the service of the employer for one whole year."

In a concurring judgment Pathak J. agreed with this interpretation of section 25B(2). Therefore, both on principle
and on precedent it must be held that section 25B(2) comprehends a situation where a Workman is not in employment
for a period of 12 calendar months, but has rendered service for a period of 240 days within the period of 12
calendar months commencing and counting backwards from the relevant date, i.e. the date of retrenchment. If he has,
he would be deemed to be in continuous service for a period of one year for the purpose of section 25B and Chapter
VA.”

Thus, in view of the law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court as discussed above the initial burden of proof lies
upon the Workman to show that he has completed 240 days of the service with the Respondent just preceding from
the date of his termination. Further, in respect of the employment of calculating the 240 days service in view of the
contents of Section 25-F read with Section 25-B of the I.D. Act, 1947.

29. Now, in view of the provision contained under Section 25 F and law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court,
we have to examine whether the Workman has discharged his initial burden of proof in respect of his claim of 240
days continuous service in a calendar year just preceding from the date of his termination i.e., 31.3.1997.
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In this context, WW1 in his cross examination has stated that,

“I was not sponsored by any employment exchange. I did not go through the regular process of selection before my
engagement as a temporary non messenger in the branch. It is true | did not work continuously in the branch. |
used to work depending upon the availability of work in the branch.”

“It is true that I did not work for 240 days in any year in my entire service in a single branch.”

Thus, it is clear from the testimony of WW1 that the Workman had not worked for 240 days continuously in any 12
months of a calendar year just preceding from the date of his termination in the Respondent bank. Therefore,
Workman failed to establish his plea by his oral and documentary evidence that he had worked for 240 days
continuously in calendar year just preceding from the date of his termination i.e., 31.3.1997. Thus, the claim of the
Workman that he has been terminated by oral order without issuing notice or payment in lieu after termination, in
contravention of Section 25 F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is not tenable. However the documents filed by the
Workman in support of his claim, number of days worked with the Respondent goes to reveal that the Workman
had worked intermittently as daily wager depending upon availability of work in branch. Workman did not file any
document of appointment letter or salary slips in support of his claim for appointment as a non-messenger in the
Respondent branch on temporary basis.

30. Per contra, the Learned Counsel for Respondent has submitted the allegation of Workman that he was
terminated from services is not correct. As the vacancies were filled up on regular basis in order of their respective
seniority the non-engagement of the Workman does not amount to termination. Further, Respondent contended that
no law provide that even though there is no work temporary employee should be continued in the bank work as the
very engagement of Workman was subject to availability of work. Therefore, the allegation that the bank has
indulged in unfair labour practice is incorrect.

31. Thus, in view of the fore gone discussion and contentions made by the Respondent, | find the force in the
argument advanced by the Respondent that in the instant matter, Workman was not terminated from service by order
dated 31.3.1997 rather he was disengaged in view of the non-availability of the work in the branch. Further, there
was direction issued by the Head Office of the Respondent authority not to engage any daily wager Workman/
temporary Worker w.e.f. 1.4.1997. Thus, such disengagement of Workman does not amount to termination.
Moreover, the Workman failed to prove his claim that he was terminated in contravention of provision of Sec.25F of
the I.D. Act, 1947 as he failed to establish his plea by any oral or documentary evidence that he had worked for 240
days continuously in a twelve months of calendar year just preceding from date of termination i.e., 31.3.1997.

32. Further, perusal of the order dated 25.3.1997 goes to reveal that the Chief Branch Manager, State Bank of
India has issued the letter to Zonal Office with direction to all its branches to this effect that they have been advised
by the DGM, Zonal Office, Hyderabad that as both the panel of temporary employees of 1989 and daily
wagers/casual labour of 1992 will lapse on 31.3.1997 it has been decided by central office not to make any temporary
appointments in messengerial cadre from 1.4.1997, therefore it was directed to issue suitable instructions not to make
temporary appointments from 1.4.1997. There is no mention in this order that the Workman herein has been
terminated from service by this order.

33. Further, the circular dated 27.3.1997 was issued by DGM, SBI to all branches in commercial network in
respect of the non-appointment of temporary employees in subordinate cadre and it has directed not to make any
temporary employment in the subordinate cadre with effect from 1.4.97 and further, it has directed to ensure that no
temporary/casual/daily basis appointment of the petty cash. Further, it is directed to all Branch Managers that any
deviation in this regard will be viewed seriously. Thus, these circulars do not reflect that the Workman has been
terminated from service by this order.

34. Similarly, office order dated 31.3.1997 is simply a direction to all branches of the Respondent bank by
DGM that no further daily labour should be engaged or employed. Therefore, the plea of the Workman that he has
been terminated by the aforesaid order dated 25.3.1997, 27.3.1997 and 31.3.1997 from the service by the Respondent
is not acceptable. The evidence adduced by the Workman clearly goes to reveal that he had worked as a daily wager
for which he has been paid wages according to number of working days. As there was an order for prohibition for
engaging temporary workmen, in the bank, therefore, Workman could not be engaged by the Respondent for work
from 1.4.1997 and there after. It is settled law that the daily wagers are engaged by the employer depending upon
the availability of work and as the work was not available the Workman was not engaged further by the Respondent
management. Therefore, the Workman on the ground of number of days he had worked in the Respondent bank
cannot claim any right to reinstate him into the employment. As the Workman failed to prove the mandatory
condition of 240 days of continuous service as required under Sec.25F of I.D. Act, 1947. Therefore, the
disengagement of Workman from work can not be termed in contravention of provision contained under Sec.25F and
25 B of the I.D. Act, 1947.

Thus, this point is answered against the Workman and in favour of Respondent.
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35. Point No.lll:- In this context, the Workman has contended that the management failed to implement the
selected panels during its valid tenure. The management adopted the back door methods contrary to the settlements
and filled up the vacancies. The same is evident from the proceedings dated 18.11.1993 a copy of the same is filed in
the material papers and the same may be read as part of the claim statement. Further, it is submitted that management
has to adhere the procedure issued by the Central Government, the instructions dated 16.8.1990 in the year 1995, but
same was not followed in the year 1997 despite there being vacancies. The management has followed the procedure
of calling candidates through employment exchange instead of giving chance to the empanelled candidates like the
Workman herein. The management sent call letters to the similarly situated candidates like the Workman in the month
of June 1997 subsequent to issuance of impugned termination orders. After knowing the fact that they are litigating
the issue by way of dispute, the management has refused to engage those candidates, the copies of call letters issued
are filed herein along with claim petition. The Workman herein reiterates that the panels are meant for absorption but
not for termination. In view of the same a duty is cast upon the Respondent management to engage the empanelled
candidates like the Workman herein even in temporary vacancies till they are absorbed permanently in regular
vacancies.

36. On the other hand, Respondent has contended that the Federation approached Regional Labour
Commissioner (Central) for implementation of bipartite settlement in respect of the absorption of temporary
employees. The Regional Labour Commissioner (Central) conducted conciliation proceedings and agreement was
arrived at between the Federation and the Management bank. It is submitted that it was agreed between the
Federation and the Management that both the panels of temporary employees and daily wagers /casual labour would
be kept alive upto March, 1997 and the vacancies as agreed to under the afore set out settlements will be filled from
both the lists concurrently. A copy of the conciliation proceedings dated 9.6.1995 signed by the parties to the dispute
is filed as a material paper. Further, it is submitted that the settlement was arrived at and an agreement was signed
between the Federation and the Management bank on 30.7.1996 under Section 2(p) read with Section 18(1) of the
Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules 1957 which is binding on the parties. A copy of this agreement which hereinafter
may be referred to as 5" settlement for brevity, is also filed as a material paper. The 5" settlement dated 30.7.1996
whereunder the earlier four settlements dated 17.11.1987, 16.7.1988, 27.10.1988 and 9.1.1991 were also referred, it
was agreed to, by the Federation and the Management bank that both the panels of temporary employees and daily
wagers/casual employees will be kept alive upto March, 1997 for filling the vacancies existing/arrived at as on
31.12.1994 as per the norms agreed to between the bank and Federation and that thereafter the said panels would
lapse. It was also agreed that within the framework of the above settlements the modalities about drawing names
from either the panel of temporary employees or the panel of daily wagers and casual labour would be decided
administratively on circle to circle basis depending upon the local requirements in consultation with the Federation’s
affiliate by the Circle management. It was further agreed that all messenger real vacancies/positions in the subordinate
cadre including part-time attendants specifically provided as leave reserve will be filled by the end of 31.3.1997.
Further, Respondent contended that on 27.2.1997 a memorandum of understanding was also signed between the
Federation’s affiliate and the bank management regarding the fact that the exercise of identifying the messengerial
vacancies as on 31.12.1994 has since been completed by central office and thereby 403 messengerial vacancies were
sanctioned to the circle of the Management bank and it was agreed that these vacancies may be filled from 1989 panel
of temporary employees after effecting conversion from full time non-messengerial staff in the usual manner and the
agreement was reached upon. Further, it was agreed between the Federations affiliate and the management bank
that in terms of the settlement dated 30.7.1996 both the panels of temporary employees and daily wagers /casual
employees would lapse on 31.3.1997.

37. The Workman has contended that the empanelled list prepared by the Respondent management for
appointment of temporary and daily wage Workers to the permanent post cannot lapse unless until it is exhausted by
appointing all the empanelled persons and it should continue even after 31.3.1997, i.e., the date fixed for the lapse of
panel. It is undisputed that the date of lapse of empanelled list of Workmen has been fixed to 31.3.1997 as
mentioned in the settlement dated 30.7.1996, and agreed between the parties. It is settled law that and once the life
of panel list lapses on the date as agreed between the parties it cannot be extended beyond that date. In the instant
case the panel list of the workmen was valid upto 31.3.1997 in view of the terms and conditions enumerated in the 5™
Settlement entered into between the parties. As the lapse of panel i.e., 31.3.1997 has been agreed by State Bank of
India and State Bank of India Staff Federation through 5" Settlement, the Workman is not competent to challenge the
same.

In this context | would like to take reference of the decision of the apex court in the case of Syndicate Bank and Ors
vs. Shankar Paul and Ors, AIR 1997 SC 3091, therein the Hon’ble Apex Court have held:-

“Till 1982, the branches of the appellant Bank in Calcutta region were recruiting persons locally to work as
temporary attenders in leave vacancies. In view of the revised procedure prescribed by the Government of India in
respect of such temporary appointments, the Calcutta regional office of the appellant Bank issued a circular to all of
its branches on 14.8.1982, instructing all the branches under it to discontinue the old practice from 1.6.1982 and
appoint only empanelled candidates. The regional office was to prepare a panel of eligible candidates, after calling
names from the local/district employment exchange, and split it up branch-wise. Following that new procedure yearly
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panels were prepared thereafter. Names of the Respondents were for the first time included in the panel prepared for
the period 7.2.1987 to 6.2.1988. By its letter dated 7.2.1987 the Bank had informed the Respondents that the panel
was valid for one year only and that inclusion of their names in the panel was not to confer on them any right to seek
permanent appointment in the service of the bank. Considering the object with which the panel was prepared and the
fact that it was an yearly panel expiring on 6.2.1988, we are of the opinion that the Respondents did not get any right,
because of inclusion of their names in the said panel, for permanent absorption in the service of the Bank. Whatever
conditional right they had came to an end with the expiry of the panel. The claim of the Respondents, as contained in
the writ petition was thus misconceived and therefore the learned single Judge and the Division Bench, when it first
decided the appeal, were right in dismissing the writ petition and the appeal respectively.”

Thus, in view of the above law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court and in view of the terms and conditions of the
5" Settlement the contention of the Workman that empanelled list should continue even after 31.3.1997 till the last
Workman in the panel is absorbed is not tenable. The contention of the Workman is baseless in view of recital in the
settlement. Therefore, in view of the fore gone discussion and finding given at Point No. I regarding binding nature
of Settlements and terms and conditions enumerated therein, in view of the provision contained u/s.18(1) of the I.D.
Act, 1947, | am of the considered view that life of panels lapsed on 31.3.1997 in view of terms of settlement dated
30.7.1996 and plea of Workman that the panel shall continue even after 31.3.1997 till last man absorbed has no
legal force and same is untenable.

38. Undisputedly, settlement agreement dated 30.7.1996 was executed between the State Bank of India and
State Bank of India Staff Federation and in that settlement it was agreed that both the panels of temporary employees
and daily wagers/ casual employees will be used for filling vacancies existing as on 31.12.1994 as per the norms
agreed between the bank and the Federation. These empanelled workmen were to be given a chance for permanent
appointment in the bank against vacancies arising up to December 1994 whereas the daily wagers/ casual employees
were to be considered against the vacancies arise from January 1995 to December 1996, whereby the said panel
would lapse. It was agreed that the vacancies falls upto 31.3.1997 shall be filled before the empanelled list is allowed
to lapse. Thus, the claim of the Workman to the post of permanent non-messenger in the Respondent management
was subject to the availability of the sanctioned post and vacancies arising upto 31.3.1997. The workmen given
chance to the permanent post were seniors in number of working days in panel list and Workman herein was junior
to those workmen. Therefore, Workman could not be given absorption to permanent post being junior to other
workmen in the panel list.

39. In this context the Workman witness WW1 was cross examined by the Respondent counsel and in the cross
examination the witness WW!1 states:-

“I applied for appointment as a non-messenger in response to the advertisement issued by the bank in the year 1989.
Further, witness states, the panel was prepared basing upon the number of days of service put in by the temporary
employees. Some of the temporary employees whose names were included in the panel were given regular
appointment in the bank in order of their seniority in the panel. Further witness states, | am not having any
documents to show that any of my juniors are continuing in service in the bank.”

Thus, from the above statement of the Workman witness WW1 it is clear that the panel was prepared in terms of
various settlements entered into between Staff Federation of State Bank of India and State Bank of India and it was
prepared on the basis of number of days of work put in by the temporary employees. Further, the Workman himself
admitted that some of the temporary employees whose names were included in the panel were given regular
appointment in the bank in order of their seniority in the panel and he is not having any document to show that any
person who worked for less number of days than the Workman was given appointment in the bank. Therefore, the
allegation of the Workman that the regular appointment has been made by the bank from the panel list in breach of
the terms of the settlement and violation of seniority of panel list is not proved by this evidence of WW1. Thus,
there is no evidence on record that bank has given the appointment to the temporary employees as well as daily
wagers from the panel list 1989 and 1992 in breach of seniority of the temporary employees in the list. There is no
evidence of jumbling in the panel list to make appointment of any permanent Workman in breach of the seniority.
Therefore, | am constrained to hold that the Respondent Management has appointed the workmen from panel list in
order of seniority and there is no jumbling of workmen in the panel list before it got lapsed on 31.3.1997.

40. However, Workman has taken the plea that the panels of Workmen for absorption in the employment of the
Respondent banks (panels of temporary employees and daily wagers) has been lapsed on 31.3.1997 in contravention
of terms of settlement as the object of preparing the entire empanelment of temporary and daily wagers was to
provide them permanent employment and till the both the panel lists exhausted the panel list cannot be lapsed on
31.3.1997 and the date of lapsing of the panel on 31.3.1997 has been fixed by the Respondent arbitrarily without any
authority.

41. In this context, the perusal of Settlement dated 30.7.1996 reveals that the 5" Settlement dated 30.7.1996
was entered under Section 2(p) and 18(1) of I.D. Act, 1947 read with Rule 58 of Industrial Dispute (Central) Rules
1957. This settlement has been entered into by the competent parties and in this settlement parties thereto agreed
that both the panels of temporary employees and daily wagers/casual employees will lapse on 31.3.1997. Thus the



1764 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : MAY 3, 2025/VAISAKHA 13, 1947 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

date of lapse of panel was fixed by both the parties with consensus under the settlement dated 30.7.1996 and same is
binding upon the Workman under the provision of Section 18(1) of I.D. Act, 1947. Moreover, this issue of binding
force of the settlement dated 17.11.1987, 16.7.1988, 27.10.1988 and 9.1.1991 has already been discussed, decided at
finding in Point No.I of this award. However, the legality and validity of the aforementioned settlement has not been
challenged by the Workman before any competent forum. Thus, claim of Workman that the date of lapse of panel
i.e., 31.3.1997 has been fixed arbitrarily by the Respondent bank is untenable. As regard the claim of Workman for
his absorption to the permanent post it is settled law that the Workman can not claim his regularization to permanent
post merely on the basis of number of working days.

42, In this context the reference of the decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Oil and Natural Gas
Corporation vs Krishan Gopal 2020(3) SCALE 272, date of decision 7.2.2020 is relevant therein Hon’ble
Supreme Court have has laid down principle regarding regularization of the Workman on permanent posts. Hon’ble
Supreme Court have laid down the prepositions of regularization of the workmen to permanent post is as under: -

“(i) Wide as they are, the powers of the Labour Court and the Industrial Court cannot extend to a direction to order
regularisation, where such a direction would in the context of public employment offend the provisions contained
in Article 14 of the Constitution;

(ii) The statutory power of the Labour Court or Industrial Court to grant relief to workmen including the status of
permanency continues to exist in circumstances where the employer has indulged in an unfair labour practice by not
filling up permanent posts even though such posts are available and by continuing to employ workmen as temporary
or daily wage employees despite their performing the same work as regular workmen on lower wages;

(iii) The power to create permanent or sanctioned posts lies outside the judicial domain and where no posts are
available, a direction to grant regularisation would be impermissible merely on the basis of the number of years of
service;

(iv) Where an employer has regularised similarly situated workmen either in a scheme or otherwise, it would be open
to workmen who have been deprived of the same benefit at par with the workmen who have been regularised to make
a complaint before the Labour or Industrial Court, since the deprivation of the benefit would amount to a violation of
Article 14; and

(v) In order to constitute an unfair labour practice under Section 2(ra) read with Item 10 of the Vth Schedule of the
ID Act, the employer should be engaging workmen as badlis, temporaries or casuals, and continuing them for years,
with the object of depriving them of the benefits payable to permanent workmen.

Thus, in view of the principles laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court as discussed above, in the instant matter the
Workman utterly failed to prove his claim by adducing any documentary or oral evidence that the employer has
indulged in unfair labour practice by not filling the permanent posts even though such posts are available and by
continuing to employ workmen as temporary or daily wage employees despite their performance was the same work,
as regular workmen on lower wages.

43. Respondent has contended that all the vacancies exist and arise upto 31.3.1997 has been filled up from the
panel list in order of seniority and no vacancy exists or arises as on 31.3.1997 remained unfilled.  Further, it is
contended that as per terms of settlement the life of panel lists has been lapsed on 31.3.1997, hence, there is no
occasion to extend the life of panel lists beyond 31.3.1997. However, the workman failed to prove contrary by any
evidence to the aforesaid contention of the Respondent that the vacancies were existing as on 31.3.1997 and the
workman was not given absorption to the permanent post in order of his seniority. It is settled law that the power to
create permanent or sanctioned post lies outside the judicial domain and where no posts are available, a direction to
grant regularization would be impermissible merely on the basis of the number of years of service. Therefore, the
claim of the workman on this ground also not acceptable.

44, Further, as per the of settlement, panel was prepared for absorption of the workmen on the permanent posts
has already been lapsed on 31.3.1997 and the vacancies existing and arising upto 31.12.1994 and upto 31.3.1997 as
settlement dated 30.7.1996 has been filled up from the panel by appointing the workmen as per seniority in the panel
list. Workman witness WW1 in his cross examination has himself admitted this fact that, some of the temporary
employees whose names were included in the panel were given regular appointment in the bank in order of their
seniority in the panel. The Workman failed to show that there was any breach of terms of settlement has been
committed by the Respondent in appointment to permanent post from aforesaid panel list.

45, As discussed in preceding paragraph of this Award, the life of the panel has not been extended beyond
31.3.1997, by any further settlement hence, the panel list in which name of the Workman was included got expired
on 31.3.1997. It is not the case of the Workman that Respondent has regularized similarly situated workmen either
in the scheme or otherwise and the Workman has been deprived of same benefit on par with those workmen or the
vacancies remained unfilled on the date of lapse of panels i.e., 31.3.1997, Industrial Tribunal has no jurisdiction to
extend the date of lapse of panel i.e., 31.3.1997.  This Tribunal can not order for regularization of workmen to the
permanent post in contravention of the provision of Article 14 of the Constitution of India.
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In the case of Mahboob Deepak vs. Nagar Panchayat Gajraula & Anr, Civil Appeal N0.5875/2007 date of
judgement 13.12.2007, Hon’ble Supreme Court have held:-

“8. Respondent is a Local Authority. The terms and conditions of employment of the employees are governed by a
statute and statutory rules. No appointment can be made by a Local Authority without following the provisions of the
recruitment rules. Any appointment made in violation of the said rules as also the constitutional scheme of equality as
contained in Articles 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India would be a nullity.

9. Due to some exigency of work, although recruitment on daily wages or on an ad hoc basis was permissible, but by
reason thereof an employee cannot claim any right to be permanently absorbed in service or made permanent in
absence of any statute or statutory rules. Merely because an employee has completed 240 days of work in a year
preceding the date of retrenchment, the same would not mean that his services were liable to be regularized.”

Therefore, in view of the law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court, the claim of the Workman for absorption merely
on the basis of number of day of work in the Respondent bank Branch is not acceptable. As regard plea of the
Workman that the Workman should have been given employment even after 31.3.1997 as temporary Workman, it is
the discretion of Respondent to engage the Workman depending upon availability of work and this Tribunal can not
direct the Respondent to engage the Workman in the absent of such rule/scheme.

46. In view of principle laid down by Hon’ble Apex Court as discussed above, in the instant matter Workman
utterly failed to establish the fact of rendering continuous service for a period of 240 days of service within a period
of 12 calendar months commencing and coming backward from relevant date i.e., the date of retrenchment, if has he
would be denied to be in continuous service for a period of one year. Therefore, the provision contained under
Sec.25F of retrenchment is not applicable to Workman.

Counsel for Workman has relied upon number of decisions of Hon’ble High Court and Hon'ble Supreme Court and
few of them are discussed herein:-

In the case of F.C.1., vs. Kamdhenu Cattle Feed Industries 1993 (1) SCC 71, therein Hon’ble Supreme Court have
held:-

“7. In contractual sphere as in all other State actions, the State and all its instrumentalities have to conform to Article
14 of the Constitution of which non-arbitrariness is a significant facet. There is no unfettered discretion in public law:
A public authority possesses powers only to use them for public good. This impose the duty to act fairly and to adopt
a procedure which is “fairplay in action'. Due observance of this obligation as a part of good administration raises a
reasonable or legitimate expectation in every citizen to be treated fairly in his interaction with the State and its
instrumentalities, with this element forming a necessary component of the decision making process in all State
actions. To satisfy this requirement of non- arbitrariness in a State action, it is, therefore, necessary to consider and
give due weight to the reasonable or legitimate expectations of the persons likely lo be affected by the decision or else
that unfairness in the exercise of the power may amount to an abuse or excess of power apart from affecting the bona
fides of the decision in a given case. The decision so made would be exposed to challenge on the ground of
arbitrariness. Rule of law does not completely eliminate discretion in the exercise of power, as it is unrealistic, but
providers for control of its exercise by judicial review.”

In the case of State Bank of India, R.O., Vijayawada vs. Industrial Tribunal, Hyderabad WP No0.193/1997,
therein Hon’ble High Court have held,

“Sri Krowidi Narasimham, the learned counsel for the 2™ respondent contends, supporting the award that it was a
permanent vacancy and even though the 2" respondent was appointed on temporary basis, his services were not
liable to be terminated and he was to be regularised into service on permanent basis. Shastry award warrants that no
temporary appointment can be made to a permanent post. But the matter is now covered by two division bench
judgements dated 28.11.1986 in W.A. No0.791 of 1986 and 25.8.1987 in W.A. No.270 of 1982. The ratio decided in the
two judgements is to the effect that there cannot be any mandate to appoint employees on permanent basis when the
requirement was for appointment on temporary basis. But it is held in the said judgements that when a temporary
appointee is ousted from service and not for misconduct and, if again temporary appointment is to be made, then, the
case of such temporary appointee who was ousted, has got to be considered in accordance with Sec. 25-H of the
Act.”

In the case of State of Haryana and others vs. Piara Singh and others. 1992 (4) SCC 118, therein Hon’ble
Supreme Court have held:-

“49. If for any reason an adhoc or temporary employee is continued for a fairly long spell, the authorities must
consider his case for regularization provided he is eligible and qualified according to the rules and his service record
is satisfactory and his appointment does not run counter to the reservation policy of the state.”

In the above cited judgements by the Workman the facts of the case are different hence do not apply to instant case
of Workman.
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47. On the other hand, in support of his contention Respondent has examined witness MW1 and MW1 in chief
examination states that, Settlementsi.e., on 17.11.1987, 16.7.1988, 27.10.1988, 9.1.1991 were entered into between
the SBI and SBI Staff Federation for filling up of the vacancies that arise up to 1994 for those temporary employees
who has worked on scale wages. Further, MW1 states that two different panels for messengers and non-messengers
as per the eligibility criteria prescribed by the bank. There are four modules in Andhra Pradesh and they are
Hyderabad, Tirupathi, Vijayawada and Visakhapatnam. MW1 states that the temporary employees so empanelled
were given permanent absorption depending upon the vacancies so arise strictly in terms of the settlement. MW1
states that on 9.6.1995 conciliation proceeding was held before the RLC(C), Hyderabad and in said proceedings it
was decided that the panels will be kept live up to 31.3.1997 and vacancies will be filled from both the lists
concurrently. A copy of the said minutes of proceedings is Ex.M5. Further, MW1 states that on 30.7.1996 another
settlement was entered between the SBI and All India SBI Staff Federation providing for filling up of the vacancies
arising up to December 1994 in respect of subordinate cadre and daily wage /casual wage employees out of panel so
prepared were to be considered against vacancies arising from January 1995 to December 1996, thereafter the said
panels lapse. MW1 states that it was also agreed that all the non- messenger positions in subordinate cadre including
part time attendants specially provided as leave reserve will be filled before 31.3.1997 and as regards to non-
messengerial positions it is agreed that all such posts sanctioned and fallen vacant up to 31.3.1997 shall be filled
before the empanelled list is allowed to lapse. Thus in both the cases empanelled list were lapsed on 1.4.1997.
EX.M6 is the copy of the settlement dated 30.7.1996. Further, witness states that on 27.2.1997 a memorandum of
understanding was reached between the SBI and SBI Staff Federation providing that both the panels above mentioned
will lapse on 31.3.1997. ExX.M7 is the copy of the memorandum of understanding and Ex.M8 is the copy of the
statements giving the particulars of 1989 non-messenger panel, Ex.M9 is the copy of the statement of 1989 non-
messenger panel, Ex.M10 is the copy of statement of 1992 panel. Further, witness states that petitioner was included
in the 1989 panel. As the existing vacancies at that time were exhausted and his turn did not come he could not be
given permanent employment in the bank as per the agreements.  All the appointments were made strictly in
accordance with the settlements reached from time to time between SBI and SBI staff federation and as per seniority,
number of days of temporary service put in by them in the bank in the given period. Further, MW1 states petitioner
was not sponsored by any employment exchange he did not undergo the regular process of selection required for
appointment as a regular non-messenger the petitioner has not worked for 240 days in any year in his entire temporary
service in the bank. The petitioner and other temporary employees were terminated from service by the bank.
Further, MW1 states that the vacancies were filled up on regular basis with the temporary employees from the panels
and these panels were expired in terms of the settlements so reached and there were no vacancies to absorb such
employees.  Thus, withess MW1 has proved the documents Ex.M1 to Ex.M12 and also contentions made in the
counter. However, MW1 was cross examined by the Petitioner Counsel. But nothing has been elicited in his cross
examination so as to discredit the testimony of the witness MW1 as regards the date of lapse of both the panels on
31.3.1997 and reasons assigned for non-absorption of the Petitioner from the panel list to the permanent post.
Moreover the witness MW1 was re-examined by the Respondent and the witness MWL states that panels were
expired in terms of the settlement send absorptions to the extent of the available vacancies were made. There was no
termination of any temporary messenger as such but their services were not utilized after the cut off date as the
available vacancies were already filled up and most of these Petitioners were not in the service of the bank as on the
date of the expiry date of the panels. Therefore, in view of the aforesaid testimony of the MW1 in re-examination in
the absence of cross examination remained uncontraverted, the claim of the Workman that he was entitled for
absorption in permanent post in the branch of Respondent Management on the basis of panel list is found not
established.

This point is answered against the Workman.

48. Point No.l1V:- In view of the discussion and finding given at Point Nos. I, Il and 11, the Workman is not
entitled for any relief and claim statement of Workman sans merit and liable to be dismissed.

This Point is answered accordingly.
ORDER

In view of the fore gone discussion, it is held that the action of the Respondent bank in terminating the
services of Sri T. Ramesh, Ex. Messenger by way of oral orders w.e.f. 31.3.1997 is justified. Hence, the Petitioner is
not entitled for any relief as prayed for. The claim statement filed by Workman sans merit, hence, dismissed.
Reference is answered accordingly.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on this
the 15" day of April, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
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Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
WW1: Sri T. Ramesh MW1: Sri Rupakula Prakash Babu

Documents marked for the Petitioner
Ex.W1: Photocopy of appointment order dt.22.12.87
Ex.W2: Photocopy of Service certificate dt. 22.12.1989
Ex.W3: Photocopy of service certificate
Documents marked for the Respondent

Ex.M1: Photocopy of settlement between Respondent and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation
dt.17.11.87

Ex.M2: Photocopy of settlement between Respondent and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation
dt.16.7.88

Ex.M3: Photocopy of settlement between Respondent and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation
dt.27.10.1988

Ex.M4: Photocopy of settlement between Respondent and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation
dt.9.1.1991

Ex.M5: Photocopy of conciliation proceedings before the Regional Labour Commissioner(C) dt.9.6.1995

Ex.M6: Photocopy of settlement between Respondent and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation
dt.30.7.1996

Ex.MT: Photocopy of Memorandum of understanding dt. 27.1.1997

Ex.M8: Photocopy of statements giving the particulars of 1989 messenger panel.

Ex.M9: Photocopy of statement of 1989 Non-messenger panel

Ex.M10: Photocopy of statement of 1992 panel

Ex.M11: Photocopy of order of Hon’ble High Court in WA No.86/98 dt. 1.5.98

Ex.M12: Photocopy of order in SLP No.11886-11888 of 1998 dated 10.8.98
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gert, 37 A9

New Delhi, the 30th April, 2025

S.0. 720.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 32/2024) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Chandigarh-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Punjab National
Bank and their workmen.

[No. L-39025/01/2025- IR(B-11)-07]

SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.

Present: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam, Presiding Officer, Chandigarh.
ID No. 32/2024
Registered On:-13.01.2025
Sandeep Kumar, R/o Indira Colony, Shastri Nagar, Ward No.1, Narwana, Jind, Haryana.

........... Workman
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Versus
Punjab National Bank, Narwana, Jind, Haryana-126116.
........ Management
ORDER
Passed On:-07.04.2025

1. Present ID Case has been registered on the basis of communication through Samadhan Portal. After registration
of the case, notice was sent to workman. But notice under registered cover returned undelivered for reason, address
incomplete.

2. Since the workman did not appear before this Court for filing his claim statement, it is useless to keep this
proceeding pending. Therefore, the proceeding is dismissed for non-prosecution.

3. File after completion be consigned to the record room.
B. K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer

7% fReet, 30 ar¥er, 2025
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New Delhi, the 30th April, 2025

S.0. 721.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.222/2021) of the Cent.Govt.Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
No -11 Delhi_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _Central Public
Work Department and their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2025- IR(B-1)-56]

SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

BEFORE HONB’LE PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM-
LABOUR COURT NO-Il, ROUSE AVENUE DISTRICT COURT COMPLEX, I.T.O., NEW DELHI-110002.

1.D. N0.222/2021

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

Gurgaon Haryana—-122001. ...Applicant/Claimant
VERSUS
1. The Director General,
Central Public Work Department,
Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi—110001.
2. Chief Engineer, Work Cum T.L.Q. (A),
Ol/o Special Director of general Project & Chandigarh CPWD,
Kendriya Sadan Chandigarh 160009,
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3. Pay & Account Officer, P.A.O.
12-M, AGCR Building, Indraprastha, New Delhi—110002.

4. Engineer—in—Chief (P.W.D.),

Public Work Department, 12" Floor,

MSO Building, New Delhi-110002.
5. Executive Engineer (PWD),

Division No. , South Building (M), PWD,

PTS Malviya Nagar, New Delhi-110017. ...Managements/Respondents

AWARD DATED : 03.12.2024
Item No. 45

I.D. No. 222/2021

03", December, 2024

Sh. Hukum Chand, Ld. AR with the claimant.
None for the managements.

A letter has been received from Sh. Hukum Chand through post where it has been mentioned that he had
made complaint to the Regional Labour Commissioner to correct the certificate issued U/s 2A and made the reference
accordingly. Along with this letter, he had also enclosed the copy of the claim filed by him to the Labour
Commissioner.

I have heard the claimant as well as his AR Sh. Hukum Chand. The presence of Sh. Hukum Chand is
necessiated because of the fact that on 21.11.2024, this Tribunal had noticed that claim has been filed U/s 2-A of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter refered as an Act) which deals with termination, discharge or dismissal
of service. The claim filed by the claimant does not mention anything regarding retrenchment, discharge or dismissal
of service.

The claimant in his claim statement had stated that he had joined the employment at Sub-Division-1V of the
management w.e.f. 07.08.1985 as Enquiry Clerk vide must-roll no. 117/65/85-86 and he was treated as a daily
rated/casual/must roll worker and being wages as fixed and revised from time to time under the Minimum Wages Act
by the appropriate government while their counterparts and to the identical work and the work of the same value but
who was being treated as regular employees and were paid salary in proper scale. He was working against the vacant
post and discharging his service with the utmost faith and having unblemished and uninterrupted record of service to
their credit. He has made prayer that award be passed in favour of the workman holding therein that the workman
concerned are entitled to be regularized in the services with retrospective effect from their initial date of joining.

Before proceeding further, text of Section 2-A of the Act is required to be reproduced herein:
[2A. Dismissal, etc. of an individual workman to be deemed to be an industrial dispute

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

[(2)] Notwithstanding anything contained in section 10, any such workman as is specified in sub-section (1) may,
make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after
the expiry of forty-five days from the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour Court or Tribunal shall
have powers and jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the dispute, as if it were a dispute referred to it by the appropriate
Government in accordance with the provisions of this Act and all the provisions of this Act shall apply in relation to
such adjudication as they apply in relation to an industrial dispute referred to it by the appropriate Government.

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

A perusal of the aforesaid section would go to show that a dispute connected with or arising out of discharge,
dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of services of the workman can be directly agitated by workman
U/s 2-A of the act and it is not necessary that such disputes should be sponsored by the trade union or a substantial
number of workmen. However, what is required is that workman who has been discharged, dismissed, retrenched or
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terminated as specified in sub-section (1) of section 2-A can make an application directly to Labour Court or
Tribunal for adjudication of his individual dispute after expiry of 45 days from the date he has made an application to
conciliation officer of appropriate government for conciliation of dispute. Sub-section 3 of section 2-A lay down the
time limit for making such application to Labour Court or the tribunal. It provides that such application to Labour
Court or tribunal shall be made before expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or
otherwise termination of services as specified in sub-section-1. This right is available to the workman without any
effect upon remedy available in section 10 of the Act.
Observation

The facts of the present dispute does not fall within the definition of U/s 2A of the Act, which deals exclusively with
retrenchment, discharge & dismissal.

Order/Award

Considering the above facts on record, 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. Further in future,
if, any reference has been received in respect of the party concern, this file be attached with them. Ordered
accordingly.

ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer
¢ faeet, 30 arie, 2025
FAT. 722, —3=TRH f3ars rffrem, 1047 (1947 &1 14 ) B GRT 17 & ARV H B IR
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New Delhi, the 30th April, 2025

S.0. 722.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 05/2024) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Mumbai -2 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Canara Bank and
their workmen.

[No. L-39025/01/2025- IR(B-11)-08]

SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.2, MUMBAI
PRESENT
SHRIKANT K. DESHPANDE
Presiding Officer
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/05 of 2024
EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF
M/s. CANARA BANK.

Pune,

Pune,

Maharashtra — 411 030.
AND

THEIR WORKMEN.

(Mrs. MAYA SIRSAT)
President C/o. Canara Bank Staff Union,
Akashdeep, 800 Sadashiv Peth,

Pune,
Maharashtra — 411 030.
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APPEARANCES:
Party No. 1 : Mr. Alva.
Advocate
Party No. 2 : Mr. Prashant Kadam.

Representative
AWARD
(Delivered on 20-03-2025)

1.  This Reference has been made by the Central Government in exercise of powers under clause (d) of sub-section
(1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, vide Government of India, Ministry of
Labour & Employment, Dy. CLC (C), Mumbai, order No. RLCP/7(99)/2022 (Dispute 1.D.- 300021144) dated
28.12.2023. The terms of reference given in the schedule are as follows:

“Whether the action of the Management of Canara Bank, Pune in terminating the services of workwoman Mrs.
Maya Masa Sirsat with effect from 14.11.2022 is legal & justified? If not, to what relief the concerned the
workwoman is entitled to?"

In the present Reference, the second party union has not filed statement of claim, however submitted
pursis under the signature of President Canara Bank Staff Union and thereby informed that, the second party
workman Smt. Maya Sirsat in this matter is on job and her case for regularization is part of another matter Reference
CGIT-2/46/2024, therefore the second party is not pursuing the matter further and requested for appropriate order.

In view of this, the Reference is disposed off for want of prosecution. No order as to cost. The proceeding is
closed.

Hence, | pass the following order-

ORDER
i. The Reference is answered in the negative.
ii. The Second Party is not entitled for relief as prayed.
iii. No order as to costs.
iv. The copy of Award be sent to the Government.

Date: 20-03-2025
SHRIKANT K. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer

T fReet, 30 arder, 2025
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New Delhi, the 30th April, 2025

S.0. 723.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 11/2022) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Mumbai -2 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Jawaharial Nehru
Port Trust and their workmen.

[No. L-31011/01/2022- IR(B-11)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.2, MUMBAI
PRESENT
SHRIKANT K. DESHPANDE
Presiding Officer
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/11 of 2022
EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF
1.JAWAHARLAL NEHRU PORT TRUST.
The Chairman,

Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust,
Administrative Building, Sheva,
Navi Mumbai 400 707.
2. M/s. GATEWAY TERMINAL INDIA PVT. LTD.
The Chief Executive Officer,
M/s. Gateway Terminal India Private Limited,
GTI House, JNPT,
Uran 400 707.
3. M/s. FUTURZ STAFFING SOLUTIONS PVT. LTD.
The Director,
M/s. Futurz Staffing Solutions Pvt. Ltd.,
Unit-GTI-JNPT, 8" Floor, 826, B/h,
Goregaon Sports Club, Mindspace, Malad (W),
Mumbai 400 064.
AND

THEIR WORKMEN.

(NEW MARITIME GENERAL KAMGAR SANGHATANA)
The Working President,
New Maritime General Kamgar Sanghatana,
13/14, Royal Residency, Plot No0.281,
Visharli Naka, Above Kanak Automobiles,
Panvel 410 206.

APPEARANCES:
First Party No. 1 : Mr. L.L. D’Souza

Advocate.
First Party No. 2 : No appearance.
First Party No. 3 : Mr. Y.D. Kale

Representative.
Party No. 2 : No appearance.

AWARD

(Delivered on 20-03-2025)

1. This Reference has been made by the Central Government in exercise of powers under clause (d) of sub-

section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, vide Government of India,
Ministry of Labour & Employment, New Delhi, order No. L-31011/01/2022 (IR(B-II)) dated 25.04.2022 (Dispute
ID: 300011622) dated 31.12.2020. The terms of reference given in the schedule are as follows:
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“Whether the demand of Union i.e., New Maritime & General Kamgar Sanghatana (NMGKS) for the
introduction of manning scales for the contract workers engaged through the contractor, M/s. Futurz
Staffing Solutions Pvt. Ltd., Mumbai underM/s. Gateway Terminals India Private Limited at APM terminal
in M/s. Jawaharlal Nehru Port Trust (including their PPP/Private Ports/Lease holder ports), rationalizing
the wage structure, demand for $1000/- COVID relief and wage revision is proper, legal and justified? If
yes, what relief they are entitled to?”

2. The Reference is very old, in the present Reference, the second party is absent since long. Inspite of receipt
of notice, none present for the second party union. No statement of claim has been filed by the second party union till
this date. Whereas the first party submitted an application titled as written statement alongwith copy of memorandum
of settlement before the Tribunal and Mr. L.L. D’Souza advocate for the first party submitted that, all issues are now
settled in the memorandum of settlement therefore prayed for disposal of Reference.

In view of this, the Reference is disposed off as settled. No order as to cost. The proceeding is closed.
Hence, | pass the following order-
ORDER
i. The Reference is answered in the negative.
ii. The Second Party is not entitled for relief as prayed.
iii. No order as to costs.
iv. The copy of Award be sent to the Government.
Date: 20-03-2025
SHRIKANT K. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer

7% fReet, 30 ar¥er, 2025

LA, 724, —3=E fare s, 1947 (1947 BT 14 ) &) ORT 17 B AR § BT ARDBR
TATETATA dg® TIe ZFe & Ydedsl, Hdg [Fritdl 3R S9a dHaerl & g ergdy # fAfde srenfis fag
# BT WROR ARTRIE fBROT /37 =T G- 2 & vare (12/2022) g1 ol 2 |

[€. TeT —31011/02/2022-ArE A (&-11)]
T, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 30th April, 2025

S.0. 724.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 12/2022) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Mumbai -2 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Jawaharial Nehru
Port Trust and their workmen.

[No. L-31011/02/2022- IR(B-I1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.2, MUMBAI
PRESENT
SHRIKANT K. DESHPANDE
Presiding Officer
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/12 of 2022
EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT OF

1. M/s. FUTURZ STAFFING SOLUTIONS PVT. LTD.
The Director,
M/s. Futurz Staffing Solutions Pvt. Ltd.,
Unit-GTI-INPT, 8" Floor, 826, B/h,
Goregaon Sports Club, Mindspace, Malad (W),
Mumbai 400 064.
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2. M/s. APM TERMINAL INDIA PVT. LTD.
The General Manager,
M/s. APM Terminal India Private Limited,
CFS Division, Plot No.100, Block No.5, Sector-2,
Dronagiri, Warehousing Complex,
Navi Mumbai - 400 707.
AND

THEIR WORKMEN.

(NEW MARITIME GENERAL KAMGAR SANGHATANA)
The Working President,
New Maritime General Kamgar Sanghatana,
13/14, Royal Residency, Plot No0.281,
Visharli Naka, Above Kanak Automobiles,
Panvel 410 206.

APPEARANCES:
First Party No. 1 : Mr. Y.D. Kale

Representative
First Party No. 2 : No appearance.
Party No. 2 : No appearance.

AWARD

(Delivered on 21-03-2025)

1. This Reference has been made by the Central Government in exercise of powers under clause (d) of sub-

section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, vide Government of India,
Ministry of Labour & Employment, New Delhi, order No. L-31011/02/2022 (IR(B-I1)) dated 05.05.2022 (Dispute ID:
300011878). The terms of reference given in the schedule are as follows:

i) “Whether the action of Management-APMT old CFS through their contractor(s) of having stopped paying
increase in VDA from October, 2020 and stopped granting annual increment @ 5% of the basic pay with
effect from January, 2020 and on the top of it offering monetary benefits to the ‘Break-away union/group’is
legal and just? If not, whether it is tantamount to be termed as Unfair Labour Practices? If yes, what relief
the workmen are entitled to?

i) Whether the contract workers of APMT old CFS working under the contractors of AMPT are eligible for the
$1000/- COVID benefit at par with the global pay out by the parent arm of APMT (AP Moller Mersk)?"
2. The Second Party is absent when called repeatedly. The matter is old, still statement of claim not filed yet.

On perusal of the case papers, it reveals that, the First Party placed memorandum of settlement alongwith so called
written statement and thereby informed that, all issues are settled as per memorandum of settlement dated 13.04.2022
and requested for disposal of Reference.

In view of this, and in the light of long absence of the Second Party, the Reference is disposed off as settled.
No order as to cost. The proceeding is closed.

Hence, | pass the following order-

ORDER
i. The Reference is answered in the negative.
ii. The Second Party is not entitled for relief as prayed.
iii. No order as to costs.
iv. The copy of Award be sent to the Government.

Date: 21-03-2025
SHRIKANT K. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer
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