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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)

IENEEIED]
(st g farwmD)
e fawelY, 24 S, 2025

T, 1233.—Fv= 1T TLHL, TG, AT Gast Faal &7 951a v 6 5% § qgvag® & 394
TELT T T2 TATATAd Fd g0 faig Har fasmr it & 27.3.2024 #i¥ stferg=er wear 4/3/2023-
AVSAT-| F AT F AT §F AF SISAT § FEAITAT (HQUF 6 I8 T 30! Hq<h Hl qohldl TATT T
g w2

[£ T . 12/4/2024-130-1]

A5 FHIY 9, a7 a=a
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE
(Department of Financial Services)

New Delhi, the 24th June, 2025

S.0. 1233.—The Central Government hereby cancels the appointment of Shri Pankaj Dwivedi as Executive
Director, Union Bank of India, made vide Department of Financial Services’ notification no 4/3/2023-BO.| dated
27.03.2024, with immediate effect, by reverting him to his previous post, i.e., General Manager in Punjab &
Sind Bank.

[eF. No. 12/4/2024-BO-I]
SANJAY KUMAR MISHRA, Under Secy.

qfeg-a=
% feef, 27 S, 2025
FLAT. 1234.—AT%a g, O ware, BT qaru fFranT it a9 5.8.2024 # sferg=er
T 6/3/2011-Y=0-1 ®, o o= qrai F arA-ard, Seeit FwuAr (STHAT FHT Ao ST AL
Afafaaw, 1970 FT 91T 9 FT IT-ATT (3) F TS () F Tgd FALT ah o dTS H (HaeT ATHT (haT ITAT 9T,
ITH “Tfed I & A9 &l ‘WUt 4T, I 98T A0

[£ w1, 6/3/2011-aT31-1]

AT FH 9, @7 a=a

CORRIGENDUM
New Delhi, the 27th June, 2025

S.0. 1234.—In the notification number 6/3/2011-BO.I, dated 05.08.2024, of the Government of India,
Ministry of Finance, Department of Financial Services, nominating Director, inter alia, on the Board of the Canara
Bank, under clause (c) of sub-section (3) of section 9 of the Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of
Undertakings) Act, 1970, the name "Rohit Das" may be read as "Rohit P. Das".

[eF. No. 6/3/2011-BO-I]
SANJAY KUMAR MISHRA, Under Secy.

(T fawm)
s e, 4 TS, 2025

FI.IT. 1235.—Frx LT, TSTHATHT (T F ATERT AT 6 forT 770 779, 1976 F H=7 10
F SU-FTT (4) F AqEIT H Oored TAART F FT TacTe w U AT goF q1S & AT FHetetea
FT, forereR 80 idera & srfers srfersmTRat va FH=TRAT 7 fZeal 7 Frdarers: 19 979 < oram 8, v
srfergf=ra Fedt &

1. S T g (FaTa) &1 Faias, 498, =9

[FT.5. $-11017/3/2017- Rr=T-2-afere=1]
T e, 37 A (31.97)

New Delhi, the 4th July, 2025

S.0. 1235.— 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 notifies the following office under Central Board of Indirect
Taxes and Customs, Department of Revenue, where more than 80% staff has acquired the working knowledge of
Hindi:

1. Office of the Commissioner of Customs (Export), Mumbai, Zone-I
[F.No. E-11017/3/2017- Hindi-2-Notification]

PREETI SELLARE, Dy Director (OL)
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Ay v
(GIR IR E L))

% e, 3 S[TE, 2025
T, 1236.—TSIATIS 3T FIATT ATTFHLT (79 T F9) F AfA=aw, 1948 F7 a7 2 F @<
(F) T ATEL | TeTHS AT |
UAEEIT, %5 AR WA SEENT foreiiva qerrdt § e Totel, Ter AqWRT AT
a7 03 S[ATE 2025 & T FIFAT ATTHTE F qI¥ I FIGAT qATH % Aagd  forg sriega FedT gl
[®T. /. £1.4330/01/2025(33)]

AT FHI IT, [Haer (HrdreE)

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
(CPV Division)
New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1236.—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. Om Prakash, Assistant
Section Officer as Assistant Consular Officer in the High Commission of India, Lilongwe, Malawi to perform the
consular services as Assistant Consular Officer with effect from July 03, 2025.

[F. No. T.4330/01/2025 (33)]
NABA KUMAR PAL, Director (CPV)

FHI, A AT i g gareg

(7T ofre wfreror farem)

< faeett, 27 912, 2025
FAM. 1237. —HT o, oot @ow qfem wama= stfefaas, 1946 (1946 T =T
srferfaaeT 25) & &MeT 5 T IT-oTT (1) IS 91T 6 FT T& ATRIT T TN FXd gU, ATHAATE 1157
TALHRTT T SATAGAAT &, S (23T) 7. 106, i 12.04.2025, T2 (T XV) &EwT F d471e997 § [T
TEfd | o TaHE Aeed dfcad, T TR TH.AHAT, Tl fmiaiad agideh, 99 Haeh
FiATSTUE TaT (SIRIETS) AT AT, faedaa!, FarEt, &1 1240, IR 939, JE0=Ea{H, "T"
FIAMT, FERT T, fEAeeedt, IaamE qar: wie gear 55, [T fi9 &, fagay =, faeaeasdi-
627351 F fasg wedT &< |f24aT, 1860 (1860 T shaiar srfartaaw XLV) #T arard 420, 467, 468, 471
TE 511 qAT WA =TT |2aT 2023 (2023 1 FAT afaffEw 45) i awre 318(4), 338, 336(3),

340(2) 3T 62 TAT FAAT WTATRERT ATATHTH, 2000 (2000 FT F 7 ATAHTT 21) FT 4T 66 F TgT
FIT AILTLT TAT TH ATHA o AT 6 I Iegl AT 3T Fd Tohegl A7 FILTT  foIT ATHAT
USTTRd e g Teedll (AT e S99 % JEedl af O S SaATiea #7 foear qa9eq aHadarg
ST § FEAT 2

[T, &. 228/33/2025-T41=1-11]
¥ faredq, a7 qi=g
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MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS
(Department of Personnel and Training)
New Delhi, the 27th May, 2025

S.0. 1237.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of
the State Government of Tamil Nadu issued vide Notification No.G.0O.(2D)No.106, dated 12.04.2025 Home (Police
XV) Department,hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment in
the whole of the State of Tamil Nadu for registration of a case against Shri A.Amimas Winston Selvin,
S/o Late M.Arockiam, the then Office Assistant, Office of the Joint Director of Collegiate Education (JDCE),
Tirunelveli, R/o No. 1240, Narayana Bhavan, Arunachalapuram, “A” Colony, KTC Nagar,Tiruneveli, Present
address: Plot No.55, Sinthiya Green City, Melakulam Road, Tirunelveli-627351, under sections 420, 467, 468, 471
and 511 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Central Act XLV of 1860) and sections 318(4), 338, 336(3), 340(2) and 62
of the Bharatiya Nyaya Sanhita 2023 (Central Act of 45 of 2023) and Section 66 of the Information Technology Act,
2000 (Central Act 21 of 2000) and any other offences committed arising out of the same fact during the course of
investigation, in regard to this case.

[F. No. 228/33/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

T foeett, 28 7, 2025

FIT. 1238, —Fva T TLHIT UAT FIT faoatl 9T qierd =499 dfa=aw, 1946 (1946 FT 25)
T g 5 HT IT-GTRT (1) FAST GTRT 6 FIRT TG ATHAT T TART FId gU ATET A, Fea 1T e oo
ST, TEHAR Hgd amET, gqa1g & fedis 10.03.2025 F 957 Fedr. 94/51a-3/2025 g fhu 71
YT X, AREE TS LA Hl AT F99 §.-10/51.87.37%.-408/2025-1942/7 =, &A1
22.03.2025, I[g, FWEE TF AIET 66 @90 F A1eq9 § SHEeid | =1 a9 949, ST-Hseg
Aeq, AT TAHT IT-HEA STHAT AT & [d%g FeE=r FHamr sy, 1988 (FamEentaa 2018)
FT T 7 % S deA 1T T & "dag § A 23.03.2025 T Usiighd ATHAT AeETt 03(T)/2025-3F

TAT UH TF AT ITY AT AUTA(HT) & S AT ITH Tag Thel TOATH, FOIO S/32aET T
TE/ATAT IHT GG § FIA AT Ivgl qA2AT | Icqel ol 7 sTqerer() |i2a o7 "THer & S[7a9or &
FIT STRTET | AT aTel Tohell 3T STIXTe T SN0l Ud e e o (o0 faoett fEere qierd e &
TEEAT T oTRAT T SATreraRTT &7 faware (fed 23.03.2025 & FEATHL THF &) THE ALEE T §
FLAT Bl

[T, &. 228/31/2025-T41E1-11]

o o
HAH ATATEAS, ST ¥4

New Delhi, the 28th May, 2025

S.0. 1238.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the State
Government of Jharkhand issuedvide Notification Memo No.-10/C.B.1.-408/2025-1942/Ranchi, dated 22.03.2025,
Home, Prisons and Disaster Management Department upon request made via letter number 94/CO-3/2025 dated
10.03.2025 of Head of Branch, CBI, ACB, Dhanbad, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction to the members of
Delhi Special Police Establishment in the whole state of Jharkhand (ex post facto w.e.f. 23.03.2025) for registration
and investigation in RC 03(A)/2025-D registered on 23.03.2025 against Shri Manish Sen, Sub-Divisional Inspector,
East Dumka Sub-Division Post Office Dumka for the offences punishable under section 7 of the Prevention of
Corruption Act, 1988 (as amended in 2018) and any other offence that may come to light during investigation of this
case, including any attempt, abetment and conspiracy in relation to or in connection with one or more such offences
and /or any other offence(s) committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts.

[F. No. 228/31/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.
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TE fewetl, 28 WwE, 2025
FAT. 1239, —FxT OaR oot a9 qiom e sfafaaw, 1946 (1946 &1 Fward
srferfaae 25) Fit &My 5 it IT-TT (1) AIFST GTRT 6 FIT T ARRAT T TN T gU qHAATg T57
qeeTe AT ATIE=AT H. S1..(227).6.118, AT 24.04.2025 g (AWTREAT) 9w F #reaw & [T
grafa & Faferfea st sie sudt % faeg ada <2 w1 2aT, 1860 (1860 T Fexi= stfarfa=ra XLV)

FT T 120 =t T aT 420, 468, 477-T TAT 406 3T T Hamor sfarf==w, 1988 (1988 =1
Feal ATATATH 49) (2018 F TATHLTAT) F AT Tk HIHA T GSHHIUT F2 o o0 faeeft forer qierr
TATIT & TEEAT 1 STRAT ST &I 7 fSea aHeq qHe 415 | Fdl -

i. ot L e, ety ger wtvEar ((RfEe), @ifesedt, 3w (e 30.11.2010 &
A1),

i. oft it cfiffamE, Tt sdftaw afean, SwE wdell, difiesEt, IwE
(Te=% 31.08.2016 T TIT HEIHILF  qI I HATHF);

iii. =T AT GEAA, TTAT HAATAT ATHAAT, TS qoheA-|, Hrdresegzt, o= (kA 31.05.2015
F1 SrefierT srfeaT ¥ A1 9T AT );

iv. =t & e, ol #EwR ot S99 ded REeH-ll, fidfesgd, 3w
(Feei 31.10.2017 & FTIITAS ATTIAT & T I HATTH);

v. o AEEd geEd, o ggrEe atsar, (Efee), ddtesegz2t, == ("1 31.05.2019 &t
STefTeror STTaT & T 92 FAT=g);

vi. o1 . gEHvEH, aoaneE &g atsEar (fEe), 9w dea Raem-1 uF |, #idiesegE@t, a9
(ATHTT § TZTAF ATHIAAT, &= FATAT, FEeegZ T, A & a1 I HEAL);

vii. ot &1 o, FuAT F gag e g yfaiaed 9t 39 T oAy yrgae e,

T.150, fooe wie, T=iT T, TR 9w, A9:-600037 (-HIdesedst shar/afaarsn);
EIE8

viii. s ET ¥ A= ATE qaE(FN), TR FIE

[T, . 228/34/2025-TH31-11]

o o
IH AHTATEQS, AL A4
New Delhi, the 28th May, 2025

S.0. 1239.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of
the State Government of Tamil Nadu, issuedvide Notification No.G.O.(2D).No.118, dated 24.04.2025 Home
(Citizenship) Department,hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of members of the Delhi Special Police
Establishment in the whole of the State of Tamil Nadu for registration of a case against the following persons and
company under section 120 B read with sections 420, 468, 477-A and 406 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Central Act
XLV of 1860) and section 13(2) read with section 13(1)(a) of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (Central Act 49
of 1988) (as amended in 2018):-

(i) Shri V. Ramakrishnan, the then Chief Engineer (Civil), CPWD, Chennai (since retired with effect from
30.11.2010);

(i)~ Shri P.P.Srinivasan, the then Superintending Engineer, Chennai Circle-I11, CPWD, Chennai (since retired
as Additional DG with effect from 31.08.2016);
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(iii)  Shri Kannan Sundaresan, the then Executive Engineer, Chennai Circle-1, CPWD, Chennai, (since retired

as Superintending Engineer with effect from 31.05.2015);

(iv)  Shri T.Chidambaram, the then Executive Engineer, Chennai Central Division-Ill, CPWD, Chennai (since

v)

retired as Executive Engineer with effect from 31.10.2017);

Shri VeerabadranSuresan, the then Assistant Engineer, (Civil), CPWD, Chennai(since retired as
Superintending Engineer with effect from 31.05.2019);

(vi)  Shri D.Subramaniam, the then Junior Engineer (Civil), Chennai Central Division-lI and Ill, CPWD,

Chennai (now working as Assistant Engineer, Regional office, CPWD, Chennai);

(vii)  M/s. Qualtech Engineers Private Limited, No.150, Tilak Street, Panneer Nagar, Mogappair West, Chennai-

600037 (non-CPWD contractor) represented by Shri T.J.Shankar, Managing Director of the company; and

(viii) unknown public servant(s) of CPWD, if any.

[F. No. 228/34/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

< fewetl, 28 WE, 2025
FT. 1240.—F=1T TLHY, Taoett e gl samaasrfafaae, 1946 (1946 F125) Fit &1 5 i

ST-GRT (1) AITST IRT 6 FTT T ARAT HT TART FXd g0, ST EAH/ATET THE, Ha e,

THTET,

=T % fadi® 27.03.2025 F 97 §EAT 333/HT3-05/2025-3F T 0 T SqEry 1Y @S

TS LRI FIATALAAT ATIA H.-10/#7.3.3112.-414/2025-2469/7=T, ad® 23.04.2025, T, FRRIT
S et yaee aanres "reaw ¥ S gt |, Feietaa |y saeat-

Vi.

HHH TR AT U & 9+t Irsae forfes et 9sfiga wrater 71, SH T e, 57 a4,
FHLT H.-512T, FITHTAT, TIH ST, AT 3T FTAE FTATATAHEHON AATEHE, 477 T, Tl
7. 4011, ST T, AT, THE1-1 2

AT g o iare, GO AT T9ms TH Forard, Mo/ ey, 969 Teradd draed U ©@

FIAT ITsae ferfies, RarHT 28, = T, T e, 531 ad, AT, FHIAH1ar-700027
ST AT T IATe, TAT AT ST FHTT For1aTel, MReFAT Y, HFE Torasl A U €

o N

. o <
ERCIRIEECAKIEEST

AT T TERIAT, T AT 9% THTE ToEAT, FReFATeT, J99 Teradd e ue & d
FIAT ITeae ferffee, RarHT 243, Hs ey, Fawmar-700006

AT AT ForaTe, gOF AT Aew FTHA Foriiard, ey, HaH Toradl AT U T Hu+]
TTeae forfies, Mam 28, =1 T, wrurer #1E, 5at ad, Ao, FHeshtar-700027

AT AT T (1) AT-TALRTET (T

& faeg A << |igar & 9T 120%, q9tea amv 420, 467, 468 ST 471 9T G Hamor
aferf==m, 1988 (a7 2018 # Helrerd * TA) Fr amer 13(2) Futsa &mer 13(1)(¥) F T&q HIled AT
AT BT TH ATH o e 6 I STR19T § ST Foheg ! 3 STORTer() U UH T I7 I ATerah STarent
H S AT A Hag el ToATH, ORI S US4 Ta/3aT I §e49gX § o0 7 a7 3wl a=ar §
Soae oY sre sraerar(e) & oo e ammer a9 #3 & forg faeet e qfem samae % aeedt #ir
TR Sl SATTEhTY T Aedqe ATES ST | FLdl gl

[®T. &. 228/35/2025-T41=1-11]

o [N
HcAH ATATEd 4, ST 144



[ATT H—w&vE 3(ii)] T T TSI © [ATs 12, 2025/397 21, 1947 5017

New Delhi, the 28th May, 2025

S.0. 1240.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the State
Government of Jharkhand, issued vide Notification Memo No.-10/C.B.1.-414/2025-2469/Ranchi,Dated 23.04.2025,
Home, Prisons and Disaster Management Departmentupon request made vide letterNo.-333/CO-05/2025-R,
dated 27.03.2025 of DIG of Police/Head of Branch, CBI, ACB, Ranchi,hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction to
all the members of Delhi Special Police Establishmentin the State ofJharkhand for registration of regular case against
the following suspect persons:-

(i) M/s Rajeshwari Iron and Steel Co. Private Limited having registered office at 71, Canning Street, 5"Floor,
Room No.- 512A, Kolkata, West Bengal, India & Corporate office at Anandmani Apartment, 4"Floor, Flat
No.-401A, J. C. Road, Lalpur, Ranchi-1.

(i) Shri SumitKejriwal, S/o Ashok Kumar Kejriwal, Director/Guarantor of M/s Rajeshwari Iron and Steel Co.
Pvt. Limited, R/o 28, New Road, Ganesh Court, 5"Floor, Alipore, Kolkata-700027.

(iii) Mrs. AashaKejriwal W/o Ashok Kumar Kejriwal, Director/Guarantor of M/s Rajeshwari Iron and Steel Co.
Pvt. Limited.

(iv) Shri NavinRajgaria, S/o Champak Prasad Rajgaria, Director/Guarantor of M/s Rajeshwari Iron and Steel
Co. Pvt. Limited, R/o 243, CR Avenue, Kolkata-700006.

(v) Shri Amit Kejriwal, S/o Ashok Kumar Kejriwal, Guarantor of M/s Rajeshwari Iron and Steel Co. Pvt.
Limited, R/o 28, New Road, Ganesh Court, 5"Floor, Alipore, Kolkata-700027.

(vi) Unknown public servant(s)/ private person (s).

for committing offences u/s 120B r/w 420, 467, 468 and 471 of IPC and sec. 13(2) r/w 13(1)(d) of PC Act, 1988
(before the amendment in 2018) and any other offence(s) that may come into light during investigation of case
including any attempt, abetment and conspiracy in relation to or in connection with one or more such offences and/or
any other offence(s) committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts.

[F. No. 228/35/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

7% faweft, 28 7, 2025
AT, 1241 —FT T faeett for qier wamae srfaf=m, 1946 (1946 F1 Fe=ia stterfaas

25) & g7 5 T IT-GTT (1) AITST &TRT 6 FTT T&T ATHAT T TART FIT gU JNTHT 5T TLHRTT 0T
STER=AT /. .3, THUE.E.62, &A1 08.05.2025, g (fFrerw) for T & areaw & S a+afd § Fvard

HTUT ST, T e amEr, gaaare g Y & a1 97 =T #qieT qerd, T-HTEhRT AR,
AT T2 9o & AT Al qAhl, AATT I-ALHTT ARIT 6 (965 AT =T T3 6 Said diarans
FIT =/ A0 o0 ST, 7§27 TI0rel o ST=/37a 00T & ST Th1eT § 30 fohegl o STa<ren(ei)
& SA/A=TT FA & o et Oy qiere e F daeai i afedl =T AT w7 faear a9ed

AT 15T | FTAT gl

[®T. &. 228/36/2025-T41=1-11]

o o
IH HATATEQ, AL A4
New Delhi, the 28th May, 2025

S.0. 1241.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of
the State Government of Telangana, issued vide Notification No.G.0.Ms.No.62 dated 08.05.2025, Home (Special)
Department,hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction ofthe members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment in the
whole of the State of Telanganafor conducting Enquiry/Investigationon a source information received by CBI, ACB,
Hyderabad against Shri Manda Ashok, Private Person, unknown public servants of State Bank of India and unknown
private persons under sections notified for investigation by CBI, other cumulative offences and any other offence(s)
that may come to light during Enquiry/Investigation.

[F. No. 228/36/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.
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75 foeett, 30 7%, 2025

T, 1242 —F17 GeaTe faoett f=ere qfer wamae srfarfaae, 1946 (1946 =+ Fxrr srfafaaw
25) #T 9T 5 T IT-8TT (1) AI1ST 1T 6 FRT T&T ARRAT T TN Fd g4 AHAATG 5T TLHTT T
ﬂﬁ?ﬁﬂT%‘f. SfY.3.(257). 7. 119, %24.04.2025‘1‘5’(%) e greay 7 ST gt T (1)
oA %, TFATaTA, AT, HEE AIET FT Tieweq, (2) udt . T, e, 99 qiiaEw f TeTe,
(3) FEE WIAHT T Tiewed, (4) = AT AATE IS TETA, a6 AF TEIaT 6 T Gearransi (5) =t .
THYT, IF AE TSIT * T ATAATHT TAT S AF TSTT 6 AATT ATARTAT o Foreg AT g2 |f=ar,
1860 (1860 =T Fara srfarfazra XLV) #it 4T 120aT qafsa &am=T 420,468 3T 471 TT Ger= e

arfarfaer, 1988 (1988 7 ¥y erfafia 49) (2018 F 7w Tonfara) v e 13(2) Tl amT 13(1)(%)

F ST HTH T STl e g faeet 9T qier TITae o Taeal 6f ofhal ofiT erarfasrTe &7 e
qHET AIHAATS T H FdT 2

[T, &. 228/38/2025-TH1E-11]

o o
IH HTaTeEdd, AL 44
New Delhi, the 30th May, 2025

S.0. 1242.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of
the State Government of Tamil Nadu issued vide Notification No. G.0.(2D).No.119, dated 24.04.2025 Home
(Citizenship) Department,hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of members of the Delhi Special Police
Establishment in the whole of the State of Tamil Nadu for registration of a case against (1) Shri K.Pavalabalan,
Partner, Messrs Monica Co Products, (2) Mrs. K.Radha, Partner, Messrs Monica Co Products, (3) Messrs Monica Co
Products, (4) Shri. R.MalaivelSugumaran, Panel Valuer of Bank of Baroda and (5) Shri C.Ramesh, Panel Advocate of
Bank of Baroda and unknown Bank officials of Bank of Baroda under section 120 B read with sections 420, 468 and
471 of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Central Act XLV of 1860) and under section 13(2) read with section 13(1)(a) of
the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (Central Act 49 of 1988) (as amended in 2018).

[F. No. 228/38/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

< faeett, 2 99, 2025

FLAT. 1243 —F5T Tear faodl @ow qfom =maa afa@aw, 1946 (1946 &1 Fwid
srferfaae XXV) &t gmT 5 &t IT-41T (1) 95T 9T 6 T J& ARRAT 1 TIRT T g G 1157
TLHE F IF AU G E—W—4Oﬁﬁ8’/25l2024-4@4/l/1090133/2025,&?]75 05.05.2025, g
9T (T2-4 o) % ATead § S GRia § A7 e FEIR, THRACH g, URHIS-UAH IS T,

FeTAT, I % [Geg gEMER e afafa=m, 1988 (a0 2018 & T Herlted) T &= 7 % qgd
TUSHTT ATl  forw e 05.05.2025 FT Usiigd AEt005202570010 H ATHAT FT dS(A 3T
AT FXA o o faeeft farere qier e & daegi it afndl oY ATieenT 7 fEedre (F1ay Ta9Td
o faT 05.05.2025 ) 991a 1T H FdT g

[T, . 228/39/2025-TAT=1-11]

gy sfareqq, a7 q=e
New Delhi, the 2nd June, 2025

S.0. 1243.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act No. XXV of 1946), the Central Government with the
consent of the State Government of Punjab issued by letter Memo No.: HOME-HM-40MISC/25/2024-
4H4/1/1090133/2025, dated 05.05.2025, Department of Home Affairs (Home-4 Branch), hereby extends the powers
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and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment in the State of Punjab (ex post
factow.e.f.05.05.2025) for registration and investigation in RC0052025A0010 registered on 05.05.2025against Shri
Ashok Kumar, Technical Assistant, FCI-NCDC, Batala, Punjab for the offences punishable under section 7of the PC
Act, 1988 (as amended in 2018).

[F. No. 228/39/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

7% faeeft, 2 51, 2025

FLAT. 1244, —Fx7 aewr fooeht fow qfom woamam afaf@em, 1946 (1946 &7 Fesrw
arferfaae XXV) &t a7 5 F IT-e137 (1) F9f5a 9T 6 1T T& Iihdl &7 YT F:2d g0 TaEr 94,
TR AU ST, T e T, Tl & &disw 17.04.2025 F 95 Feq1 401/2025-3%, =T
FT T3 T SErer O Srferg=aT AT §.-10/H. 3.3 .-415/2025-2848, Ti=T, fawi® 09.05.2025, g,
FENIT TH ATIET e TN & ATeqq § S ARG 97 99 ol aeqid § T Teix T978, g1
ATERTEY, TRt FIfera<r, FETU, THITE FT FEER Faror Afafaaa1988 (3 2018 H T gerrfera)dr
T 7 F S AT AT AT 390 o FhHT TOETH, TR 3T U= Ua/sA9ar It goT9ar
FIT AT Irgl A2AT | IT U AT U F AT T (T) Fled 8 HIH 6 w0 6 T Th1er | A
et ot 3 sraeTen(e) F "eer ® faAiw 13.05.2025 v ‘Fﬁﬁ ATHET 0242025A0005 & 9191
GSTEREOT 3T sreauor & form feeeft farere qfera womom % g+t gaeat &t afwadi =i emrresr 1 e
(FTETE T94TE ), faA i 13.05.2025 &) AEE ST § F:dT 2

[T, &. 228/42/2025-T4 1S -11]

o o
¥ AarEdd, 9L 194
New Delhi, the 2nd June, 2025

S.0. 1244.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act XXV of 1946), the Central Government with the consent
of the State Government of Jharkhand, issued vide Notification Memo No.-10/C.B.1.-415/2025-2848, Ranchi, dated
09.05.2025, Home, Prisons and Disaster Management Department upon request made vide letter N0.401/2025-R,
Ranchi, dated 17.04.2025 ofHead of Branch, CBI, ACB, Ranchi, hereby extends the power and jurisdiction to all the
members of Delhi Special Police Establishment in the State of Jharkhand (ex postfactow.e.f.13.05.2025) for
registration and investigation inRC0242025A0005registered on 13.05.2025against Shri Rajendra Prasad, Safety
Officer, Sirka Colliery, CCL, Ramgarh for committing offence u/s 7 of Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (as
amended in 2018)and any other offence(s) that may come to light during investigation of this case including any
attempt, abetment and conspiracy in relation or in connection with one or more such offences and/or any other
offence(s) committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts.

[F. No. 228/42/2025-AVD-I1]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

S faoett, 4 57, 2025

T 1245.—F5T T Qoetl (e i wamae Afafaaw, 1946 (1946 T 25)&T &m<T 5 Fir
IU-GTT (1) AT &7 6 FIRT Ta AR T AR F2d g0 qford SUHgT= erh/eaT T E, Feaid
FeATOT S, FETATE e omar, o= & oA 17.03.2025 F 0 €67 284U/H e, UHiET, =y
FTT fohT 0 ST 9% ST SAfere=eT o &.-10/57.81.3172.-411/2025-2245/77=H, faAi® 08.04.2025,
g, FLWEIE T SATIET Taed TN & A1eq¥ & T AEE 15T TEh1E hl G 47 SEvear FeAr’,
AT ATTHET (T TaeF), Rl U Hwiferad TR, =t g $ar, v I=-1l, fE sfemw
TR Ta T TEwTer "getl, Fe- | TS TRIral TRASHT, HIAAT JATddT & A Thaid flahies
forffee 3T o7 o517 & Fahi 3T -Aary AR Aegard =g |@far f1 arr 61(2)
qUteq qum=T Famer sitef==m, 1988 (2018 H FTHentad) &t &=r 7, 7T, 8, 11 ¥ 12 & dgd HI<q
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FITE AT AT o AT F I T A FT AAATT(AT) A2d U U AT I AT Tqarei o
2 AT IHY HaG [T ZEIATH, OO 3 T3 UH/37aT I §eqage | U 70 a7 Il a2 & 3c7
T o= sroery o forg MafHa |Teer &7 GSaeor e & faod ! &9 Qe e & 9T 92t #if
IR 3T SFTTErRT T fAwd e STeEe ST | Fdl g

[®T. &. 228/40/2025-T1E1-11]
¥ frareqa, a7 qi=g

New Delhi, the 4th June, 2025

S.0. 1245.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the State
Government of Jharkhand, issued vide Notification Memo No.-10/C.B.1.-411/2025-2245/Ranchi, dated 08.04.2025,
Home, Prisons and Disaster Management Departmentupon request made vide letterNo.-284A/CBI, ACB, Ranchi,
dated 17.03.2025 of DIG of Police/Head of Branch, CBI, ACB, Ranchi,hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction to
all the members of Delhi Special Police Establishmentin the State ofJharkhand for registration of regular case against
Sh. AyodhyaKarmali, Security Officer (Mining Manager), Giddi A Colliery Project, Sh. Mukesh Kumar, Clerk
Grade-1l, Giddi, A Colliery Project and Sh. Prakash Mahli, Cat-1 Religara Colliery Project, Central Coalfield Limited
under Ministry of Coal and other unknown Public servants and Private individuals for committing offences u/s 61(2)
of BharatiyaNyaya Sanhita r/w section 7, 7A, 8, 11 and 12 of Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (as amended in
2018) and other offence(s) that may come into light during investigation of the case including any attempt, abetment
and conspiracy in relation to or in connection with one or more such offences and/or any other offence(s) committed
in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts.

[F. No. 228/40/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

7% feeft, 4 5, 2025

FLAAT. 1246. —FxiT TFR fooedt faow qfom oo afdf==w, 1946 (1946 +1 Fesid
Ffe=aa XXV) &t &=T 5 it IT-gIT (1) F95T 9T 6 T I&T Ahdl F AN Fd g0 qrord
STHETHIETH/TET Y@, Feald dAeuo 430, T Fras omar, =1 & &9i® 11.03.2025 % 97
TEAT 255/2025-317 FT PR T AT TF ATREAT A .-10/47 4 48 -409/2025-2053, 7T,
&A1+ 26.03.2025,78, FILNT U AIET T& FART o A7eq®W F AR AREE 97 TR fif 8t o
AT ver A=, fawr forfus, e afgerd, aare-Sr o, #idve, e @ geEr e

ATITHEH1988 (AT 2018 H TAT HeMTAM)AT &TT 7 F S(avid HId AT T IAH Tz [hell O,
O Si¥ TS UE/30MET IHT He9agT | FIT AT Irgl a1 § oI U AT UF H ATAF I (8T)
Afed =6 AT F =0 F T T F o ATeAT AT v sraeren(e) F "@ae § A 09.05.2025
T USHET ST 0242025A0004 & ATHHAT T G0 UF el Fe o oIy faeett ey qfor wama=

*F AT qEEAT AT RT3 SATIARTT T e (FATae T4 & f3q1 09.05.2025 #) ARG T |
FLAT Bl

[FT. &. 228/44/2025-T1=1-11]

gy sfareqq, a7 q=e
New Delhi, the 4th June, 2025

S.0. 1246.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act XXV of 1946), the Central Government with the consent
of the State Government of Jharkhand, issued vide Notification Memo No.-10/C.B.1.-409/2025-2053, Ranchi, dated
26.03.2025, Home, Prisons and Disaster Management Department upon request made vide letter number 255/2025-R
dated 11.03.2025 of DIG of Police/Head of Branch, CBI, ACB, Ranchi, hereby extends the power and jurisdiction to
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all the members of Delhi Special Police Establishment in the State of Jharkhand (ex post facto w.e.f. 09.05.2025) for
registration and investigation in RC 0242025A0004 registered on 09.05.2025 against Shri Ramesh Yadav, Bill Clerk,
O/o Project Officer, Sayal-D Colliery, CCL, Ramgarh for committing offence u/s 7 of Prevention of Corruption Act,
1988 (as amended in 2018) and any other offences that may come to light during investigation of this case including
any attempt, abetment and conspiracy in relation or in connection with one or more such offences and/or any other
offence(s) committed in the course of the same transaction or arising out of the same facts.

[F. No. 228/44/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

7% faeeft, 9 51, 2025

FLAT. 1247, —FxT aewr foeeht fow qfom woamam afaf@em, 1946 (1946 &7 Fesrw
Sterfaae 25) T &=T 5 HF IT-GTT (1) FAST &7 6 FRT T& ARAT T TINT FXd g0 JeTHT 1157
LA T ATIG=AT &, ST, AU H.61, &A1+ 08.05.2025, T (forerw) foramr  #reaw & ST a¥ 91

H el AT ST, T HreF qTET, gaars g et ot foradrer g, s a= &ar,
& FqhaT SATerahTd, 9, 95 faeatt grer 2@ faars 18.09.2023 #t fawma # Sfeaterd st # (i) =t
St forer anra TrE, 93 Aty @ AfawT / 37 Ya"w, 9 (BHEL); (i) FEE g e |iEst & AT,
(iiil) HEE SAL.F, AT Freerq & Ao, (iv) =T Twhar GEgl, I Gl At (v) T8 Heerd, q699
ATATET Tl ffreey yreae forffies ud sema e Ja e, s dv-avEn A F e afaga
TLTSA & SR | T3S I ST/ foh ST, e =t STa=rel o S=/317avoT o ST Tah1er o

AT Teheal o= STOE(HT) F T=/AATT FIA 6 o faeet! f@Fera qierd ST & g2t S afwdi s
SATIEHRTY T AT qHET T T § FdT 2

[T, . 228/37/2025-TH31-11]

gy sfareqq, a7 q=e

New Delhi, the 9th June, 2025

S.0. 1247.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of
the State Government of Telangana, issued vide Notification No.G.0.Ms.No.61 dated 08.05.2025, Home (Special)
Department,hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction ofthe members of Delhi Special Police Establishment in the
whole of the State of Telanganafor conducting Enquiry/Investigationinto allegations mentioned in the complaint
dated 18.09.2023 lodged by the complainant Shri Shiv Pal Singh, IFS, Chief Vigilance Officer, BHEL, New Delhi
against (i) Shri G. Siva Nageswara Rao, former Sr. Accounts Officer/Dy. Manager of BHEL; (ii) The Proprietor,
M/s Durga Crane Services; (iii) The Proprietor M/s R.K. Power Systems; (iv) Shri MarkalaSomereddy, Private
Person; (v) The Managing Director, M/s Vasavi Electro Systems Pvt. Limited and unknown public servants &
unknown private persons under sections notified for investigation by CBI, other cumulative offences and any other
offence(s) that may come to light during Enquiry/Investigation.

[F. No. 228/37/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

< faeett, 11 97, 2025

FLAT. 1248, —FT &R foaoelt o qfom womaw afa==w, 1946 (1946 &1 Fwrd
AfT==| 25) HT &7 5 A IT-GTT (1) TITST G 6 FIT & ARRAT HT TAN FI T qATTHT 1759
LA AT ATALAAT 7. 3. THUE.H.60, f&A1H 08.05.2025, T2 (forer) faramT & Areqw & St aw
H Fea T 00T ST, TETATT RLTe 9TET, garars g7 YT &d G341 9% (i)t arfge samma, 9w
AL, (if) o T & Aoy Tra, sreftersn, (i) oft AT sg, srefters, (iv) ofF sEeT ardareT, A, (v)
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AT AT T TS, T AGEAF, THT SHUHST SAAHIAT, T[T ST, AT SAATT AT Gl A AT T2
AL AT & faees srfergi=a amerell & siavid Hialers g Svauvr fFT ST, oo S=fT sTaere e
o ST/ & S 9T A a1l fhegl 37T sraerer(4) st Tiefsre STi=/sreaor g=rferd 37 %
forT et T qiere S % 92wl it aiedl 3T SIFTTeHTT T [aeaTe q9ed JoRTHT 57 § T gl

[FT. &. 228/43/2025-T1E1-11]

gy «fareqq, a7 qt=e
New Delhi, the 11th June, 2025

S.0. 1248.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the

Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of
the State Government of Telangana, issued vide Notification No.G.0.Ms.N0.60 dated 08.05.2025, Home (Special)
Department,hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction ofthe members of Delhi Special Police Establishment in the
whole of the State of Telanganafor conducting preliminaryEnquiry/Investigation of offence(s) on a source of
information received by CBI, ACB, Hyderabad, against (i) Shri Sahillnamdar, Additional Commissioner,
(ii) Shri M.V. Seshagiri Rao, Superintendent, (iii) Shri BalaBrahmam, Superintendent, (iv) Shri BandelaSaibaba,
Inspector, (v) Shri Ravula Varun Raj, Tax Assistant all of GST Commissionerate, Ranga Reddy, other unknown public
servants & unknown private persons under sections notified for investigation by CBI, other cumulative offences and
any other offence(s) that may come to light during PreliminaryEnquiry/ Investigation.

[F. No. 228/43/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

e fawett, 13 5, 2025

F.AT. 1249.—5T TanTe faeat faere gfers s stterf==e, 1946 (1946 F7 25) i a1 5 &
ST-TT (1) A5 gRT 6 T T8 ATRIT T TART Fd g0 [T IT ASIHLEAF/9TET THE, Feald
AT S, FEATY HIaa om@T, W0 & fadqi® 20.03.2025 F 957 He&dr 295/ aTars, wefe, =t
T T T SRy O% A=t AT #.-10/57. 3. 52.-413/2025-2246/7, faAiH 08.04.2025, g,
FILEE TF AT T8 [AqNT % q7e987 & IR ARG AT G fif gefa 7 AT oqfae 91, qeer
ATFRT (T JaeF), o7 dow a1, orfus, ==l & of 7w FAw, qear e, REr o wrfem<
TRATSHAT, HFAT HATAT o6 L= [T FlAhiee ofHee TAT I-TLHT AR AT T FATL 204,
TEgrae HEH, T0ed ST, AIgHE qaih Ud A& AT & [Fegwedid = |iar fi & 61(2)
autsager=Te Famor afafaaa1988 (a¥ 2018 ¥ Furaentaa)dt 4T 7, 77, 8,11 UF 12 F iaviq
FIA AT 3T IOH o Fhell T, OO i U= Ua/aA9aT I §oqagX H Hd a7 3ol
TN | TS T AT U F AT TILTT T2 S0 AT oF STeAT0T o I TR1T H o1 areft foheft s
FUTH(AT) F Hae H AT qreer F7 9SiEwaor FA & o oot @y gfom s % |t gaet i
TR Sl SATTERTY T fAedqe ATES ST | FLdl gl

[FT. &. 228/41/2025-TE-11]
gy sfareqq, a7 q=e

New Delhi, the 13th June, 2025

S.0. 1249.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the State
Government of Jharkhand, issued vide Notification Memo No.-10/C.B.1.-413/2025-2246/Ranchi, dated 08.04.2025,
Home, Prisons and Disaster Management Departmentupon request made vide letterNo.-295/CBI, ACB, Ranchi, dated
20.03.2025 of DIG of Police/Head of Branch, CBI, ACB, Ranchi, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction to all the
members of Delhi Special Police Establishmentin the State ofJharkhand for registration of a regular case against Sh.
Anil Kumar, Security Officer (Mining Manager), Sh. Deepak Kumar, Clerk Grade-111 and Sh. Naresh Kumar, Security
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Guard, Giddi C Collier Project, Central Coalfield Limited under Ministry of Coal and private individuals namely Ajay
Kumar Das, Md. Saddam, Israel Ansari, Md. Tabarak and Arun Lal for committing offences u/s 61(2) of Bharatiya
Nyaya Sanhitar/w section 7, 7A, 8, 11 and 12 of Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (As amended in 2018) and other
offence(s) that may come into light during investigation of the case including any attempt, abetment and conspiracy in
relation to or in connection with one or more such offences and/or any other offence(s) committed in the course of the
same transaction or arising out of the same facts.

[F. No. 228/41/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

e fawetY, 19 S, 2025

FAT. 1250. —FcT T3, foootl oW qfom e sfaf@aw, 1946 (1946 &1 Fw=id
FteIaXXV) & &=T 5 i IT-aTT (1) AI(ST GTT 6 FIT T&T ATRIT T TINT Fd U JeRTHT 15T
qEHRTE T ATAG=AT €. 74, fRA16 06.06.2025, T2 (FA9rw) @A mr & A1eqw & AT v i ¥ Targeaie
JTHT, TATHIST ATHTAT o HTMT.H. 418/2023 H US{IHd HIHA I A=A % ToIT Feal T A ooT YT Fl
TATATANT F g (aect] (20T TIore TATIT & TEET1 ohl eThal oY &aATi w1 &7 e FHiLd’ 2|

[T, &. 228/45/2025-T1E-11]
gy sfareqq, a7 q=e

New Delhi, the 19th June, 2025

S.0. 1250.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the

Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act XXV of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of
the State Government of Telangana, issued videNotification No.74, dated 06.06.2025, Home (Special) Department,
hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment fortransfer of the
case registered in Cr.No. 418/2023 of Jawaharnagar Police Station, Rachakonda Commissionerate to Central Bureau of
Investigationfor Investigation.

[F. No. 228/45/2025-AVD-II]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

% faeeft, 2 SETE, 2025

FLIAT. 1251.—Fe= 1T G, faoett e qform eamae sfaf@aw, 1946 (1946 &1 F317
SATT=H 25) & &7 5 i IT-GTT (1) TAST ST 6 FIT & AT 1 TN FLd g AT
(ST LRI T ATAAT &, S, THuH. |, 75, faq1% 10.06.2025, g (Frerw) f&ramr & areaw
¥ IR g " ot TeR TN 9@y, 99 TEL (HEeY, wAidd odies, ans
STt/ /TEET AT, gfErer we Yore, reeraTe #1 w1, S adt Sfmdr UL e siY
AT - AR ZIRT 1,54,75,309/- FOF 6T AT | ST AT L@ & T § A oor
T HATAT FA AT A TAR. TS0 9@ qYF UEL THEEL, AT qeiad, aiy
STHVAT//THET T, ST Heq Tod, Reaarars &7 fraad, 3T adl fqdy v.aawiar i
FITT - AR % Oeg gem= e sfafaaa, 1988 &t amr 13(2) @ufsa 13(1)
(F) 3T guTAT Hareer ==, 1988 (2018 # Trameentard) &t amer 13(2) aqtsa 13(1) (J),
AT g2 "igar, 1860 &t &y 109, WIEdg =aTg wigar, 2023 &t &Tq T 49 F Fad
G TILTLT TAT I<h HTH o AT 6 LI qTH ST a7l helT 317 797 |Higd Ud Ueh AT
S AT TILTET & S[E AT SH Hag el FOIATH, TOITO 3T TS+ Ta/IaT I HHagN
H T 70 AT Ival AT | I (e o ST I T a0 Fe o (o0 Tl ferere qiere
TATY o TaET| i QTR AT SATIEERTE T e F9ed qe=T 59 | Hd gl

[FT. . 228/47/2025-TE-11]
gy sfareqq, a7 q=e
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New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025

S.0. 1251.—1In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of the
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Central Act 25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of
the State Government of Telangana, issued vide Notification No.G.0.Ms.No.75 dated 10.06.2025, Home (Special)
Department,hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police Establishment in
the whole state of Telangana for conducting investigation into the allegation of possession of disproportionate assets
to the tune Rs.1,54,75,309/- by Sri A.R. Raja Sekhar S/o. A.D. Ramachander, Office Superintendent, O/o. Sr.
DPO/O/SC Division, South Central Railway, Secunderabad, his wife Smt. A. Navaneetha and unknown private
persons including investigation into any other offence that may come to light during the investigation of the said case
including any attempt, abetment and conspiracy in relation to or in connection with one or more such offences and/or
any offence committed in the course of such transaction or arising out of the same facts against Sri A.R. Raja Sekhar
S/o. A.D. Ramachander, Office Superintendent, O/o. Sr. DPO/O/SC Division, South Central Railway, Secunderabad,
his wife Smt. A. Navaneetha and unknown private persons for the offences punishable under section 13 (2) read with
13 (1) (e) of the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 & 13 (2) read with 13 (1) (b) of the Prevention of Corruption
Act, 1988 (as amended in 2018), section 109 of Indian Penal Code, 1860, corresponding section 49 of Bharatiya
Nyaya Sanhita, 2023 other cumulative offences and any other offence(s) on the basis of reliable information received.

[F. No. 228/47/2025-AVD-I1]
SATYAM SRIVASTAVA, Under Secy.

YEITEH TF W i JoAred
s faeefT, 3 e, 2025

AT, 1252.—Frs1 T AL T TToAT U G qreaare (I & STFRT % ST &7 37oi)
Ffarfa=rm, 1962 (1962 T 50) #FT T 6 T ITETT (1) F T AT Y TS AT TLH F Yo aq U
SR T HATT 0l A1 & TS AqEAT § TAT IfodAtad ar@l il TaH FT. 3. gRT 39 ATqgAra
AT AT | AATEe s & ST o SferenTe &7 eteia 6T o)

T Fes T AL o, I ATATHAA 0 G 6 AT ITETT (4) FRT T ATRAT T TIRT Fd g,
3 At ®, et et & 158, ST i sferere e v ff forfeee # [Afga G o)

ST TETH T 7 Feaid qear 1 (e «f 8 & ggrforas 3ame & aiees & o weg-gae
TS H Are v &7 ofies it Fiedr Taqy U 1S, Ireuars [Sers ST 996 §, 9 39 G & a7,
St e feawor =8 st & go st & fafafds e @ 8, o8 s=mee &t geg-gea s |
TTH T S|

A AT, Fea T LA, USTH T Gt qreqarsd (A § STT0T F AT &7 ofeiq) 1963 F
A 4 F TS0 - 1 F TN 39 g & 59 9% 7 ATSEEAT IR F TSI § TG BT g,
HEA-TRL TT5T oF I 17l o A= F(07 AT § AT AT & st TATE 7 e & &9 § =i
FAE |

AT
ST S T : Heg Il
EICT F. 1. §. wF i TTH T AT SEGIES
(1) 2 3) (4)
1. F1.97.3547 (37)fa1.26.08.2021 AL (ITTAT) I
2. F1.977.3547 (37)[a1%.26.08.2021 EERECEA] IS
3. T.317.3547 (31)a1.26.08.2021 AT I
4. F1.97.3547 (37)[a1%.26.08.2021 EEIERE] IS
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FT.31.4821(31)faw1%.10.10.2022
5 T.31T.3547 (31)faw1.26.08.2021 AT YEaTt EEC)
' F1.97.5395(37) fa1%.20.12.2021
6. T.31T.3547 (31)faw7%.26.08.2021 EELRA EEC)
7. F1.977.3547 (1) a1%.26.08.2021 LGRS IS
8 T30, 3547(31)faA1e. 26.08.2021 HATATHRAT IS
T.317.5395(31)faw1e.20.12.2021
9. F1.977.3547 (1) a1%.26.08.2021 SEUERIERIES IS
10. T.311.3547 (31)faw7.26.08.2021 FEAT EEk
11. F1.977.3547 (1) a1%.26.08.2021 SRR IS
12. T.317.3547 (31)faw7.26.08.2021 THETILTTIL EEk
13. F1.97.3547 (1) fa1%.26.08.2021 ERSIES] IS
14 FT.317.3547 (31)fa1%.26.08.2021 qreast EEC]
' T.317.4821(31)faw7%.10.10.2022
15 F1.97.3547 (31) fa1%.26.08.2021 faversaT IS
' T.317.5395(31)faw7.20.12.2021
16 FT.317.3547 (31)fa1%.26.08.2021 ST EEC)
' T.317.5395(31)faw79.20.12.2021
17. F1.97.3547 (1) fa1%.26.08.2021 FEITAT AT IS
18. T.311.3547 (31)fa7.26.08.2021 EERICEL EEk
19. F1.97.3547 (1) fa1%.26.08.2021 FHRTTAAT IS
F1.3.2534 (1) f21.18.06.2021 T EIERI
20. (FITATEA)
FT.31.4821(31)fa1.10.10.2022 T RIERI
o1 EEZIREI qigar
' FT.317.2534 (31)faw1%.18.06.2021 ( TITATEA )
22. . KURY =t
FT.317.2534 (31)faw1%.18.06.2021 ( TITATEA )

[T, &. 3M%-11025(15)/5/2020-AT<M7-1-9R1(2)/5-45913]
orfer oraw fig, sav gt~

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS

New Delhi, the 3 July, 2025
S.0. 1252.—Whereas, by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and
Natural Gas. S. O. Numbers and Dates as mentioned in the Schedule below issued under Sub-section (i) of section 6
of 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 lands specified in the schedule appended to those notifications.

AND WHEREAS, in exercise of the powers conferred by the 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 IHB Limited.

AND WHEREAS, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline
has been laid for the purpose of transportation of LPG in the said lands and hence such operation may be terminated
for Kandla Gorakhpur LPG Pipeline Project in the state of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands which in brief
are specified in the Schedule annexed to the Notification;

“Now, therefore, as required under explanation — 1 of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Rules 1963, the Central Government hereby declare the date on which this
notification is Right Published in the Gazette of India as the date of “Termination of Operation” in ROU Village
mentioned in Ujjain district in the state of Madhya Pradesh.
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SCHEDULE

District: UJJAIN

State: Madhya Pradesh

S.No. S.0. No. & Date Name of Village Name of Tehsil
@) ) (©) (4)

1. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Aalampur (Udana) Ujjain

2. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Sewarkhedi Ujjain

3. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 MatanaKhurd Ujjain

4 S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Kithodarao Ujjain
S.0. N0.4821 (E) Dated.10.10.2022

5. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Khajuria Rehwari Ujjain
S.0. No0.5395 (E) Dated.20.12.2021

6. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Chandesari Ujjain

7. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Chandesara Ujjain

8. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Matanakalan Ujjain
S.0. No0.5395 (E) Dated.20.12.2021

9. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Jawasiya Kumar Ujjain

10. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Kesoni Ujjain

11. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Surjanwasa Ujjain

12. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Chakjai Rampur Ujjain

13. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Harsodan Ujjain

14. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Morukhedi Ujjain
S.0. N0.4821 (E) Dated.10.10.2022

15. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Pingleshwar Ujjain
S.0. N0.5395 (E) Dated.20.12.2021

16. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Jambura Ujjain
S.0. N0.5395 (E) Dated.20.12.2021

17. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Badodiya Bhand Ujjain

18. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Dewankhedi Ujjain

19. S.0. No. 3547 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Bakaniya Ujjain

20. S.0. No0.2534 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Nazarpur (Spurline) Ghatiya
S.0. No0.4821 (E) Dated.10.10.2022 Nazarpur Ghatiya

21, S.0. No0.2534 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Ujjainiya (Spurline) Ghatiya

22. S.0. No0.2534 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Bhutiya (Spurline) Ghatiya

[F. No. R-11025(15)/5/2020-OR-1-Part(2)/E-45913]
SHASHI SHEKHAR SINGH, Under Secy.

s faeefT, 3 e, 2025

T, 1253.—F7x T TLEHT 7 TSITAH ST AT TrEaATe (0 § START F ATAHTT FT 3191)
At 1962 (1962 T 50) FT €T 6 T ITLTT (1) F A1 FTEY FT T T TTHT F U Iorad =T
TTehT I FATAT Al A= & T2 TLAT § TAT IfedAtaa arral Sl TaH F. 3. FET 39 ATagAAT130 o
T srgET | s g § ST 3 srfasr &1 sta 3 o

3T Fea T G F, I ATATAH FT 9T 6 i ITLUTT (4) FRT T& ARRAT T TN F4d g0,
I AT H, adT e = F 77, STAR A st e v ff forfiee | [Afga B o

AT TAW TATIARTET 7 Feat T FLRTE 1 9T & g & g2rforay Saame & qivag & foro weg-vaar
ST H o U &7 fofies it Fiedr TREE U LS. aredre @ o 9 €, 9d: 39 o9 o 9,
ST wfer faawor =8 st & 9o st o fAfAfEs BT @ 8, T8 J=ad o 9eq-939r asa §
THTE o ST

qA: A, Fea T TR, ST T AT qreaared (Y & START % ATt F7 oei9) 1963 F
AT 4 & TS0 - 1 % AT 39 g & 59 9% 78 ATSEEAT 9 F T59T H TRIT gl g,
qer-ger 7 & fateer S & S afta wf=r § gwifaewr aRfEteet & qordft & e F w0 F
T FLAT B |
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TG
IESIREIEE T[T : HET T4
FHIH F1. 3. §. wd KA TTH T AT g
(1) (2) 3) 4)
1. 7.91.1408(31) fame. 26.03.2021 TEw AT
2. 7.91.1408(1) fae. 26.03.2021 [EEIRRES TATE
3. 7.97.1408(1) fame. 26.03.2021 HHATRE TATE
F1.977.1408(37) faai=. 26.03.2021
4. T.91.5767(1) Rt 07.12.2022 Lol T
5. 7.97.1408(31) fame. 26.03.2021 RIREL FLATS
6. 7.97.1408(1) fame. 26.03.2021 q27T FATE
7. 7.31.1408(1) fae. 26.03.2021 TARAT TS FATS
8. 7.%1.1408(37) T2, 26.03.2021 ELCEL TATS
9. 7.97.1408() fame. 26.03.2021 SR FYATE
10. 7.31.1408(1) fae. 26.03.2021 GIERIS FATS
11. F1.311.1408(31) faAT+. 26.03.2021 T FATS
10 7.9.1408(1) fame. 26.03.2021 T s
' 7.97.1169(1) fa=e. 10.03.2023 T
13. 7.97.1408() fae. 26.03.2021 ST FEATE TATE
14. F1.317.1408(31) fai. 26.03.2021 LI FATS
15. 7.97.1408(1) fame. 26.03.2021 SESIE FATE
16. 7.9.1408(1) fame. 26.03.2021 fareft FATS
17. F1.977.1408(37) faAi=. 26.03.2021 AT FATS
18. 7.31.1408(31) fa=e. 26.03.2021 FHTAT TATE
19. 7.31.1408(37) fa=e. 26.03.2021 U TATE
7.97.1408(37) faee. 26.03.2021
20. 7.97.1169(aF) f&7. 10.03.2023 I T
21. F1.977.1170(37) faai®. 10.03.2023 ERICEL FLATS
22. F1.97.590(37) faAT=. 08.02.2021 KGR BESSH)
9a. T.317.590(37) ﬁﬂ'ﬁﬁ 08.02.2021 S T
+7.31.1167(31) f&=1e. 10.03.2023
04 7.91.590(%1) f&Ti. 08.02.2021 . T
' +7.31.1167(3) fa=1e. 10.03.2023
25. F1.97.590(37) faAT. 08.02.2021 eSS eSS
26. 7.97.590(37) . 08.02.2021 T Rt ToTT
27. F1.97.590(37) faAT. 08.02.2021 ERE] eSS
28. F1.977.590(37) faAT+. 08.02.2021 FATATLT BESSH)
29. F1.977.590(37) faAT. 08.02.2021 TTATET eSS
30. 7.97.590(37) . 08.02.2021 = ToTT
31, 7.91.590(37) &, 08.02.2021 [EEEIRAEER] ToTT
32. 7.97.590(=7) . 08.02.2021 [ECIRL T
33. FT1.311.590(31) faAT. 08.02.2021 EEEREEL eSS
34. FT1.311.590(31) f3AT. 08.02.2021 SlEE GEAS
35. F1.977.590(37) faAT+. 08.02.2021 K LESSH
36. 7.97.590(%1) f&Ti. 08.02.2021 TTEET eSS
37. 7.97.590(%1) f&Ti. 08.02.2021 GIREdl eSS
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38. 7.911.590(37) fa=i=. 08.02.2021 qrgf=ar a=t BESSH)
39. FT1.311.590(31) f3AT. 08.02.2021 STfY foRetaT BEAS
40. FT.317.5396(31) fami=. 20.12.2021 SRS ELGIEL
41 FT1.311.5396(31) f3=T. 20.12.2021 TETET

' FT.317.1169(31) f2=. 10.03.2023 T USELGIEY
42. FT1.311.5396(31) f3=T. 20.12.2021 FrerrerT TETET
43, T.317.5396(31) fami. 20.12.2021 FHAT (F1) JTETET
44. F1.977.5396(37) faAi=. 20.12.2021 GER FTETET
45, FT1.311.5396(31) f3=T. 20.12.2021 T THIY TETET
46. T.317.5396(31) fami. 20.12.2021 TR JTETET
47. 7.911.588(37) fa=i. 08.02.2021 EIERL THITTETE
48. FT.311.588(31) faAT. 08.02.2021 CIEIRCEL THITETE
49. T1.311.588(31) faAT+. 08.02.2021 i geT THITETE
50. FT.31.2947(31) f2=T+. 30.06.2022 KIRECIES THITETE

[T, . 3M¥-11025(15)/5/2020-373-1-911(2)/2-45913]
orfer eraw fifg, srav af=a

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1253.—Whereas, by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and
Natural Gas. S. O. Numbers and Dates as mentioned in the Schedule below issued under Sub-section (i) of section 6
of 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 lands specified in the schedule appended to those notifications.

AND WHEREAS, in exercise of the powers conferred by the 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 IHB Limited.

AND WHEREAS, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline
has been laid for the purpose of transportation of LPG in the said lands and hence such operation may be terminated
for Kandla Gorakhpur LPG Pipeline Project in the state of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands which in brief
are specified in the Schedule annexed to the Notification;

“Now, therefore, as required under explanation — 1 of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Rules 1963, the Central Government hereby declare the date on which this
notification is Right Published in the Gazette of India as the date of “Termination of Operation” in ROU Village
mentioned in Vidisha district in the state of Madhya Pradesh.

SCHEDULE
District: VIDISHA State: Madhya Pradesh
S.No. S.0. No. & Date Name of Village Name of Tehsil

() ) @) (4)

1. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Gadru Kurwai
2. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Vishanpur Kurwai
3. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Chhitapur Kurwai
4 S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Piklon Kurwai

' S.0. No. 5767 (E) Dated.07.12.2022

5. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Kolua Kurwai
6. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Sadera Kurwai
7. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Galfara Khedi Kurwai
8. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Isakhedi Kurwai
9. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Rusiya Kurwai
10. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Madiya Kurwai
11. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Bhugawali Kurwai
12. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Barethi Kurwai
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S.0. No. 1169 (E) Dated.10.03.2023
13. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Kasha Kurwai Kurwai
14. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Bukhara Kurwai
15. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Jargawan Kurwai
16. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Mitholi Kurwai
17. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Layara Kurwai
18. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Karmodiya Kurwai
19. S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Andeli Kurwai
20 S.0. No. 1408 (E) Dated.26.03.2021 Basoda Kurwai
' S.0. No. 1169 (E) Dated.10.03.2023
21 S.0. No. 1170 (E) Dated.10.03.2023 Khemkhedi Kurwai
22, S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Rinia Nateran
23 S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Sirsi Nateran
' S.0. No. 1167 (E) Dated.10.03.2023
24 S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Sau Nateran
' S.0. No. 1167 (E) Dated.10.03.2023
25. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Nateran Nateran
26. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Mundri Khirani Nateran
217. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Kherai Nateran
28. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Belanara Nateran
29. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Ghatbhai Nateran
30. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Ghinauchi Nateran
31 S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Silvaya Khajuri Nateran
32. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Dighoni Nateran
33. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Khejda Tila Nateran
34. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Johad Nateran
35. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Gurod Nateran
36. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Markheda Nateran
37. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Payri Nateran
38. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Mohaniya Khedi Nateran
39. S.0. No. 590 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Jogikiroda Nateran
40. S.0. No. 5396 (E) Dated.20.12.2021 Jarod Basoda
S.0. No. 5396 (E) Dated.20.12.2021
41 5.0. No. 1169 EEg Dated.10.03.2023 Ambanagar Basoda
42, S.0. No. 5396 (E) Dated.20.12.2021 Viladhana Basoda
43. S.0. No. 5396 (E) Dated.20.12.2021 Bakena (Viran) Basoda
44, S.0. No. 5396 (E) Dated.20.12.2021 Mehra Basoda
45, S.0. No. 5396 (E) Dated.20.12.2021 Chak Masoodpur Basoda
46. S.0. No. 5396 (E) Dated.20.12.2021 Masoodpur Basoda
47. S.0. No. 588 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Bichhiya Shamshabad
48. S.0. No. 588 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Dhobi Kheda Shamshabad
49, S.0. No. 588 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Goriya Kheda Shamshabad
50. S.0. No. 2947 (E) Dated.30.06.2022 Pipaldhar Shamshabad

[F. No. R-11025(15)/5/2020-OR-I-Part(2)/E-45913]
SHASHI SHEKHAR SINGH, Under Secy.

e fawelt, 3 S[&TE, 2025

T, 1254 —F7= T TLEHT 7 TSR ST @IS GEaATeT (I § STANT & ATAHT FT 3157)

Ffarfa=rm, 1962 (1962 T 50) #¥ &7 6 Y ITLTT (1) F NN AT Y TS 9T TR F U2 gHq 3T
STH{e 6 FATAT 6l A= & T AT § TAT Ifeatad arii@l %l TaH Fl. 3. T 39 SATee=rai o
Ty A =T | AEE i § STt F srferr &1 seie o o

Y FRT G F, I ATAIH T 1T 6 T ST (4) FRT T ARRAT FT TINT Fd g,
I AT H, adT e = & 15, START #7 ateee e v ff forfiee | [Afga B o)

T AW ATIAFTET T Feat T FLRTE 1 e & 8 o aarfera soare & afiags & fore geg-yaar




5030 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JULY 12, 2025/ASHADHA 21, 1947 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

T § e U o7 forfee i wiewr Tea e ve. St areuere Sere o 6@t E, o 3w 9 F e
Sraert wfery fawor == srfdg=eT & gorr s & AR BT @ g, 0 y=res # qer-vae g |
ERIGRERIE Y

oI A, FeAT LT, TSIoraH T GiAsT areaerrss (S0 § ITFR F AT #7 o75i9) 1963 F
A 4 F ST — 1 % e 39 arE &1 S 7 77 AfeeEEr 9ea F TS #§ TERied gt g,
HeT-TR9T T o "G 5t o = Ffvra rtar & AwriterenTe aratataay it Fan f arrg & =7 Jiud
FATE |

AT
S #ige T ; HET W9
ERIET . AT, €. T f=*+ATH qTH T A7 GESIE
(1) 2 3) (4)
1. T.31.4808(37) faeieh. 30.12.2020 =l GIFIES
2. FT.91.4808(3) fai. 30.12.2020 EEUE IFARS
3. F1.977.4808(37) faei=. 30.12.2020 HAFT GIFIES
4. 1.91.4808(=7) f2=1e. 30.12.2020 EEIEEIERI IFARS
5. 1.91.4808(=7) f2=1e. 30.12.2020 ECIERIER] IFARS
6. T.317.4808(37) faeT. 30.12.2020 I IEIES
7.91.4808(3) famrie. 30.12.2020
7. EEIERI] CIFARS
FT.31.1441 (%) fae. 22.03.2022
. 7.9.4808(3) famrie. 30.12.2020
F7.91.1441 (%) famtie. 22.03.2022
o F1.977.4808(31) faei=. 30.12.2020 '
' 1.5, 1441 (31) T, 22.03.2022 i
F1.977.4808(37) faei=. 30.12.2020
10. . e Mg
F1.977.1441(37) faei=. 22.03.2022
1. F1.977.4808(37) fasi=. 30.12.2020 ISR GIFIES
12. T1.311.4808(31) fa=i=. 30.12.2020 ENERIEILY CIFARS
13. 1.91.4808(=7) fa=1e. 30.12.2020 EICIEET IFARS
” F1.977.4808(31) faeie. 30.12.2020
' FT.51.1441(31) &7, 22.03.2022 ! g
15. F1.977.4808(31) faei=. 30.12.2020 STHITAAT (qTTE) CIFARS

16. F1.977.4808(31) fa=ie. 30.12.2020 AT GIFARS
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17. F1.31.4808(3T) fami. 30.12.2020 T CIFARS
18. T.31.4808(37) faeT. 30.12.2020 ﬂ'ﬂﬁ?ﬁ GIFIES
19. T.317.4808(37) faeT. 30.12.2020 TET GIFIRS

T.317.4808(37) fae7er. 30.12.2020 CIRIECEL NEGIEY GIFIRS
20.
FT.3.1441(31) fa=i+. 22.03.2022 TS TS CIFIES
T.31.4808(37) faeT. 30.12.2020
21. , grgferT GIFARS
FT.3T. 1441 (31) 37, 22.03.2022
22. T.31.4808(37) fae7. 30.12.2020 E A GIFIRS
23. F7.311.4808(3) f2ie. 30.12.2020 =Y CAFAES
24, F1.977.4808(37) fa=i=. 30.12.2020 AT AT e CIFIES
F1.31.4812(31) 27, 30.12.2020
25. . STa SICES
T.31T.1443(37) faeT. 22.03.2022
F1.31.4812(31) 27, 30.12.2020
26. , FEAT TIHA SICES
T.31T.1443(37) faeT. 22.03.2022
F7.31.4812(31) =7, 30.12.2020
27. . AT T=T SIERS
F1.31.1443(31) 27, 22.03.2022
28. F1.977.4812(37) fa=i=. 30.12.2020 e T ATET SIERS
29. F1.977.4812(37) fa=ie. 30.12.2020 HATATT ST
30. T.31.4812(37) faeieh. 30.12.2020 EIEICET] STaX
F7.51.4812(31) T, 30.12.2020
31. ) faarfear SIEES
F1.37.1443(31) 27, 22.03.2022
F7.51.4812(31) T, 30.12.2020
32. ) EERILIE] SIEES
F1.37.1443(31) A7, 22.03.2022
y F1.51.4812(31) &1, 30.12.2020
. heTIY L SIEES
F1.51.1443(31) &7, 22.03.2022
34. F1.977.4812(37) fa=i=. 30.12.2020 R RN ST
F1.37.4812(31) 27, 30.12.2020
35. ) FTET SIEES
F1.51.1443(31) a7, 22.03.2022
F7.37.4811(31) &7, 30.12.2020
36. . AR reeT
F1.977.1442(37) faeie. 22.03.2022
37. F1.977.4811(31) fa=ie. 30.12.2020 feafar reaT
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38. T1.31.4811(37) fae7. 30.12.2020 g AT
39. 7.31.4811(37) fe76. 30.12.2020 TEHIT reaT
40. 7.31.4811(37) fam7er. 30.12.2020 EEIGIEIES reaT

F1.51.4811(3) =7, 30.12.2020
41. . ENEAEE reeT
FT.3T.1442(31) 3T, 22.03.2022
, F1.977.4811(37) fa=i=. 30.12.2020 ATTHAT
42. reeT
FT.3T.1442(31) fATe. 22.03.2022 ARTHFAT
F1.51.4811(3) 7. 30.12.2020
43. . CIRKSS e
T.31T.1442(37) 7. 22.03.2022
" F1.37.4811(31) 27, 30.12.2020
: EEERI reeT
F1.31.1442(31) &7, 22.03.2022 o
T.317.4811(37) fae7. 30.12.2020 =T e
45, - YT
F1.97.1442(37) fa=ie. 22.03.2022 AT Fer
46. F1.977.3550(31) faeieh. 26.08.2021 FTET AT
47. F1.977.3550(31) faaieh. 26.08.2021 IGEESSIE AT
48. F1.371.3550(3) famieh. 26.08.2021 HEAEET SATAY
49. +7.911.3550(31) famTie. 26.08.2021 [ECRl AT
50. 1.977.3550(3T) faeie. 26.08.2021 ERIEAE] LTI
51. 1.977.3550(3T) faeie. 26.08.2021 qarr QATHIT
52. 7.911.3550(31) famTie. 26.08.2021 TEATT-2 AT
53. F1.311.3550(37) fami. 26.08.2021 FHeET TRTET AT
54. F7.517.829(a7) i, 22.02.2022 He oo AT
55. FT.31.829(31) faAi+. 22.02.2022 AT QAT

[T, &, 17-11025(15)/5/2020-3317-|-11(2)/5-45913)]

orfer Srae g, saw af=a

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025
S.0. 1254.—Whereas, by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and
Natural Gas. S. O. Numbers and Dates as mentioned in the Schedule below issued under Sub-section (i) of section 6
of 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 lands specified in the schedule appended to those notifications.

AND WHEREAS, in exercise of the powers conferred by the 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 IHB Limited.

AND WHEREAS, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline
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has been laid for the purpose of transportation of LPG in the said lands and hence such operation may be terminated
for Kandla Gorakhpur LPG Pipeline Project in the state of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands which in brief
are specified in the Schedule annexed to the Notification.

“Now, therefore, as required under explanation — 1 of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Rules 1963, the Central Government hereby declare the date on which this
notification is Right Published in the Gazette of India as the date of “Termination of Operation” in ROU Village
mentioned in Sehore district in the state of Madhya Pradesh.”

SCHEDULE

District: SEHORE State: Madhya Pradesh

S.No. S.0. No. & Date Name of Village Name of Tehsil
@) ) ®) (4)
1. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Dandi Sehore
2. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Haidarganj Sehore
3. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Muskara Sehore
4, S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Pach Piplya Sehore
5. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Chitodiya Van Sehore
6. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Sangrampur Sehore

S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 ]
7. Mahodiya Sehore
S.0. No. 1441 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020
8. Kalyanpura Sehore
S.0. No. 1441 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
o S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Chhapri Kalan Sehore
' S.0. No. 1441 (E) Dated.22.03.2022 ChhapriKalan Sehore
S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 )
10. Sewaniya Sehore
S.0. No. 1441 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
11. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Bijaura Sehore
12, S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Kodiya Chhitu Sehore
13. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Jakhakhedi Sehore
S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020
14. Semali Khurd Sehore
S.0. No. 1441 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
15. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Jamoniya (Talab) Sehore
16. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Hasanpura Sehore
17. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Raipura Sehore
18. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Mungaoli Sehore
19. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Dobra Sehore
S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 ) ) )
20. Noni Khedi Gusain Sehore
S.0. No. 1441 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 )
21. Khamaliya Sehore
S.0. No. 1441 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
22. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Amrod Sehore
23. S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Chaundi Sehore
24, S.0. No. 4808 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Dupadiyabhil Sehore
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S.0. No. 4812 (E) Dated.30.12.2020
25. Jawar Jawar
S.0. No. 1443 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
S.0. No. 4812 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 ) )
26. Vamuliya Raimal Jawar
S.0. No. 1443 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
S.0. No. 4812 (E) Dated.30.12.2020
217. Tolkakheda Jawar
S.0. No. 1443 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
28. S.0. No. 4812 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Paroliya Chauhan Jawar
29. S.0. No. 4812 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Malipura Jawar
30. S.0. No. 4812 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Baj Khedi Jawar
S.0. No. 4812 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 o
31. Tigariya Jawar
S.0. No. 1443 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
S.0. No. 4812 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 ) 3
32. Arniya Gaji Jawar
S.0. No. 1443 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
S.0. No. 4812 (E) Dated.30.12.2020
33. Kalyanpura Jawar
S.0. No. 1443 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
34. S.0. No. 4812 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Harniyagaon Jawar
S.0. No. 4812 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 )
35. Chamsi Jawar
S.0. No. 1443 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
S.0. No. 4811 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 .
36. Khadi Hat Ashta
S.0. No. 1442 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
37. S.0. No. 4811 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Titoriya Ashta
38. S.0. No. 4811 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Dhanana Ashta
39. S.0. No. 4811 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Lakhmipur Ashta
40. S.0. No. 4811 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Hakimabad Ashta
S.0. No. 4811 (E) Dated.30.12.2020
41. Bagdawada Ashta
S.0. No. 1442 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
S.0. No. 4811 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Ashta
42. Lorasarkalan
S.0. No. 1442 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
S.0. No. 4811 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 )
43. Hirapur Ashta
S.0. No. 1442 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
S.0. No. 4811 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 )
44, Lasudiya Sukha Ashta
S.0. No. 1442 (E) Dated.22.03.2022
S.0. No. 4811 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Nipaniya Karla
45, Ashta
S.0. No. 1442 (E) Dated.22.03.2022 Nipaniya Kalan
46. S.0. No. 3550 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Doraha Shyampur
47. S.0. No. 3550 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Sikandarganj Shyampur
48. S.0. No. 3550 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Mahuakheda Shyampur
49, S.0. No. 3550 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Bichhni Shyampur
50. S.0. No. 3550 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Waheedganj Shyampur
51. S.0. No. 3550 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Sonthi Shyampur
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52. S.0. No. 3550 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Padiyala-2 Shyampur
53. S.0. No. 3550 (E) Dated.26.08.2021 Bamuliya Doraha Shyampur
54, S.0. No. 829 (E) Dated.22.02.2022 Sonkatch Shyampur
55. S.0. No. 829 (E) Dated.22.02.2022 Jharkheda Shyampur

[F. No. R-11025(15)/5/2020-OR-I-Part(2)/E-45913)]
SHASHI SHEKHAR SINGH, Under Secy.

s faeeT, 3 See, 2025

FTIM. 1255741 T ¥ LI 7 @it qreaers (A & STERT F i3 F7 asi)
Ffafag,1962 (1962 FT 50) it &Ter 6 F ITLTT (1) F 1efi7 T FT T 2q ALH F UL IoFH 3
TTHT A5 HATAT T A= &T T8 A= | 797 Ifoated ariral 6 TaH FT. o, g 39 ATee==rai o
AT T =T | AT i § STIT F SrfersmT &1 st o o)

Y Fea T GEE A, I ATAAAH T 12T 6 T ITETT (4) FTRT T&T ARAT HT TINT Fd g,
Ih AT |, FHT e At § 956, START F7 At ars v f fertves | [Afga B o

T TEAW ATIAFTT 7 Fea T TLRTE 1 ATE & 8 T gerfera Soame & qiiagy & forw geg-yaor
TS H A UF &l fHee it FieAr TRE@qE U9, Treadrsd 6ere S 6! §, Fd: 39 99 & ar ¥,
ST wferd feawor =8 st & ga st & fafafds B @ 8, T8 J=ree & 9e7-9397 asa §
TaTH Rt S|

Aq: G, Feald LRI, USIH 3T G Tt (Y H ITANT & SATeHTT AT 375i9) 1963
AT 4 & TEET - 1 % T 39 g & 59 0% 77 Afe=H_r 9Ra & T50T # TR d gl 6,

HF-93 T & FarEt forer & = afira wtar § swntawe atafafee f aaet £ a1 F
IO HLl 3 |

AT
IESIHREELE] ST © e Nl
ERIET F. 1. §. TF faATh TTH T ATH qgeeT
(1) (2 3) 4)
1. FT1.911.589(31) faAT+. 08.02.2021 STHTEAT SR

[T, &. 3¥-11025(15)/5/2020-3r317-|-AT1(2)/5-45913)]

orfer oraw fig, sav gt~

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1255.—Whereas, by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and
Natural Gas. S. O. Numbers and Dates as mentioned in the Schedule below issued under Sub-section (i) of section 6
of 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 lands specified in the schedule appended to those notifications.

AND WHEREAS, in exercise of the powers conferred by the 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 IHB Limited.

AND WHEREAS, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline
has been laid for the purpose of transportation of LPG in the said lands and hence such operation may be terminated
for Kandla Gorakhpur LPG Pipeline Project in the state of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands which in brief
are specified in the Schedule annexed to the Notification.

“Now, therefore, as required under explanation — 1 of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Rules 1963, the Central Government hereby declare the date on which this
notification is Right Published in the Gazette of India as the date of “Termination of Operation” in ROU Village
mentioned in Niwari district in the state of Madhya Pradesh.”
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SCHEDULE
District: NIWARI State: Madhya Pradesh
S.No. S.0. No. & Date Name of Village Name of Tehsil
() 2 @) (4)
1. S.0. No. 589 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Janoli Orchha

[F. No. R-11025(15)/5/2020-OR-I-Part(2)/E-45913)]
SHASHI SHEKHAR SINGH, Under Secy.

7% fieelt, 3 s, 2025

FT3M. 1256.—F4 1T T T TR o7 @it TEqarsd (A § ST F qfd e 7 o)
Ffaaag,1962 (1962 FT 50) #t €T 6 F ITLTT (1) F =T T F TS T ALHE F U oT i<
ST I HATAT T A= & T SAqLAT § TAT IfodEd arr@l i TaH &, 3. G 39 STTeeadra &
o et # At e & soenr % srftrere o st G o)

ST Fea T qLHT o, I ATHAH I G 6 il ITETT (4) FRT T ATRAT T TINT Fd g0,
S iRt ®, adt Aeeat & g6, ST # srfeere g v o frfaee § g e o)

T AW TTIARTET 7 Feal T TERIC 1 9TE & g T3 derforay Saame & qivag & forg weg-saer
TS H e U &7 fofHes &t Fiedr TaqE Ua. 1S, aeaare [@ars ST 996 8, ad: 39 I & a1 o,
ST \fer faawor =9 st & 9oy st & Afafas B @ 8, 08 J=ree i 9e7-939r asa §
Tty T S|

Aq: A, Feald LRI, TS[IH T @A qreaaATed (YH § ITINT 6 ATEHR F 31519) 1963 F
A 4 F TS0 - 1 F AT 39 g & 59 9% 7 ATSEEAT IR F TSI § THAT 2T g,
HeT-II ST & AT Sorer o = Fforq Tar § GRITAw Tiafatadt i gurEt fiF g & €9 §
T FET S |

AT
IEEIARIRIE T[T © e N«
FHIH F. . §. TF &ATh TTH T ATH qgeeT
(1) ﬁ(fn)T=F (3) 4)
FT.977.587 () . 08.02.2021 o T
1. T.317.827(31) f3mie. 22.02.2022
T.317.587(31) f&=i. 08.02.2021 o T
2. FT.317.827(31) fa. 22.02.2022
T.3.587(31) f&A. 08.02.2021 G (FITATEA)
F1.97.587(37) famT. 08.02.2021 o T
3. FT.317.827(31) f3Ai. 22.02.2022
F1.97.587(37) faAT. 08.02.2021 TRTIAT (TILATEA)
F1.977.587(37) faaT. 08.02.2021 T
4. F1.317.827(31) fai. 22.02.2022 TS
5. F1.97.827(37) faai=. 22.02.2022 MEIEGRES T
6 F1.977.587(37) faaT+. 08.02.2021 T
' 7. 97.827() FAi. 22.02.2022 e
7. FT1.911.587(31) faAT+. 08.02.2021 FATES! T
F1.97.587(37) famT. 08.02.2021 S T
8. FT.317.827(31) f3i. 22.02.2022
9. F1.911.4192(37) f2=1=. 07.10.2021 STETTAT Fi T
10. F1.97.4192(37) faAi=. 07.10.2021 HE (A1) T
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11. F1.97.4192(37) faai=. 07.10.2021 FEEST q1a7 L
12. FT.3M.4192(31) fa=1i. 07.10.2021 HATCHIT T
13. FT.31.4192(31) fa=i+. 07.10.2021 FIET B
14. FT.3M.4192(31) fa=1i. 07.10.2021 EECCEll T
15. FT.3.4192(31) fa=1i. 07.10.2021 SIEEIERI T
16. FT.3.4192(31) fa=1+. 07.10.2021 foaferT gra=s T
17. FT.3M.4192(31) fa=1i. 07.10.2021 SINIER T
18. F1.3M.4192(37) faATF. 07.10.2021 [ERLERIEEL A
19. FT.37.4192(31) fa=1i. 07.10.2021 EIEE] T
20. FT.31.4192(31) fa=1+. 07.10.2021 NEIER T
21. FT.31.4192(31) fa=1. 07.10.2021 ATEIT T
22 FT.37.4192(31) fa=1i. 07.10.2021 ARTAT T
23. FT.311.828(31) famrih. 22.02.2022 T B
24, FT.317.2532(31) fa=1i. 18.06.2021 AT ERERII
25. FT1.311.2532(31) faA1. 18.06.2021 FEaE FaH ERERI
26. F1.377.2532(37) fae1. 18.06.2021 ELERRES ERERI
27. FT.317.2532(31) fa=1i. 18.06.2021 AT ERERII
28. FT1.911.2532(31) faA1. 18.06.2021 UEET ERERL
29. FT.317.2532(31) fa=i. 18.06.2021 BRI ERERII

F1.97.2532(37) faAie. 18.06.2021 EREE
30. F1.371.2707(37) FATF. 20.06.2023 I
31. F1.97.2532(37) faAie. 18.06.2021 URERIER ERGRL
32. F1.977.2532(37) faAi=. 18.06.2021 TLAT ATSATHT EREEL
33. F1.977.2532(37) faAi=. 18.06.2021 ASTHI EREEL
34. F1.97.2532(37) faAie. 18.06.2021 ERES ERGRL
35. FT.317.2532(31) f21i. 18.06.2021 TITET ERERII
36. FT.317.2532(31) fai. 18.06.2021 TGN TET ERERI
37. T.317.2532(31) f2e. 18.06.2021 qAEATE ERERII
38. FT.317.2532(31) fami. 18.06.2021 FLRAT ERERI
39. FT1.311.2532(31) faAT. 18.06.2021 EREREE ERERI
40. FT.317.2532(31) fa=i. 18.06.2021 AT FeAT ERERII
41. FT.311.2532(31) faAT. 18.06.2021 AT T=T ERERLI
42. F1.977.2532(37) faAie. 18.06.2021 froees! (A1) ERER
43. F1.97.2532(37) faAie. 18.06.2021 JIE qATHE ERGRL
44, FT.317.2532(31) fai. 18.06.2021 EE] ERERI
45, F1.977.2532(37) faAie. 18.06.2021 TIHIAT ERGEL
46. FT.311.2532(31) fa=1. 18.06.2021 TAET TRER ERERII
47. F1.977.2532(37) faAia. 18.06.2021 TS ERERL
48. F1.97.2532(37) faAie. 18.06.2021 =T ERGRL
49. F1.977.2532(37) faAie. 18.06.2021 AT ERGEL
50. F1.917.2532(37) faAie. 18.06.2021 RTETAT ERGR

[®T. &, 3M¥-11025(15)/5/2020-3T312-|-9171(2)/2-45913)]
orfer erae g, saw af=a
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New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1256.—Whereas, by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and
Natural Gas. S. O. Numbers and Dates as mentioned in the Schedule below issued under Sub-section (i) of section 6
of 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 lands specified in the schedule appended to those notifications.

AND WHEREAS, in exercise of the powers conferred by the 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 IHB Limited.

AND WHEREAS, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline
has been laid for the purpose of transportation of LPG in the said lands and hence such operation may be terminated
for Kandla Gorakhpur LPG Pipeline Project in the state of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands which in brief
are specified in the Schedule annexed to the Notification.

“Now, therefore, as required under explanation — 1 of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Rules 1963, the Central Government hereby declare the date on which this
notification is Right Published in the Gazette of India as the date of “Termination of Operation” in ROU Village
mentioned in Bhopal district in the state of Madhya Pradesh.”

SCHEDULE
District: BHOPAL State: Madhya Pradesh
S.No. S.0. No. & Date Name of Village Name of Tehsil
= S.0 8 3 d.08.02.202 ©) )
.0O. No. 587 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 .

L S.0. No. 827 EE; Dated.22.02.2022 Dhamaniya Huzur

S.0. No. 587 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Khori
2. S.0. No. 827 (E) Dated.22.02.2022 Huzur

S.0. No. 587 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Khori (Spurline)

S.0. No. 587 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Bakaniya Huzur
3. S.0. No. 827 (E) Dated.22.02.2022

S.0. No. 587 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Bakaniya (Spurline)

S.0. No. 587 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 .
4 S.0. No. 827 EE; Dated.22.02.2022 Kolukhedi Huzur
5. S.0. No. 827 (E) Dated.22.02.2022 Rajivnagar Huzur
6 S.0. No. 587 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Ratanpur Huzur

' S.0. No. 827 (E) Dated.22.02.2022
7. S.0. No. 587 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 KalaKhedi Huzur
3 S.0. No. 587 (E) Dated.08.02.2021 Jhhirniya Huzur
' S.0. No. 827 (E) Dated.22.02.2022 Jhirniya

9. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Jamuniya Chhir Huzur
10. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Meerpur(Veeran) Huzur
11. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Barkheda Bondar Huzur
12, S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Mubarakpur Huzur
13. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Kurana Huzur
14. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Chandukhedi Huzur
15. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Tara Sevaniya Huzur
16. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Pipalia Chhaparband Huzur
17. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Jogibari Huzur
18. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Napaniya Sukha Huzur
19. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Kardai Huzur
20. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Rojiveh Huzur
21. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Shahpur Huzur
22. S.0. No. 4192 (E) Dated.07.10.2021 Sagoniya Huzur
23. S.0. No. 828 (E) Dated.22.02.2022 Bhauri Huzur
24, S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Gunga Berasia
25. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Chandbad Kadim Berasia
26. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Khadampur Berasia
217. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Rusalli Berasia
28. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Harrakheda Berasia
29. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Semri Kalan Berasia
30. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Sonkatch Berasia
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S.0. No. 2707 (E) Dated.20.06.2023 Sonkachh
31. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Garethiya Dangi Berasia
32. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Narela Bazyaft Berasia
33. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Ajampur Berasia
34, S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Basai Berasia
35. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Bhonrasa Berasia
36. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Barrichher Kheda Berasia
37. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Mankhiyai Berasia
38. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Karariya Berasia
39. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Semri Khurd Berasia
40. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Megra Kalan Berasia
41, S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Lalu Khedi Berasia
42, S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Pipal Khedi (VVeeran) Berasia
43. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Arai Raysingh Berasia
44, S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Barrai Berasia
45, S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Parsoriya Berasia
46. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Khejra Parihar Berasia
47. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Dojyai Berasia
48, S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Rani Khajurai Berasia
49, S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Dhaturiya Berasia
50. S.0. No. 2532 (E) Dated.18.06.2021 Purakhana Berasia

[F. No. R-11025(15)/5/2020-OR-I-Part(2)/E-45913)]
SHASHI SHEKHAR SINGH, Under Secy.

s faeefT, 3 e, 2025

T3, 1257 — w51 HLHT T Y2 (oA AT Gl qreaeree (Y § ST % ATAHT F7 Aoi)
Ffarfaerm, 1962 (1962 7 50) FT 41T 6 T ITLTT (1) F TN AT F¥ T AT TR F Yo TT AT
ST T FATe T = & T AT § TA7 IedAtEd ardral it UaH LS. G 39 AreeEre ¥
Torr g o At aff & s ¥ st 1 st 3 o)

Y FeaT GEEE F, I ATATHAH T TRT 6 6T ITLTT (4) FRT T& ARAT T TAET F4d g0,
I<h T |, FHT e | {6, STANT 1 ATHRE 3T TF & [oriiee § Miga ar o

T TAH TTIARTET 7 Feal T TLRIC HI O &7 ¢ T g2iioray Soame & qiiaga & forw weg-gaer
TS | TS UF &l forfHes it Hiedr TRER U915, qeadrsd [ers S 60! §, dd: 39 9 & a1,
ST e faawor =8 stteem=aT & 9oy st & fAfafEs BT @ 8, T8 J=mae i 9eg-93er asq §
TaTH Rt S|

Aq: A, Feald LRI, US[IH T AT qreaadred (YH F ITINT & ATEHR F 31519) 1963 F
AT 4 F TS0 - 1 F T 39 g & 59 9% 7 ATSEEAT IR F TSI § TFHAT 2T g,
HET-TSLT 5T & ToME e & = aforq Ttar § ARTTeeRT Taiatedi St Gy it aeg & &9 F
T FLAT 3 |

AT
ST TenTE T[T : AT T2
ERIET FT. M. §. UF &A% T 7T A9 qgedT

(1) (2) 3) (4)

] F1.977.4813(31) fasie. 30.12.2020 TR T
' F1.97.1444(37) famie. 22.03.2022 TR T

2. F7.977.4813(37) fasie. 30.12.2020 AT ST T

3. 7.911.4813(37) =97, 30.12.2020 T Gt T ETE

[FT. &. 37-11025(15)/5/2020-3r=7-1-17(2)/£-45913]
oTfer Srae g, saw at=a
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New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025
S.0. 1257.—Whereas, by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and
Natural Gas. S. O. Numbers and Dates as mentioned in the Schedule below issued under Sub-section (i) of section 6
of 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 lands specified in the schedule appended to those notifications.

AND WHEREAS, in exercise of the powers conferred by the 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 IHB Limited.

AND WHEREAS, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline
has been laid for the purpose of transportation of LPG in the said lands and hence such operation may be terminated
for Kandla Gorakhpur LPG Pipeline Project in the state of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands which in brief
are specified in the Schedule annexed to the Notification.

“Now, therefore, as required under explanation — 1 of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Rules 1963, the Central Government hereby declare the date on which this
notification is Right Published in the Gazette of India as the date of “Termination of Operation” in ROU Village
mentioned in Rajgarh district in the state of Madhya Pradesh.”

SCHEDULE
District: RAJGARH State: Madhya Pradesh
S.No. S.0. No. & Date Name of Village Name of Tehsil
@) ) ®) (4)
S.0. No. 4813 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 . .
L S.0. No. 1444 (E) Dated.22.03.2022 Turkipura Narsinghgarh
2. S.0. No. 4813 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Sivas Narsinghgarh
3. S.0. No. 4813 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Gila khedi Narsinghgarh

[F. No. R-11025(15)/5/2020-OR-I-Part(2)/E-45913]
SHASHI SHEKHAR SINGH, Under Secy.

s faeeft, 3 e, 2025

T3, 1258.—Fx T ALHIT F USITIAH ST FIAST qrEaaATe (Y H START F SATHTT FT 3T5()
Fferf==m, 1962 (1962 T 50) FT €T 6 T ITLTT (1) F T FTEY FT T TR TR F U Iforad =T
ST I GATAT AT A= &F T2 T LAT § TAT STedAtad qIErar il TaH F1. 3. FIT 39 ATAgAAT130 o
Toryr et ® At afer & soeer % stfarere & s o o

ST Fe T AL o, I ATATHAH 0 G 6 il ITETT (4) FRT T ATRAT FHT TINT Fd g,
I AT |, FHT R Ta T & T, ST #7 At e v o forfvee # [Afga B o

T AW TTIARTET 7 Feal T TLRIC H1 9 &1 ¢ T g2iforay Saare & qiag & forg wer-saer
TS | TS UF Al forfies it wiedr TREE U 1S, qeadrsd [Ers S Tl §, Fd: 39 | & ai H,
ST e faawor =8 st & 9oy st & fAfafas B @ 8, T8 J=mae i 9eg-93er asa |
TaTH AT S|

qA: AT, Fea T LRI, TSI AT AT qreaadTe (Y & START % ATHRTT T 979) 1963 F
A9 4 % TS0 - 1 % AT 39 A & 59 92 T ATSEAAT T 6 TSI § TH9AT 21l 3,
HET-T29T T o ARTE orer & = Ffvra wiar § Amritese afafatast s quret £ g F €7 § 9o
FLATE |

SRl
e R TS : T I
FTH . . §. UuF feAiw T T A7 SRS
(1) (2) (3) (4)

T7.317.3999(37) faeT. 09.09.2021

1. )
F1.3.1168(3r) F31%. 10.03.2023

2. F1.317.3999(31) faA. 09.09.2021 STEE! TET

EfEdE]

3. F7.917.3999(37) faAi=. 09.09.2021 e AT
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F7.977.1168(37) faaT=. 10.03.2023 e ST
4. +7.91.3999(31) fame. 09.09.2021 EINIGIES CIRll
F1.977.3999(37) faai=. 09.09.2021
> 7.97.1168(1) fame. 10.03.2023 PoTS bl
6. 7.971.3999(31) fae. 09.09.2021 = EIRll
7. FT.311.3999(31) faAT. 09.09.2021 ERESEEL Gkl
8. +7.91.3999(31) fame. 09.09.2021 AT CIRll
F1.977.3999(37) fami=. 09.09.2021 ;
5 7.97.1168(1) fame. 10.03.2023 AT
F1.977.3999(37) fami=. 09.09.2021
10. 7.97.1168(1) fame. 10.03.2023 T bl
11. F7.977.3999(37) faAi=. 09.09.2021 AT AT
12. +7.971.3999(31) fa=e. 09.09.2021 TS Cikll
13 1.317.3999(37) faeT#. 09.09.2021 FLIET e
' 7.21.1168(=7) fa=e. 10.03.2023 FTIaT
7.91.3999(31) fa=e. 09.09.2021
14. H7.91.5377() i, 14.11.2022 JerH A
15. 1.317.3999(37) faeTe. 09.09.2021 ECIERL ELGLI
16. 7.211.3999(=7) fa=e. 09.09.2021 qTefEET Eikll

[T, &. 37-11025(15)/5/2020-337-1-411(2)/5-45913]

orfer eraw fifg, srav af=a

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025
S.0. 1258.—Whereas, by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and
Natural Gas. S. O. Numbers and Dates as mentioned in the Schedule below issued under Sub-section (i) of section 6
of 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 lands specified in the schedule appended to those notifications.

AND WHEREAS, in exercise of the powers conferred by the 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 IHB Limited.

AND WHEREAS, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline
has been laid for the purpose of transportation of LPG in the said lands and hence such operation may be terminated
for Kandla Gorakhpur LPG Pipeline Project in the state of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands which in brief
are specified in the Schedule annexed to the Notification.

“Now, therefore, as required under explanation — 1 of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Rules 1963, the Central Government hereby declare the date on which this
notification is Right Published in the Gazette of India as the date of “Termination of Operation” in ROU Village
mentioned in Sagar district in the state of Madhya Pradesh.”

SCHEDULE
District: SAGAR State: Madhya Pradesh
S.No. S.0. No. & Date Name of Village Name of Tehsil

) (&) (©) (4)

n S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Paar Bina
S.0. No. 1168 (E) Dated.10.03.2023 Par

2. S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Berkhedi Tanda Bina
S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 )

3. Chak Agasod Bina
S.0. No. 1168 (E) Dated.10.03.2023

. S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Agasod Bina
5. S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Kathai Bina
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S.0. No. 1168 (E) Dated.10.03.2023
S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Dehri Bina
S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Samarkhedi Bina
S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Kachnoda Bina
9 S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Chakarghai Bina
S.0. No. 1168 (E) Dated.10.03.2023 Chakraghai
10, S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Barmayan Bina
S.0. No. 1168 (E) Dated.10.03.2023 Barmain
11. S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Rusalla Bina
12. S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Bhangarh Bina
S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 i
13. Karonda Bina
S.0. No. 1168 (E) Dated.10.03.2023
1 S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Mohasa Bina
S.0. No. 5377 (E) Dated.14.11.2022 Mohansa
15. S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Dudhawani Bina
16. S.0. No. 3999 (E) Dated.09.09.2021 Palikhera Bina

[F. No. R-11025(15)/5/2020-OR-I-Part(2)/E-45913]
SHASHI SHEKHAR SINGH, Under Secy.

s faeefT, 3 e, 2025

FTIMT. 1259 —Fe3 T FLHT ¥ LI o7 @iest areaered (A & STFRT F Afdewe #1 o7ei)
Ffafay,1962 (1962 =T 50) Ft €T 6 F ITLTT (1) F e I Y T2 AT TLHTT F Yoy i
TR T HATAT 6T AT & T SAqEAT § FAT IfeAtad qrrar H Taw 1. 3. g7 39 AT AL 7
AT T =T | AATEe s & ST o SferenTe &7 eteia 6 o)

ST Fe T AL o, I ATATHAA 0 G 6 il ITETT (4) FRT T ATRAT T TINT Fd g,
I AT |, FHT e a1, START #7 At s v f forfvee # [Afga B o

T AW TTIARTET 7 Feal T TLRIC H1 9 &1 ¢ T g2iforay Saare & qiag & forg wer-saer
TS H e U &7 fHes it Fwiedr TaqT U915, areaars Sere ST 90 §, o7 39 9 & a1 ¥,
ST wfer feaor =8 stfergma & go st & fafafds B w8, o8 s=mee & geg-gea s |
THTE T ST

AqA: A, Feald LRI, TSTTH AT AT qreaadrsd (Y § ITART % ATIHTT 7 375i9) 1963 F
AT 4 F TS0 - 1 F T 39 arg & 59 9% 7 ATSEEAT IR F TSI § TG 2T g,
He-FRT 5T 6 ST oret & A= aforq Tt § AR Tiafafasi s q0rey 6 ag & &7 §
HITUT FAT 3 |

Sl
ST smsmR T : HeT TasT
FHIH FT. . §. T AT TTH FT ATH T
(1) (2) (3) (4)
1. F1.977.4815(37) fami=. 30.12.2020 UIESEEEL FATIIA
2. F1.97.4815(37) fasie. 30.12.2020 TS FTATHIA
3. F1.97.4815(37) fasier. 30.12.2020 ESCEL FTATHIA
4. F1.97.826(37) faAi®. 22.02.2022 THATT FTATIIA
5. F1.97.826(37) fami. 22.02.2022 REARERL FTATHIA

[FT. &. 37-11025(15)/5/2020-Fr=7-1-7(2)/£-45913]
oTfer Srae g, sraw af=a
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New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1259.—Whereas, by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and
Natural Gas. S. O. Numbers and Dates as mentioned in the Schedule below issued under Sub-section (i) of section 6
of 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 lands specified in the schedule appended to those notifications.

AND WHEREAS, in exercise of the powers conferred by the 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 IHB Limited.

AND WHEREAS, the Competent Authority has made a report to the Central Government that the pipeline
has been laid for the purpose of transportation of LPG in the said lands and hence such operation may be terminated
for Kandla Gorakhpur LPG Pipeline Project in the state of Madhya Pradesh in respect of the said lands which in brief
are specified in the Schedule annexed to the Notification.

“Now, therefore, as required under explanation — 1 of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines
(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Rules 1963, the Central Government hereby declare the date on which this
notification is Right Published in the Gazette of India as the date of “Termination of Operation” in ROU Village
mentioned in Shajapur district in the state of Madhya Pradesh.”

SCHEDULE
District: SHAJAPUR State: Madhya Pradesh
S.No. S.0. No. & Date Name of Village Name of Tehsil

1) ) ®) (4)

1. S.0. No. 4815 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Gadra Khedi Kalapipal
2. S.0. No. 4815 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Ranayal Kalapipal
3. S.0. No. 4815 (E) Dated.30.12.2020 Haru Khedi Kalapipal
4. S.0. No. 826 (E) Dated.22.02.2022 Khamlay Kalapipal
5. S.0. No. 826 (E) Dated.22.02.2022 Sukliya Kalapipal

[F. No. R-11025(15)/5/2020-OR-I-Part(2)/E-45913]
SHASHI SHEKHAR SINGH, Under Secy.

FIAAT HATAL
s faeefT, 8 e, 2025
FT.3TT. 1260.—Fa1T TLHTT TAZATLT TISTATT (T 3 TEHRT TATST o forw y2rmr) e, 1976
(1987 & 7T |erTterd) & a7 10 & 3T F=7 (4) F AT |, FIAT HATAT o HAA0TT ATST T8

FIAhIeSH [ITHEE & HAT o, BRirave § I T Icaa= FHemar &<y &=, 5aF 80% o «Afa®

FHATAT  [R&T T FIAEATEIF AT TTH FY (AT 8, HI ATAH = Fdl gl

[T 7. 13012/1/2017-F2]

T S, F<h (Haer

MINISTRY OF COAL
New Delhi, the 8th July, 2025

S.0. 1260.—1In pursuance of sub Rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official purposes of
the Union) Rules, 1976 (as amended in 1987), Central Government hereby notifies the Office ‘Central Excavation
Workshop Gevara’ of the South Eastern Coalfields Limited under the control of Ministry of Coal located at district
Korba, Chhattisgarh wherein the percentage of the staff having working Knowledge of Hindi has gone above 80% .

[F. No. 13012/1/2017-HINDI]
AASTHA JAIN, Jt. Director
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T 3T W HATST
e fawetY, 16 S, 2025

FLAT. 1261.—iEfe  fddre aIfRfFd, 1947 (1947 BT 14) @I ORI 17 S IRV 4§, D=
WHR A & TH T S yeudd & Gdg D! R ST AR @ 99, gay # FAfdwe senfie fare #

=g WaR Aaifie afrewer - #F - W AEeE|l 9<ShE @ dare (Wed @ 86/2019) @i
UHIRG HAT &, Sl da WRGR B 22 /04 /2025 B U 3l AT |

[/. TA-23012/51/2019-3M$ 3MR.3. (HTTH-11)]
Tforeq. U, 37 fAeers

New Delhi, the 16th June, 2025

S.0. 1261.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 86/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court,Il Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
BBMB and their workmen received by the Central Government on 22/04/2025.

[No. L -23012/51/2019— IR (CM-I1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
In the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-11, Chandigarh.
Present: Mr. Kamal Kant, Presiding Officer.
ID No. 86/2019
Registered on:- 26.08.2019

Smt. Maya Devi Wd/o Late Shri Prabha and others LRs of the deceased workman Shri Prabha, R/o Village
Kasmaluhi, PO Bachhwan, Tehsil Baldwara, Distt. Mandi, Himachal Pradesh-175033.

....Applicant

Versus
1. The Chairman, Bhakra Beas management Board, Madhya Marg, Sector 19-B, Chandigarh -160019.
2. The Chief Engineer, Bhakra Beas Management Board, BSL Project Sundernagar, Distt. Mandi,

(HP).
...Respondents/Managements

Present: Mr. S C Gupta, AR for workman.

Mr. Ravinder Rana, Law Officer for the respondents.
Award

Passed on:- 01.04.2025

Central Government vide Notification No.L-23012/51/2019-IR(CM-I1), dated 06.08.2019, under clause (d)
of sub-section (1) and subsection 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter called the Act),
has referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:-

“Whether the action of management of BBMB in not accepting the demands of Smt. Maya Devi &

Others (legal heirs/legal representatives of late Prabha) for declaring his retrenchment/termination as

illegal and considering him in continuous service upto age of superannuation resulting in entitlement

of consequential benefits is legal, just and valid? If not, to what relief the legal heirs/legal
representatives of late workman are entitled to and from which date?”

1. The brief facts related to the case are that the applicant is legal heir of Sh. Prabha (deceased workman), who
was engaged on 29.04.1965 for the construction of the Beas Sutluj Link Project {hereinafter called as BSL(P)}. The
said project remained initially under the Management of Beas Control Board, which was constituted on 10.02.1961
and after enactment of Punjab Re-Organization Act, 1966 (hereinafter called “Re-Organization Act”) Beas Control
Board was renamed as Beas Construction Board (hereinafter called “BCB”) and also Bhakra Management Board,
which was established w.e.f. 01.10.1967 and later on it was renamed as Bhakra Beas Management Board (hereinafter
called as BBMB), which is working as such w.e.f. 15.05.1976. The workman of this project was considered as the
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employees of the Central Government by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case titled as Jaswant Singh and others
versus Union of India and Others AIR 1980 SC 115. The management made illegal retrenchment of the employees
in phases and the deceased workman was also retrenched along with them. The deceased workman had completed
240 days in every calendar year and was not interrupted till his retrenchment and the retrenchment is illegal and in
violation of Section 25F, 25H, Rule 77 and 78 of the Act. The workman was also retrenched by the employer on
25.10.1978 and copy of discharge certificate was issued by the office of Sub Divisional Officer, BBMB Sundernagar
in accordance with provision of the Act. After the retrenchment of the workman, management appointed fresh
workmen/employees, violating Section 25-H of the Act. The BSL (P) is an industrial establishment as per Section
25(L) of the Act. This action of the management also violates the directions of Hon'ble Supreme Court as mentioned
in Para 40 of the case of Jaswant Singh (supra). No notice as per Rule 78 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules,
1957, which is statutory requirement, has been issued to the workman. Not only this no seniority list as per law was
prepared and principle of last come first go was violated by the management at the time of retrenchment of the
workman, which also violates Section 25G of the Act. It is maintained that the deceased workman after his
retrenchment remained ill and could not raised the dispute during the period but raised his voice for re-employment
through the union and ultimately, he died on 01.03.2012. The deceased workman after his retrenchment did not
remain in the gain full employed till his death.

2. It is also maintained that similar matters have been decided by the Hon'ble Punjab & Haryana High Court
vide its judgments dated 07.05.2007 in CWP Nos.3061-64 of 2006, 3069 of 2006,3073-3083 of 2006,3085-3087 of
2006,3090-3137 of 2006 and 3148-3149 of 2006. These judgments of the Hon'ble High Court have been upheld by
the Hon'ble Apex Court in case titled Bhakra Beas Management Board Vs. Biri Singh and others etc. in SLP_Nos.
16939-17007 of 2007 vide of orders dated 08.07.2014. Vide order dated 08.07.2014 the Hon'ble Supreme Court has
ordered that the matter to be taken up before the Industrial Tribunal. Many of the workmen have already taken up the
matters before the learned Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No.1 and 2 Chandigarh. It may also
not be out of context to mention here that the present matter is covered by the Judgment of the Hon'ble Supreme
Court in the case titled as Raghubir Singh V/s General Manager, Haryana Roadways, Hissar, JT 2014 (10) SC 168.
It is therefore, prayed that the claim petition of the applicant may kindly be allowed and retrenchment/discharge order
dated 25.10.1978 of the deceased workman be held illegal and the workman be considered in continuous service up to
July, 1998, when he was to superannuate and the management may be directed to release all consequential benefits till
March, 2004 instead of 25.10.1978.

3. Respondents filed written statement, alleging therein that the applicants are legal heir of the deceased
workman, and their application is not maintainable under the provisions of the Act and the applicant raised the present
dispute at a belated stage after 41 years without furnishing any plausible reason for extraordinary delay. The deceased
workman Sh. Prabha was Ex-work charged employee of Beas Construction Board (BCB), which was constituted
under Section 80(1) of the Re-organization Act. The deceased workman was retrenched after completion/part
completion of the works of BCB in accordance with the provisions of the Act. The deceased workman was paid
terminal benefits i.e. retrenchment compensation, gratuity, ex-gratia amount on account of his retrenchment from
BCB as per provisions of Act. It is further maintained that BCB and present management are two distinct and separate
entities. It is also maintained that construction of Beas Project was undertaken by the Punjab Govt. Irrigation
Department prior to the re-organization of the erstwhile State of Punjab on 01.11.1966. After re-organization the work
of BSL(P) was taken over by the Central Govt. on behalf of partner states of Punjab, Haryana and Rajasthan. The
Central Govt. constituted BCB under Section 80(5) of the Re-organization Act and further stipulated that any
component of Beas Project in relation to which the construction has been completed be transferred by the Central
Govt. to Bhakra Management Board (hereinafter called as BMB) constituted under Section 79(1) of the Re-
organization Act. It is further stated under Section 80(5) of the Re-organization Act that BMB would be re-named as
BBMB when any component of Beas Project was transferred under Section 80(6) of the Re-organization Act. The
workman was employed by the BCB. Thus, the workman never remained the employee of management. Even work-
charged employees of the BCB had filed a writ petition in the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, titled as Jaswant
Singh and another Vs. Union of India &Anr., 1979 SCC 440, in which their claim for absorbing them in BBMB is
not granted instead their retrenchment from BCB was upheld. Remaining averments have been denied and it is stated
that the claim of the applicant is hopelessly time barred and the applicant being legal heirs has no legal right to file
claim petition under the Act. It is prayed that claim be dismiss.

Evidence of parties:

4, Parties were given opportunity to lead evidence.

5. Applicant Smt. Maya Devi has examined herself as WW1 and filed her affidavit in evidence as EXWW1/A
and has been cross-examined by the law officer of management. She also tendered document Ex.W-1 Discharge
Certificate and Ex.W-2 Legal Heir Certificate. AR for workman closed the evidence on behalf of workman on
07.02.2024.

6. The management has filed affidavit of Er. Dinesh Kumar S/o Hawa Singh, Executive Engineer, Balancing
Reservoir Slit Clearance and Plant Design Division, BBMB Sundernagar, Distt. Mandi, who filed his affidavit in
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evidence as EX. MW1/A and has been cross-examined by the learned AR of workman. He tendered into evidence copy
of service record of workman Ex.MW1/B and closed the evidence on behalf of management on 16.10.2024 and the
case is fixed for arguments.

Submissions of Applicant:

7. While arguing the case, Id. AR for the applicant contended that in this case, claim has been filed by the LR
of deceased, who expired on 01.03.2012 and as per law laid down by Hon'ble Supreme Court and various Hon'ble
High Courts, claim can be filed even after the death of the applicant. To support this view, he placed reliance upon the
in case law titled as Anjaliamma and others versus Labour Court-111 at Hyderabad rep. by its Presiding Officer,
Hyderabad and another, 1995(6) SLR 680, Bharathamma and others versus The Labour Court and another (WP
No0.11342 of 1994) 1995(2) Andh. LD 472 and_Rameshwar Manjhi versus Management of Sangaramgarh Colliery
(1994 AIR 1176, 1994 SCC (1) 292. He further contended that in this case deceased workman was discharged on
25.10.1978 due to reduction in strength and he was issued discharge certificate by Sub Divisional Officer, BBMB
Sundernagar. He referred to Section 25-H of the Act which provides re-employment of retrenched deceased workman.
He further has drawn the attention of the Court towards the statement of wife of deceased workman. He was required
to be adjust in view of Section 25-H of the Act by the management. He was not given any employment. While
arguing further, learned AR for the workman referred to Rule 77 and 78 of the Industrial Dispute Central Rule 1957
(hereinafter called Industrial Rule). Rule 77 provides maintenance of seniority list of workman and it states that
before any worker is retrenched the appellant-establishment is required to place on the notice board the seniority list
of all the workmen who were to be retrenched but nothing has been done in this regard before retrenchment of the
present worker. He also referred to Rule 78 which provides that as and when any vacancy incurred then retrenched
workmen were required to be given registered notice but nothing was done by the management. Moreover, question
of limitation does not arise as no limitation period has been prescribed under the Act for seeking relief under Clause
(d) of Sub-Section (1) of Section 10 of the Act.

Submissions of management:-

8. While arguing the case, learned Law Officer for the management contended that initially Beas Control Board
was constituted in the year 1960. BCB was constituted in the year 1966 and all the projects were transferred from
Beas Control Board to BCB in the year 1966 thereafter as per Section 79 of the Punjab Re-organization Act, BMB
was constituted for administrative, maintenance and operation of various works as mentioned in Section 79 itself.
Section 80(6) of the Punjab Re-organization Act provides that BMB constituted under Section 79 of the Act shall be
re-named as BBMB when any of the components of the Beas Project has been transferred under sub-section 5 and the
BCB shall cease to exist when all the component of the Beas Project have been so transferred. All the projects under
BCB were completed in the year 1984 and BCB ceased to exist in 1984. Deceased workman Sh. Prabha was
employed as work charged employee on 29.04.1965 and was retrenched on 25.10.1978. All similar work charged
employees including the present workman were engaged by the BCB which ceased to exist in the year 1984 therefore,
the workmen cannot be termed as the employees of the BBMB because there does not exist BCB which was his
parent department. Moreover, the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case titled as Jaswant Singh and another Vs. Union
of India &Anr., 1979 SCC 440 has held that work charged employees were bound by the settlement dated June 28,
1977 effected by the management and also by the award 2-C of the year 1971 before Sh. H.R. Sodhi, Presiding
Officer, CGIT-Chandigarh between workman and employees of the Beas Construction Board, Sunder Nagar and
published in the gazette on 15.06.1974 of the Govt. of India. AR for management further argued that as per Rule 4 of
the Industrial Dispute (Central) Rules 1957, the application and the statement can be signed by the workman himself
or by any officer of the trade union of which he is member or by another workmen in the same establishment duly
authorized by him in his behalf and since in this case, application has not been moved by the applicant, the claim is
not maintainable and is liable to be dismissed.

9. So far as the claim of the applicant regarding re-employment after retrenchment on 25.10.1978 is concerned,
workman was not entitled for re-instatement as in a case under reference no.2-C of 1971 decided by Sh. H.R. Sodhi,
the then Presiding Officer, CGIT-Chandigarh, it was held that management in order to establish an industrial peace
and to secure the work charge employees after completing the work can engage after completion of project at any
time within 6 months for the maintenance of staff for project of any work if it is required to those work charged
employees in order to seniority who have put 10 years of service. The relevant portion of para is reproduced as below:

“It is accordingly, directed that at the time of completion of the Project or at any other time within six
months thereof for the maintenance staff for the Project or any of its Works if it is required to be recruited or
transferred from any department of the State Governments or of the Central Government, the offer shall first
be made to the work-charged employees in order of their seniority who have put in 10 years’ continuous
service or more under the Board in that category or trade where the vacancy occurs subject to the medical
fitness of such workmen. The scale of wages as applicable to the workmen will not, however, be disturbed to
their prejudice nor their continuity of service affected.”

10. Learned representative for the management further contended that in this case workman was retrenched on
25.10.1978 after receiving due retrenchment compensation etc. and now he is claiming re-employment under Section



[ATT H—w&vE 3(ii)] T T TSI © [ATs 12, 2025/397 21, 1947 5047

25-H of the Act and his claim is hopelessly time barred as the legal heirs have filed the present claim petition in the
year 2019. To support this view he has placed reliance in the case titled as Chief Engineer Ranjit Sagar Dam & Anr.
Vs. Sham Lal, AIR 2006, Supreme Court 2682, wherein in identical matters Court has not entertained writ petition
due to inordinate delay. In the present case there is a delay of about 41 years. He also relied upon the case titled as
Ram Chand Vs. The BBMB and another, CWP no.2787 of 2018, decided on 03.12.2018, where the Hon’ble
Himachal Pradesh High Court has held that dispute if any ought to be raised within a reasonable period as the Act
does not prescribed time limit for referring such dispute. AR for respondents also relied upon the judgment passed by
Hon'ble High Court of Himachal Pradesh Shimla in CWP No0.3057 of 2023 titled as Ghunghriya Ram versus
Himachal Pradesh State Electricity Board Limited and others and judgment passed by Hon'ble High Court, Madras
in WP _Nos.5556 of 2021 titled as Mr. D Poomaran versus The General Manager, Bharat Petorloum Corporation
Ltd. and others, wherein it is stated that as per Section 2-A(3) of the Act, the order should be challenged within 3
years from the date of dismissal, discharge, retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as specified un sub-
section (1) of Section 2-A. In the present case workman was engaged on 29.04.1965 and was discharged on
25.10.1978 and the legal heir has sought re-employment after 41 years which was held to be highly time barred. Thus,
he contended that claim of applicant is time barred. Deceased workman was discharged on 25.10.1978 and thereafter
his legal heir filed present claim before the Labour Conciliation Officer.

Findings:

11. | have given due consideration to the arguments advanced by the learned AR for the applicant and also for
the respondents.

12. So far as this contention of the AR for the respondents that in this case, application is not maintainable by
LRs concerned, the same is devoid of merit as Hon'ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh in case law titled as
Anjaliamma and others versus Labour Court-111 at Hyderabad rep. by its Presiding Officer, Hyderabad and
another (supra) and_Bharathamma and others versus The Labour Court and another (supra) has categorically held
that in case workman had died, then even LRs of the deceased can move an application in respect of the monetary
benefits. The relevant para 14 & 15 of Anjaliamma and others versus Labour Court-111 at Hyderabad rep. by its
Presiding Officer, Hyderabad and another (supra) are produced as under:

14. As already pointed out supra the question whether the legal heirs/representatives of a deceased-workman can
raise an industrial dispute directly under Section 2-A(2) of the Act did not arise for consideration in any of the
decisions of the High Courts or in Rameshwar Manijhi's case (supra). But the Supreme Court in para 13 in the context
of an industrial dispute filed under Section 2-A of the Act has laid down the law that in the event of death of the
workman during pendency of the proceedings the legal representatives or heirs can continue the proceedings. If
according to the Apex Court if a pending proceedings can be continued by the legal heirs/representatives of the
deceased workman after the death of the workman during the pendency of the proceedings, there is no good reason to
hold that such legal representatives/heirs are incompetent to institute the dispute before the Industrial Court after the
death of a workman have locus standi to continue an industrial dispute instituted by such workman in a Labour Court
in law, then they are also competent to institute such workman. The observation of the Supreme Court in paras 11 and
12 in general and in para 13 in particular read with the views expressed by the Calcutta (sic. Kerala) High Court
in Gwalior Rayon's case (supra) and that of the Gujarat High Court in Bank of Baroda's case (supra) which views
are affirmed by the Apex Court in Rameshwar Manjhi's case clearly go to show that legal heirs/representatives of a
deceased workman can institute industrial dispute before the jurisdictional Labour Court after the death of such
workman.

15. This question may be considered from another angle as well. As pointed out supra, the Labour Court in exercise
of its discretionary power under Section 11-A of the Act can grant reliefs of reinstatement or lumpsum compensation
in lieu of reinstatement, back wages, continuity of services or any other appropriate relief, pecuniary or otherwise
having regard to the facts and circumstances of each case. In the present case if the workman were to alive he would
have instituted the industrial dispute in the Labour Court and there was absolutely no legal impediment for him to do
so and if the Industrial Court were to uphold the claim of the workman it would have granted the relief of
reinstatement or lumpsum compensation in lieu of reinstatement, back wages and other reliefs. If that is so what the
deceased workman himself would have been awarded by the Labour Court except the relief of reinstatement had he
be survived, should be considered to be a part of his estate. The learned Authors Clerk & Lindsell on Torts have
pointed out that since it is the deceased's own cause of action which survives for the benefit of his estate, the estate
should recover such damages as the deceased himself would have been awarded had he survived. Therefore it should
be held that with the death of the workman the cause of action to seek reliefs contemplated under the Act from the
Labour Court does not die with him in totality and the causes of action to recover lumpsum compensation in lieu of
reinstatement and back-wages do survive for the benefit of his estate. Recognizing this position and in order to
resolve the conflict of opinions existed earlier among several High Courts, the Legislature inserted sub-section (8)
in Section 10 by Amending Act 46 of 1982 and after the amendment proceedings before any adjudicatory authority in
relation to an industrial dispute shall not lapse merely be reason of the death of any of the parties to the dispute being
a workman and the adjudicator is enjoined to complete such proceedings and submit his award to appropriate
Government. There cannot be any dispute that the petitioners-legal heirs of the deceased workman are entitled to the
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estate left behind the workman. This is so having regard to the provisions of Section 306 of the Indian Succession Act
and the observation of the Division Bench of the Gujarat High Court in the case of Bank of Baroda extracted above
and approved by the Apex Court. In that view of the matter | am in respectful agreement with the view taken by may
learned brother S. Dasaradha Rama Reddy, J. in Bharathamma & Others v. The Labour Court (supra) and it does
not require any reconsideration.

Thus, application on behalf of LRs is maintainable and arguments advanced by the AR for respondents is not
maintainable.

13. The management relied upon mainly in this case on the case titled as Jaswant Singh and another (supra),
which is very material for decision of this case. The said judgment deals with two types of petitioners. First type of
petitioners was employed by the BCB on purely temporary basis and they had also given written undertaking
confirming the term of their appointment. The BCB appointed the first type of petitioners on ad-hoc basis with a clear
understanding that they will have no right to be retained in service after the completion of the Beas Project. They are
Engineers, Section Officer, Accounts Clerk, Teacher etc. and they have claimed their parity with other employees
who belonged to the services of the Punjab, Haryana and Rajasthan Governments and who were serving on deputation
in connection with the works of the Bhakra Nangal Scheme.

14, In respect of these employees, it was held as follow:-

“To sum up, we are of the opinion that the petitioners are employees of the Central Government. Their
conditions of service will be primarily governed by the terms of their appointment but, if they are entitled to the
benefit of any of the rules of the Central Civil Services (Temporary Service) Rules 1965, they may make
representations in that behalf to the appropriate authorities. It is, however, not possible for this Court to grant
to the petitioners any of the reliefs claimed by them as arising out of the provisions of the aforesaid rules,
including the relief by way of a declaration that they shall be deemed to be in quasi- permanent service under
rule 3. We are further of the opinion that the petitioners have no right to be transferred to the services of the
Bhakra Management Board, now re-named as the Bhakra Beas Management Board. Lastly, the proposed
retrenchment of the petitioners does not offend against the guarantee of equality contained in articles 14 and
16 of the Constitution, since the petitioners and the Deputationists belong to two different and distinct
classes.”

15. As regards, second type of employees i.e. work charged employees the judgment deals in Para 41, 42, 43, 44,
45, 46 and 47 which read as follow:-

“41.4 work-charged establishment broadly means an establishment of which the expenses, including the
wages and allowances of the staff, are chargeable to "'works'. The pay and allowances of employees who are
borne on a work-charged establishment are generally shown as a separate sub-head of the estimated cost of
the work.

42. The entire strength of labour employed for the purposes of the Beas Project was work-charged. The
work-charged employees are engaged on a temporary basis and their appointments are made for the
execution of a specified work. From the very nature of their employment, their services automatically come
to an end on the completion of the works for the sole purpose of which they are employed. They do not get
any relief under the Payment of Gratuity Act nor do they receive any retrenchment benefits or any benefits
under the Employees State Insurance Schemes.

43. But though the work-charged employees are denied these benefits, they are industrial workers and are
entitled to the benefits of the pro- visions contained in the Industrial Disputes Act. Their rights flow from
that special enactment under which even contracts of employment are open to adjustment9 and modification.
The work-charged employees, therefore, are in a better position than temporary servant like the other
petitioners who are liable to be thrown out of employment without any kind of compensatory benefits.

44. The record of Writ Petition No. 4505 of 1978 shows that offers of alternative employment were made to
the work- charged employees and many of them have accepted those offers. The rule of ‘last come, first go’
has also been consistently adopted while retrenching the work-charged employees. In fact the work-charged
employees possess a unique right as industrial employees since, by reason of section 25J(1) of the Industrial
Disputes Act, the provisions of Chapter VA, "Lay-off and Retrenchment, have effect notwithstanding
anything inconsistent therewith contained in any other law including standing orders made under the
Industrial Employment (Standing orders) Act, 1946.

45. There were in all about 36000 work-charged employees working on the Beas Project. Out of them, about
26000 have already accepted retrenchment compensation under the settlement arrived between the workmen
and the management in the conciliation proceedings held by the Regional Labour Commissioner (Central),
New Delhi, under section 12 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. All the 12 unions of which the work-
charged employees are members were parties to the said conciliation proceedings. By reason of section
18(3)(d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, a settlement arrived at in the course of a conciliation proceeding is
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binding on all persons who were employed in the establishment to which the dispute relates, whether they
were employed on the date of the dispute or subsequently. In Ramnagar Cane and Sugar Co. Ltd. v. Jatin
Chakravorty and ors., it was held by this Court that it is not even necessary, in order to bind the work men to
the settlement arrived at before the conciliator, to show that they belonged to the union which took part in
the conciliation proceedings, since the policy underlying section 18 of the Act is to give an extended
operation to such settlements. In the instant case, all the 12 unions which represented the workmen on the
work-charged establishment were parties to the conciliation proceedings. The settlement will therefore bind
all the work-charged employees.

46.  Apart from the settlement in the conciliation proceedings, an award was made by the Industrial
Tribunal, Central, Chandigarh, in Reference No. 2-C of 1971, in an industrial dispute between the work-
charged employees of the Beas-Sutlej Link Project, Sundernagar, with which we are concerned, and the
management. Under that award, as stated in the award itself, a consent formula was evolved to which the
workmen "virtually agreed™. The benefits which flow- to the work- charged employees under the aforesaid
award dated May 15, 1974, have been accepted by almost all the work- charged employees, involving a
burden of about Rs. 3 crores on the employers.

47.  Since the work-charged employees are bound by the settlement dated June 28, 1977 effected between
them and the management in the conciliation proceedings and since they are also bound by and have
accepted benefits under the consent award dated May 15, 1974 they are not entitled to any rights apart from
those flowing from the aforesaid settlement and the Award. SLP No.1246 of 1979 which is filed to challenge
the Award and C.M.P. No.2077 of 1979 which is filed for condonation of the delay of over four and half
years caused in filing the SLP shall have to be dismissed.”

16. Thus, from the above observation of Hon'ble Supreme Court it is clear that work charged employees are
engaged on a temporary basis and their appointments are made for the specified work and their service comes to an
end on the completion of work for the sole purpose of which they are employed.

17. Para 43 provides that work charged employees are industrial worker and entitled to the benefit of the
provisions contained under the Industrial Disputes Act. Their rights flow from that special enactment under which
even contracts of employment are open to adjustment and modification. Para 45 as reproduced above further provides
that in the conciliation proceeding it has been held that there were about 36000 work charged employees working on
Beas Project out of them 26000 has already accepted retrenchment compensation under the settlement arrived
between the workmen and the management in the conciliation proceedings held by the Regional Labour
Commissioner (Central), New Delhi under Section 12 of the Act. The said settlement is binding on all the work
charge employees who are working in the establishment to which the dispute relates. In para 46 it is further stated that
apart from the settlement in the conciliation proceeding an award was made by the CGIT Chandigarh in reference
no.2-C in an industrial dispute between the work charged employee of the Beas Sutlej Project, Sundernagar with
which we are concerned and the management. A consent formula was evolved to which the workmen virtually agreed.
In the last para 47 itself specifically stated that work charged employees are bound by the settlement and award May
15, 1974 and they were entitled to rights those flowing from the settlement and award.

18. So far as the settlement executed between the work charged employees and management through unions, the
same has not been produced by the management despite opportunity was given to file the same. Thus, adverse
interference can be drawn against them. To support this view, reliance can be placed to the judgment of Hon’ble
Punjab & Haryana High Court in case held as2001(3) RSJ 382 Ambika Parashad Versus Punjab Urban Planning
and Development Authority Chandigarh and Another wherein it has been held “that respondent has not
produced record in the Labour Court to prove that Workman has not completed 240 days of service though
application was submitted by the Workman for production of record held that a person in possession of the
best evidence has to produce the same, otherwise adverse inference can be drawn against the said party”. In
this case also as per order dated 24.02.2025 of this Tribunal, respondents were asked to produce the settlement arrived
between the 12 union of the work charged employee and management under Section 12 of Act before the Regional
Labour Commissioner, New Delhi and all the work charged employee were bound by the said settlement. On
13.03.2025, Mr. Ravinder Rana, Law Officer appeared on behalf of respondents and stated that aforesaid settlement is
not traceable. It is also added here that in similar decided matters, wherein number of opportunities were given to the
respondents to produce the said settlement, however, despite of availing specific directions, the said policy was not
produced. Those cases are 1D No0.247/2005 titled as Dharam Singh Versus BBMB and another, 1D No.127/2005
titled as Narpat Ram versus Bhakra Beas Management Board and another and other similar matters. As such
adverse inference can be drawn against the management in view of the above law.

19. As regards award passed by Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal, Chandigarh, the relevant claim of the work
charged employees was regarding their regularization services and the finding given by the Tribunal is as follow:-

“Regulation of Services of the workcharged employees.
It is an un-disputed fact that the entire strength of labour as employed in the Project is workcharged. The

institution of workcharged establishment is not only necessary but sometime unavoidable. These workmen
are engaged on temporary basis and their services are utilized for the execution of a specified work for which
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they may be suited. From the very nature of employment the services of such workman automatically come to
an end on the completion of the work. A workcharged employee does not get any relief under the Payment of
Gratuity Act nor is he benefitted by the employees state Insurance Scheme. He does not indeed enjoy any
retiral benefits. Before partition of the country in 1947 it was not usual to have project, construction of
which required a number of years to complete but after constituting ourselves into a democratic Republic
and the Government having taken in hand five year plans for development of the country there are various
schemes involving the construction of works for a period extending over several years as is the case of the
instant Project. It commenced in 1962 and more than 12 years having passed the completion might take
another few years. In such situation it seems reasonable and fair that a workman who has, like a regular
employee, spent the part of his life ranging from 5-10 years upto 20 year, should not be thrown on the road
and must be assured some benefits as are available to regular staff. The other aspect of the matter is that the
employer could not compelled to retain workcharged employees after the work for which the latter had been
engaged is completed, as after all, he was employed before a particular job and the employer, be it the
Government or any of its public undertakings, cannot taken upon itself the responsibility of that workman
for all time to come. It can be well argued that such a workmen should feel happy and content that instead of
remaining un-employed be got employment for a long time.

To assure Industrial peace and economic justice to such class of workmen some balance has in my opinion
to be stuck between the two extremes. It is the duty of the State under the Directive Principles enunciated in
part 4 of the constitution to secure and protect that social order in which justice, social and economic could
be had by all institutions of national life. | fell that it is equally the duty of an adjudicator of industrial
disputes charged with the duty of administering social justice to be guided by the fundamentals contained in
this chapter though he has to bear In mind the limits of the economic capacity of the employer and
Endeavour must have ever be made to secure work for every citizen do in our present economy. It is not
possible to immediately achieve that object. The workman employed by the respondent management are
drawn from different states out of which I am informed about 8/10 thousands are from Punjab about 22000
from Himachal Pradesh and the remaining from the states of Rajasthan and Haryana. Some of the workmen
are from U.P and Bihar and a handful from Kerala. The board has by and large been consistently following
the Punjab pattern in the matter of wage structure, revision thereof from time to time and grant of dearness
allowance. It is only with regard to categories not appearing in the common Schedule of Rates prepared by
the erstwhile United State of Punjab that the board took its independence decisions on the recommendations
of its own standing committee. Even Himachal Pradesh Government generally followed the Punjab policy.
The state government of Punjab in its wisdom, and I should say rightly has declared that the services of work
charged employees in building and roads branch who had worked for 10 years or more would stand
regularized in the sense that the workmen would be treated at par with those in the regular service of the
state government. The benefit of this announcement was afterwards extended to the employees of its
irrigation branch as well at the workman who held from Punjab continue to stay in their parents state the
services of those who had put in 10 years or more would have been regularized the respondent management
too in pursuance of its policy to follow the Punjab pattern might have regularized the services of at least of
those workmen who had come from Punjab but any such course would have created awkward situation as
the workmen from other States could not be discriminated in this respect. Moreover financial implications
and other complications are involved.

In such circumstances stated above, would have directed that the services of those of the workman who have
been continuously employed for more than 10 years should be regularized. But the other problems arising
from such a direction including financial impact on the employer cannot be lost sight of The Central
Government through the board is only managing on behalf of the state of Punjab, Rajasthan Haryana and
Himachal Pradesh who are partners in the venture. Several aspects of the question were discussed with the
workmen and the management in the course of arguments and a formula evolved to which the workman
virtually agreed and I feel that such a solution as stated hereunder is quite just to all the parties provided it is
work out, honestly stated. No doubt, what is referred to me is the matter of regularization of the services of
work charge employees, but the directions that | am issuing in my opinion, amount to only granting lesser
relief than claimed by the workmen. The management can also have no grievance if it wants industrial peace
and is anxious to secure employment to the work-charged employees after the completion of the work. It is
accordingly, directed that at the time of completion of the Project or at any other time within six months
thereof for the maintenance staff for the Project or any of its Works if it is required to be recruited or
transferred from any department of the State Governments or of the Central Government, the offer shall first
be made to the work-charged employees in order of their seniority who have put in 10 years’ continuous
service or more under the Board in that category or trade where the vacancy occurs subject to the medical
fitness of such workmen. The scale of wages as applicable to the workmen will not, however, be disturbed to
their prejudice nor their continuity of service affected. The workmen have expressed an apprehension that
near the completion of the Project trades of some of them might be changed so that it could be said that a
suitable workman needed for a particular job was not available and an outsider was therefore necessary to be
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employed. To protect the workmen against this possible denial of their rights it is further directed that
category or trade of no workman shall be changed within one year preceding the completion of the Project
without his consent in writing and that if any such change without consent is made it will have no
consequence inasmuch as such a workman will be entitled to the job of his earlier trade provided the vacancy
relates to that trade. As regards those of the workmen who cannot be absorbed on the regular maintenance
staff. 1 have no reason to doubt that the State Government who are beneficiaries under the Project and also
the Central Government will make every reasonable effort to get them re-employed at any other Project or
work whether in any one of these States or in any other part of the country where there is a need for
workmen of those trades.”

20. A perusal of aforesaid findings made it ample clear that the order has been passed by the then learned
Presiding Officer, CGIT, Chandigarh to maintain industrial peace and to secure employment to the work charged
employees after the completion of the work and it was also held by the learned CGIT that State Govt. who are
beneficiary under the project and the Central Govt. will make every reasonable effort to get those workmen re-
employed at any other project or work whether in any one of these States or in any other part of the country where
there is a need of workmen of those trades.

21. It is specific case of the applicant that respondents also appointed fresh workmen, but preference was not
given to her late husband during his lifetime, which is in clear violation of section 25-H of the Act. In this regard, it is
pointed out that no pointed cross examination has been done by the law officer of the respondents, meaning thereby,
the respondents have admitted that they have engaged fresh workmen but preference was not given to the deceased
workman during his life time.

22, Admittedly, in this case, no effort was made by the respondents to give any employment after the
retrenchment of the workmen and even there is non-compliance of Rules 77 and 78 of Industrial Rules. The same are
reproduced below:

77. Maintenance of seniority list of workmen. -The employer shall prepare a list of all workmen in the
particular category from which retrenchment is contemplated to be arranged according to the seniority of their
service in that category and cause a copy thereof to be pasted on a notice board in a conspicuous place in the
premises of the industrial establishment at least seven days before the actual date of retrenchment.

78. Re-employment of retrenched workmen. - (1) At least ten days before the date on which vacancies are to
be filled, the employer shall arrange for the display on a notice board in a conspicuous place in the premises of
the industrial establishment details of those vacancies and shall also give intimation of those vacancies by
registered post to every one of all the retrenched workmen eligible to be considered therefore, to the address
given by him at the time of retrenchment or at any time thereafter:

Provided that where the number of such vacancies is less than the number of retrenched workmen, it shall be
sufficient if intimation is given by the employer individually to the senior-most retrenched workmen in the list referred
to in rule 77 the number of such senior-most workmen being double the number of such vacancies:

Provided further that where the vacancy is of a duration of less than one month there shall be no obligation on the
employer to send intimation of such vacancy to individual retrenched workmen:

Provided also that if a retrenched workman, without sufficient cause being shown in writing to the employer, does not
offer himself for re-employment on the date or dates specified in the intimation sent to him by the employer under this
sub-rule, the employer may not intimate to him the vacancies that may be filled on any subsequent occasion.]

(2) Immediately after complying with the provisions of sub-rule (1), the employer shall also inform the trade unions
connected with the industrial establishment, of the number of vacancies to be filled and names of the retrenched
workmen to whom intimation has been sent under that sub-rule:

Provided that the provisions of this sub-rule need not be complied with by the employer in any case where an
intimation is sent to every one of the workmen mentioned in the list prepared under rule 77.

23. Moreover, a perusal of cross examination of Er. Dinesh Kumar (MW1) reveals that the deceased workman
was never called for re-appointment at any point of time and as per aforesaid Rule 77 & 78, the workman was
required to be given notice. Moreover, no explanation has been given that after the retrenchment of the deceased
workman, other persons were not recruited by the management, which is in violation of Section 25-H of the Act.

24. However, the present work charged employee and other work-charged employees have been retrenched long
back and even at the stage it is impossible to re-employ them. However, certainly in respect of workcharged
employees present respondents were directed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in Judgment of Jaswant Singh (Supra)
to give benefits in terms of settlement and award dated 15.05.1974. The main purpose of Hon’ble Supreme Court and
Ld. CGIT Chandigarh was to rehabilitate to some extent the work charged employees and restore peace and congenial
atmosphere that is why Ld. CGIT Chandigarh had given directions to all state to re-employ them. Thus, it does not lie
in the mouth of present respondents that no relief can be granted against present respondents as deceased husband of
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applicant was not their employee.

A So far as this argument of Ld. AR of the management that those work charged employees only who have
completed 10 years of service were required to be adjusted within 6 months from their retrenchment is concerned, the
same is devoid of merit as no effort was made by the management to adjust the work charged employees. Moreover,
no documentary evidence has been produced that any effort was made to adjust the workman after his retrenchment.
Further, Ld. CGIT Chandigarh in its last lines concluded as under:-

“As regards those of the workmen who cannot be absorbed on the regular maintenance staff. I have no reason to
doubt that the State Government who are beneficiaries under the Project and also the Central Government will
make every reasonable effort to get them re-employed at any other Project or work whether in any one of these
states or in any other part of the country where there is a need of workmen of those trades”

Nothing has come on record that above directions were complied with.

25. Moreover, in the absence of production of settlement between work charged employees and management, it
cannot be interfered what were the terms and conditions in the said settlement. Further, CGIT Chandigarh has fixed
ten years time and accrual of vacancy within six months keeping in view the facts and circumstances of the case and
has evolved his own formula to bring peace and harmony between work charged employees and management but it
cannot be said to be a universal policy in the absence of production of settlement between work charged employees
and management. However, no effort was made to adjust the petitioners in view of order of CGIT.

26. As regard, this contention of learned AR of management that petitioners were not the employees of the
BBMB but were the employees of BCB, the same is devoid of merit as Discharge certificate was issued by the
BBMB. Moreover, as per respondents Beas Control Board was constituted in the year 1960. BCB was constituted in
the year 1966 and all the projects were transferred from Beas Control Board to BCB in the year 1966 thereafter as per
Section 79 of the Punjab Re-organization Act, BMB was constituted for administrative, maintenance and operation of
various works as mentioned in Section 79 itself. Section 80(6) of the Punjab Re-organization Act provides that BMB
constituted under Section 79 of the Act shall be re-named as BBMB when any of the components of the Beas Project
has been transferred under sub-section 5 and the BCB shall cease to exist when all the component of the Beas Project
have been so transferred. All the projects under BCB were completed in the year 1984 and BCB ceased to exist in
1984. When all work of BCB stands transferred to BBMB so it cannot be said that BBMB is separate identity than
BCB. Rather BCB has merged in BBMB. Moreover, Hon'ble Supreme Court in Jaswant Singh case (supra) in
respect of work charged employees has no where stated that relief can be sought by work charged employees only
against the BCB. So contention of Ld. AR of the management that BCB and BBMB are two separate entities is
devoid of merit.

27. So far this argument of Law Officer for the respondents that the case is hopelessly time barred is concerned,
the same is again devoid of merits as there was non-compliance of Rule 77 and 78 of Industrial Rules which has been
reproduced above. Moreover, there is no limitation period prescribed for filing a reference. Moreover, reference was
received in the year 2019. So far as case laws on the point of limitation the same are not attracted in the present case
as there was no compliance of Judgment of Jaswant Singh case (Supra). Moreover, limitation was added in Section
2A of the Act in the year 2010 (15.09.2010) and deceased workman was dismissed from service on 25.10.1978 and
AR for respondents has failed to bring this fact that the aforesaid provision was retrospective.

28. It is added here that in the present case, the reference was made under clause (d) of sub-section (1) of Section
10 of the Act. It is not case filed under Section 2-A of the Act. Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in case titled as
Raghubir Singh V/s General Manager, Haryana Roadways, Hissar (supra) has held as follow:

“42. It is an undisputed fact that the dispute was raised by the workman after he was acquitted in the criminal case
which was initiated at the instance of the respondent. Raising the industrial dispute belatedly and getting the same
referred from the State Government to the Labour Court is for justifiable reason and the same is supported by law
laid down by this Court in Calcutta Dock Labour Board (supra). Even assuming for the sake of the argument that
there was a certain delay and latches on the part of the workman in raising the industrial dispute and getting the
same referenced for adjudication, the Labour Court is statutorily duty bound to answer the points of dispute referred
to it by adjudicating the same on merits of the case and it ought to have moulded the relief appropriately in favour of
the workman. That has not been done at all by the Labour Court. Both the learned single Judge as well as the
Division Bench of the High Court in its Civil Writ Petition and the Letters Patent Appeal have failed to consider this
important aspect of the matter.”

Even Hon'ble Supreme Court in para no.31 of the said judgment has held as follow:

“31. The rejection of the reference by the Labour Court by answering the additional issue no. 2 regarding the
delay latches and limitation without adjudicating the points of dispute referred to it on the merits amounts to
failure to exercise its statutory power under Section 11A of the Act. Therefore, we have to interfere with the
impugned award of the Labour Court and the judgment & order of the High Court as it has erroneously
confirmed the award of the Labour Court without examining the relevant provisions of the Act and decisions of
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i

this Court referred to supra on the relevant issue regarding the limitation.’

29. Hon'ble Supreme Court has also referred in the said case decision of Ajaib _Singh v. The Sirhind Co-
Operative Marketing Cum- Processing Service Society Limited & Anr.(AIR 1999 Supreme Court 1351), wherein,
Court has opined that relief cannot be denied to the workman merely on the ground of delay, stating that:-

“10. It follows, therefore, that the provisions of Article 137 of the Schedule to Limitation Act, 1963 are not
applicable to the proceedings under the act and that the relief under it cannot be denied to the workman merely
on the ground of delay. The plea of delay if raised by the employer is required to be proved as a matter of fact
by showing the real prejudice and not as a merely hypothetical defence. No reference to the labour court can be
generally questioned on the ground of delay alone. Even in a case where the delay in shown to be existing, the
tribunal, labour court or board, dealing with the case can appropriately mould the relief by declining to grant
back wages to the workman till the date he raised the demand regarding his illegal retrenchment/ termination
or dismissal.

30. In view of the aforesaid observations of the Hon'ble Supreme Court, the delay was not thus fatal to the case
of the appellant. It is also added here that so far as the case Ram _Chand Vs. The BBMB and another_(supra),
Ghunghriya Ram versus Himachal Pradesh State Electricity Board Limited and others (supra) and Mr. D
Poomaran versus The General Manager, Bharat Petorloum Corporation Ltd. and others (supra) referred by the
AR for respondents are concerned, those cases were filed by the workman under Section 2-A of the Act, which
specifically provides limitation of 3 years from the date of dismissal or retrenchment. Section 10(1) of the Act
specifically provide that appropriate government may refer any industrial dispute at any time, whereas the same is
conspicuously absent in sub-section (3) of Section 2A, which could clearly depict the intention of the legislature
namely, it had deliberately imposed limitation period under sub-section (3) of Section 2A. Thus, period of limitation
cannot be considered. So far as the case law titled as Chief Engineer Ranjit Sagar Dam & Anr. Vs. Sham Lal
(supra), the same is not attracted to the facts and circumstance of the present case in view of the judgment Raghubir
Singh V/s General Manager, Haryana Roadways, Hissar (supra), whose relevant paras are reproduced above.
Therefore, it cannot be said that case of applicant was beyond limitation.

31. However, it is added that Smt. Maya Devi, LR of deceased workman in her affidavit nowhere stated that
retrenchment compensation was not paid to her husband. In her cross examination, she has stated that she does not
know when her husband was retrenched and he was paid compensation etc. Remaining silent in her affidavit that her
husband was not paid any retrenchment compensation meaning thereby that her husband was paid retrenchment
compensation by the management. Moreover, in written statement, stand of the respondents is that the deceased
workman was paid all terminal benefits i.e. retrenchment compensation, gratuity and ex-gratia etc. on account of
retrenchment from BCB as per provisions of the Act and other relevant laws. Thus, it shall be presumed that deceased
workman was given retrenchment compensation. Even a perusal of service record (MW1/B) of deceased workman
reveals that he was paid gratuity etc. So, there is no breach of Section 25 F of the Act.

32. Further, there was non-compliance of Jaswant Singh Case (Supra), Reference No.2C of 1971 and Rule 77
& 78 of Industrial Rules and in this case it would be highly difficult to re-employe the workman. The only remedy left
is to compensate the workman in term of money.

33. Keeping in view the fact and circumstances of the present case and other connected case of similar nature the
following scheme of compensation is deemed fit by this Tribunal:
i. Workcharged employee who has completed 5 years of service or more shall be entitled for Rs.50,000/- along
with interest @9% per annum as compensation from the date of moving of application till the
realization of amount.

ii. Workcharged employee who has completed less than 5 years but more than 1 year would be entitled
Rs.25,000/- along with interest @9% per annum from the date of moving of application till the
realization of amount.

iii. Those employees who have not completed 1 year will not be entitled for any compensation in the
present case.

34. Deceased workman Prabha was employed on 29.04.1965 and was retrenched on 25.10.1978 as mentioned in
Discharge Certificate (Ex.W-1) issued by Sub Divisional Officer, BBMB Sundernagar, and has worked for 13 year
and about 6 months (more than 5 years), so the applicants are entitled for Rs.50,000/- along with interest @9% per
annum from the date of moving the application till its realization.

35. The reference is answered accordingly and stands disposed off.
36. Let copy of this award be sent to the Appropriate Government as required under Section 17 of the Act for
publication.

KAMAL KANT, Presiding Officer
< faeett, 17 97, 2025
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New Delhi, the 17th June, 2025

S.0. 1262.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 56/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour-Bhubaneswar, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The
President, Orissa Shrimp Seed Production Supply & Research Centre (OSSPARC) , Kerala and Sri Niranjan
Pandfa, Odisha workmen which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government
on 16.06.2025.

[No. L -42025-07-2025-140-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR
Present:

Sri Dinesh Kumar Singh,
Presiding Officer, C.G.1.T.-cum-Labour Court,
Bhubaneswar.
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 56/2016
Filed under section 2(A)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act.
Date of Passing Order — 21° April, 2025

Between :-
Sri Niranjan Pandfa,
S/o. Padmanava Parida, At./Po. Narendrapur,
Via Bhanja Vihar,
Dist. Ganjam, Odisha.
Applicant-Workman.
(And)
The President, Orissa Shrimp Seed Production
Supply & Research Centre (OSSPARC) MPEDA House,
Panampilly Avenue, Kochi — 682 036, Kerala.
Management-Opp. Party.
Appearances:
Mr. Amar Shoo, Advocate.... For the 1* Party-Management.
Mr. Kailah Chandra Mishra... For the Applicant-Workman.
ORDER

This order is being passed on an application of applicant-workman filed under section 2-A(2) of the
Industrial Disputes Act (herein-after referred as an Act).

2. The case of the applicant-workman as per his statement of claim is as follows:-

That he was working under the 1% Party-Management since 28.06.1990 and he was illegally relieved from
service on 31.03.2009 by the 1** Party-Management, whereas he had been assured by the 1% Party-Management for
disbursement of his arrear dues as well as his rehabilitation. The 1% Party-Management has formulated Service Rules
and as per the said rule on successful completion of probation on first appointment every employee shall be
confirmed. As per the rules formulated by the Management the date of retirement from service was 60 years and there
was no such provision for voluntary retirement scheme, but calling the workman by the Management to submit option
for VR Scheme was unconstitutional. Though, he did not opt for VR Scheme floated by the Management he was
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forced to sign the format for VR Scheme and he was assured for rehabilitation for his livelihood. Since, the action of
the Management was neither legal nor justified the 2" party-workman raised a dispute before the R.L.C.(C)
Bhubaneswar on dated 28.11.2013 and when the matter was not resolved he had filed this application under section 2-
A(2) of the Act with a prayer to pass an order of his reinstatement of his service with full back wages.

3. The case of the 1 Party-Management as per its written statement is as follows:-

That the present proceeding filed by the applicant under section 2-A(2) of the 1.D. Act is not maintainable
in the eye of law as the same is grossly barred by limitation. The applicant workman has voluntarily opted for Special
VR Scheme floated by the Management and the workman has received all the benefits under Special V.R. scheme.
After that the applicant-workman in an afterthought and with ill intention had raised industrial dispute under section
2A(2) of the 1.D. Act which is grossly barred by limitation. The applicant workman has voluntarily taken retirement
on 31.03.2009 from his service by way of opting special V.R. Scheme floated by the Management and also received
all the benefits accrued to him, so the allegation of illegal removal from service on 31.03.2009 by the Management is
false, frivolous and baseless. In the Industrial Disputes (Amendment) Act, 2010 Section 2(A)(2) & (3) are inserted
for the benefits of the workman to raise his dispute with the management connected with or arising out of discharge,
dismissal, retrenchment or termination, directly before Labour Court or Tribunal within a specific period of three
years of such alleged dispute, but the applicant has filed his application much after three years.

A prayer has been made to reject the application of the applicant-workman on the ground of limitation.

4. After going through the pleadings of both the parties it is quite apparent that the 2™ party-workman/applicant
has filed this application under section 2-A(2) of the 1.D. Act on 28.06.2016 whereas it is the claim of the applicant
that he was relieved from service on 31.03.2009.

5. At this stage the Tribunal thinks it proper to discuss here the provisions of the Section — 2(A)(3) of
the 1.D. Act:-

Section 2-A(3) of the Act specifically provides that 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).

6. In the instant case the applicant-workman has raised the dispute under section 2-A(2) of the Act after expiry
of more than seven years of his alleged termination/retrenchment, so the petition filed by the applicant is not within
the prescribed period provided under the provisions of the I.D. Act.

7. After considering all the facts and circumstances of the case the Tribunal finds and holds that the application
filed under section 2-A(2) of the I.D. Act is not maintainable as it is time barred. Hence, the application filed under
section 2-A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act is rejected and the case is dismissed.

8. Order is passed accordingly.

9. A copy of this order is sent to the appropriate government for notification as required under section 17 of the
I.D. Act, 1947. File is consigned to record room.

Dictated &Corrected by me.
DINESH KUMAR SINGH, Presiding Officer

e fawelY, 17 S, 2025
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New Delhi, the 17th June, 2025

S.0. 1263.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 35/2020-21) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
M/s. N.T.P.C, and received by the Central Government on 28/05/2025.

[No. L -22013/01/2025- IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/35/2020-21 Date: 21.03.2025.
Party No.1: The Group General Manager,

National Thermal Power Company Ltd.,
Mouda Post. & Tah. Mouda,
Distt-Nagpur-441104.
2) The Managing Director/General Manager,
M/s Shashi Engineering Company,
Branch Office: Vindhyanagar,
Singrauli (MP)-486885.
Vis.
Party No.2: The President,
Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh,
House of Shri Prem Rodekar,
Tarsa Road, Kanhan, Tah. Parseoni,
Distt- Nagpur-441404.
AWARD
(Dated: 21 March, 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 N.T.P.C. and their workman Shri Ishwar Shankar
Madankar for adjudication, as per letter No. N-8(21)/2020-1D/IR dated 27.10.2020, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of management The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Shashi
Engineering Company, Bench Office: Vindhyanagar, Singrauli (MP) in terminating the service of Shri Ishwar
Shankar Madankar w.e.f. 09/06/2017 is just fair & legal? 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
16/02/2021 i.e. near about four years. Petitioner has not filed his statement of claim till date. Although the respondent
has filed his reply on 11/11/2021 but now, both the parties are not attending the Court since long back. It appears that
petitioner is not interested to contest the case further more. No evidence has been adduced on behalf of petitioner to
prove the contents of the claim. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered:
ORDER

The action of management The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Shashi Engineering
Company, Bench Office: Vindhyanagar, Singrauli (MP) in terminating the service of Shri Ishwar Shankar
Madankar w.e.f. 09/06/2017 is just fair & legal. The workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

75 Reeft, 19 S, 2025
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New Delhi, the 19th June, 2025

S.0. 1264.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 16/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of Air
India Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 03/07/2025

[No. L -22013/01/2025- IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: -Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 16" day of April, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE LC No0.16/2014
Between:
M. Satyanarayana, S/o Late Shri M. Ramaiah,
Aged 37 years, Helper (Casual),
Air India Limited (Erstwhile Indian Airlines),
Hyderabad, R/o H.No. 1-31-718, Greenfield,
Indiranagar, Tirumalgherry, Secunderabad. ......Petitioner
AND
1. The Air India Limited
(Erstwhile Indian Airlines),
Rep. by the chairman and Managing Director,
Sasdarjung Airport, New Delhi-110003.
2. The Deputy General manager (Personnel),
Air India Limited (Erstwhile Indian Airlines),

Southern Region, Begumpet, Hyderabad-500016.

Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner: A. Nagendra Rao, Advocate
For the Respondent: V. Uma Devi & N. Srinivas, Advocate

AWARD

Sri M. Satyanarayna, who worked as Helper (who will be referred to as the workman) has filed this petition
under Sec. 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against the Respondents Air India Limited for to set aside the
action of the Respondent for termination of the services of the petitioner herein from the post of helper. To regularize
the services of the petitioner herein the post of helper from the initial date of appointment.

2. On the date fixed for Petitioner’s evidence, Petitioner called absent. Despite providing sufficient
opportunity Petitioner did not adduce any evidence to substantiate his claim. Therefore, a ‘No claim’ award is
passed for want of evidence.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC 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
NIL NIL
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Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL

e fawelY, 17 S, 2025
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P PR AERE AVHOT - I - 56 WA, AR B vEe (ded d@&r 26/2016-17)
Pl UBMT BAT B, Sl Dwd ARDR Pl 27 /05/2025 DI YT G AT |

[¥. T7-22012/90/2016-3E 3R, (Fuw-11)]
Tforeq. U, 37 fReers

New Delhi, the 17th June, 2025

S.0. 1265.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 26/2016-17) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
WCL and their workmen received by the Central Government on 27/05/2025.

[No. L -22012/90/2016- IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/26/2016-17 Date: 20.05.2025.
Party No.1: The Sub Area Manager,

WCL, Junad O/c Mines, Post. Ukni,

Tehsil: Wani, Distt. Yavatmal,

Yavatmal (M.S.) — 445304.
VIs.
Party No.2: The Vice President,

Sanyukta Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (AITUC),

Junad O/c Branch, Post Ukni, Tehsil: Wani,

Distt. Yavatmal (M.S.) — 445304.

AWARD
(Dated: 20" May, 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 WCL, Junad O/c Mines, Post Ukni, Tah: Wani, and
their workman Shri. Tatoba Maroti Shende, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/90/2016 (IR(CM-II)) dated
10.11.2016, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the demand of union raised vide their representation dated 05/11/2014 over the issue of
basic wage protection on conversion from piece rate to time rate in respect of Shri. Tatoba Maroti
Shende, Retired Peon, Junad OCM, Wani North Area, Dist. Yavatmal is fair, just or lega I? If not, to
what relief the concerned workman retired employee is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are not present. Both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
long back. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since 19.08.2019. Although, statement of claim and written statement
have been filed by the parties respectively. No other evidence has been filed by the petitioner to prove his case.
Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It appears that he is not interested to contest the case
furthermore. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered.
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ORDER

The demand of union raised vide their representation dated 05/11/2014 over the issue of basic wage protection
on conversion from piece rate to time rate in respect of Shri. Tatoba Maroti Shende, Retired Peon, Junad
OCM, Wani North Area, Dist. Yavatmal is unfair, unjust or illegal. The concerned workman is not entitled to
any relief.

Justic (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

% faeefl, 20 S, 2025

HLAT. 1266.—ai=ifies  fJare ™, 1047 (1947 @1 14) @ ORT 17 S JFAROT H, d=al
WHR To Al T & Jaeas & Gdg Aod! iR S dHaRI & 99, orjay # i sienfis faarg #
P R A AP - T2 - 5[ ™™, AR Ude (Fed 9@ 38/2012-13)
B UGG HAT B, O D= SR Bl 27 /05/2025 DI YT G AT |

[¥, Te1-22012/248/2012-31E 3%, (.178-11)]

forses.uq, 37 Aea®

New Delhi, the 20th June, 2025

S.0. 1266.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 38/2012-13) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of WCL
and their workmen received by the Central Government on 27/05/2025.

[No. L -22012/248/2012— IR (CM-I1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

_Case No.CGIT/NGP/38/2012-13 Date: 20.05.2025.
Party No.1: The Deputy Chief Personnel Manager(1/C),

I.R. & Pension, Western Coalfields Ltd.,

Coal Estate, Civil Lines,

Nagpur — 440001

Nagpur.

VIs.
Party No.2: The General Secretary,

Lalzanda Coal Mines Mazdoor Union (CITU),
WCL HQ Branch, Coal Estate,
Civil Lines, Nagpur — 440001
Nagpur.

AWARD

(Dated: 20" May, 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 1.R. & Pension, Western Coalfields Ltd, and their
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union/Lalzanda Coal Mines Mazdoor Union, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/248/2012(IR(CM-I11)) dated
06.02.2013, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the management of the Western Coalfields Ltd. Nagpur through its Dy. Chief
Personnel Manager (1/C) & Western Coalfields Employees Co-operative Society, Nagpur for non-
payment of salary for 30 canteen employees of Western Coalfields Employees (HQ) Consumer Co-
operative Society for the month of Sept., 2009 is legal and justified ? If not, then what relief the
workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent. Both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
13.04.2020. Although statement of claim and written statement have been filed by the parties respectively. Petitioner
has also filed his affidavit as evidence but petitioner is not coming to the Court to establish the contents of the
affidavit as well as the contents of the statement of claim. No other evidence has been filed by the petitioner to prove
his case. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It appears that he 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 action of the management of the Western Coalfields Ltd. Nagpur through its Dy. Chief Personnel
Manager (I/C) & Western Coalfields Employees Co-operative Society, Nagpur for non-payment of salary for
30 canteen employees of Western Coalfields Employees (HQ) Consumer Co-operative Society for the month of
Sept., 2009 is legal and justified. The workmen are not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
g faeett, 1 5@TE, 2025

HLAT. 1267.—aiefe  fdare AfFRM, 1947 (1947 FT 14) B ORT 17 S ATEV H, DA
WHR T 8 T & Ydads & Adg RN R SH96 dHaRl & 49, srdy & fAfde senfie fare

>N WeR Aenfie Afdwer - A8 - 59 WAy, AEAHA B Yare (deH wwr 30/2021) @t
UHIRG HAT 8, Wl b EROR B 01,/07 /2025 B U g3l T |

[€. Te7-22012/64/2021-31E 3=, (F.77-11)]

Tforeq.uq, 37 Reers

New Delhi, the 1st July , 2025
S.0. 1267.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 30/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
ECL and their workmen received by the Central Government on 01/07/2025.

[No. L -22012/64/2021— IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

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

Presiding Officer,
C.G.1.T-cum-L.C., Asansol.
REFERENCE CASE NO. 30 OF 2021
PARTIES: Pramod Kanu,
Son of Late Dahu Kanu
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Vs
Management of Khas Kajora Colliery, ECL
REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Union/Workman: Mr. Rakesh Kumar, President, Koyala Mazdoor Congress
For the Management of ECL: Mr. P. K. Das, learned Advocate
INDUSTRY: Coal.
STATE: West Bengal.
Dated: 01/04/2025
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 Government of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No. L-22012/64/2021-1R(CM-I1) dated 14/12/2021 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the
employer, that is the Management of Khas Kajora Colliery of Eastern Coalfields Limited and their workmen for
adjudication by this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the Management of Khas Kajora Colliery, Kajora Area, M/s. E.C.Ltd. not providing
employment to Sri Promod Kanu son of Late Dahu Kanu, Ex-CCM Driver, U.M.No. 551030 and
compensation to the wife of deceased employee is justified or not? If not, what relief the dependent of Late
Dahu Kanu is entitled to?”

1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/64/2021-IR(CM-I11) dated 14/12/2021 from the Government of India,
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case No. 30 of 2021 was registered on
14.12.2021/01.07.2022 and an order was passed for 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.

2. Mr. Rakesh Kumar, President, Koyala Mazdoor Congress filed written statement on behalf of the dependent
son of the deceased employee on 08/08/2022. Management of ECL filed their written statement on 17/01/2023. In
gist, fact of the union’s case is that Dahu Kanu, an employee of ECL bearing UM No. 551030 was posted at Khas
Kajora Colliery as CCM Driver. He died in harness on 18/05/1998. Under clause 9.3.2 of NCWA-VI one dependent
of the deceased employee is entitled to get employment. Accordingly wife of the deceased employee applied for
providing employment to her and submitted necessary documents. Management of the company did not provide
employment to the wife of the deceased employee. Discouraging female dependent from claiming employment,
management of ECL suggested to the wife of the deceased to apply for employment to the dependent son, Pramod
Kanu. Wife of Late Dahu Kanu thereafter submitted another application for providing employment to her son,
Pramod Kanu. Management of ECL processed the employment proposal, held screening test at the colliery level and
Area level. Pramod Kanu was thereafter referred for his medical examination which was to be held by the Initial
Medical Examination Board. The IME Board declared the age of Pramod Kanu as seventeen to twenty two years
which was calculated as nineteen years and six months at the time of Initial Medical Examination. Pramod Kanu also
submitted several documents including his Birth Registration Certificate, wherein his Date of Birth is recorded as
01/07/1982 which implies that his age was sixteen years on the date of death of Dahu Kanu. He produced his School
Leaving Certificate/Transfer Certificate in which his Date of Birth is mentioned as 01/07/1982. Janma Kundali
produced revealed the Date of Birth as 01/07/1982. In the Service Record Excerpt of Dahu Kanu age of his son, Dahu
Kanu was recorded as two years in the year 1987. On request of Pramod Kanu for holding his medical examination
again, the Apex Medical Board on examining Pramod Kanu assessed his age between twenty to twenty five years as
on 12/03/2007 i.e. fourteen years and eight months on the date of death of employee. According to the union age of
the person was sixteen years on the date of death of his father as mentioned above and according to report of the
Medical Board his age was fourteen years and eight months i.e. near to fifteen years. It is further stated that on the
date of submitting application for employment, age of Pramod Kanu was above fifteen years and according to the
provision of clause 9.5.0 of NCWA-VI if age of the dependent son is twelve years on the date of death of employee,
his name would be maintained in live roster for providing employment and wife of the deceased employee is entitled
to get Monetary Compensation. It is contended by the union that according to the provision of NCWA Coal India
Limited is legally bound to provide employment to one dependent of the deceased employee and the claim for
employment is not based upon compassionate ground. It is disclosed that the union raised Industrial Dispute before
the ALC (C), Raniganj on 12/07/2010 which ended in failure and FOC report was sent to the Secretary, Ministry of
Labour and Employment vide letter No. 1/105/2010-ALCR but unfortunately neither the dispute was referred for
adjudication nor did the Ministry deny such reference. Concerned union thereafter approached the Ministry afresh for
referring the Industrial Dispute to the Tribunal. In the Written Statement reference has been made to similar situation
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where in a case of Late Sitaram Singh, Hon’ble High Court passed the order and employment was provided to the
dependent son, though his age was less than fifteen years at the time of death of the employee. Union prayed for
providing employment to Pramod Kanu as dependent son of Late Dahu Kanu and Monetary Compensation to the wife
of the deceased employee from the date of his death with all consequential benefits.

3. Management contested the case by filing written statement through Agent, Khas Kajora Colliery, ECL. It is
admitted that Dahu Kanu was a permanent employee of Khas Kajora Colliery and expired on 18/05/1998. According
to the management, Chandra Kala Devi, wife of Late Dahu Kanu at first applied for providing employment to her in
place of her deceased hushand by filing application on 25/01/2000. Her claim was processed. Management of Khas
Kajora Colliery forwarded a proposal on 18/04/2000 to the Competent Authority for providing Monetary
Compensation to Chandra Kala Devi in lieu of employment under death scheme. In their internal letter dated
23/08/2000 issued from the Area to the management of the colliery, it was specified that ordinarily no approval would
be given for belated claim nor would the same be processed. The case file was resubmitted at Area level on
12/09/2000 which was returned on 19/05/2003 with a communication that as directed by Headquarters, the colliery
was requested to process the case of Late Dahu Kanu, Ex-Machine Driver of Khas Kajora Colliery which was claimed
by the dependent after six months from the date of death of deceased employee for employment after observing all
formalities. It is further stated that Pramod Kanu claimed employment as son of the deceased employee by submitting
application on 30/11/2003. A screening of Pramod Kanu was held on 16/02/2004 and relevant papers submitted by
the son of the deceased were sent to the Area vide letter dated 16/18.03.2004. Initial Medical Examination of Pramod
Kanu was held on 17/12/2004 where it was found that he was below fifteen years at the time of death of his father and
the management of Kajora Area informed the Agent by letter dated 04/02/2005 that the claim for employment of
Pramod Kanu could not be forwarded to Head Quarters. An application was submitted by Pramod Kanu for holding
his medical examination once again. Initial Medical Examination of Pramod Kanu was done by the Area on
17/12/2004 and his age was assessed as seventeen to twenty two years and he did not produce his Birth /Birth
Registration Certificate before the Area Medical Board at that time. He arranged his Birth Registration Certificate
subsequently which was issued on 18/09/2005 by the authority. On 09/03/2007, Pramod Kanu was referred for his re-
medical examination by the Apex Medical Board for assessment of his age. On the basis of letter dated 30/05/2007
issued by the Dy. Chief Personnel Manager of Kajora Area, it was communicated to the Agent, Khas Kajora Colliery
that earlier Initial Medical Examination of Pramod Kanu was done by the Area Medical Board on 17/12/2004 and his
age was assessed as seventeen to twenty two years i.e. nineteen years and six months as on 17/12/2004 and on
referring to the Apex Medical Board for re-examination of his age, Pramod Kanu’s age was assessed by the Apex
Medical Board as twenty to twenty five years i.e. twenty two years and six months as on 12/03/2007. According to
the management age of Pramod Kanu was less than fifteen years at the time of death of Late Dahu Kanu and
according to the rule of the company, son of a deceased employee had to be above fifteen years of age for being
eligible for entering his name in the live roster for employment. According to the management, Pramod Kanu was
found ineligible for employment against the death of his deceased father. Furthermore, dispute has been raised more
than twenty one years after date of death of Late Dahu Kanu and has been referred to this Tribunal in the year 2021,
i.e. after more than twenty three years of death of the employee as such the Industrial Dispute raised is a stale one and
same needs to be dismissed. Management referred to a decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in a case of M/s.
Eastern Coalfields Limited vs. Anil Badyakar and Others where the Hon’ble Could disapproved the employment
on compassionate ground after passage of long years. It was observed that the dispute was a stale and the same was
not considered for conciliation.

4. In support of the case, Pramod Kanu filed an affidavit-in-chief and examined himself as Workman Witness-
I. In his evidence witness deposed that his father died on 18/05/1998 while he was in service of the company. He
produced the following documents:-

(i copy of Service Identity Card of Dahu Kanu is produced as Exhibit W-1.

(i) copy of service record of his father in two pages is collectively produced as Exhibit W-2.
(iii) copy of death certificate of his father is produced as Exhibit W-3.

(iv) copy of letter dated 07/02/2000 issued to his mother is produced as Exhibit W-4.

(v) copy of reply submitted by his mother is produced as Exhibit W-5.

(vi) copy of his application submitted for employment is produced as Exhibit W-6.

(vii) copy of letter issued by the Dy. Personnel Manager is produced as Exhibit W-7.

(viii)  copy of reply submitted by him against letter dated 04/02/2005 is produced as Exhibit W-8.
(ix) copy of his mother’s letter dated 19/10/2005 is produced as Exhibit W-9.

x) copy of letter dated 14/01/2006 informing that his age could not be reassessed by Area Medical Board is
produced as Exhibit W-10.
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(xi) copy of letter dated 08/06/2007 regarding age assessment for the second time is produced as Exhibit W-11.
(xii) copy of representation submitted by the workers’ union dated 27/10/2007 is produced as Exhibit W-12.
(xiii)  copy of another representation dated 14/03/2008 of the union is produced as Exhibit W-13.

(xiv)  copy of internal letter dated 16/05/2009 whereby company regretted the proposal for re-medical of Pramod
Kanu is produced as Exhibit W-14.

(xv) copy of his Transfer Certificate issued by Utkramit Madhya Vidyalaya is produced as Exhibit W-15.

(xvi)  copy of order passed by Assistant Labour Commissioner (C) Raniganj at Durgapur which resulted in failure
of Conciliation, which is collectively produced as Exhibit W-16.

(xvii)  copy of letter dated 14/08/2019 issued by ALC(C), Raniganj at Durgapur for raising dispute afresh is
produced as Exhibit W-17.

In cross-examination workman witness deposed that his mother submitted application within two months from date of
death of his father and he applied for employment in the year 2003. Witness stated that he was eighteen years of age
in the year 2003. It may be gathered from evidence of WW-I that his father was murdered at his native place and his
mother was mentally disturbed for which some delay might have occurred. It transpires from cross-examination of the
witness that he appeared for Initial Medical Examination in the year 2004 and submitted another application in the
year 2005 for his medical examination afresh. Apex Medial Board held re-medical examination on 12/03/2007 which
assessed the age of Pramod Kanu as twenty to twenty five years. In the later part of cross-examination it is stated that
his mother died on 16/10/2021 during pendency of this dispute.

5. Mr. Proloy Dasgupta is examined as Management Witness-1 and filed his affidavit-in-chief. In the affidavit-
in-chief witness deposed that initially wife of Late Dahu Kanu submitted application for providing employment to her
but the witness was unable to produce copy of the application. It is deposed that application of the wife of Late Dahu
Kanu was not considered on the ground that the application was filed after expiry of six months from date of death of
her husband. Witness further stated that Pramod Kanu was less than fifteen years of age at the time of death of his
father and his name could not be maintained in live roster which was communicated to him by the Agent vide letter
dated 04/02/2005. According to the MW-I, the petitioner claiming employment was underage at the time of his
father’s death due to which prayer for maintaining his name in the live roster of the company was not allowed.
Management Witness-I produced the following documents in support of their case:-

(i) copy of application submitted by Pramod Kanu on 28/11/2003 is produced as Exhibit M-1.
(i) copy of service excerpt of Dahu Kanu is produced as Exhibit M-2.
(iii) copy of letter dated 23/08/2000 is produced as Exhibit M-3.

(iv) copy of letter dated 04/02/2005 of Deputy Chief Personnel Manager issued to the Agent, Khas Kajora
Colliery is produced as Exhibit M-4. In the letter it was informed that Pramod Kanu was below fifteen years of age at
the time of his father’s death.

(v) copy of letter dated 19/11/2005 submitted by Pramod Kanu praying for assessing his age by Medical Board
is produced as Exhibit M-5.

(vi) copy of letter dated 30/05/2007 informing the findings of Apex Medical Board is produced as Exhibit M-6.

In cross-examination, witness deposed that during pendency of application submitted by the wife of deceased, the son
made a fresh application for employment for which employment proposal of the wife was discontinued. Witness
admitted that no Monetary Compensation was granted to the wife of deceased employee despite her application was
submitted claiming monetary compensation. Witness admitted Exhibit W-9 i.e. application submitted by the wife
praying for payment of Monetary Compensation. In course of cross-examination Management Witness deposed that
management considers the age assessed by the Medical Board and not the school certificate. Witness denied the
suggestion that management committed illegality by not providing employment to the son of the deceased.

6. Mr. Rakesh Kumar, union representative argued that Chandra Kala Devi, widow of the deceased employee
submitted her application for her employment on 10/02/2000. In her letter she disclosed that after death of her
husband she was in a state of mental shock and was not in normal position to take suitable decision at that time. She
prayed for her employment after explaining the delay seeking help for providing employment. Management did not
process her prayer for employment. During pendency of such application, Pramod Kanu, the minor son of the
deceased employee on attaining majority submitted an application (Exhibit W-6) dated 28/11/2003 praying for his
employment in place of his deceased father. Management regretted the prayer for employment on the ground that
Pramod Kanu was less than fifteen years at the time of death of his father (Exhibit W-7). Mr. Kumar submitted that
Pramod Kanu made a fresh application praying for his re-medical examination by the Apex Medical Board and stated
that he was sixteen years of age as on 18/05/1998. Manager of Khas Kajora Colliery in letter dated 14/01/2006
informed Pramod Kanu that Area Medical Board on 17/02/2004 assessed his age as seventeen to twenty two years
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and the Birth Registration Certificate which was not produced before the Area Medical Board and was subsequently
obtained on 18/09/2005 could not be considered. It is further stated in the letter that since age of Pramod Kanu was
assessed by the Area Medical Board, the same could not be re-examined on the basis of documents not considered to
be authentic. Mr. Kumar referring to Exhibit W-11, a letter issued by the Manager, Khas Kajora Colliery dated
08/06/2007 submitted that Pramod Kanu was referred for reassessment of age by the Apex Medical Board and his age
was assessed as twenty to twenty five years i.e. twenty two years and six months as on 12/03/2007. It is argued that if
the age assessed by the Medical Board is considered to be correct then average age of Pramod Kanu would be twenty
two years and six months as on 12/03/2007. Therefore, applying the provision of clause 9.5.0 (iii) of NCWA-VI
applicable to the workman and the management from 01/07/1996 to 30/06/2001, which provides that in a case of
death if no employment is offered and male dependent is twelve years or more in age, he will be kept in live roster
and will be provided employment commensurating with his skill and qualification when he attains eighteen years of
age. Mr. Kumar argued that ECL is bound by NCWA and was responsible to maintain name of the dependent son of
Late Dahu Kanu in live roster and provide employment to him on his attaining majority. It is argued that in the instant
case management has acted in an arbitrary manner by not providing employment to the dependent son and not paying
Monetary Compensation to the widow of the deceased during her lifetime.

7. Mr. P. K. Das, learned advocate for the management of ECL argued that the Industrial Dispute is liable to be
dismissed on two counts. Firstly, the application for employment was made after inordinate delay of fifteen years and
secondly the age of the dependent son should not be less than fifteen years for the purpose of maintaining his name in
live roster. Since the age of Pramod Kanu was thirteen years and eight months at the time of death of his father on
18/05/1998 management had no option but to disapprove the prayer for employment due as petitioner son
was below age.

8. I have considered the pleading, evidence adduced and documents produced. Admittedly Dahu Kanu was a
permanent employment of Khas Kajora Colliery, ECL and died on 18/05/1998 while he was in service of the
company. Chandra Kala Devi, his wife at first submitted application on 10/02/2000 claiming employment. In reply to
management’s letter No. KKC/P&IR/C-6/46/150 dated 07/02/2000 where after two years from death of employee,
management asked wife of the deceased that no claim paper for employment had been filed and she filed her
application only on 25/01/2000 after one and half years as such prayer would not be entertained as per circular and
guideline of the company, wife of the deceased in letter dated 10/02/2000, explained the delay, disclosing that after
death of her husband she was in a shock for long time and was not in normal position to take suitable decision. It
appears from the materials on record that management did not consider the prayer for employment of the wife.
However, on the basis of application dated 28/11/2003 by Pramod Kanu (Exhibit W-6) he was referred for his
medical examination and by letter dated 09/02/2005 (Exhibit W-7), Pramod Kanu was informed by the management
of Khas Kajora Colliery that on assessment of age by Initial Medical Examination on 17/12/2004 his age was assessed
between seventeen years to twenty two years i.e. nineteen years six months as on 17/12/2004. It was further informed
that his prayer could not be forwarded to Head Quarters as he was less than fifteen years of age. Written statement of
the management reveals that on the basis of application for employment submitted by Pramod Kanu on 30/11/2003,
screening at colliery level was held on 16/02/2004 and his medical examination was held on 17/12/2004. It is evident
that the application of Pramod Kanu had been entertained and acted upon by the management. He was also referred to
the Apex Medical Board on 09/03/2007 for his age assessment where his age was reassessed as twenty to twenty five
years as on 12/03/2007. Management Witness relying upon the age assessed by the Apex Medical Board on
12/03/2007 (Exhibit M-6) deposed that petitioner was underage at the time of his father’s death and the prayer for
employment was not allowed. Witness admitted in cross-examination that management did not respond to the
application of wife praying for employment and Monetary Compensation and no communication was made by the
management disclosing reasons for not considering the prayers. | find from the evidence that management did not
communicate their decision to Pramod Kanu regarding his claim for employment. At this juncture it would be
appropriate to consider the provision of NCWA applicable to a case where death took place on 18/05/1998. It appears
that NCWA-VI which was signed on 23/12/2000 has been made applicable from 01/07/1996 to 30/06/2001. In the
present case management has assessed age of Pramod Kanu as twenty two years and six months as on 12/03/2007 and
if said the assessment is considered for the purpose of deciding age of the dependent son then on the death of his
father, he was thirteen years and eight months of age. According to the provision of clause 9.5.0(iii) name of a male
dependent has to be maintained in live roster if he is above twelve years of age on the date of death of his father and
he would be provided employment on attaining age of eighteen years. In the instant case the management has
committed a clear violation of the provision of NCWA-VI where the management did not take into consideration the
age of the dependent son for the purpose of maintaining his name in live roster for granting employment. As long as a
son is a minor and does not have legal competence to decide as to within what time application for employment
should be submitted, the argument of the management that application for employment was submitted after a long
delay cannot be accepted.

9. In the present case management faulted on their part by not providing Monetary Compensation to the wife of
the deceased though application was filed within one year and eight months. It was the duty of the management to
extend the benefits of Monetary Compensation and employment to the family of the deceased employee according to
the terms of settlement. From the evidence of WW-I | find that wife of the deceased, Chandra Kala Devi has died on
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16/10/2021 as such no Monetary Compensation can be paid to her. Pramod Kanu, dependent son is found eligible and
entitled to get employment in place of his father in terms of clause 9.5.0(iii) of NCWA-VI. Management of ECL is
directed to take appropriate step to process the prayer of employment of Pramod Kanu, son of Late Dahu Kanu
commensurating with his skill and qualification. Management shall complete the process for granting employment to
the son within one month from date of communication of Award, if the process is not complete within the stipulated
time, management shall be liable to provide compensation of Rs. 30,000/ per month to the dependent son till
employment is provided to him.

Hence,
ORDERED

that the Industrial Dispute raised by the union is decided in favour of the petitioner on contest. Management is
directed to provide employment to Pramod Kanu, son of Late Dahu Kanu within one month from the date of
communication of Award, in default, management of ECL shall be liable to pay a compensation of Rs. 30,000/ per
month to the dependent son till employment is provided to him. Let an Award be drawn up in light of my above
findings and copies of the Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry for information and Notification.

ANANDA KUMAR MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer

s faeefT, 2 JeITE, 2025

FAM. 1268.—aiefe  fdare AR, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B ORI 17 S ARV 4, D4l
WHR 7 HT TA, & U & Wag Al 3R S8 HHGRI & 919, 3y # i aienfie faarg #

S PR sitEife siffedxer - g - 59 [Eed, 999 1,8 d9re (Wed W@ 31/2003)
P UBMT BAT B, Sl D= ARBGR DI 30/06/2025 DI UK G AT |

[€, T7-20012/241/2002-37$ 31, (7. 79-1)]

Tforeq.uq, 37 Reers

New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025
S.0. 1268.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 31/2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Dhanbad-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
C.C.L, and their workmen received by the Central Government on 30/06/2025.

[No. L -20012/241/2002— IR (CM-1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1,DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d)& (2A) of 1.D.Act. 1947.
Reference Case No. 31/2003

Employer in relation to the management of Swang Colliery of M/s. CCL, Bokaro.
AND.
Their workman.
Present: Shri Sachindra Kumar Pandey
Presiding Officer
Appearances:
For the Employers :- Sri D.K. Verma, Ld. Advocate.
For the workman. :- None.
State : Jharkhand. Industry:-Coal
Dated 10/06/2025
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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),Government Of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No0.L-20012/241/2002-1R(C-1)) dated 10/03/2003 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the
employer i.e. management of Swang Colliery of M/s. CCL and their workman through Area Secretary, N.C.O.E.A.,
Swang, Bokaro for adjudication by this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand of the NCOEA from the management of CCL, Swang Colliery to give Shri
Dasrath Singh, Driver Cat-V the benefits of VDA etc as per the N.C.D.C. rules is justified? If so to
what relief is the workman concerned entitled and from what date?”

2. On receiving order no. L-20012/241/2002-1R(C-I) dated 10/03/2003 Government of India, Ministry of Labour,
New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, Reference case no. 31 of 2003 was registered on 28.04.2003 and thereafter
the notices were sent to the parties with a direction to appear and submit their written statements along with relevant
documents in support of their claims and the witnesses.

3. After issuance of regd. notice, Sri R.N. Ganguly, Ld. Advocate of workman appeared and filed letter of authority as
also the written statement on behalf of the sponsoring union whereas Sri D.K. Verma, Ld. Advocate appeared from
the side of the management. It further transpires that written statement and rejoinder has been filed by the
management but when the case record was put up after a long gap, registered notices were again sent but the

registered post was returned with remarks “3T¢[IT 9dT 3d: 98 and thereafter no step was taken from the side of

the workman. Whereas Sri D.K. Verma, Ld. Advocate appeared from the side of the management but the workman
never appeared before the Tribunal since 16.08.2021.

4. On perusal of the entire case record it is transpires that the workman never appeared before this Tribunal for a
period of 4 years which shows that the workman has lost his interest in this case and therefore, for the ends of justice,
this case deserves to be dismissed for non prosecution.

5. Hence,
ORDERED

that this case is hereby dismissed and a “No Dispute Award” be drawn up in respect of the above reference case.
Let the copies of Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour & Employment, Government of India, New
Delhi for information and notification.

SACHINDRA KUMAR PANDEY, Presiding Officer

% faeet, 2 SeTE, 2025

A3, 1269.—3iEifie  fdare aifdfem, 1947 (1947 @1 14) @ ORT 17 S JFART H, D=l
WweR ff. T H T, B yduda P Gag FAG AR S8 HEARI @ 914, argey ¥ Ffdwe aienfie g

# o< WYeR AElfe Affexor - "9g - o9 |Eed, 99d1e 1,9 gae (Wed @@ 120/2001)
Pl UBINT BAT B, Sl dwd ARBR DI 30,/06/2025 DI UK G AT |

[¥. TA-20012/61/2001 -3 3R, (Y. 7H-1)]
Tforeq.uq, 37 Reers

New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025

S.0. 1269.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 120/2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Dhanbad-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
B.C.C.L, and their workmen received by the Central Government on 30/06/2025.

[No. L -20012/61/2001— IR (CM-1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1,DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d)& (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947.
Reference Case No. 120/2001
Employer in relation to the management of Katras Area of M/s. BCCL, Dhanbad.
AND.
Their workman.
Present: Shri Sachindra Kumar Pandey
Presiding Officer

Appearances:

For the Employers :- Sri N. Nath, O.S Legal H.Q.

For the workman. :- None.

State : Jharkhand. Industry:-Coal

Dated 10/06/2025
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),Government Of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No.L-20012/61/2001-C-1 dated 22/05/2001 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer i.e.

management of Katras Area of M/s. BCCL and their workman through General Manager, National Coal Workers
Congress, Dhanbad for adjudication by this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of East Katras Colliery M/s BCCL in dismissing Sri Dhiba
Turi from the services of the Company w.e.f. 12.5.99 is justified? If not, to what relief is the concerned
workman entitled?”
2. On receiving order no. L-20012/61/2001-C-I dated 22/05/2001 Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New
Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, Reference case no. 120 of 2001 was registered on 20.06.2001 and thereafter the
notices were sent to the parties with a direction to appear and submit their written statements along with relevant
documents in support of their claims and the witnesses.

3. After service of notice, Sri B.N. Singh, General Secretary of the Sponsoring Union appeared from the side of the
workman and filed W/S and subsequently rejoinder also and Sri D.K. Verma, Advocate appeared from the side of the
employer appeared and filed written statement from the management side. It further appears that management also led
some evidence but workman failed to adduce any evidence, later on, a registered notice was sent on 30.09.2020 for
appearance of the parties for further proceeding but none appeared from either side though Sri N. Nath, O.S Legal
H.Q of management appeared on 10.06.2025. The workman did not appear and since the year 2020, the case record is
running in dark which shows that the workman has lost his interest in this case and therefore, this Tribunal is of the
opinion that the case deserves to be dismissed due to non prosecution.

4. Hence,
ORDERED

that this case is hereby dismissed and a “No Dispute Award” be drawn up in respect of the above reference case.
Let the copies of Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour & Employment, Government of India, New
Delhi for information and notification.

SACHINDRA KUMAR PANDEY, Presiding Officer
< faeelt, 2 e, 2025

FMAM. 1270.— ol fdarq sfA=E, 1947 (1947 &1 14) BT GRT 17 & JIERV 4, b=
WHR A1 G A, @ yduds B Gag AN AR S0 dHARI @ 99, argey ¥ Ffdwe sienfie faarg

# o R Menfia AfreH=er - HF - oW WETEd, g9q4d1e 1,3 dae (Wed "gw@ar 94/2004)
Bl UBINT BAT B, Sl dwd ARDR DI 30,/06/2025 DI UK G AT |

[/. T-22012/107/2004-3$ 3R, (. 77-1)]
TTOrehas. U, 37 A
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New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025

S.0. 1270.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 94/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Dhanbad-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
B.C.C.L, and their workmen received by the Central Government on 30/06/2025.

[No. L -22012/107/2004— IR (CM-I)]

MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1,DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d)& (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947.
Reference Case No. 94/2004
Employer in relation to the management of Sudamdih Incline Mine of M/s. BCCL, Dhanbad.
AND.

Their workman.

Present: Shri Sachindra Kumar Pandey
Presiding Officer

Appearances:

For the Employers :- Sri Dhiraj Kumar, (Legal Inspector)

For the workman. :- None.

State : Jharkhand. Industry:-Coal

Dated 10/06/2025
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),Government Of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No.L-20012/107/2004-IR(C-I) dated 02/09/2004 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the
employer i.e. management of Sudamdih Incline Mine of M/s. BCCL and their workman through Joint Secretary, Dalit
Mazdoor Sangh, Chandankyari, Bokaro for adjudication by this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“FF T T Y Y X, GaAEg SFATSA AP F YT GaRT FHBR A T TRIIVT FEHH, ATSAT 15T HY
et 14/12/2002 & s@iEa frar st RAftad, T va Fawera 2 3 78 O s Fa twa &
LIEE

2. On receiving order no. L-20012/107/2004- IR(C-I) dated 02/09/2004 Government of India, Ministry of Labour,
New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, Reference case no. 94 of 2004 was registered on 14.09.2004 and thereafter
the notices were sent to the parties with a direction to appear and submit their written statements along with relevant
documents in support of their claims and the witnesses.

3. After issuance of regd. notice to the workman, the same returned with remarks “sT& STeTct & and thereafter no

step was taken on behalf of the workman. On 06.06.2025, Sri Dhiraj Kumar, Legal Inspector of management
appeared. The case record shows that the registered notice that was sent to the workman returned with endorsement

“3TgT SITeTd & and thereafter no step was taken on behalf of the workman in this case. The case record shows that this

case is of the year 2004 and since then no step has been taken from the side of the workman which shows that he has
no interest in this case and therefore, this Tribunal is of the opinion that this case deserves to be dismissed for non
prosecution.

4., Hence,
ORDERED

that this case is hereby dismissed and a “No Dispute Award” be drawn up in respect of the above reference case.
Let the copies of Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour & Employment, Government of India, New
Delhi for information and notification.

SACHINDRA KUMAR PANDEY, Presiding Officer
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s faeeT, 2 SeTE, 2025

FLAM. 1271.—iEfe  fdare ffm, 1947 (1947 @1 14) @ GRT 17 S JAFART H, Dol
WHR A1 LAY T, B yduds B Gag FANe AR S 6 pEeRl @& 99, argey ¥ Ffdwe sienfie faarg

H o WReR JATefie AIftrexor - "2 - 59 [y, g991e 1,3 yare (ded '@ 24/2007)
Pl UPIRG BN &, Sl D= WHR DI 30,/06 /2025 B UG g T |

[¥. T1-20012/15/2007-37 3=, (Y. 7H-1)]

Tforeq. U, 37 fAeers

New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025

S.0. 1271.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 24/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Dhanbad-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
B.C.C.L, and their workmen received by the Central Government on 30/06/2025.

[No. L -20012/15/2007— IR (CM-1)]

MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1,DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d)& (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947.
Reference Case No. 24/2007
Employer in relation to the management of Bastacolla Area of M/s. BCCL, Dhanbad.
AND.

Their workman.
Present: Shri Sachindra Kumar Pandey
Presiding Officer
Appearances:
For the Employers :- Sri Manoranjan Kr. Singh, Manager (P)
For the workman. :- None.
State : Jharkhand. Industry:-Coal
Dated 10/06/2025
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),Government Of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No.L-20012/15/2007-(IR(CM-I)) dated 13/17.04.2007 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the
employer i.e. management of Bastacolla Area of M/s. BCCL and their workman through Secretary, Bihar Colliery
Kamgar Union, Dhanbad for adjudication by this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Kuya Colliery under Bastacolla Area of M/s BCCL in not
regularising the services of Shri Yadu Mahato, as Magazine Clerk is justified and legal? If not, to what
relief is the concerned workman entitled?”

2. On receiving order no. L-20012/15/2007-(IR(CM-I)) dated 13/17.04.2007 Government of India, Ministry of
Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, Reference case no. 24 of 2007 was registered on 01.05.2007 and
thereafter the notices were sent to the parties with a direction to appear and submit their written statements along with
relevant documents in support of their claims and the witnesses.

3. Even after issuance of regd. notice, none appeared from either side though on 06.06.2025, Sri Manoranjan Kr.
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Singh, Manager (P) of management appeared. The case record shows that after issuance of notice, the workman never
appeared before the Tribunal since the year 2007 which makes it clear that the workman has no interest in this case
and therefore, this Tribunal is of the opinion that this case deserves to be dismissed for non prosecution.

4, Hence,
ORDERED

that this case is hereby dismissed and a “No Dispute Award” be drawn up in respect of the above reference case.
Let the copies of Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour & Employment, Government of India,
New Delhi for information and notification.

SACHINDRA KUMAR PANDEY, Presiding Officer

7% fieelt, 2 s, 2025

ILAT. 1272.—3i=ifie  fJare iffFem, 1047 (1947 @1 14) @ GRT 17 S JFAROT H, d=al
AR A1, € Y A, & Jeuds & Adg AN 3R SHb BRI & §i9, agey ¥ fifde shenfie faare

# o R AeEfie @ - #2 - 59 Ay, g9de 1,3 duce (W g@in 48/2011)
B UBMT HRAT 8, Sl D= AR Bl 30,/06,/2025 DI U Gl T |

[€. T7-22012/75/2001-37E 3%, (FF7.7H-1)]

forses.uq, 37 Aea®

New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025

S.0. 1272.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 48/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Dhanbad-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
B.C.C.L, and their workmen received by the Central Government on 30/06/2025.

[No. L -22012/75/2001— IR (CM-1)]

MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1,DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d)& (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947.
Reference Case No. 148/2001
Employer in relation to the management of Govindpur Area-111 of M/s. BCCL, Dhanbad.
AND.

Their workman.
Present: Shri Sachindra Kumar Pandey
Presiding Officer
Appearances:
For the Employers :- Sri Chandramani Kumar, Asstt. Manager (L)
For the workman. :- None.
State : Jharkhand. Industry:-Coal
Dated 10/06/2025
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),Government Of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No.L-20012/75/2001- C-I dated 18/24.05.2001 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer
i.e. management of Govindpur Area-I1l1 of M/s. BCCL and their workman through Secretary, Koyla Ispat Mazdoor
Panchayat, Dhanbad for adjudication by this Tribunal:
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SCHEDULE

“F AT R HLALI., MAGYT &15-111 F Jarerds EaRT it I 1@ AT F1 Ja1 & q@ed f6ar s
Raftrae, =ardera va 78 §? It 7€ O FAER P TR F I

2. On receiving order no. L-20012/75/2001-C-1 dated 18/24.05.2001 Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New
Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, Reference case no. 148 of 2001 was registered on 20.06.2001 and thereafter the
notices were sent to the parties with a direction to appear and submit their written statements along with relevant
documents in support of their claims and the witnesses.

3. Even after issuance of regd. notice, none appeared from either side though on 06.06.2025, Sri Chandramani
Kumar Asstt. Manager (L) of management appeared. The case record shows that after issuance of regd. notice, the
workman never appeared before the Tribunal since the year 2001 which makes it clear that the workman has no
interest in this case and therefore, this Tribunal is of the opinion that this case deserves to be dismissed for non
prosecution.

4, Hence,
ORDERED

that this case is hereby dismissed and a “No Dispute Award” be drawn up in respect of the above reference case.
Let the copies of Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour & Employment, Government of India, New
Delhi for information and notification.

SACHINDRA KUMAR PANDEY, Presiding Officer
72 faeett, 2 TS, 2025

FAM. 1273.—aiEfe  fdare A=, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 S ARV 4, D4l
WHR AT, € AT U, & F6uda & Adg AN AR SHb RO B 9, ey ¥ fifde sienfie faarg

# =< eR tenfe Aafdevor - "8 - 59 ey, g99491e 1,9 dae (Wed @ 102/2006)
DI YBIRE BAT &, Sl D= WRGR B 30,/06/2025 B UK g7 T |

[¥. TA-22012/73/2006-32 3R, (F1.7H-1)]
Tforses.uq, 37 Aea®

New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025

S.0. 1273.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 102/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Dhanbad-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
B.C.C.L, and their workmen received by the Central Government on 30/06/2025.

[No. L -22012/73/2006- IR (CM-1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1,DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d)& (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947.
Reference Case No. 102/2006

Employer in relation to the management of E.J. Area of M/s. BCCL, Dhanbad.
AND.
Their workman.
Present: Shri Sachindra Kumar Pandey
Presiding Officer
Appearances:
For the Employers :- Sri Dhiraj Kumar, (Legal Inspector)

For the workman. :- None.
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State : Jharkhand. Industry:-Coal
Dated 10/06/2025
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),Government Of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No.L-20012/73/2006-(IR(CM-I)) dated 10/11/2006 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the
employer i.e. management of E.J. Area of M/s. BCCL and their workman through Working President, Jharkhand
Mines Lal Jhanda Mazdoor Union, Dhanbad for adjudication by this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Regional Hospital, Jealgora under EJ Area of M/s.
BCCL in dismissing Sh. Sukhram Bansford, Sweeper from the services of the company vide letter
dated 15.3.2024 is fair and justified? If not, to what relief is the concerned workman entitled?”

2. On receiving order no. L-20012/73/2006-(IR(CM-I)) dated 10/11/2006 Government of India, Ministry of
Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, Reference case no. 102 of 2006 was registered on 06.12.2006
and thereafter the notices were sent to the parties with a direction to appear and submit their written statements
along with relevant documents in support of their claims and the witnesses.

3. Even after issuance of notice, none appeared from either side though on 06.06.2025, Sri Dhiraj Kumar, Legal
Inspector of management appeared. The case record shows that after issuance of regd. notice, the workman never
appeared before the Tribunal since the year 2006 which makes it clear that the workman has no interest in this case
and therefore, this Tribunal is of the opinion that this case deserves to be dismissed for non prosecution.

4, Hence,
ORDERED

that this case is hereby dismissed and a “No Dispute Award” be drawn up in respect of the above reference case.
Let the copies of Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour & Employment, Government of India, New
Delhi for information and notification.

SACHINDRA KUMAR PANDEY, Presiding Officer
7 faeety, 2 J@TE, 2025

FLAM. 1274, —iefe  fdare AffFRM, 1947 (1947 &7 14) @B ORT 17 S ATV |, D4
AR A1, € T, & geuds & Adg AR 3R SHb RN & i, ey ¥ ffde shenfie faarg
H = YR Stenfie A¥@IoT - gE - #9 AEred, gqdie 1, ude (WeH '@ 22/2024)
DI YBIRE BAT &, Sl D= WRGR B 30,/06,/2025 B UK g7 o7 |

[¥. T1-20013/01/2025-377 3=, (Y. 7H-1)]
Tforeq.uq, 37 Reers

New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025

S.0. 1274.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 22/2024) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Dhanbad-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
B.C.C.L, and their workmen received by the Central Government on 30/06/2025.

[No. L -20013/01/2025- IR (CM-1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1,DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d)& (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947.
Reference Case No. 22/2024

Employer in relation to the management of AKWMC Colliery of Katras Area of M/s. BCCL.
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AND.
Their workman.
Present: Shri Sachindra Kumar Pandey

Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers :- Sri N.Nath, OS Legal H.Q.

For the workman. :- Sri Pintu Mondal, Representative.
State : Jharkhand. Industry:- Coal
Dated 06/06/2025
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),Government Of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No0.1/(41)/2024.A.7 dated 27/03/2024 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer i.e.
management of Katras Area of M/s. BCCL and their workman through General Secretary, National Mazdoor Union
for adjudication by this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the management of AKWMC Colliery of Katras Area of M/s BCCL has rightly given
promotion to Shri Ravinder Prasad E.P. Sr. Mech. As per norms of the company? If not whether he is
entitled for relief?”

1. On receiving order no. 1/(41)/2024.A.7 dated 27/03/2024 Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New
Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, Reference case no. 22 of 2024 was registered on 28.03.2024 and thereafter the
notices were sent to the parties with a direction to appear and submit their written statements along with relevant
documents in support of their claims and the witnesses.

2.  After issuance of notice, Sri Pintu Mondal, General Secretary appeared on behalf of the workman but no one
appeared on behalf of the management. Later on 26.03.2025 Sri Pintu Mondal, General Secretary filed a petition of
workman stating that he does not want to contest the case because he will be superannuated in June, 2025 and so his
case be closed.

3. Today Sri N.Nath, OS Legal H.Q. for the employer is present and Sri Pintu Mondal, General Secretary on behalf
of the workman is also present.

4. On perusal of the entire case record it transpires that the workman who is the aggrieved party, has filed a petition
dated 26.03.2025 with a prayer to close his case. As now he is not interested to contest this case, his prayer is allowed
and accordingly this case is hereby dismissed as withdrawn and it is further ordered that “No Dispute Award” be
drawn up in respect of the above reference case. Let the copies of Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of
Labour & Employment, Government of India, New Delhi for information and notification.

SACHINDRA KUMAR PANDEY, Presiding Officer

TE fawelt, 2 S[=TE, 2025

FLAM. 1275l faare iffFH, 1947 (1947 &1 14) & ORT 17 & JIFART H, Dol
weR ALHLHT TA, @ vegds @ dag o ik 99 dEaRi @ 4, agay § Fifde sieifie e

¥ o< Wer AUl e - g - &9 9Ned, gqdie 1,5 due (W
g@&ar 11/2018) & USHIRMA &l &, Wil dald WGR Bl 30,/06 /2025 Bl YT T3l AT |

[¥. Te1-20012/47/2018-3 1=, (Y. 7H-1)]

Tftrhed. U, 37 fAeerr
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New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025

S.0. 1275.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 11/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Dhanbad-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
B.C.C.L, and their workmen received by the Central Government on 30/06/2025.

[No. L -20012/47/2018- IR (CM-1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1,DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d)& (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947.

Reference Case No. 11/2018

Employer in relation to the management of E.J. Area of M/s. BCCL.
AND.
Their workman.
Present: Shri Sachindra Kumar Pandey

Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers :- Sri D.K. Verma, Ld. Advocate.

For the workman. :- None.
State : Jharkhand. Industry:- Coal
Dated 10/06/2025
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),Government Of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No.L-20012/47/2018-(IR(CM-I)) dated 03/07/2018 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the
employer i.e. management of E.J. Area of M/s. BCCL and their workman through Working President, Jharkhand
Colliery Mazdoor Union, Dhanbad for adjudication by this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of management of E.J. Area of M/s BCCL in retiring Sri Bijoy Mahato, Clerk
w.e.f. 30.11.2016 is legal, proper and justified? If not, what relief, the concerned workman is entitled to
and what other directions are necessary in this regard?”

2. On receiving order no. L-20012/47/2018-(IR(CM-I)) dated 03/07/2018 Government of India, Ministry of Labour,
New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, Reference case no. 11 of 2018 was registered on 12.07.2018 and thereafter
the notices were sent to the parties with a direction to appear and submit their written statements along with relevant
documents in support of their claims and the witnesses.

3. Sri S.N. Goswami, Ld. Advocate appeared from the side of the workman and filed letter of authority along with
written statement on behalf of the union whereas Sri D.K. Verma, Ld. Advocate appeared on behalf of the employer
and filed letter of authority and on 06.06.2019 he filed written statement and later on rejoinder was also filed on
behalf of the workman and subsequently some documents were also filed on behalf of the management. Sri Dilip
Chakraborty, Working President of Union appeared on 26.03.2025 before the Court and filed a petition along with
death certificate of the workman namely Bijoy Mahato stating that the concerned workman has expired on
19.04.2021, and prayed that as the workman has expired and his other family members are not interested to be
substituted, this case may be closed.

4. Today Sri D.K. Verma, Ld. Advocate for the employer is present but none appeared from the side of the
workman/union.
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5. On perusal of the petition along with xerox copy of death certificate of the workman Bijoy Mahato it transpires
that the workman has died on 19.04.2021 and so, the case cannot be proceeded with due to the death of the workman
and therefore, petition filed by the Working President of union/workman is allowed and accordingly, this case is
hereby dismissed as withdrawn.

6. Hence,
ORDERED

that this case is hereby dismissed as withdrawn and a “No Dispute Award” be drawn up in respect of the above
reference case. Let the copies of Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour & Employment, Government of
India, New Delhi for information and notification.

SACHINDRA KUMAR PANDEY, Presiding Officer
< faeelt, 2 e, 2025

AT, 1276.—elfes  faare AR, 1947 (1947 BT 14) P ORI 17 & AR H, Dol
WHR & @ T A, & g6udad P Adg AT AR ST HERI @ d9, ey § Ffde senfie e

# =< WReR AefIe Affavor - - 59 [y, 9991e 1, dae (Wed gwar 86/2003)
DI UGG HA B, O H=g SR Bl 30,/06,/2025 DI YT G AT |

[&. T-20012/67/2003-317$ 3. (Y. 7H-1)]

Tforeq.uq, 37 fAgerr

New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025

S.0. 1276.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 86/2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Dhanbad-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
B.C.C.L, and their workmen received by the Central Government on 30/06/2025

[No. L -20012/67/2003— IR (CM-I)]

MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1,DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d)& (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947.
Reference Case No. 86/2003
Employer in relation to the management of Bhowra O.C.P. of M/s. BCCL, Dhanbad.
AND.

Their workman.
Present: Shri Sachindra Kumar Pandey
Presiding Officer
Appearances:
For the Employers :- Sri Dhiraj Kumar, (Legal Inspector)
For the workman. :- None.
State : Jharkhand. Industry:-Coal
Dated 10/06/2025
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),Government Of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No.L-20012/67/2003- IR(C-I) dated 19/08/2003 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer
i.e. management of Bhowra OCP of M/s. BCCL and their workman through Vice President, Dhanbad Colliery
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Karmachary Sangh, Dhanbad for adjudication by this Tribunal:
SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand of the Dhanbad Colliery Karmachary Sangh from the management of BCCL,
Bhowra OCP for promoting Sri Jagarnath Jha from Excavation Cat. B to Cat. A is justified? If so, to
what relief is the workman entitled and from what date?”

2. On receiving order no. L-20012/67/2003- IR(C-1) dated 19/08/2003 Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New
Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, Reference case no. 86 of 2003 was registered on 06.10.2003 and thereafter the
notices were sent to the parties with a direction to appear and submit their written statements along with relevant
documents in support of their claims and the witnesses.

3. Even after issuance of regd. notice, none appeared from either side though on 30.05.2025, Sri Dhiraj Kumar,
Legal Inspector of management appeared. Again regd. notice was sent to the workman on 30.05.2025 that was
delivered to him on 31.05.2025 and even after that he did not turn up.

4. Today Sri Dhiraj Kumar, Legal Inspector of management appeared.

5. The case record shows that after issuance of two regd. notices, the workman never appeared before the Tribunal
since the year 2003 which makes it clear that the workman has no interest in this case and therefore, this Tribunal is
of the opinion that this case deserves to be dismissed for non prosecution.

6. Hence,
ORDERED

that this case is hereby dismissed and a “No Dispute Award” be drawn up in respect of the above reference case.
Let the copies of Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour & Employment, Government of India,
New Delhi for information and notification.

SACHINDRA KUMAR PANDEY, Presiding Officer
s faeeT, 2 JeITE, 2025

HIM. 1277.—senflies  fdare offaaH, 1947 (1947 T 14) &I GRT 17 & SFTARY H, Dal
WHR A1 G H qA, & yduds $ Gdg FANa! AR S0 dHaRl & 99, argey ¥ ffdwe sienfie faarg
i o9 9@R JAeife I - 82 - oW |Eed, 999 1,6 due (Wed 9l
39/2006) & UHIRM &l &, S =g WRGR - B 30,/06,/2025 B UK T3l AT |

[€. Te-20012/9/2005-3E 3. (1. 7H-1)]
wftrha. o, 37 AR

New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025

S.0. 1277.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 39/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Dhanbad-1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
B.C.C.L, and their workmen received by the Central Government on 30/06/2025.

[No. L -20012/9/2005- IR (CM-1)]

MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1,DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d)& (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947.
Reference Case No. 39/2006
Employer in relation to the management of Bhowra Area No.XI of M/s. BCCL, Dhanbad.
AND.

Their workman.
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Present: Shri Sachindra Kumar Pandey
Presiding Officer
Appearances:
For the Employers :- Sri Dhiraj Kumar, (Legal Inspector)
For the workman. :- None.
State : Jharkhand. Industry:-Coal
Dated 10/06/2025
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),Government Of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No.L-20025/9/2005-IR(C-1) dated 03/03/2006 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the
employer i.e. management of Bhowra Area No.XI of M/s. BCCL and their workman through Secretary, Rashtriya
Colliery Mazdoor Sangh, Dhanbad for adjudication by this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand of the Rashtriya Colliery Mazdoor Sangh from the management of BCCL,
Bhowra Area (No.XI) for promotion of Sh. Umashankar Dutta as special Grade Clerk from the
date his junior, Sh. U.K. Sinha was promoted to the said grade is justified? If so, to what relief is
the workman entitled?”

2. On receiving order no. L-20025/9/2005-IR(C-1) dated 03/03/2006 Government of India, Ministry of Labour,
New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, Reference case no. 39 of 2006 was registered on 17.03.2006 and
thereafter the notices were sent to the parties with a direction to appear and submit their written statements along
with relevant documents in support of their claims and the witnesses.

3. Even after issuance of regd. notice, none appeared from either side though on 30.05.2025, Sri Dhiraj Kumar,
Legal Inspector of management appeared. Again regd. notice was sent to the workman on 30.05.2025 that was
delivered to him on 31.05.2025 and even after that he did not turn up.

4. Today Sri Dhiraj Kumar, Legal Inspector of management appeared.

5. The case record shows that after issuance of two regd. notices, the workman never appeared before the Tribunal
since the year 2006 which makes it clear that the workman has no interest in this case and therefore, this Tribunal
is of the opinion that this case deserves to be dismissed for non prosecution.

6. Hence,
ORDERED

that this case is hereby dismissed and a “No Dispute Award” be drawn up in respect of the above reference case.
Let the copies of Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour & Employment, Government of India, New
Delhi for information and notification.

SACHINDRA KUMAR PANDEY, Presiding Officer
% faeefl, 2 e, 2025

FAM. 1278.—3iEife  fdare e, 1947 (1947 @1 14) @ GRT 17 & JTART H, =g
WHR TH.LHLTA.G YIdd & ddg Fatdl iR S96 dHaRl & 919, ey # ffde sienfie faarg 3

BT WHR Iitenfie afrewer - 98 - 59 WEeE, A @ gdare (TAH/T-46/2021) B
UHIRET PRl 8, Sl Dald ARBGR Bl 29/06/2025 Bl UK AT o7 |

[€. Te7-22011/4/2021-3 3=, (Y. 7H-11)]
Tforeq.uq, 37 fReers

New Delhi, the 2nd July, 2025

S.0. 1278.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference.LC/R/46/2021) of the Central Government Industrial
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Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the
Management of FCI, and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 29/06/2025.

[No. L -22011/4/2021- IR (CM-I11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/46/2021

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

General Secretary
Chhattisgarh Hamal Mazdoor Sangh (AICCTU)
H.Q. — Shanti Nagar, Ward-11, Ambedkar Chowk
Rajnandgaon, Chhattisgarh - 490023
Workman
Versus
1. The Depot Manager
Food Corporation of India
Kalling Nagar, Gudhiyari,
PO- Gudhiyari, Raipur (C.G.)-491441
2. Ml/s. Satyawati Services
Contractor at FCI, Kalling Nagar
Gudbhiyari, PO: Gudhiyari, Raipur (C.G.)-491441
Management
AWARD
(Passed on this 10" day of June-2025.)

As per letter dated 30/09/2021 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-22011/4/2021/IR(CM-II)
dt. 30/09/2021. The dispute under reference related to :-

“Whether the demand of union of payment of bonus to 88 workers by M/s. Satyawati Services a contractor
and CM, FCI, Raipur for the year 2018-19 and 2019-20 is legal and justified ? If not, what relief the 88
workmen, represented through Chhattisgarh Hamal Mazdoor Sangh Rajnandgaon are entitled to ?”

Notices were sent to the parties after registering a case on the basis of reference. The workman union
appeared and filed its statement of claim. None appeared for the management of FCI and contractor inspite of service,
hence case is proceeding ex-parte against them vide order dated 10.01.2024.

The case of the workman union, as taken by them in their statement of claim is mainly that these workmen,
mentioned in the Annexure to the Schedule have worked with Food Corporation of India through contractor M/s.
Satyawati Services in the year 2018-19 & 2019-20 but were not paid bonus. The union raised a dispute before the
Assistant Labour Commissioner. After failure of conciliation, reference was sent. The workman union has prayed that
the workmen be held entitled to get bonus from Food Corporation of India being the principal employer/ the
contractor.

None from the side of Food Corporation of India and Contractor appeared. In evidence, the workman union
has filed affidavit of its General Secretary and affidavit of one worker Basanti Sagar. The union has also filed RTI
documents with respect to their representation before the Regional Labour Commissioner and conciliation
proceedings.

I have heard argument of Mr. R.C. Shrivastava, learned Counsel for the workman union and have gone
through the record.

From the uncontroverted affidavits, it is proved that the 88 workmen as per list have worked with Food
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Corporation of India as contract workers supplied by the contractor M/s. Satyawati Services.

Section 21 of the Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act 1970, deals with the responsibility of the
principal employer (Food Corporation of India in this case), is being reproduced as follows :-

“20. Liability of principal employer in certain cases.-

(1) If any amenity required to be provided under Section 16, Section 17, Section 18 or Section 19 for the
benefit of the contract labour employed in an estab lishment is not provided by the contractor within the
time prescribed therefore, such amenity shall be provided by the principal employer within such time as
may be prescribed.

(2) All expenses incurred by the principal employer in providing the amenity may be recovered by the
principal employer from the contractor either by deduction from any amount payable to the contractor
under any contract or as a debt payable by the contractor.

21. Responsibility for payment of wages.-

(1) A contractor shall be responsible for payment of wages to each worker employed by him as contract
labour and such wages shall be paid before the expiry of such period as may be prescribed.

(2) Every principal employer shall nominate a representative duly authorised by him to be present at the
time of disbursement of wages by the contractor and it shall be the duty of such representative to certify
the amounts paid as wages in such manner as may be prescribed.

(3) It shall be the duty of the contractor to ensure the disbursement of wages in the presence of the
authorised representative of the principal employer.

(4) In case the contractor fails to make payment of wages within the prescribed period or makes short
payment, then the principal employer shall be liable to make payment of wages in full or the unpaid
balance due, as the case may be, to the contract labour employed by the contractor and recover the
amount so paid from the contractor either by deduction from any amount payable to the contractor any
contract as a debt payable by the contractor.”

From the above referred provision, it is established that the responsibility of payment of wages is of the
contractor and if he fails to discharge his this responsibility, the principal employer is under obligation to discharge it.

Now the question arises, as whether bonus is part of wages or not ?
Section 2(h) of the Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act 1970, defines wages as follows :-

(h) "wages" shall have the meaning assigned to it in clause (vi) of Section 2 of the Payment of
Wages Act, 1936 (4 of 1936);

Section 2(vi) of Payment of Wages Act 1936 defines wages as follows:-

vi) “wages” means all remuneration (whether by way of salary, allowances, or otherwise)
expressed in terms of money or capable of being so expressed which would, if the terms of employment,
express or implied, were fulfilled, be payable to a person employed in respect of his employment or of work
done in such employment, and includes—

(a) any remuneration payable under any award or settlement between the parties or order of
a Court;

(b) any remuneration to which the person employed is entitled in respect of overtime work or
holidays or any leave period;

(c) any additional remuneration payable under the terms of employment (whether called a bonus or
by any other name);

(d) any sum which by reason of the termination of employment of the person employed is payable
under any law, contract or instrument which provides for the payment of such sum, whether with or without
deductions, but does not provide for the time within which the payment is to be made;

(e) any sum to which the person employed is entitled under any scheme framed under any law for
the time being in force,

but does not include—

(1) any bonus (whether under a scheme of profit sharing or otherwise) which does not form part of
the remuneration payable under the terms of employment or which is not payable under any award or
settlement between the parties or order of a Court;
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(2) the value of any house-accommodation, or of the supply of light, water, medical attendance or
other amenity or of any service excluded from the computation of wages by a general or special order of
appropriate Government;

(3) any contribution paid by the employer to any pension or provident fund, and the interest which
may have accrued thereon;

(4) any travelling allowance or the value of any travelling concession;

(5) any sum paid to the employed person to defray special expenses entailed on him by the nature of
his employment; or

(6) any gratuity payable on the termination of employment in cases other than those specified in
sub-clause (d).

The relevant provisions with respect to payment of bonus in the Payment of Bonus Act are being
reproduced as follows :-

8. Eligibility for bonus.—Every employee shall be entitled to be paid by his employer in an accounting year,
bonus, in accordance with the provisions of this Act, provided he has worked in the establishment for not less
than thirty working days in that year.

9. Disqualification for bonus.—Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act, an employee shall be
disqualified from receiving bonus under this Act, if he is dismissed from service for—

(a) fraud; or
(b) riotous or violent behaviour while on the premises of the establishment; or
(c) theft, misappropriation or sabotage of any property of the establishment.

10. Payment of minimum bonus.—Subject to the other provisions of this Act, every employer shall be bound
to pay to every employee in respect of the accounting year commencing on any day in the year 1979 and in
respect of every subsequent accounting year, a minimum bonus which shall be 8.33 per cent. of the salary of
wage earned by the employee during the accounting year or one hundred rupees, whichever is higher,
whether or not the employer has any allocable surplus in the accounting year: Provided that where an
employee has not completed fifteen years of age at the beginning of the accounting year, the provisions of
this section shall have effect in relation to such employees as if for the words “one hundred rupees”, the
words “sixty rupees”’ were substituted.

11. Payment of maximum bonus.—

(1) Where in respect of any accounting year referred to in section 10, the allocable surplus exceeds the
amount of minimum bonus payable to the employees under that section, the employer shall, in lieu of such
minimum bonus, be bound to pay to every employee in respect of that accounting year bonus which shall be
an amount in proportion to the salary or wage earned by the employee during the accounting year subject to
a maximum of twenty per cent. of such salary or wage.

(2) In computing the allocable surplus under this section, the amount set on or the amount set off under the
provisions of section 15 shall be taken into account in accordance with the provisions of that section.

Since, the workman union has not file the terms of contract between the principal employer and contractor,
has not also filed the terms of engagement between the contractor and its workers, the Food Corporation of India
cannot be held responsible to pay bonus being a principal employer. Rather, it is the contractor M/s. Satyawati
Services who are held responsible to pay bonus for the year 2018-19 & 2019-20 to the workers mentioned in the
reference.

On basis of above discussion and findings, the reference is answered as follows :-
AWARD

The contractor M/s. Satyawati Services is held responsible to pay bonus for the years 2018-19 & 2019-20 to
its contract workers mentioned in the list with interest @ of 10% per annum from the date which the amount of bonus
became due till the date of payment.

No order as to cost.
DATE: 10/06/2025
P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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7% fieelt, 3 s, 2025
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[. T9-42025/07/2025/155-3r3% (S17)]

&= T AR, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1279.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case No. CGIT/NGP/20/2024) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The General Secretary, Regional Remote Sensing Centre- C, Nagpur; Sh. Ch. Satyanarayana,
Engineer in Charge, National Remote Sensing Centre, Hyderabad; M/S Ch. Subba Rayudu, Hyderabad and
The General Secretary, Nagpur General Labour Union, Nagpur, which was received along with soft copy of the
award by the Central Government on 27.03.2025.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/155-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/20/2024 Date: 17.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The General Secretary,

Regional Remote Sensing Centre- C
Amravati Road, Nagpur — 440033.

2. Sh. Ch. Satyanarayana,
Engineer in Charge, National Remote
Sensing Centre, Balanagar, Hyderabad.
Pin-500037.

3. M/S Ch. Subba Rayudu.
H. No. 6- 281/2/1/1/, Bank Colony,
Opp. Sai Baba Temple Jeedimetla,
Quthbullapur, Municipality, Hyderabad.
Pin-500067.

VIs.
Party No.2: The General Secretary,

Nagpur General Labour Union,

Office — A.k. Gopalan Bhavan, 306,

Shanivari, Cotton Market, Nagpur.

Pin — 440018.
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AWARD
(Dated: 17" June, 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 Regional Remote Sensing Centre, Nagpur through
its General Manager, Contactor M/s Ch Subba Rayudu Hyderabad and their union, General Secretary, Nagpur
General Labour Union, Nagpur, for adjudication, as per letter No. 24(57)/2023-IR dated 03.04.2024, with the
following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the management of Regional Remote Sensing Centre, Nagpur through its
General Manager and its Contractor, M/s Ch. Subba Rayudu, Hyderabad not considering charter of
demands (Annex-A) raised by the General Secretary, Nagpur General Labour Union is legal and
justified in the eye of law or not? If not, to what relief the worker entitled to.”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent despite service of notices. No statement of claim and written
statement have been filed by the parties respectively till today. Petitioner has not filed any evidence to prove his case.
Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It appears that he 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 action of the management of Regional Remote Sensing Centre, Nagpur through its General
Manager and its Contractor, M/s Ch. Subba Rayudu, Hyderabad not considering charter of demands
(Annex-A) raised by the General Secretary, Nagpur General Labour Union is legal and justified in the eye of
law. The union is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
7 faeety, 3 g@TE, 2025
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New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1280.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case No.CGIT/NGP/63/2018-19) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The Joint Commissioner of Income Tax, Akola (MS); The Chief Commissioner of Income Tax,
Nagpur and Sh. Mohd. Igbal Mohd. Bilal & 3 others, Akola (MS) which was received along with soft copy of the
award by the Central Government on 23.06.2025.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/156-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/63/2018-19 Date: 17.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Joint Commissioner of Income Tax,

Akola Range, Akola (MS)-444001.
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2. The Chief Commissioner of Income Tax
Aayakar Bhawan, Civil Lines
Nagpur-440001.
VI/s.
Party No.2: Sh. Mohd. Igbal Mohd. Bilal & 3 others
R/o B.K. Nagar, Shiloda
Akot Fail, Akola (MS)-444001.
AWARD
(Dated: 17" June, 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 Akola Range, Akola, and their workmen Shri Mohd.
Igbal Mohd. Bilal, Sachin D. Patrodiya, Krishna N. Nitnawre & Smt. Sushila Pardhi, for adjudication, as per letter
No. L-42011/73/2018 (IR(DU) dated 04.12.2018, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the management of Income Tax, Akola through its Joint Commissioner of
Income Tax and Income Tax, Nagpur through its Chief Commissioner of Income Tax in terminating
the service of Sh. Mohd. Igbal Mohd. Bilal, Sachin D. Patrodiya, Krishna N. Nithawre & Smt. Sushila
Pardhi w.e.f. November, 2016 who were working on the post of daily wagers w.e.f. 1999 is legal and
justified? If not, what relief the workmen are entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent. Both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
23.02.2021. Although statement of claim and written statement have been filed by the parties respectively. Petitioners
have not filed any evidence to prove their case. Petitioners are not coming to the Court since long back. It appears that
they are not interested to contest the case further more. Claim of the petitioners are not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered.
ORDER

The action of the management of Income Tax, Akola through its Joint Commissioner of Income Tax
and Income Tax, Nagpur through its Chief Commissioner of Income Tax in terminating the service of
Sh. Mohd. Igbal Mohd. Bilal, Sachin D. Patrodiya, Krishna N. Nitnawre & Smt. Sushila Pardhi
w.e.f. November, 2016 who were working on the post of daily wagers w.e.f. 1999 is legal and justified. The
workmen are not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
7 faeety, 3 @TE, 2025
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New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1281.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. ID. No. 04 of 2021 & 11 of 2021), of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Guwahati as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
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employers in relation to The Management of Executive Engineer, Central Water Commission, Middle
Brahmaputra Division, Guwahati and Sh. Babulal Basfore, Guwahati Worker, which was received along with
soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 26.06.2025.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/157-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT,
GUWAHATI, ASSAM.

PRESENT: Shri Ananda Kumar Mukherijee.
Presiding Officer/Link Officer,
CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Guwahati.
REF. CASE NO. 04 of 2021
and
REF. CASE NO. 11 of 2021
PARTIES: Sh. Babulal Basfore, New Goshala, Railway Qtr. N0.298/D, Maligaon,
Near Nepali Mandir, Guwahati-781011. ......... Workman/Applicant.

-Vrs-

The Management of Executive Engineer, Central Water Commission, Middle Brahmaputra
Division, CWC Complex, Behind Adabari Bus stand, PO- Guwahati University, Guwahati-781014
and the Proprietor, M/S BIPICIRI, PNGB Road, Santipur, Bharalumukh, Guwahati-781009.
....OP/Management.

REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Workman . Mr. Raja Sarkar, learned Counsel.
For the Contractor : None
For the Management. - Mr. H. Gupta, Ld. Advocate.
INDUSTRY : Central Water Commission.
STATE : Assam.
Date of Award : 13/06/2025.
AWARD

Sri Babulal Basfore the aggrieved workman has appeared in person and produced his photo identity card.
Mr. Harish Gupta, Ld. Advocate appeared for the Management of CWC, Guwahati, Assam. None appeared for M/S
BIPICIRI, Guwabhati, the Contractor/firm. Case is specially fixed up today for filing evidence-in-chief as last chance
and for disposal during the special campaign.

In exercise of power vested under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Government of India through the Deputy Chief Labour Commissioner
(Central), Guwahati, in pursuance of notification No. $.0.1936 (E), dated 10" June,2019 issued order No. G/R.
8(01)/2021-CGIT dated 01-02-2021 and dated 02-07-2021 referring the scheduled dispute before this Tribunal for
adjudication.

On receiving Order No. G/R. 8(01)/2021-CGIT dated 01-02-2021 and 02-07-2021 two separate cases
bearing Reference case No. 04 of 2021 and Reference case No. 11 of 2021 were registered on 02-02-2021 and 02-
07-2021 respectively. Orders were passed for 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.

It is pertinent to mention that the Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India through the
Office of the Deputy Chief Labour Commissioner (Central), Guwabhati, vide its Order No. G/R. 8(01)/2021-CGIT
dated 01-02-2021 and dated 02-07-2021 referred the same dispute twice and the same were registered as Reference
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Case No. 04 of 2021 and Reference Case No.11 of 2021. Both the cases were being proceeding separately. Thereafter,
the matter was brought to the notice of this Tribunal and at the instance of both the parties the reference cases have
been amalgamated vide order dated 15-11-2021 passed in Ref. Case No.11 of 2021 for disposing them together,
schedule in both cases being same.

SCHEDULE

(1) “Whether the action of the Central Water Commission (CWC), Guwahati and their Contractor M/s
BIPICIRI, Guwabhati in terminating the services of Sh. Babulal Basfore, Ex-Casual Labour (workman) of
CWC, New Goshala, Maligaon, Guwahati is legal and justified without compliance of Sec.25F of
I.D. Act, 1947 ?

(2) Whether the action of the CWC in changing the service condition of the workman from casual labour to
contractual labour in the year 2019 after putting continuous service since 2010 is legal and justified in
violation of Sec. 9A of the I. D. Act,1947?

(3) Whether the demand of the workman/casual labour for payment of wages @ 1/30™ of the pay at minimum of
the pay scale as applicable to the regular employees of CWC is legal and justified? If not, what relief he is
entitled to and from which date?

On receiving the notice, the Management and the workman appeared through their respective Counsels. The
Contractor firm was absent and vide order dated 04-03-2021 case was fixed for ex-parte hearing against the
Contractor firm. The Management and the workman submitted Written Statement. The case is now fixed up for
evidence and hearing. At this stage Sri Babulal Basfore submitted that he does not want to pursue the case any further
and the same may be disposed of.

Consider the submission. It appears that the dismissed workman is not inclined to proceed with the case.
Same is accordingly dismissed for non-prosecution.

Hence,
ORDERED

That the Industrial dispute in both the cases is dismissed for non-prosecution. Let a No Dispute Award be
drawn up on the basis of my above findings. Same be communicated to the Ministry of Labour and Employment,
Government of India, New Delhi for information and Notification.

ANANDA KUMAR MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer/Link Officer

s faeefT, 3 e, 2025
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New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1282.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court-2, Chandigarh, as The Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices, Yamunanagar; The Senior
Superintendent of Post Offices, Ambalaand and Sh. Abid Hassan, Yamunanagar, which was received along with
soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 26.06.2025.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/158-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE

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

(Presided over by Mr. Kamal Kant).

Special Campaign for Settlement

ID No0.12/2016
Registered on:-21.04.2016
Abid Hassan S/o Sh. Yashin, R/o VPO Darpur, Tehsil Chhachhrauli, Distt. Yamunanagar.

———————— Applicant
Versus
1. The Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices, Yamunanagar, Distt. Yamunanagar.
2. The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, Ambala Division, Ambala.
----Respondents

Present:- Sh. R. P. Rana, AR for Applicant.
Mr. Alankrit Bhardwaj, AR for respondent no.1 & 2.
Award : 07.06.2025

1. File taken up today. The applicant Abid Hasan has filed the present claim petition under Section 2A of the
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (hereinafter called the ID Act) to claim reinstatement in service along with arrears of pay
and allowances with interest.

2. The brief facts of the case are that the applicant was engaged as on outsider GDS (Gramin Dak Sevak), by
the Post Master Sub Post Office Darpur on 18.05.2013 and rendered a service of one year till 16.05.2014 and he was
retrenched by the respondent without compliance of Section 25F of the ID Act as he had already completed more than
240 days during the period 16.05.2013 to 16.05.2014. The applicant filed an application before the Conciliation cum
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), Karnal in February 2015, however the conciliation proceedings failed and
has filed the present application before this Tribunal to seek relief under S 2(A) read with S 25 F,S 25 G and S25 H of
the ID Act. It is prayed that the status of the applicant be restored and he be granted benefit of service along with
arrear of pay and allowances along with interest.

3. Respondent Nos. 1 & 2 filed written statement alleging therein that the post of GDSMD/C Darpur had fallen
vacant due to death of Sh. Mohinder Singh GDSMD/C on 30.08.2012, who was also holding the charge of GDS BPM
Darpur due to resignation of the incumbent of the post. Therefore, the work of the GDS BPM was managed by Sh.
Surjit Singh, GDSMD/C Kot and the work of GDSMD/C Darpur was managed by engaging on Sh. Jaspreet Singh
outsider. Accordingly, proposal for filling up the post of GDS MD/C Darpur on compassionate grounds was
forwarded to higher authorities. Till the approval of appointment case on compassionate grounds the work was
managed by deployment of various outsiders keeping in view the limitations of 89 days at a stretch and 150 days in a
calendar year. The applicant was engaged to work as outsider as GDS MD/C Darpur to manage the work w.e.f
16.05.2013 and as such he worked for the dates as noted below in the year 2013 and 2014. It is further added that
Branch Postmaster Darpur had engaged the applicant as outsider GDS after approval from ASPOs Yamuna Nagar
who is appointing authority of the GDS:-

16-05-2013 to 15-06-2013,
17-06-2013 to 15-07-2013,
16-07-2013 to 10-08-2013,
12-08-2013 to 31-08-2013
01-09-2013 to 30-09-2013
In the year 2014
01-01-2014 to 31-01-2014,
01-02-2014 to 28-02-2014,
01-03-2014 to 28-03-2014
Total 215 days.
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The applicant had not worked after 28.03.2014. As the applicant has not worked continuously for 240 days and
the applicant is not engaged as GDS as such question of giving notice to the applicant does not arise. As regards
implementation of the provisions of ID Act, it is stated that the Department of Posts is not an industry. Therefore
provisions of ID Act are not applicable to Department of Posts and its employees. Moreover GDS employees are not
regular employee working for 8 hours. They are part time employees working for 3 to 5 hours and governed by a
separate set of Rules called GDS (Conduct and Engagement) Rules, 2011 (hereinafter called as GDS Rules). The
provisions of the ID Act are not applicable to the Department of Posts and Its employees. Furthermore, the applicant
was not GDS but was an outsider GDS. It is submitted that the applicant is not entitled for the relief as claimed and
the application be dismissed with costs.

Evidence of parties:

4, In order to prove his case, applicant himself appeared and filed his affidavit EX.WWZ1/A along with
documents Ex.W1 to W4 and closed the evidence on behalf of applicant on 31.01.2025. Thereafter, respondents have
examined Sh. Arun Goel, Superintendent of Post Offices, Ambala Division, Ambala, who tendered his affidavit as
MWZ1/A along with documents Ex.M1 & Ex.M2. AR for respondent no.1 & 2 closed the evidence on 17.02.2025 and
the case was fixed for arguments.

Submissions of Applicant:-

5. Learned AR of applicant argued orally and contended that the applicant is entitled for the benefits as he has
claimed in his application and reiterated the claim as stated by him in the application.

Submissions of respondents:-

6. Learned AR for respondents contended that the applicant had not worked continuously for 240 days and the
applicant was not engaged as GDS as such question of giving notice to the applicant does not arise. Moreover GDS
are governed by a separate set of Rules called GDS Rules. The provisions of the ID Act are not applicable to the
Department of Posts and its employees. Moreover, the applicant was an outsider GDS and was not even governed by
GDS Rules. AR for respondents contended that the applicant is not entitled for the relief as claimed and the
application be dismissed.

Findings:-
7. I have heard the arguments advanced by AR for both the parties.

8. It is admitted fact that the applicant Abid Hasan was appointed as an outsider GDS by the Department in
place of regular incumbent Sh. Mohinder Singh. Outsider GDS are appointed as a stop gap arrangement until regular
incumbent come on the post. In fact, as per procedure when a GDS appointed by the department is unable to perform
his duty then as a stop gap arrangement, a temporary arrangement is made until regular incumbent come on that post.
The substitute appointment is sporadic depending on the period during which the regular is not appointed whatsoever
reason. Thus, it is clear and proved that applicant rendered his services not an employee of management but as
nominee of GDS as an outsider. It is also pertinent to mention that as GDS (outsider) is not entitled for any
termination notice as per GDS Rules. The learned counsel for the applicant could not place any rule before me that
any notice of termination under the GDS Rules was required before retrenchment by the management of the applicant.
Moreover, the applicant has also failed to prove that he was appointed on regular basis as GDS, rather applicant was
appointed as an outsider GDS as stop gap arrangement. He was working as GDS outsider, which are not governed
under Section 25F of the ID Act. There was no requirement for issuing termination notice as per GDS Rules.

9. The present application has been filed by the applicant under Section 2A of ID Act, claiming that he was
retrenched by the management on 16.05.2014 and he has also approached Conciliation-cum-Assistant Labour
Commissioner, Karnal during 2015 and proceedings have failed. Undoubtedly, the applicant covered under ID Act
can file application under Section 2A of the ID Act against his discharge, dismissal or termination of service after
failure of the proceedings within 45 days. However, the applicant has not attached any documents that proceedings
have failed before the conciliation commissioner. Thus, he has directly approach this Court under Section 2A of the
ID Act, which is not maintainable. Moreover, even if it is presumed that the applicant was covered by the ID Act,
then it was incumbent upon him to prove that he had worked 240 days in the preceding year from the date of his
termination, i.e. before 28.03.2014. However, when the days are counted from 16.05.2013 to 28.03.2014, these are
less than 240 days. On this score also, the application is not maintainable under the ID Act.

10. Hence, this application under Section 2A is not maintainable and the same is dismissed. File after completion
be consigned in the record room. Let copy of this award be sent to the Appropriate Government as required under
Section 17 of the Act for publication.

KAMAL KANT, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1283.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case No.CGIT/NGP/23/2020-21) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The Group General Manager, National Thermal Power Company Ltd. Nagpur; The Managing
Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda, Nagpur (M.S.); The Manager,
M/s Sanjay Enterprises, Contractor, Nagpur and The President, Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh, Nagpur
which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 02.07.2025.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/159-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/23/2020-21 Date: 25.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Group General Manager,

National Thermal Power Company Ltd.
Mouda, Post. & Tah. Mouda.
Distt-Nagpur-441104.

2. The Managing Director/General Manager,
M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda,
Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7,
Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Ltd. MSTPP,
Mouda Ramtek Road, P.O. Mouda,
Distt-Nagpur-441104 (M.S.)

3. The Manager,

M/s Sanjay Enterprises, Contractor,
N.T.P.C. Mouda, Tah. Mouda,
Distt-Nagpur-441104.
VIs.
Party No.2: The President,
Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh,

House of Shri Prem Rodekar,
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Tarsa Road, Kanhan, Tah. Parseoni,
Distt-Nagpur-441404.
AWARD
(Dated: 25™ June, 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 N.T.P.C. Mouda, and their workman Shri Sachin
Ramaji Bawne, for adjudication, as per letter No. N-8(35)2020-ID/IR dated 27.10.2020, with the following
schedule:-

“Whether the action of (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited,
(UPL) Mouda Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7, Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Ltd. MSTPP, Mouda
Ramtek Road, P.O. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur (2) The Manager, M/s Sanjay Enterprises, Contractor,
N.T.P.C. Mouda, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur in terminating the service of Shri Sachin Ramaji Bawne
w.e.f. 02/07/2017 are just fair & legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Learned Counsel Shri. A.K. Neware is present on behalf of respondent no. 2 before the
Court. But none is present on behalf of petitioner as well as respondent no. 1 and 3.

From perusal of record, it is apparent that petitioner is not coming to the Court since 17.09.2021. Petitioner
has not filed his statement of claim till today. Written statements have also not been filed by the respondents till
today. Petitioner has not filed any evidence to prove his case. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It
appears that he 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 action of (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited, (UPL)
Mouda Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7, Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Ltd. MSTPP, Mouda Ramtek Road,
P.O. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur (2) The Manager, M/s Sanjay Enterprises, Contractor, N.T.P.C. Mouda, Tah.
Mouda, Distt-Nagpur in terminating the service of Shri Sachin Ramayji Bawne w.e.f. 02/07/2017 are just fair &
legal. The workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

s faeefT, 3 e, 2025
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New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1284.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case No.CGIT/NGP/24/2020-21) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers



5090 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JULY 12, 2025/ASHADHA 21, 1947 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

in relation to The Group General Manager, National Thermal Power Company Ltd. Nagpur; The Managing
Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda, Nagpur (M.S.); The Manager,
M/s Rohini Transport Corporation, Contractor, Nagpur (M.S.) and The President, Mouda Vij Prakalp
Mazdoor Sangh, Nagpur which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government
on 02.07.2025.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/160-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/24/2020-21 Date: 25.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Group General Manager,

National Thermal Power Company Ltd.
Mouda, Post. & Tah. Mouda.
Distt-Nagpur-441104.

2. The Managing Director/General Manager,
M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda,
Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7,
Utkarsh Nagar,N.T.P.C. Township, N.T.P.C. Ltd.
Mouda Ramtek Road, P.O. Mouda,

Tah- Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (M.S.)
3. The Manager,
M/s Rohini Transport Corporation, Contractor,
Office: Krishna Enterprises,
Front of LIC, Ramtek Road, Mouda,
Distt-Nagpur-441104 (M.S.)
VIs.
Party No.2: The President,

Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh,

House of Shri Prem Rodekar,

Tarsa Road, Kanhan, Tah. Parseoni,

Distt-Nagpur-441404.

AWARD
(Dated: 25™ June, 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 N.T.P.C. Mouda, and their workman Shri Dipak
Vithoba Waghmare, for adjudication, as per letter No. N-8(32)2020-1D/IR dated 27.10.2020, with the following
schedule:-

“Whether the action of management (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility
Powertech Limited, (UPL) Mouda Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7, Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C.
Township N.T.P.C Ltd, Mouda Ramtek Road, PO Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (2) The Manager, M/s
Rohini Transport Corporation, Contractor, Office: Krishna Enterprises, Front of LIC, Ramtek Road,
Mouda, Distt-Nagpur in terminating the service of Shri Dipak Vithoba Waghmare w.e.f. 15/12/2018
are just fair and legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”
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2. Case is called out. Learned Counsel Shri. A.K. Neware is present on behalf of respondents no. 2 and 3 before
the Court. But none is present on behalf of petitioner as well as respondent no. 1

From perusal of record, it is apparent that petitioner is not coming to the Court since 17.09.2021. Petitioner
has not filed his statement of claim till today. Written statements have also not been filed by the respondents till
today. Petitioner has not filed any evidence to prove his case. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It
appears that he 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 action of management (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech
Limited, (UPL) Mouda Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7, Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Township
N.T.P.C Ltd, Mouda Ramtek Road, PO Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (2) The Manager, M/s Rohini Transport
Corporation, Contractor, Office: Krishna Enterprises, Front of LIC, Ramtek Road, Mouda, Distt-Nagpur in
terminating the service of Shri Dipak Vithoba Waghmare w.e.f. 15/12/2018 are just fair and legal. The
workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

s faeefT, 3 e, 2025

FT.3M. 1285.—3ir=e frare sfafeam, 1947 (1947 1 14) ¥ 9=7 17 F @70 &, F=47
ALY AGIAEH®, A qH qra< w1 e aeTR; Yoy Reas/Agass, A9 Jlefod! qraes®
rffee (gfitue) HieT, IFTYR (TH.09.); Y69®, 399 AT, ATHaT, TSl $HaE, AR (TH.UH.)
F YHYTT % Hag A ST STeqer, HiQT fas THed ASgE €99, IR & a1 oIqad § [iey g
AT ARNRIF ATIATTERL-Hg-S AT, TG, GATE (3 @41 CGIT/NGP/25/2020-21) T ST
o sTerore # Te@maT 7 €, TH1TT FTAT & ST Fvw 1T GLh1E I qIF FHidT % q17 02.07.2025 F7 IH

[&. TF-42025/07/2025/161-354 (310)]

=T A, @7 at=a

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1285.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case No.CGIT/NGP/25/2020-21) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The Group General Manager, National Thermal Power Company Ltd. Nagpur; The Managing
Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda, Nagpur (M.S.); The Manager,
M/s R.B. Namaware, NTPC Contractor, Nagpur (M.S.) and The President, Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor
Sangh, Nagpur which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 02.07.2025.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/161-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/25/2020-21 Date: 25.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Group General Manager,

National Thermal Power Company Ltd.
Mouda, Post. & Tah. Mouda.
Distt-Nagpur-441104.
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2. The Managing Director/General Manager,
M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda,
Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7,
Utkarsh Nagar,N.T.P.C. Township, N.T.P.C. Ltd.,
Mouda Ramtek Road, P.O. Mouda,

Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (M.S.)

3. The Manager,

M/s R.B. Namaware,
NTPC Contractor,
At. Kumbhari, PO & Tah Mouda,
Distt- Nagpur-441104 (M.S.)
VIs.
Party No.2: The President,

Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh,

House of Shri Prem Rodekar,

Tarsa Road, Kanhan, Tah. Parseoni,

Distt-Nagpur-441404.

AWARD
(Dated: 25™ June, 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 N.T.P.C. Mouda, and their workman Shri Rajkumar
Chhattarsingh Kangali for adjudication, as per letter No. N-8(31)2020-1D/IR dated 27.10.2020, with the following
schedule:-

“Whether the action of (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited,

(UPL) Mouda Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7, Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C Township,

N.T.P.C. Ltd. Mouda Ramtek Road, Post. Mouda, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (2) The

Manager, M/s R.B. Namaware, NTPC Contractor, At. Kumbhari PO & Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur in

terminating the service of Shri Rajkumar Chhattarsingh Kangali w.e.f. 16/07/2018 are just fair &

legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”
2. Case is called out. Learned Counsel Shri. A.K. Neware is present on behalf of respondent no. 2 before the
Court. But none is present on behalf of petitioner as well as respondent no. 1 and 3.

From perusal of record, it is apparent that petitioner is not coming to the Court since 17.09.2021. Petitioner
has not filed his statement of claim till today. Written statements have also not been filed by the respondents till
today. Petitioner has not filed any evidence to prove his case. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It
appears that he 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 action of (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited, (UPL)
Mouda Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7, Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C Township, N.T.P.C. Ltd. Mouda
Ramtek Road, Post. Mouda, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (2) The Manager, M/s R.B. Namaware, NTPC
Contractor, At. Kumbhari PO & Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur in terminating the service of Shri Rajkumar
Chhattarsingh Kangali w.e.f. 16/07/2018 are just fair & legal. The workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
e faeelt, 3 =TS, 2025
T3, 1286.—sf=NH [@are Afafaaw, 1947 (1947 FT 14) AT &7 17 F AT H, Frald
ALEHY AEIIEE®, AU JHT qraL Hqe1 e AT Ty Aous/Agrass, Ay Jfefed! qraes®

ferfee (Ffiue) wier, IR (TH.TH.); Teu®, 399 AT, AHaT, TIAYET $6a, TR (TH.TH.)
F TEIAT F Hag (AT AT Aeqe, AT AT Toheq ASGE €9, WYL F o1+ dqa9 # g F7
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LRI SR =TT or-ag-519 =aTed, AR, q=Te(d@as @&ar CGIT/NGP/26/2020-21) &1 ST
o s # faamar T 8T FAT § S Hea T qYhE H arde FHidt & 917 02.07.2025 F ITH
g AT |

[. T9-42025/07/2025/162-3r23% (317)]

=T o, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1286.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case No.CGIT/NGP/26/2020-21) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The Group General Manager, National Thermal Power Company Ltd. Nagpur; The Managing
Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda, Nagpur (M.S.); The Manager, M/s
R.B. Namaware, NTPC Contractor, Nagpur (M.S.) and The President, Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh,
Nagpur which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 02.07.2025.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/162-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/26/2020-21 Date: 25.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Group General Manager,

National Thermal Power Company Ltd.
Mouda, Post. & Tah. Mouda.
Distt-Nagpur-441104.

2. The Managing Director/General Manager,
M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda,
Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7,
Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Township N.T.P.C. Ltd.
Mouda Ramtek Road, P.O. Mouda,
Tah-Mouda. Distt-Nagpur-441104 (M.S.)

3. The Manager,

M/s R.B Namaware,
NTPC Contractor,
At Kumbhari, PO & Tah Mouda,
Distt-Nagpur-441104 (M.S.)
VIs.
Party No.2: The President,

Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh,

House of Shri Prem Rodekar,

Tarsa Road, Kanhan, Tah. Parseoni,

Distt-Nagpur-441404.
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AWARD
(Dated: 25" June, 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 N.T.P.C. Mouda, and their workman Shri
Shrikrishna Mahadevji Bhoyar, for adjudication, as per letter No. N-8(30)2020-1D/IR dated 27.10.2020, with the
following schedule:-

“Whether the action of (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited,
(UPL) Mouda Site Office: Otr. No. A-13, Block No. 7 Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Township, N.T.P.C.
Ltd. Mouda Ramtek Road, Post Mouda, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (2) The Manager M/s R.B
Namaware, NTPC Contractor, At, Kumbhari, PO & Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur in terminating the
service of Shri Shrikrishna Mahadevji Bhoyar w.e.f. 16/07/2018 are just fair & legal? If not, to what
relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Learned Counsel Shri. A.K. Neware is present on behalf of respondent no. 2 before the
Court. But none is present on behalf of petitioner as well as respondent no. 1 and 3.

From perusal of record, it is apparent that petitioner is not coming to the Court since 17.09.2021. Petitioner
has not filed his statement of claim till today. Written statements have also not been filed by the respondents till
today. Petitioner has not filed any evidence to prove his case. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It
appears that he 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 action of (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited, (UPL)
Mouda Site Office: Otr. No. A-13, Block No. 7 Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Township, N.T.P.C. Ltd. Mouda
Ramtek Road, Post Mouda, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (2) The Manager M/s R.B Namaware, NTPC
Contractor, At, Kumbhari, PO & Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur in terminating the service of Shri Shrikrishna
Mahadevji Bhoyar w.e.f. 16/07/2018 are just fair & legal. The workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

% faeeft, 3 e, 2025

FIA. 1287. =N fFare stfaffem, 1947 (1947 &1 14) 6 &y 17 F @ §, Fw=a
ALEHY AGIISEH, TAAT qHT qraL HOAt e I Yoy Reas/Agass, A9y Jiefore! qraes
s (Fftue) #ieT, R (TH.TH.); T8, 399 O Fiegae ™, SSUatar SHars, AR & JaeaT
F Hag A ST srege, diar fas yahed a9ge €@, AR & A= aqay § AfdE w10 g
AN FATATTEHT-9g-99 A, ARMR, 991e (839 &1 CGIT/NGP/27/2020-21) T ST
AU | Q@TAT AT &, THIAT FAT § ST Heald LRI F T FAT % 912 02.07.2025 T 9T ol
oT |

[, Te7-42025/07/2025/163-4T$ 4T (£19)]

=T A, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1287.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case No.CGIT/NGP/27/2020-21) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The Group General Manager, National Thermal Power Company Ltd. Nagpur; The Managing
Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda, Nagpur (M.S.); The Manager, The
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Manager, M/s Vishwa Construction, Engineering Contractor, Nagpur and The President, Mouda Vij Prakalp
Mazdoor Sangh, Nagpur which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government
on 02.07.2025.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/163-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/27/2020-21 Date: 25.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Group General Manager,

National Thermal Power Company Ltd.
Mouda, Post. & Tah. Mouda.
Distt-Nagpur-441104.

2. The Managing Director/General Manager,
M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda,
Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7,
Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Township N.T.P.C. Ltd.
Mouda Ramtek Road, P.O. Mouda,
Tah-Mouda. Distt-Nagpur-441104 (M.S.)

3. The Manager,
M/s Vishwa Construction, Engineering Contractor,
Weekly Market, Mouda, Tah. Mouda,
Distt-Nagpur-441404.

VIs.
Party No.2: The President,

Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh,
House of Shri Prem Rodekar,
Tarsa Road, Kanhan, Tah. Parseoni,
Distt-Nagpur-441404.

AWARD

(Dated: 25™ June, 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 N.T.P.C. Mouda, and their workman Shri Amol
Dnyaneshwarji Vaidya, for adjudication, as per letter No. N-8(20)2020-1D/IR dated 27.10.2020, with the following
schedule:-

“Whether the action of management (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility
Powertech Limited, (UPL) Mouda Site Office: Otr. No. A-13, Block No. 7 Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C.
Township, N.T.P.C. Ltd. Mouda Ramtek Road, Post Mouda, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (2)
The Manager M/s Vishwa Construction, Engineering Contractor, Weekly Market, Mouda, Tah.
Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441404 in terminating the service of Shri Amol Dnyaneshwarji Vaidya w.e.f.
09/06/2015 are just fair & legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Learned Counsel Shri. A.K. Neware is present on behalf of respondent no. 2 before the
Court. But none is present on behalf of petitioner as well as respondent no. 1 and 3.
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From perusal of record, it is apparent that petitioner is not coming to the Court since 17.09.2021. Petitioner
has not filed his statement of claim till today. Written statements have also not been filed by the respondents till
today. Petitioner has not filed any evidence to prove his case. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It
appears that he 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 action of management (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech
Limited, (UPL) Mouda Site Office: Otr. No. A-13, Block No. 7 Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Township,
N.T.P.C. Ltd. Mouda Ramtek Road, Post Mouda, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (2) The Manager
M/s Vishwa Construction, Engineering Contractor, Weekly Market, Mouda, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-
441404 in terminating the service of Shri Amol Dnyaneshwarji Vaidya w.e.f. 09/06/2015 are just fair & legal.
The workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

s faeefT, 3 e, 2025

F.3T. 1288.—si=ns f@are Afafaaw, 1947 (1947 F7 14) AT &R=T 17 F ATECT |, Feald
ALY AGIIEE®, A qH qraT w1 s aeTY; Yoy Reas/Agass, A9 Jlefod! qraes®
e (gefiver) wier, TR (TH.TE.); Teiueh, AEE v degaer, SRR Sha, ARMYY ¥ YaudT
* Hag It o7 srewe, #iar As T@ed A9gE 69, AN F &1+ dqad § FfEy T @K
Ar=NF FATATTEFT-9g-99 AT, AR, 991e (§3H &1 CGIT/NGP/28/2020-21) T ST
Fgeae | faEmar AT 7, THRIAT FIAT & ST R LR H HIF Hi1 6 9127 02.07.2025 FHT 9GTH g3
oqT |

[¥. T9-42025/07/2025/164-3r37 (17)]

=T o, sEw at=a

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1288.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case No.CGIT/NGP/28/2020-21) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The Group General Manager, National Thermal Power Company Ltd. Nagpur; The Managing
Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda, Nagpur (M.S.); The Manager, The
Manager, M/s Vishwa Construction, Engineering Contractor, Nagpur and The President, Mouda Vij Prakalp
Mazdoor Sangh, Nagpur which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government
on 02.07.2025.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/164-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/28/2020-21 Date: 25.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Group General Manager,

National Thermal Power Company Ltd.
Mouda, Post. & Tah. Mouda.
Distt-Nagpur-441104.
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2. The Managing Director/General Manager,
M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda,
Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7,
Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Township N.T.P.C. Ltd. MSTPP,
Mouda Ramtek Road, P.O. Mouda,
Tah-Mouda. Distt-Nagpur-441104 (M.S.)
3. The Manager,
M/s Vishwa Construction, Engineering Contractor,
Weekly Market, Mouda, Tah. Mouda,
Distt-Nagpur-441404.
VIs.
Party No.2: The President,
Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh,
House of Shri Prem Rodekar,
Tarsa Road, Kanhan, Tah. Parseoni,
Distt-Nagpur-441404.
AWARD
(Dated: 25" June, 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 N.T.P.C. Mouda, and their workman Shri
Shivshankar Dheklu Barve, for adjudication, as per letter No. N-8(19)2020-1D/IR dated 27.10.2020, with the
following schedule:-

“Whether the action of management (1) The managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility
Powertech Limited, (UPL) Mouda Site Office: Otr. No. A-13, Block No. 7 Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C.
Township, N.T.P.C. Ltd. Mouda Ramtek Road, Post Mouda, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (2)
The Manager M/s Vishwa Construction, Engineering Contractor, Weekly Market, Mouda, Tah.
Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441404 in terminating the service of Shri Shivshankar Dheklu Barve w.e.f.
09/06/2015 are just fair & legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Learned Counsel Shri. A.K. Neware is present on behalf of respondent no. 2 before the
Court. But none is present on behalf of petitioner as well as respondent no. 1 and 3.

From perusal of record, it is apparent that petitioner is not coming to the Court since 17.09.2021. Petitioner
has not filed his statement of claim till today. Written statements have also not been filed by the respondents till
today. Petitioner has not filed any evidence to prove his case. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It
appears that he 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 action of management (1) The managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech
Limited, (UPL) Mouda Site Office: Otr. No. A-13, Block No. 7 Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Township,
N.T.P.C. Ltd. Mouda Ramtek Road, Post Mouda, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104 (2) The Manager
M/s Vishwa Construction, Engineering Contractor, Weekly Market, Mouda, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-
441404 in terminating the service of Shri Shivshankar Dheklu Barve w.e.f. 09/06/2015 are just fair & legal. The
workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
T2 oo, 335“%, 2025

T3, 1289.—sf=nies f@are Afafaaw, 1947 (1947 F7 14) &1 &R=T 17 F ATEC |, Feald
ALHY AETIEES, TATT THT qra< FAt A aeR; Yoy ARas/Agas, a9y i aaes
forfiee (gdias) wiar, IR (T0.TE.); Toue, 999 N9 TEitued, SHam, AR & YaedT & 995
Rl oY sreger, wiar s waheq wegR €9, AETR F A= ogEy § [T w0 a@r stenis




5098 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JULY 12, 2025/ASHADHA 21, 1947 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

AT -9g-9H AT, AR, 991 (629 €41 CGIT/NGP/29/2020-21) FT ST & siqery® o
ST T B, TERTTAT FTAT @ ST hea [ G921 i qiFe il 6 9197 02.07.2025 7 ST gl o7 |

[. T-42025/07/2025/165-3ME311< (1))

&= T AR, sEw atea

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1289.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Case No.CGIT/NGP/29/2020-21) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers
in relation to The Group General Manager, National Thermal Power Company Ltd. Nagpur; The Managing
Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda, Nagpur (M.S.); The Manager, M/s
P.J. Associates, Contractor, Nagpur and The President, Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh, Nagpur which
was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 02.07.2025.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/165-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/29/2020-21 Date: 25.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Group General Manager,

National Thermal Power Company Ltd.
Mouda, Post. & Tah. Mouda.
Distt-Nagpur-441104.

2. The Managing Director/General Manager,
M/s Utility Powertech Limited. (UPL) Mouda,
Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7,
Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Ltd. MSTPP,
Mouda Ramtek Road, P.O. Mouda,
Distt-Nagpur-441104 (M.S.)

3. The Manager,

M/s P.J. Associates, Contractor,
Regd. Office: Village Lsapur, Utkarsh Nagar,
Near, NTPC Colony, Post. Babdeo,
Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441104.
Vis.
Party No.2: The President,

Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh,

House of Shri Prem Rodekar,

Tarsa Road, Kanhan, Tah. Parseoni,

Distt-Nagpur-441404.

AWARD
(Dated: 25™ June, 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 N.T.P.C. Mouda, and their workman Shri Umesh
Ramrao Shendre, for adjudication, as per letter No. N-8(34)2020-1D/IR dated 27.10.2020, with the following
schedule:-
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“Whether the action of management (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility
Powertech Limited, (UPL) Mouda Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7, Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C.
Ltd MSTPP, Mouda Ramtek Road, PO Mouda, Distt-Nagpur (2) The Manager, M/s P.J. Associates,
Contractor, Regd. Office: Village Lsapur, Utkarsh Nagar, Near NTPC Colony, Post Babdeo, Tah.
Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441404 in terminating the service of Shri Umesh Ramrao Shendre
w.e.f. 28/02/2019 are just fair & legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Learned Counsel Shri. A.K. Neware is present on behalf of respondents no. 2 and 3 before
the Court. But none is present on behalf of petitioner as well as respondent no. 1

From perusal of record, it is apparent that petitioner is not coming to the Court since 17.09.2021. Petitioner
has not filed his statement of claim till today. Written statements have also not been filed by the respondents till
today. Petitioner has not filed any evidence to prove his case. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It
appears that he 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 action of management (1) The Managing Director/General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech
Limited, (UPL) Mouda Site Office: Qtr. No. A-13, Block No. 7, Utkarsh Nagar, N.T.P.C. Ltd MSTPP, Mouda
Ramtek Road, PO Mouda, Distt-Nagpur (2) The Manager, M/s P.J. Associates, Contractor, Regd. Office:
Village Lsapur, Utkarsh Nagar, Near NTPC Colony, Post Babdeo, Tah. Mouda, Distt-Nagpur-441404 in
terminating the service of Shri Umesh Ramrao Shendre w.e.f. 28/02/2019 are just fair & legal. The workman is
not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer

s faeeft, 3 e, 2025

1.3, 1290.—Fr1T LRI, FUATY o ST ATAFIT, 1948 (1948 T 34) Fit g7 91F F

T TS 9T 88 FIRT Y& ATRRAT T TN FXd g, AFH I ST RET st Sfear fifiee & Fami i
AT % Rafig FHTRAT i SF AfARIw F Tada9 ¥ ge T_M FT § A FE T9IT § 9 AfeRga
F THE B A ¥ Th 9 B afy @ forg ATt geft

2. I ge et aat & sregedi= g, sreria-

(1)  FEMET ST S, e T FHATAT & 9 &7 qeqaw Gfafde w2a gu, s6=mad &1 &
TIoreeT STierd

(2)  FHAT, IF AfARATH F 7efi THT wqiEemd at Fwd @A, [ 0 % e g =g afegEe g
IS G & TAqT g =l ATE F TF Ha ATHETT & AT 9T ZHaT g AT &,

(3) e ITH s=te % forw s arfvrary, afy qer £ wew B 1 ok €, 91 F wihew T8t g,

(4) I R A T F7 ST, 39 Aty i aread e 70" 98 FIEET 3 A= &
Taad & qeaefi AT TEH TEE TETT I A1 FET AT ), UHT FHEwivy, vE ww e | S vy
faferfeart it siafee Fed gu ST FH=TT asg AT (\rameon) &f==H, 1950 F stefiq S stafd & arad
IEH 9red AT, TEQT B,

(5)  TATw T I AT FT 9RT 45 FF ITATT (1) F el Fah A ar F5 arTioes qeEr
ATEFTLT AT TH TS 6 forw =0 AR e &1 wifersd s o= qaemi—

(i) ST arterfe=m 7 g 44 1 ITUTRT (1) F qdi=, 3% saty F orw ywqa G Gawfr +
safae fafors=i i aearfoa ;=
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(i) =g sfafFreae w1 & forg & @ = T a7 (Fremon) B, 1950 g 3<F saty
F forw rreraterd Thore s fsrerg srefera o 13 o =77 =gt =

(iii) 75 srtofaa" w1 & forw & Fa7 6=, [ase g syated 39 saest &, s
FAEAET TH ATALAAT % T Fe AqaT ol AT Lol &, 76 H 3T &g &9 H I HT gHAT
AT Y T A T
(iv) Tg ATHA==T w27 & O o 747 39 o@fd & S, 99 3% HI0El e TI99 & gae §
At F U ISy I A, U gl IUSLT FT AT AT I o 41 98, et
F A o forT Joreh grem—
(F) TTT AT AR FAIISTH T FUeAT FAT o a8 IH UHT Iy @ /ey =7 afaf==s F w7aee &
forT ag sraeTss TwE; A
(@) TH T AT =g i2d AT g & sterdrmed=, Bt wream, womue,  wraters a1 g afiew §
et T AR T80T 9T T AT 3T IHb TATLN § g TTAT FHIAT ag HITHE o6 AT AT TG 6
TS F HaTAd UH oW, digdi v Iearast, UH [ATers a7 17T T & THeT TEqd He A ITenl airem
AT Y AT IH UHT TEFET & 56 a8 A9 a9 A7

@) WU A7 sreated R ft, 3 srfewat ar = f, v v B s f, S o wwmm,
TITY, FTTAT AT T TRAC | qTAT U, A7 Fis A o 3% e a1 s g2amh & 9 e
T T hh FIUT ¢ T ag FHATL §, Tl TLIEAT FHIAT; T

() TH FE@T, TG, FEATAT AT A7 TRET 7 qerera e Toeey, o @m, agl a1 0+ qras
ST ST AT IELOT o T, AT
GRGIEREISRIEIRRILEICISIREICIEEETIS I

(6) TaAtAgT T FRETFRTr &t AT §, SIET ge TE af SO Sl 997 Afeqed ge & (o0 au=d
TLHTL ol ATAEH T TR |

[%F. Te7-38014/03/2021- T, TH-1]

¥ Hga @y, sae aig

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1290.—In exercise of the powers conferred by section 88 read with section 91A of the Employees’
State Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948), the Central Government hereby exempts the regular employees of factories
and establishments of M/s Gas Authority of India Limited 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:-

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(d) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account

book or other document maintained in such factory, establishment, office or other
premises; or

(e) exercise such other powers as may be specified,;

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

[No. L- S-38014/03/2021-SS-1]
D.M. KHARE, Under Secy.

% faeefl, 3 e, 2025

FAM. 1291.—aiefe  fdare ARFRE, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B G 17 S ARV 4, Do
WHR T H TA & Jauds & Adg AN R 96 dHaRI & 99, oy # ffd shenfre faarg o

>N WHR Aefie A”BROT - AZ - 59 W™, AT B Uare (Wad @ 17/2021)
UHIRG HRAl B, Wl dal WRHR B 01,/07 /2025 B YT T3l AT |

[€. T7-22012/35/2021-31E 3=, (HY. TH-11)]
Tfirhe. U, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1291.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 17/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of ECL
and their workmen received by the Central Government on 01/07/2025.

[No. L-22012/35/2021— IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
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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. 17 OF 2021
PARTIES: Prabir Bouri

Vs.
Management of 1 and 2 Incline, Jhanjra Area of ECL
REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Union/Workman: Mr. Basudev Choudhury, Advocate.
For the Management of ECL: Mr. P. K. Das, Advocate.
INDUSTRY: Coal.
STATE: West Bengal.
Dated: 18.07.2024

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, the Government of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No. L-22012/35/2021-IR(CM-I1) dated 08.09.2021 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the
employer, that is the Management of 1 and 2 Incline Under Jhanjra Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited and their
workman for adjudication by this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the Management of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Ltd. in relation to its 1 & 2 Incline under
Jhanjra Area in imposing a punishment of dismissal on Shri Prabir Bouri, Cat-1 Mazdoor (Man No. 74801),
vide ref. No. GM/IJNR/PERS/2013/1648 dated 19-03-2013 is just and legal? if not, to what relief the
workman is entitled to? ”

1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/35/2021-IR(CM-II) dated 08.09.2021 from the Government of India,
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case No. 17 of 2021 was registered on
20.09.2021 and an order was passed for 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 their
witnesses.

2. The workman filed his written statement on 24.07.2023. The fact of the case as disclosed in his written
statement is that Prabir Bouri, the workman was a permanent employee at Jhanjra Project Colliery under Jhanjra Area
of Eastern Coalfields Limited (hereinafter referred to as ECL) bearing U.M. No. 747801. He was appointed on
19.09.1985 and had remained absent from duty from 18.04.2012 due to his illness. He informed the management
about the reason of his absence. Despite such information management illegally issued a Charge Sheet to him bearing
No. AGT/INR/1&2/P/CS/12/789 dated 30.04.2012. A Domestic Enquiry was held against him on 24.07.2012. The
workman participated in the Enquiry Proceeding and disclosed the reason of his absence and also submitted Medical
Certificate in support of his illness. No 2" Show Cause Notice was issued by the management nor any copy of
Enquiry Proceeding was supplied to him before dismissing him from service, violating the principles of natural
justice. It is contended that a major punishment has been imposed against the workman, disproportionate to the
alleged charge. He has been made jobless and forced to a starving condition. The dismissed workman prayed for
setting aside the order of dismissal, seeking reinstatement in service and payment of back wages.

3. The management of ECL contested the case by filing their written statement on 23.01.2023. It is stated that
Prabir Bouri, General Mazdoor, Category — I, was absenting from his duty at Jhanjra Project Colliery since
18.04.2012 without any information. A Charge Sheet was issued to Prabir Bouri for misconduct vide Charge Sheet
No. AGT/INR/1&2/P/CS/12/789 dated 30.04.2012 under Clause 26.23 of Certified Standing Order for his habitual
absence from duty without cause and under Clause 26.29 of Certified Standing Order for unauthorized absence for
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more than ten days. The Charge Sheet was received by the delinquent by putting his signature. The reply submitted
against the Charge Sheet was not satisfactory and a Domestic Enquiry was initiated. Enquiry was held against Prabir
Bouri on 24.07.2012, following the principle of principles of natural justice and the charges were well established
against him. Management issued a 2" Show Cause Notice to the charged employee bearing Ref. No.
GM/INR/PERS/2013/1355 dated 16/19.01.2013. Copy of Enquiry Proceeding and Enquiry Report were supplied to
him with the 2" Show Cause Notice and the workman submitted his written reply. The reply of the workman was not
found satisfactory by the Disciplinary Authority as his past record in service was poor. The management having no
other alternative, dismissed the workman from service of the company vide Office Order bearing Ref. No.
GM/JNR/PERS/2013/1648 dated 19.03.2013. It is claimed that the Industrial Dispute is liable to be dismissed.

4, The dismissed workman has examined himself as Workman Witness — 1 and filed his affidavit-in-chief,
wherein he has averred that he informed the management the reason of his absence but the management illegally and
arbitrarily issued Charge Sheet against him. A Domestic Enquiry was held in respect of the charge and he participated
in the enquiry. In the Enquiry Proceeding the workman disclosed that he was suffering from illness but management
did not consider the document. No 2" Show Cause Notice was served upon him and the management illegally
terminated him from service violating the principles of natural justice. During the evidence the workman witness
produced a copy of his order of dismissal dated 19.03.2013 as Exhibit W-1.

5. During cross-examination workman witness denied the suggestion that he worked for thirty-two days in the
year 2009, sixteen days in the year 2010 and forty-one days in the year 2011. He further denied that due to his
unauthorized absence his annual increments were stopped or that he did not remain absent for his illness. The witness
also disowned the signature appearing on the reply to the 2™ Show Cause Notice and on the copy of the Charge Sheet.
The witness however admitted the signature appearing in the Enquiry Report, and the same has been marked as
Exhibit M-1.

6. Mr. Alaric Oneal Lyndem, Manager (Personnel), Jhanjra Project Colliery has been examined as Management
Witness — 1. In the affidavit-in-chief the witness stated that Prabir Bouri was chargesheeted on 30.04.2012 under
Clause 26.29 of Certified Standing Order for being absent from duty beyond ten days without sanctioned leave or
sufficient cause and under Clause 26.23 for habitual low attendance or absence from duty without sufficient cause. It
is stated that the Charge Sheet was received by the workman by putting his signature on the office copy of the same.
As his reply was not found satisfactory and for his antecedents of habitual absence a Domestic Enquiry was held. It is
also stated that the charge against Prabir Bouri was proved and on the basis of the findings of the Enquiry Officer
management issued 2" Show Cause Notice to the workman along with his Enquiry Proceeding. The delinquent
employee submitted reply to the 2" Show Cause Notice but it was not found satisfactory and he was dismissed from
service by order dated 19.03.2013. In course of his evidence the management witness produced the following
documents:

0] Signature of Prabir Bouri on the Enquiry Proceeding is marked as Exhibit M-1.
(i) Copy of the Charge Sheet dated 30.04.2012 has been produced as Exhibit M-2.
(iii) Copy of the reply to the Charge Sheet, as Exhibit M-3.
(iv) Copy of the Notice of enquiry dated 21.07.2012, as Exhibit M-4.
(V) Copy of the Enquiry Proceeding dated 24.07.2012 in three pages has been collectively marked as
Exhibit-5.
(vi) Prabir Bouri has put his signature on all the pages of Enquiry Proceeding. The signature on page no.

1 and 2 of the Enquiry Proceeding has been marked as Exhibit M-5/1 and M-5/2 and signature on
page no. 3 has already been marked as Exhibit M-1.

(vii) Copy of the Enquiry Report dated 24.07.2012, as Exhibit M-6.
(viii) Copy of the 2" Show Cause Notice dated 16/19.01.2013 has been produced as Exhibit M-7.
(ix) Copy of the reply to the 2" Show Cause Notice, as Exhibit M-8.
x) Copy of the order of dismissal dated 19.03.2013, as Exhibit M-9.
7. In cross-examination the witness denied that the punishment of dismissal of Prabir Bouri from service was

improper or it was illegal.

8. The point for consideration before this Tribunal is whether the punishment of dismissal imposed against
Prabir Bouri is just and legal. If not, whether he is entitled to any relief?

9. Mr. Basudev Choudhury, learned advocate for the workman argued that Prabir Bouri was serving the
company as a permanent employee since 1985. He has rendered satisfactory service all through, but the management
of ECL in an arbitrary manner issued a Charge Sheet against the workman for his absence from duty for a period of
only twelve days and imposed a disproportionate punishment without service of Charge Sheet, 2" Show Cause Notice
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and Enquiry Report. It is further argued that the workman participated in the Enquiry Proceeding and produced his
medical certificate in support of his absence from 18.04.2012 to 18.07.2012 but the Enquiry Officer did not consider
the Certificate, covering the period of his absence on the ground that he did not receive medical treatment from
colliery Hospital. Learned advocate argued that the Enquiry Proceeding was held in violation of principles of natural
justice without providing any opportunity to the workman and by way of rejecting his defence without any plausible
cause. Learned advocate asserted that the order of dismissal passed against the workman is illegal, improper, arbitrary
and is liable to be set aside. It is urged that the workman merits reinstatement in service and payment of back wages
till his reinstatement.

10. Mr. P. K. Das, learned advocate for the management argued that copy of Charge Sheet, Enquiry Report and
2" Show Cause Notice were served upon the charged workman who received the same by putting his signatures. In
his cross-examination the workman witness admitted his signatures appearing in the Enquiry Proceeding, which goes
to establish that he was well informed about the Charge Sheet against him as well as the Enquiry Proceeding
conducted by the Enquiry Officer. It is argued that the workman is a habitual absentee and attended his duty for
thirty-two days the year 2009, sixteen days in the year 2010 and forty-one days in the year 2011. Due to his previous
absence the workman was earlier punished by stoppage of one increment in the year 1996, stoppage of two
increments in the year 1997 and final warning in the year 1999. Once again, he was punished by stoppage of three
increments in the year 2000 and stoppage of one increment in the year 2001. He was demoted to the post of Cleaning
Mazdoor, Category — I in the year 2005. Again, he was demoted to the initial Basic of Category — | as a last chance in
the year 2006. Stoppage of one increment in the year 2010 and thereafter stoppage of three increments in the year
2011. It is submitted by the learned advocate that the workman did not rectify his conduct and continued to remain
absent without informing the management of the company and thereby caused disruption in service, being absolutely
unpredictable in his attendance. Learned advocate took me through the Charge Sheet dated 30.04.2012 (Exhibit M-2)
which bears the signature of the workman. The workman submitted a reply to the Charge Sheet on 20.07.2012 i.e.
after two months and twenty days after the issuance of Charge Sheet, wherein he prayed for allowing him to join duty
on the ground that he was under medical treatment and was then found fit to join his duty. Learned advocate drew my
attention to the Notice of enquiry, a copy of which was also served upon the workman. Copy of the Enquiry
Proceeding and Enquiry Report have been produced as Exhibit M-5 and Exhibit M-6. Regarding issuance of 2" Show
Cause Notice, the learned advocate pointed out that a 2™ Show Cause Notice dated 16/19.01.2013 was issued to
Prabir Bouri, which has been produced as Exhibit M-7. Though the workman has denied having received the 2™
Show Cause Notice, the learned advocate for management referred to the reply submitted by Prabir Bouri dated
31.01.2013 against 2™ Show Cause Notice, where he has reiterated his earlier statement that he was under medical
treatment at Khandra BPHC from 18.04.2012 to 18.07.2012. It is argued that the reply to the 2" Show Cause Notice
goes to prove that the 2™ Show Cause Notice was served upon the workman and he had been provided with
reasonable opportunity to meet the charge levelled against him under Clause 26.23 and 26.29 of the Certified
Standing Order. It is vehemently argued that there is no illegality on the part of the management in issuing the Charge
Sheet against a habitual absentee who had no responsibility towards his work. It is urged that the Industrial Dispute
raised by the workman eight years after his dismissal has no merit and is liable to be dismissed.

11. I have considered the rival contentions of the parties in the backdrop of facts and circumstances of the case.
The evidence on record is rife to establish that the workman had actually remained absent from duty for more than
three months from 18.04.2012 to 18.07.2012 and he submitted his application, seeking permission to join his duty
only from 20.07.2012 (Exhibit M-3). Nowhere in the application he disclosed the nature of the ailment or the place
where he received the medical treatment. Only after the Enquiry Proceeding was started, he made an endeavour to
defend the case raising a plea that he was absent from duty due to illness. The Enquiry Officer in his Report (Exhibit
M-6) has stated that the workman did not report to the company’s dispensary and also failed to produce the papers
related to his medical treatment. Besides, the charge of unauthorized absence for more than ten days under Clause
26.29 of the Certified Standing Order, the Enquiry Officer has found the workman a habitual absentee who
performed work for thirty-two days in the year 2009, sixteen days in the year 2010 and forty-one days in the year
2011 and till 18.04.2012 he performed work for only fourteen days. These facts have not been controverted by the
workman. Simple denial of such facts in course of cross-examination does not disprove the charge of misconduct
under Clause 26.23 of the Certified Standing Order. It is evident the that previously the workman had been subjected
to minor punishment on nine occasions from December 1996 to August 2011. The workman did not mend his conduct
nor did he care to attend his work after so many occasions of warning and punishments meted out to him. The
workman submitted his reply to the 2" Show Cause Notice which has been produced as Exhibit M-8. The controlling
authority finally issued the Office Order dated 19.03.12013, dismissing him from his service in exercise of power
conferred to him under Clause 27 of the Certified Standing Order applicable to the workman and the establishment.

12. In my considered view the management having provided reasonable opportunity to the workman has
initiated a Departmental Proceeding against him for his misconduct and after following the principles of natural
justice the Enquiry Officer found the workman guilty of the charge. The workman failed to satisfy the Disciplinary
Authority by submitting his explanation to the 2" Show Cause Notice and the General Manager of Jhanjra Area,
ECL, being the competent authority dismissed him from service. | find no illegality, impropriety or irregularity in the
proceeding and the final outcome. The workman having faced nine minor punishments in earlier occasions, failed to
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rectify his conduct. Therefore, there is no extenuating circumstance for him to avoid the punishment of dismissal from
service. | do not find any illegality in the Enquiry Proceeding nor the order of dismissal passed against Prabir Bouri.
Therefore, the Industrial Dispute is dismissed on contest.

Hence,
ORDERED

that the Industrial Dispute is dismissed on contest against the workman. | find no reason to interfere with the
order of dismissal passed against Prabir Bouri. An award be drawn up in light of my above findings. Let copies of the
Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour, Government of India, New Delhi for information and
Notification.

ANANDA KUMAR MUKHERIJEE, Presiding Officer
s faeeT, 3 e, 2025

LA, 1292.31=Nfe  fqare AffFTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14)  BI ORI 17 & IRV H, D= IR
T Ul UF @ yduds @ Aeg Aol ok S dReR! @ 99, oged # ffde sienfie fJae § ey

WHR Aefe Aferor - 98 - o9 e, eI @ gae (fWed g 18/2021) &1 ySmiRid
FAT T, Sl DI WHR DI 01,/07 /2025 B UK GaAT T |

[€. T1-22012/44/2021-318 R, (. TH-11)]

Tforses.uq, 37 Aea®

New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1292.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 18/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of ECL
and their workmen received by the Central Government on 01/07/2025.

[No. L-22012/44/2021— IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

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

Presiding Officer,
C.G.L.T-cum-L.C., Asansol.
REFERENCE CASE NO. 18 OF 2021
PARTIES: Kalu Charan Suin
Vs

Management of Naba Kajora Colliery, ECL
REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Union/Workman: Mr. Rakesh Kumar, President, Koyala Mazdoor Congress
For the Management of ECL.: Mr. P. K. Das, Advocate.
INDUSTRY: Coal.
STATE: West Bengal.
Dated: 31/01/2025
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 Government of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order



5106 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : JULY 12, 2025/ASHADHA 21, 1947 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

No. L-22012/44/2021-IR(CM-II) dated 29/09/2021 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the
employer, that is the Management of Naba Kajora Colliery, Kajora Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited and their
workmen for adjudication by this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the Management of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Ltd. in relation to its Kajora Area in
imposing a punishment of dismissal on Shri Kalucharan Swain, Dresser of Naba Kajora Colliery under
Kajora Area (U.M. No. 125828) w.e.f. 19-05-2020 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the workman is
entitled to?”

1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/44/2021-IR(CM-I11) dated 29/09/2021 from the Government of India,
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case No. 18 of 2021 was registered on
01/10/2021 and an order was passed for 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. Union of Koyala Mazdoor Congress filed written statement on 21/09/2022 on behalf of Kalu Charan Suin
through Mr. Rakesh Kumar, President, Koyala Mazdoor Congress. Mr. P. K. Das, learned advocate appeared for ECL
and filed written statement on same date i.e. 21/09/2022. Fact of the case disclosed in the written statement of the
union is that Kalu Charan Suin was posted as Underground Dresser at Naba Kajora Colliery under ECL, having UM
No. 125828. Due to his illness he was unable to attend duty from 16/09/2019 till his recovery. When he reported to
join his duty, management of the colliery did not allow him to join and issued a charge sheet bearing No.
ECL/NKC/Mgr./2020-21/572 dated 12/12/2019 for his unauthorized absence without information and also for his
habitual absence in the preceding years 2016, 2017 and 2018 which constituted gross misconduct as per Certified
Standing Orders applicable to the company. Workman replied to the charge sheet but explanation was not found
satisfactory. He also submitted papers regarding his medical treatment. Management of the colliery appointed Enquiry
Officer and a domestic enquiry was conducted. Workman participated in the enquiry and submitted his explanation
for alleged unauthorized absence and also produced treatment papers related to his illness. Enquiry Officer conducted
domestic enquiry and submitted his report, finding workman guilty of charge. After completion of enquiry, a second
show cause Notice was issued to the workman to which he replied. On recommendation of the colliery management,
General Manager of the Area being the Competent Authority dismissed the workman from service by issuing a letter
No. ECL/KA/APM/C-6/2020/10/187 dated 19/05/2020. Dismissed workman thereafter submitted his mercy appeal
before the higher authority on 13/07/2020. Mercy appeal was not considered by the management. It is inter alia
contended that the workman was absent from duty only for two months and twenty six days i.e. from 16/09/2019 to
12/12/2019. Therefore, punishment of dismissal from service, which is an extreme punishment is harsh and
disproportionate to the alleged misconduct. According to the union, punishment imposed in departmental proceeding
should be proportionate to the misconduct. It is prayed that management of ECL should set aside order of dismissal
and Kalu Charan Suin should be reinstated in service with full back wages.

3. Management of ECL contested the Industrial Dispute by filing written statement. It has been asserted that
Kalu Charan Suin was appointed as Dresser (UG) on 24/10/1996 and was working at Naba Kajora Colliery. He was a
habitual absentee for which he was reprimanded several times. It is inter alia contended that as per record workman
was absent from duty without any intimation to the employer from 16/09/2019 and continued to remain absent
without intimation or authorization of leave. Management ultimately issued a charge sheet against the workman on
12/12/2019. A domestic enquiry was ordered and he participated in the enquiry proceeding held on 21/03/2020.
Enquiry Officer conducted enquiry by following the principles of Natural Justice, by giving full opportunity to the
charged workman to defend himself. Charge of unauthorized absence was proved beyond doubt. On the basis of
finding of the Enquiry officer, General Manager, Kajora Area dismissed the workman by letter dated 19/05/2020. It is
the case of the management that workman attended work only for forty six days in the year 2016, thirty five days in
the year 2017 and one hundred forty two days in the year 2018. Workman was charged for habitual absence. Further
contention of the management is that the charged workman submitted mercy petition before the management after his
dismissal. On previous occasions workman suffered impunities by way of warning and stoppage of three increments
with cumulative effect in the year 2017, demotion to lower cadre in the year 2016, stoppage of three increments with
cumulative effect in the year 2015 and on several occasions, he was warned for his unauthorized absence. According
to the management workman did not improve his conduct after several opportunities extended to him. Under such
circumstances, it is urged that Industrial Dispute has no merit and workman has been dismissed from service for
proper reasons and in a proper manner.

4. Moot point for consideration before this Tribunal is “Whether the action of the Management of M/s. Eastern
Coalfields Ltd. in imposing a punishment of dismissal against Shri Kalu Charan Suin, Dresser of Naba Kajora
Colliery under Kajora Area (U.M. No. 125828) w.e.f. 19-05-2020 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the workman
is entitled to?”

5. Union examined Kalu Charan Suin as Workman Witness-1. He filed his affidavit-in-chief reiterating the case
disclosed in written statement of the union. In course of his evidence, he produced the following documents:-



[ATT H—w&vE 3(ii)] T T TSI © [ATs 12, 2025/397 21, 1947 5107

Q) Copy of Identity Card is produced as Exhibit W-1
(i) Copy of charge sheet dated 12/12/2019 is produced as Exhibit W-2

(iii) Copy of order of dismissal issued by the Agent, Naba Kajora Colliery dated 18/06/2020 is produced as
Exhibit W-3.

(iv) Copy of mercy appeal dated 13/07/2020 addressed to the Director (Personnel), ECL is produced as
Exhibit W-4.

In cross-examination, workman admitted that he attended duty only for forty six days in the year 2016, thirty five
days in the year 2017 and one hundred forty two days in the year 2018. Workman tried to reason out his absence by
deposing in cross-examination that he had reported for duty after short absence but the management did not allow him
to join on the pretext that his medical papers were sent to the Area office and ultimately charge sheet was issued for
his unauthorized absence. Witness, however stated that he did not make formal compliant before the Agent disclosing
that he was not allowed to join duty on several occasions. In his later cross-examination, he admitted that he attended
the enquiry proceeding. He further deposed that a second show cause Notice was issued to him. Witness also denied
suggestion put to him that he was not suffering from illness at the time of his absence or that the company dismissed
him from service for adequate reasons but did not produce any medical papers.

6. Mr. Ramjee Tripathi for the management of ECL filed an affidavit-in-chief and was examined as
Management Witness-l. Witness stated that workman received charge sheet and submitted his reply but the
explanation was not found satisfactory for which a domestic enquiry was held in which he was found guilty of the
charge of unauthorized absence and habitual absence. A second show cause Notice was issued to the workman.
General Manager, Kajora Area after careful consideration of the charge sheet and entire enquiry proceeding,
dismissed the workman from service on 19/05/2020. In course of his evidence, witness produced the following
documents:-

0] Copy of charge sheet dated 12/12/2019 is produced as Exhibit M-1
(i) Copy of reply submitted by the workman against charge sheet is produced as Exhibit M-2.

(iii) Copy of office order dated 04/03/2020 by which Ashis Mohan, Asstt. Manager (P) was appointed as the
Enquiry Officer and H. K. Srivastav, Safety Officer as Management Representative is produced as Exhibit M-3.

(iv) Copy of Notice of Enquiry dated 16/03/2020 is produced as Exhibit M-4.

(v) Copy of Enquiry proceeding dated 21/03/2020 is produced as Exhibit M-5.

(vi) Copy of second show cause Notice dated 04/04/2020 is produced as Exhibit M-6.

(vii) Copy of reply dated 18/04/2020 against the second show cause Notice is produced as Exhibit M-7.

(viii)  Copy of order of dismissal passed by the General Manager, Kajora Area dated 13/19.05.2020 is produced as
Exhibit M-8.

In course of his cross-examination, witness stated that the period of absence of the workman was two months and
twenty six days. Management witness categorically stated that workman did not submit document relating to medical
treatment along with his reply. Witness also denied suggestion that punishment imposed was disproportionate to the
charges established against him.

7. Mr. Rakesh Kumar arguing the case on behalf of the dismissed workman submitted that workman was absent
for two months and twenty six days till charge sheet was issued on 12/12/2019 (Exhibit W-2/Exhibit M-1). It is
submitted that workman participated in the enquiry proceeding and produced papers relating to his medical treatment
issued from Khandra Health Centre. Union representative in his argument tried to focus on the fact that work of
Dresser (UG) is hazardous in nature and management should have considered the precarious conditions in which the
workman served before dismissing him at the drop of a hat only for his unauthorized absence for two months and
twenty six days, which was for his illness. It is urged that punishment awarded is disproportionate to the misconduct
and the workman should be reinstated in service. Union fairly submitted that though prayer has been made for back
wages, justice would be served if workman is reinstated in service simpliciter.

8. Management argued that workman not only remained absent in unauthorized manner without any intimation
to the management but was also a habitual absentee and his performance in previous three years was extremely
unsatisfactory. Several attempts were made to rectify him by imposing lighter punishment like stoppage of
increments, demotion to lower post and issuing warnings but he did not serve even for a continuous period of one
hundred ninety days which is the attendance requirement for continuous service in a year in Underground duty. Ld.
Advocate argued that enquiry proceeding was held in a proper manner and opportunity was granted to the charged
employee to defend his case and demolish charges levelled against him but both the charges i.e. habitual absence and
unauthorized absence were established against the charged employee. A second show cause Notice was issued to the
workman (Exhibit M-6). Workman replied to the second show cause Notice but there was no extenuating
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circumstance to take lighter view. The General Manager who is the Competent Authority ultimately directed the
workman to be removed from duty (Exhibit M-8). In furtherance of such letter of dismissal, Agent communicated the
same to the workman by office order dated 17/18.06.2020 (Exhibit W-3). Mr. Das contended that there is no merit in
the Industrial Dispute and sought for dismissal of the same.

9. Considered the rival contentions of the union and learned advocate for the management of ECL in light of
pleading and evidence on record. In the instant case, Kalu Charan Suin was charge sheeted on 12/12/2019 wherein he
was charged for his unauthorized absence for a period from 16/09/2019 to 12/12/2019 without information and leave
and also for his habitual absence from duty. Workman was directed to submit reply within seventy two hours.
Workman submitted reply to the charge sheet which is produced as Exhibit M-2. In his reply it is submitted that he
was under medical treatment at Khandra Rural Hospital and again he fell ill from 15/12/2019 to 25/02/2020 and was
unable to join duty. Nowhere in the reply workman stated that after recovery from illness and before issuance of
charge sheet on 12/12/2019, he had reported to join his duty or was disallowed to join. It is therefore clear that the
submission made in the written statement that he was disallowed to join duty is untrue and not reliable due to lack of
evidence and want of consistency. No document relating to illness or medical treatment of the workman has been
filed along with his reply. Management issued office order dated 04/03/2020 (Exhibit M-3) appointing Shri Ashis
Mohan, Asstt. Manager (P), Madhabpur colliery to conduct the domestic enquiry. Notice of Enquiry was issued on
16/03/2020 fixing 21/03/2020 as date for holding domestic enquiry. A copy of Notice of Enquiry is produced as
Exhibit M-4. It is gathered from the enquiry proceeding (Exhibit M-5) that a domestic enquiry was held against the
charged employee in respect of charges levelled under clause 26.29 and 26.23 of Certified Standing Orders applicable
to the company. Content of the charge sheet was explained to the charged employee who understood the charges
levelled against him. Workman was given opportunity to take assistance of co-workers or representatives of the Trade
Union but he declined. Management Representatives were examined who clearly gave out that past performance of
the workman and his attendance from the year 2016 to 2019 appears to be abysmal. It appears that he was warned on
previous occasions for his unauthorized absence and three increments with cumulative effect were stopped by letter
dated 12/03/2015. He was demoted to lower post without any pay protection by letter dated 04/08/2016 and was
warned and three increments were stopped with cumulative effect by letter dated 29/11/2017. Workman did not cross-
examine witnesses and admitted his guilt. It is stated that he suffered from viral fever, liver disorder and pain from
17/09/2019 to 06/12/2019 and subsequently from 15/12/2019 to 25/02/2020. There is clear admission that he did not
inform the management nor did he avail any leave. He stated that he submitted medical certificate regarding his
illness from Khandra (Ukhra) BPHC but in fact no document was submitted before the Enquiry officer nor before the
Competent Authority of the company. Enquiry Officer held the workman guilty of charges in respect of clause 26.29
and 26.23 of certified standing orders applicable to the company. A second show cause Notice dated 04/04/2020 was
issued to the workman (Exhibit M-6) and a copy of enquiry proceeding was enclosed therewith for his perusal.
Workman replied to the second show cause Notice once again admitting the charge (Exhibit M-7). Competent
Authority on considering the entire material and reply to the second show cause Notice, dismissed the workman from
service with effect from 08/05/2020 which was intimated to him in due course of time by way of order of dismissal
issued by the Agent, Naba Kajora colliery, ECL.

10. It emerges from the above facts and circumstances that there was no cogent reason to treat the charged
employee in lenient manner. There was no mitigating circumstance nor any reliable document related to his medical
treatment, claimed to have been undergone by the workman during the period of his absence. Management of ECL
has carried out the enquiry proceeding in a proper manner providing reasonable opportunity to the workman to defend
himself. Principle of Natural Justice has been duly complied in holding the domestic enquiry. A mercy petition has
been filed by the workman but his claim has to be balanced with past conduct which shows that management
provided several opportunities to the workman to rectify the conduct but he has not been able to fulfil the basic
requirements. Under such circumstance the punishment of dismissal of the workman from service cannot be
considered to be harsh or disproportionate to the nature of misconduct. | do not find any incongruity in the order of
dismissal to interfere with the same. Therefore, the Industrial Dispute is dismissed on contest. Workman is found not
entitled to the relief of reinstatement.

Hence,
ORDERED

that the Industrial Dispute is dismissed on contest. Kalu Charan Suin, dismissed workman is not entitled to any relief
of reinstatement in service or to back wages. Let an Award be drawn up in light of my above discussion. Let copies
of Award be communicated to the Ministry for information and Notification.

ANANDA KUMAR MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer
s faeefT, 3 e, 2025
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New Delhi, the 3rd July, 2025

S.0. 1293.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 32/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
Singareni Colliery Company Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 03/07/2023.

[No. L-22012/48/2014 — IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

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

Dated the 18" day of June, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 32/2015
Between:
The General Secretary (Sh. Riaz Ahmed),
Singareni Miners & Engg. Workers Union(HMS),
Qr.No.C-34, Sector-1, Godavarikhani — 505 209.
Karimnagar Distt. ..... Petitioner/Union
AND
The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,

Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri — 504 231. .... Respondent
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : M/s. A. Sarojana, K. Vasudeva Reddy & B. Kiran Kumar, Advocates
For the Respondent: Sri Y. Ranjeeth Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L- 22012/48/2014-IR(CM-I1) dated 8.8.2014
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between
the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workman. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Ramagundam-| Area,
Godavrikhani, Karimnagar Distt., in terminating the services of Sri Akula Odelu, Ex. Coal Filler, GDK-1
Inc., RG-I Area with effect from 29.11.1998 is justified or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled
for?

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 32/2015 and notices were issued to the parties
concerned.

2. The averments made is the claim statement are as follows:-

It is submitted in the representation of the Petitioner Union that, the workman Sri Akula Odelu was initially
appointed on 31.7.1991 as a Badli Filler and by virtue of hard work and sincerity he was confirmed as Coal Filler
w.e.f. 1.9.1995. He was regular to his duties and performing his duties upto the satisfaction of all his superiors.
While the matters stood thus, he was issued with a charge sheet dated 25.9.1998 alleging that the workman remained
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absent during the year 1997, which amounts to misconduct under company’s Standing Order No.25.25.
Subsequently, one enquiry was conducted on 5.10.1998 and the Workman was not given any opportunity to defend
his case. Enquiry officer proceeded with a presumption of guilt on the part of the concerned Workman. The reasons
pleaded by the concerned workman were not considered by the enquiry officer and enquiry proceedings were treated
as mere formality and after obtaining the signatures of the concerned Workman enquiry was closed though there were
circular instructions to conduct the enquiry in the language known to the charge sheeted employee, enquiry
proceedings were drafted in English and the concerned workman's signatures were obtained without even explaining
its contents. Thereafter, a show cause notice was issued to which the Workman has submitted his reply. However,
without consideration of the submissions made by the concerned Workman, he was dismissed from service w.e.f.
29.11.1998 vide proceeding No.P.RG.1/32/98/6059 dated 24.11.1998. It is stated that the Workman has
categorically stated about his inability to perform his duties regularly during the year 1997, which was only on
account of his ill-health and other family problems. But without considering any of his submissions, the Workman
was dismissed from service. It is also stated that the action of the Respondent’s management in dismissing the
Workman from service is wholly illegal, arbitrary, violative of the principles of natural justice. The Workman has
rendered 6 years of continuous service in the Respondent’s management. The Workman approached the Respondent
to consider his case sympathetically, but the Respondent management did not pay any heed to it. Therefore, the
Workman was constrained to approach this Tribunal to declare the impugned order issued by the Respondent is illegal
and arbitrary and to set aside the same and consequently to direct the Respondent to reinstate the Workman into
service duly granting all other attendant benefits such as continuity of service, and back wages etc..

3. Respondent filed counter denying the averments of the Petitioner/ Union as under:

It is submitted that the present petition has been filed by the Workman Sri Akula Odelu, to direct the Respondent to
reinstate the Workman into service with continuity of service and other attendant benefits and with full back wages,
by setting aside the dismissal order dated 24.11.1998. It is submitted that the Workman was dismissed from the
services of the Company on proved charge of absenteeism w.e.f. 29.11.1998 vide proceeding No.P.RG.1/32/98/6059
dated 24.11.1998. It is apparently clear that there is an abnormal delay of about 17 years in raising the dispute by
the Workman; therefore, the petition is liable to be dismissed on the ground of delay and latches. It is prayed that
this Hon'ble Tribunal may be pleased to decide the delay in raising the dispute as a preliminary issue. It is submitted
that the delinquent workman was dismissed on proved charge after conducting a detailed domestic enquiry duly
following the principles of natural justice. It is submitted that the Workman Sri Akula Odelu, Ex.Coal Filler, Gdk. 1
& 3 Incline of the Respondent Company, was initially appointed in the Company on 31.7.1991 as Badli Filler and
later he was appointed as Coal Filler with effect from 1.9.1995. While so, in the year 1997 he had put in just 018
musters during the calendar year 1997 and remained absent to duties unauthorisedly on all other days, for 347 days in
the year, which constituted misconduct under Company's Standing Orders N0.25.25. Hence, he was issued with a
charge sheet bearing No. Gdk.1/6-G/98/2733, dated 25.9.1998 under Company's Standing Orders No. 25.25 for the
misconduct committed by him, which reads as follows:

"25.25: Habitual late attendance or habitual absence from duty without sufficient cause."”

The Workman acknowledged the receipt of the charge sheet and submitted his written explanation admitting his
absenteeism due to ill-health. His explanation was examined and found to be not satisfactory, hence an enquiry was
ordered. An enquiry notice was issued advising the Workman to attend enquiry along with witnesses, if any, to defend
his case. It is submitted that the enquiry was conducted on 5.10.1998 adhering to the principles of natural justice. The
Workman attended and fully participated in the enquiry and he was given full and fair opportunity to defend his case.
Before commencing the enquiry proceedings, the Enquiry Officer had explained the enquiry procedure. The
Workman having understood the procedure and at his free will took part in the enquiry proceedings. The Enquiry
Officer had offered the opportunity of availing the services of defence assistant and workman took assistance of his
co-worker Sri Odela Shankar, B.F., GDK. 6 Incline. The Presenting Officer and the management witnesses deposed
their evidence in the presence of the Workman which was duly recorded by the Enquiry Officer and explained to the
charge sheeted workman in Telugu. Further, the documentary evidence was produced by the management in the
presence of the Workman to substantiate the charge leveled against him in the enquiry and explained in Telugu by the
Enquiry Officer. The Workman did not cross examine the management witnesses when the opportunity was afforded
to him and voluntarily pleaded guilty of charge leveled against him. In his deposition during the course of enquiry,
the Workman submitted that he could not be regular to duties during the year 1997 due to personal problems and ill-
health and accepted that he remained absent from duty on all the dates covered in the charge sheet. The Petitioner
contended that he remained absent from duty due to Renal Colic with back ache and produced a sick certificate which
was found not genuine. Inspite of giving opportunity, he failed to establish the causes cited by him for his
unauthorized absence from duty by submitting relevant documentary evidence. The Enquiry Officer on the basis of
evidence adduced in the enquiry and after appreciating all the recorded evidence, submitted his report in which the
Workman was held to be guilty of the charge levelled against him under Company's Standing Order No0.25.25. It is
submitted that the Workman was supplied copy of the Enquiry report and proceedings vide letter dated 28.10.1998
wherein he was advised to submit his representation if any, against the findings of the enquiry officer within seven
days of receipt of the letter. The Workman acknowledged receipt of the letter along with its enclosures and
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submitted his representation dated 18.11.1998. Since the charge framed and proved in the enquiry was grave and
serious in nature warranting punishment of dismissal and as there was no extenuating circumstance to take a lenient
view, the Workman was dismissed from Company's Services with effect from 29.11.1998. Further, he remained
absent from duty without sanctioned leave, sick or sufficient cause and did not bother to communicate to the unit
authorities about his inability to attend to duties. He did not at least inform or communicate the reasons of his
absence to the mine authorities at any point of time, which clearly establish the fact that he was not interested in his
job.  Therefore, the management was compelled to dismiss the Workman, from the service of the Company with
effect from 29.11.1998 on proved charge. It is to submit that in the Respondent Company, employes about 67,578
persons. Naturally among such quantum of employees, few will surely go on authorised leave or report sick and in
their places management provides employment to Badlis and it includes workmen, executives and supervisors.
Production results will depend upon the overall attendance and performance of each and every individual. They are
interlinked and inseparable. In this regard if anyone remains absent without prior leave or without any justified cause
the work to be performed gets affected. Such unauthorised absence creates sudden void which at time is very
difficult to fill up and there will be no proper planning and already planned schedules get suddenly disturbed without
prior notice. That is the reason why the Respondent’s company is compelled to take severe action against the
unauthorised absentees. It is submitted that the Workman should have been more careful and conscious of his
responsibilities towards his family members and towards his job. For the fault and mistakes of the Workman he
cannot hold the Respondent company responsible. It is the Workman himself who has to be blamed for this situation
which is the result of his negligent behaviour and careless attitude towards his job. Therefore, prayed to dismiss the
claim petition as devoid of merits.

4, Workman didn't file any documents in support of his claim in evidence. Whereas Respondent has filed
many documents of enquiry proceeding through list dated 16.3.2023. Despite sufficient opportunity Workman did
not adduce any arguments and requested to treat the claim statement as his arguments. However, Respondent has
filed written arguments.

5. On the basis of rival pleadings of both the parties, following issues emerge for determination:-
I Whether the departmental enquiry held against the Workman is legal and valid?
Il. Whether the claim petition filed by the Workman is bad due to delay and latches?

I Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Ramagundam-1 Area,
Godavrikhani, Karimnagar Distt., in terminating the services of Sri Akula Odelu, Ex. Coal Filler, GDK-1
Inc., RG-I Area with effect from 29.11.1998 is justified or not?

(\VA To what relief the Workman is entitled?
Findings:-
6. Issue No.l: - The Petitioner workman has conceded the legality and validity of departmental enquiry

therefore, the domestic enquiry conducted by the Respondent is held legal and valid by the Tribunal vide order dated
10.4.2023.

Thus, Issue No.1 is decided accordingly.

7. Issue No.ll:- This issue pertains to the question whether the industrial dispute raised by the Workman is
barred by delay and laches. In this context the Learned Counsel for Respondent submitted that the Workman was
dismissed from the service of the company on the proved charges of absenteeism w.e.f. 29.11.1998 vide proceeding
No.P.RG.1/32/98/6059 dated 24.11.1998. Therefore, it is apparently clear that there is an abnormal delay of 17 years
in raising the dispute by the Workman. Therefore, the petition is liable to be dismissed on the ground of delay and
latches. Further, it is contended that as per provision contained under section 2A(2) the applicant feeling aggrieved
by the order of employer terminating the services of the individual Workman for discharging, dismissing or
retrenching he will make an application to the Labour Court or Tribunal before the expiry of 3 years from the date of
discharge or dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise termination of services. Whereas in the present case the Workman
has raised the industrial dispute with an inordinate delay of 17 years from the date of termination from service i.e.,
24.11.1998. Therefore, in view of the above the claim petition is barred by delay and latches.

8. Perused the record. Undisputedly, Workman in the present case has been terminated from service vide
order dated 24.11.1998 with effect from 29.11.1998 passed by Disciplinary Authority of the Respondent. Whereas
the industrial dispute has been raised in the year 2015 against the said termination order when it has been referred for
adjudication vide letter dated 5.5.2015 of Government of India Ministry of Labour, New Delhi. Thus, there is an
inordinate delay of about 17 years in raising the industrial dispute in the present matter. However, Workman has not
furnished any explanation regarding inordinate delay in raising the dispute against his termination order from the
service by the Respondent.
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In this context, reference of few decisions of Hon’ble Supreme Court are relevant as discussed hereunder:-
In K RReddy Vs. Industrial Tribunal-11, Hyderabad, Hon’ble Court held:-

“The Supreme Court extensively considered the scope of relevant provisions and precedent decisions and held that
there was inordinate, unexplained delay in referring the dispute.”

In the case of Assistant Engineer, CAD, Kota and Dhan Kumwar, CA No0.6473, 2006 111 LLJ, the Hon'ble Apex
Court have held:

“workman raising the dispute eight years after termination of service —therefore relief by Labour Court should not
have been granted to workman.”

In Haryana State Co-operative Land Development Bank and Neelam, 2005 I LLJ, the Apex Court held:

“Though no time limit prescribed for raising industrial dispute, but stale claim, could not be entertained —
approaching Labour Court after delay of more than 7 years. Held:- justified refusal of relief'in this case.”

In the case of Sri Prabhakar Vs. Joint Director Sericulture Department in Civil Appeal decision dated 7.9.15
Hon'ble Apex Court have held:-

“40) On the basis of aforesaid discussion, we summarise the legal position as under:

“An industrial dispute has to be referred by the appropriate Government for adjudication and the workman
cannot approach the Labour Court or Industrial Tribunal directly, except in those cases which are covered
by Section 2A of the Act. Reference is made under Section 10 of the Act in those cases where the appropriate
Government forms an opinion that ‘any industrial dispute exists or is apprehended’. The words ‘industrial
dispute exists' are of paramount importance unless there is an existence of an industrial dispute (or the dispute
is apprehended or it is apprehended such a dispute may arise in near future), no reference is to be made. Thus,
existence or apprehension of an industrial dispute is a sine qua non for making the reference. No doubt, at the
time of taking a decision whether a reference is to be made or not, the appropriate Government is not to go into
the merits of the dispute. Making of reference is only an administrative function. At the same time, on the basis
of material on record, satisfaction of the existence of the industrial dispute or the apprehension of an industrial
dispute is necessary. Such existence/apprehension of industrial dispute, thus, becomes a condition precedent,
though it will be only subjective satisfaction based on material on record. Since, we are not concerned with the
satisfaction dealing with cases where there is apprehended industrial dispute, discussion that follows would
confine to existence of an industrial dispute. Dispute or difference arises when one party make a demand and
other party rejects the same. It is held by this Court in number of cases that before raising the industrial dispute
making of demand is a necessary pre-condition. In such a scenario, if the services of a workman are terminated
and he does not make the demand and/or raise the issue alleging wrongful termination immediately thereafter
or within reasonable time and raises the same after considerable lapse of period, whether it can be said that
industrial dispute still exist. Since there is no period of limitation, it gives right to the workman to raise the
dispute even belatedly. However, if the dispute is raised after a long period, it has to be seen as to whether such
a dispute still exists? Thus, notwithstanding the fact that law of limitation does not apply, it is to be shown by
the workman that there is a dispute in praesenti. For this purpose, he has to demonstrate that even if
considerable period has lapsed and there are laches and delays, such delay has not resulted into making the
industrial dispute seized to exist. Therefore, if the workman is able to give satisfactory explanation for these
laches and delays and demonstrate that the circumstances discloses that issue is still alive, delay would not
come in his way because of the reason that law of limitation has no application. On the other hand, if because
of such delay dispute no longer remains alive and is to be treated as “dead”, then it would be non-existent
dispute which cannot be referred. Take, for example, a case where the workman issues notice after his
termination, questioning the termination and demanding reinstatement. He is able to show that there were
discussions from time to time and the parties were trying to sort out the matter amicably. Or he is able to show
that there were assurances by the Management to the effect that he would be taken back in service and because
of these reasons, he did not immediately raise the dispute by approaching the labour authorities seeking
reference or did not invoke the remedy under Section 2A of the Act. In such a scenario, it can be treated that the
dispute was live and existing as the workman never abandoned his right. However, in this very example, even if
the notice of demand was sent but it did not evoke any positive response or there was specific rejection by the
Management of his demand contained in the notice and thereafter he sleeps over the matter for number of
years, it can be treated that he accepted the factum of his termination and rejection thereof by the Management
and acquiesced into the said rejection. Take another example. A workman approaches the Civil Court by filing
a suit against his termination which was pending for number of years and was ultimately dismissed on the
ground that Civil Court did not have jurisdiction to enforce the contract of personal service and does not grant
any reinstatement. At that stage, when the suit is dismissed or he withdraws that suit and then involves the
machinery under the Act, it can lead to the conclusion that dispute is still alive as the workman had not
accepted the termination but was agitating the same; albeit in a wrong forum. In contrast, in those cases where
there was no agitation by the workman against his termination and the dispute is raised belatedly and the delay
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or laches remain unexplained, it would be presumed that he had waived his right or acquiesced into the act of
termination and, therefore, at the time when the dispute is raised it had become stale and was not an 'existing
dispute’. In such circumstances, the appropriate Government can refuse to make reference. In the alternative,
the Labour Court/Industrial Court can also hold that there is no “industrial dispute” within the meaning
of Section 2(k) of the Act and, therefore, no relief can be granted.

41) We may hasten to clarify that in those cases where the Court finds that dispute still existed, though raised
belatedly, it is always permissible for the Court to take the aspect of delay into consideration and mould the
relief. In such cases, it is still open for the Court to either grant reinstatement without back wages or lesser
back wages or grant compensation instead of reinstatement. We are of the opinion that the law on this issue has
to be applied in the aforesaid perspective in such matters.”

Moreover, in the case of Chief Engineer (Construction) Vs. Keshav Rao, 2005 JCR 96, Hon’ble Supreme Court
have held that, the delay of a one year and five months in issuing a notice appears to us to be significant. Here, in the
present matter workman has not issued any notice or raised dispute against his termination in any forum for a long
period of about fourteen years and his claim against dismissal has become stale due to inordinate delay and latches.

9. Therefore, in view of the fore gone discussion and law laid down by the Hon'ble Apex Court in the instant
case industrial dispute raised by Workman against his termination order dated 24.11.1998 with effect from
29.11.1998 after a lapse of 17 years from the date of his termination without furnishing any reasonable explanation
or notice, has become stale and not maintainable. Therefore, the petition filed by the Workman is not maintainable
due to inordinate delay and latches and such a dispute has become stale and not maintainable.

This issue is decided against the Workman.

10. Issue No.lllI:- This issue pertains to question whether the action of Respondent management in terminating the
services of the Petitioner Workman Sri Akula Odelu, Ex. Coal Filler, GDK-1 incline, RG-1 area with effect from
29.11.1998 is justified or not. In this context, Respondent contended that the delinquent Workman was dismissed
from the services of the company on proved charges of absenteeism vide proceeding No.P.RG.1/32/98/6059 dated
24.11.1998 w.e.f. 29.11.1998. The delinquent Workman was dismissed on proved charge after conducting
departmental enquiry duly following the principles of natural justice. Further, it is submitted that the Workman
Sri Akula Odelu, Coal filler was initially appointed in the company on 31.7.1991 as badli filler and later he was
appointed as coal filler w.e.f. 1.9.1995. Further, it is submitted that while he was working at GDK-1 incline, RG-1
Area, he had put in just 018 musters during the calendar year 1997 and remained absent unauthorisedly on all other
dates which constituted misconduct under Company’s Standing Order No. 25.25. Hence, he was issued with the
chargesheet dated 25.9.1998 under Company’s Standing Order No.25.25 for habitual absence from duty without
sufficient cause. Further, it is submitted that Workman acknowledged the receipt of the chargesheet and submitted
his explanation wherein he has submitted that he has put in less musters during the year 1997 purely due to ill-health,
viz., suffering from U.T.I.O and he remained absent from duty in the year 1997 and requested to consider his
sickness, keep aside the charge sheet and assured to be careful in future and discharge his duties regularly. His
explanation was examined and found to be not satisfactory hence an enquiry was ordered.

11. Further, it is submitted that enquiry was conducted on 5.10.1998 adhering to the principles of natural
justice. Petitioner workman attended and fully participated in the enquiry and he was given full and fair opportunity
to defend his case. Before commencing the enquiry proceedings the Enquiry Officer had explained the enquiry
procedure to workman and he was offered the opportunity of availing the services of defence assistant but the
Workman did not avail the same. The management witnesses deposed their evidence in the presence of the Workman
which was duly recorded by the Enquiry Officer and explained to the charge sheeted Workman in Telugu. Further,
documentary evidence produced by the management in the presence of the Workman to substantiate the charge
levelled against him in the enquiry and explained in Telugu by the Enquiry Officer. Workman did not cross examine
the management witnesses despite opportunity was accorded to him. The Workman has examined himself in defence
and in his statement he has stated that he admits the charge levelled against him under Company’s Standing Order
No0.25.25.  Further, he voluntarily admit that he remained absent from duty without leave, sick, permission or
information, on the dates as mentioned in the chargesheet and he remained absent unauthorisedly due to his ill-health.
Witness was cross examined by the Respondent and in his cross examination witness states that regarding sickness he
has not informed the Respondent management and he has not submitted any medical certificate in the office. Further,
witness states that he has no medical slips, treatment prescriptions or diagnosis bills etc., in support of his statement
that he fell sick during the absence period. Further, witness admits that he was suffering from muscles pain and leg
pains as per prescriptions. Thus, from the above statement of the Workman recorded during the enquiry it manifests
that the Workman has admitted the charge levelled against him and he failed to furnish any explanation regarding his
unauthorised absence from duty. The Enquiry Officer on the basis of evidence adduced in the enquiry and after
appreciating all the record of evidence, submitted his report in which the Workman was held to be guilty of the charge
levelled against him under Company’s Standing Order No.25.25. Workman acknowledged the receipt of the enquiry
report by letter dated 28.10.1998 and submitted his representation in detail dated 18.11.1998 stating that he got no
other source of earning and assured to be regular to duties. Moreover, workman did not dispute the enquiry
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proceedings and findings of the Enquiry Officer. The Disciplinary Authority after going through the entire enquiry
proceedings, explanation letter dated 18.11.1998 of the Workman and after evaluating all the evidence on record
confirmed the findings of the Enquiry Officer since the charge framed and proved in enquiry was grave and serious in
nature warranting punishment of dismissal and as also there was no extenuating circumstances to take a lenient view,
the Workman was dismissed from service with effect from 29.11.1998 vide letter dated 24.11.1998. Further,
Respondent submitted that the Workman was a chronic and habitual absentee and didn't put in at least 190
attendances as expected from an underground Workman in any of the year. Further, it is submitted that he remained
absent from duty without sanctioned leave, sufficient cause and did not bother to communicate to the unit authorities
about his inability to attend to duties.

12. In view of the submission made by the Respondent, perused the record of enquiry proceeding. The record
of enquiry proceeding goes to reveal that the delinquent Workman was chargesheeted vide chargesheet dated
25.9.1998 under Company’s Standing Order No.25.25 for habitual absence from duty without sufficient cause. The
workman was chargesheeted for absence from duty without sanctioned leave or sufficient cause during the year 1997.
The charge sheet was served upon workman. The delinquent Workman submitted his explanation to the charge sheet
and enquiry was conducted and during the enquiry in support of charge two witnesses were examined by the
Respondent, i.e., Sri K.V. Subba Rao, Oftg. Office Supdt., and Sri R.C. Malakondaiah, Paysheet Clerk. Sri R.C.
Malakondaiah has stated that during the year 1997 January to December the delinquent Workman remained absent
from duty without any sanctioned leave or sufficient cause. Despite opportunity to cross examine Workman did not
cross examine the Management witnesses. Thus, statement of the management witnesses remained uncontraverted
regarding the allegation of the charges against the Workman that he remained absent from duties without sanctioned
leave or sufficient cause during the year 1997. Further, delinquent Workman has also examined himself in evidence
as witness and in his statement workman Sri Akula Odelu has stated, admitting the charge levelled against him that,
he had remained absent from duty on the dates and period mentioned in the charge sheet and he was not granted any
leave for these days. Further, he stated that he has not given any intimation to the company about his absence from
duty and he has no record to show about his sickness. Further, the CSE was cross examined. Thus, on going
through the evidence recorded during the enquiry it is established that the Workman remained absent from duty
unauthorisedly without sanction of leave during the year 1997 on the dates as mentioned in the chargesheet.
Moreover, he was served with the copy of the documents and enquiry report and he submitted his explanation and
did not dispute the findings of the enquiry proceedings and legality of the order of Disciplinary Authority. Thus,
keeping in view of the facts and circumstances and evidence available on record and in view of the seriousness of the
charge levelled against the delinquent Workman, Disciplinary Authority has passed the order to dismiss the
Workman from service of the company with effect from 29.11.1998. Therefore, in view of the above the order of
dismissal of the Workman from service does not suffer from any procedural infirmity or illegality or perversity.

13. Although, Petitioner workman has taken the plea that due to his sickness and other family problems he
could not be regular to his duties during the year 1997, thus, he also admitted the absent period during the year 1997
as alleged in the chargesheet. As per chargesheet he had put in only 18 days of attendance during the year 1997 and
this fact has been admitted by the Workman in his statement recorded during the enquiry. But he has not submitted
any document in evidence in support of his plea that he was regularly ill during the absence period and he has gone
under treatment for the illness. Further, he failed to furnish any explanation that why he did not intimate about his
absence to the Respondent management and also why he did not report sickness at the Respondent’s hospital.
Therefore, for the want of any evidence in support of the plea, argument of the Petitioner workman of illness is not
tenable. He has taken the plea that he could not attend his duty during the year 1997 due to ill-health. Whereas the
chargesheet dated 25.9.1998 was issued to the Workman for conducting the enquiry for unauthorized absence from
duty during the year 1997. Further, the record of enquiry proceeding goes to reveal that the Workman was served
with chargesheet and documents and he participated in the enquiry at every stage of proceedings. He was also
accorded the opportunity to cross examine witness but he did not avail it. Therefore, the plea of the Petitioner
workman that the termination order has been passed by Respondent in violation of principles of natural justice is not
tenable. Thus, the said plea of Workman is not tenable.

14, In this context, the reference of decisions of Hon’ble Supreme Court are relevant wherein Hon’ble
Supreme Court have held that, the misconduct of habitual absence from duty unauthorisedly by the employee is a
serious and grave nature.

In State of U.P. V. Ashok Kumar Singh 1996 (1) SCC 302, wherein the Apex Court had held:-

“Having notices the fact that the first Respondent has absented himself from duty without level on several occasions,
we are unable to appreciate the High Court's observation that 'his absence from duty would not amount to such a
grave charge. Even otherwise on the facts of this case, there was no justification for the High Court to interfere with
the punishment holding that ‘'the punishment does not commensurate with the gravity of the charge' especially when
the High Court concurred with the findings of the Tribunal on facts. No case for interference with the punishment is
made out.”
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In the case of North Eastern Karnataka R.T. Corpn. v. Ashappa decided on 12 May, 2006 wherein, the Apex
Court had held:-

“Remaining absent for a long time, in our opinion, cannot be said to be a minor misconduct. The Appellant
runs a fleet of buses. It is a statutory organization. It has to provide public utility services. For running the
buses, the service of the conductor is imperative. No employer running a fleet of buses can allow an employee
to remain absent for a long time. The Respondent had been given opportunities to resume his duties. Despite
such notices, he remained absent. He was found not only to have remained absent for a period of more than
three years, his leave records were seen and it was found that he remained unauthorisedly absent on several
occasions. In this view of the matter, it cannot be said that the misconduct committed by the Respondent herein
has to be treated lightly.

In Delhi Transport Corporation v. Sardar Singh [(2004) 7 SCC 574], the Apex Court held-:

"11. Conclusions regarding negligence and lack of interest can be arrived at by looking into the period of
absence, more particularly, when same is unauthorised. Burden is on the employee who claims that there was
no negligence and/or lack of interest to establish it by placing relevant materials. Clause (ii) of para 4 of the
Standing Orders shows the seriousness attached to habitual absence. In clause (i) thereof, there is requirement
of prior permission. Only exception made is in case of sudden illness. There also conditions are stipulated, non-
observance of which renders the absence unauthorised."

State of U.P. v. Sheo Shanker Lal Srivastava and Others [(2006) 3 SCC 276],

it was opined that, “the Industrial Courts or the High Courts would not normally interfere with the quantum of
punishment imposed upon by the Respondent stating: "It is now well-settled that principles of law that the High
Court or the Tribunal in exercise of its power of judicial review would not normally interfere with the quantum
of punishment. Doctrine of proportionality can be invoked only under certain situations. It is now well-settled
that the High Court shall be very slow in interfering with the quantum of punishment unless it is found to be
shocking to one's conscience."

The Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Management Coal India Ltd. v. Mukul Kumar Choudhary Civil Appeal
5762-5763 of 2009 decided on 24.08.2009 laid down the test of proportionality of punishment and held:-

“One of the test to be applied while dealing with the question of punishment would be: would any reasonable
employer have imposed such punishment in like circumstances? Obviously, a reasonable employer is expected
to take into consideration measure, magnitude and degree of misconduct and all other relevant circumstances
and exclude irrelevant matters before imposing punishment.”

In the case of Maharashtra State Road Transport Corporation Vs. Dilip Uttam Jayabhay, the 2022 LLR page
126, wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court held:-

“once the enquiry finding is held to be fair and proper, industrial Tribunal or Labour Court lacks jurisdiction to
interfere with the quantum of punishment unless the same is shockingly disproportionate to the gravity of conduct.”

Therefore, in view of the fore gone discussion and a law laid down by the Hon'ble Apex Court I am of the considered
opinion that the dismissal order passed by the Respondent management was proportionate and commensurate with the
gravity of the charges hence deserves to be upheld. There is no illegality or impropriety or perversity in the
impugned order.

This issue is decided against the Workman and in favour of the Respondent.

15. Issue No.1V:- In view of the finding given at Issue Nos. |, 1l and 111 the Workman is not entitled for any
relief, hence the petition is liable to be dismissed.

This issue is answered accordingly.
AWARD

In view of discussion and finding arrived at Issues No. I, Il & 1lI, the action of the General Manager, M/s.
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,, Ramagundam-l Area, Godavrikhani, Karimnagar Distt., in terminating the
services of Sri Akula Odelu, Ex. Coal Filler, GDK-1 Inc., RG-I Area with effect from 29.11.1998 is held justified.
The workman is not entitled to any relief as prayed for.  Therefore, the claim petition is dismissed as devoid of
merits. 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 18" day of June, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
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Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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Tftreq.uq, 37 A
New Delhi, the 4th July, 2025

S.0. 1294.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID No. 28/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court NO.I1, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
Ministry of Health Sarvices, and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 03/07/2025.

[No. L-20013/01/2025 — IR (CM-1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

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

1.D. No. 28/2014
Sh. Swatantra Kumar & Ors, S/o Late Sh. Chotey Lal,
R/o 364A, North Loco, Railway Colony,
G.T. Road, Kanpur, UP.
VERSUS
. Medical Superintendent,
Safdarjung Hospital,
New Delhi.
. Director General,
Ministry of Health Services,
Through- Secretary,
Government of India,
Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi.
Appearance
For claimant: Satish Sharma, Ld. AR
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For respondents: Sh. Chaudhary Shamsuddin Khan, Ld. AR for M-1.
Sh. Atul Bhardwaj, Ld. AR for M-2,
AWARD

1. This is an application U/S 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act (here in after referred as an “Act”) for
adjudication of the following disputes:

Whether the termination of the services of the applicants w.e.f 09.03.2010 by the Medical Superintendent,
Safdarjung Hospital New Delhi is legal and Justified, if not what relief the concerned applicants are entitled
thereto with all other details?

2. Claimants namely Sh. Swatantra Kumar, Mohd. Yusuf, Vinod Kumar, Mahesh Kumar and Rita Kumari had stated in
the claim statement that they were appointed with the management as Nursing Attendant on daily wage basis at the
rate of Rs. 4440+1300 Grade Pay per month plus D.A since 11.12.2009.

3. They were initially appointed as daily wage workers through a regular advertisement in Employment News, with
pay aligned to the standard group- D scale for the position. Since 1984, the policy of the hospital had been to
regularize eligible casual workers into permanent posts. On 12.09.2007, the hospital wrote to the DG Health Services
requesting the regularization of 121 casual workers.

4. On 17.03.2008, the hospital informed that it had 125 sanctioned daily wage positions, with 86 workers granted
temporary status after one year of service, and requested regularization for the remaining workers due to the high
patient to nurse ratio and the technical nature of the Nursing Attendant posts. The respondents regularly regularized
daily wage workers, including nursing attendants, as per the Directorate General of Health Services (DGHS) letter
dated 29.2.2008. On 24.3.2008, 47 daily wage workers were regularized with a monthly pay of Rs. 2550/- in the pay
scale of Rs. 2550-3200 and other allowances. On 11.6.2008, Respondent No.3 raised concerns about outsourcing
nursing attendants, citing issues with suitability, accountability, and control over outsourced workers. On 11.6.2009,
Respondent No.3 informed the Ministry of Health that the hospital had 125 daily wage workers, who were regularly
appointed through proper procedures, including interviews, advertisements, and employment exchange processes.
They requested permission to continue the 70 daily wage workers until they were regularized.

5. On 26.6.2009, Respondent No.3 wrote to the Ministry of Health, highlighting a critical shortage of 150 nursing
attendants at the hospital due to the sanctioned strength not being raised since 1989, and requested an extension of the
daily wage appointments for the applicants. As a result, their services were extended until 26.4.2010.

6. On 23.10.2009, Respondent No.3 again requested Respondent No.2 to expedite the approval for outsourcing 150
nursing attendants and regularizing 70 daily wage attendants after the superannuation of existing Group D employees.
However, Respondent No.2 did not respond. On 13.11.2009, Respondent No.2 instructed the publication of a tender
for outsourcing 70 nursing attendants. On 17.11.2009, Respondent No.3 informed Respondent No.2 about the
published tender and requested the regularization of 70 daily wage nursing attendants. Their termination is unlawful,
arbitrary, and violates the hospital's own policies and Sections 25F, 25G, and 25H of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947, as they worked over 240 days. They had gone to the conciliation officer, but, it was resulted into failure. Hence,
they have filed the present claim.

7. WS had been filed by the management on 02.07.2014. He denied the averment made in the claim statement. He
also submitted that present application is liable to be dismissed.

8. After completion of the proceedings, following issues have been framed on 31.10.2014 i.e.-

(i)  Whether the termination of workmen on 09.03.2010 by management is in violation of Section 25F, G
& H of the I.D Act of 19477 If so its effects?

(i)  Whether workmen are entitled for regularization as they perform duties for period more than 240 days
preceding their termination? If so its effects?

(ili)  Whether employee and employer relationship exists between management and workmen? If so its
effects?

(iv)  To what relief workmen/claimants are entitled?

9. Evidence of WW1, WW2, WW3 and WWH4 i.e. Swatantra Kumar, Mohd. Yusuf, Vinod Kumar, Mahesh Kumar
and Rita Kumari and MW1 i.e. Sh. Asharam Meena have been concluded and their examination have also been done.
Now, the matter is listed for argument.

10. I have heard the argument on behalf of both the parties at bar. At that time of argument, this tribunal found that
this claim petition was filed by the claimants in the year 2014, much beyond the period of limitation prescribed U/s 2-
A (3). Before we proceed further, it is necessary to produce the text of section 2-A:

“2-A. 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
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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 not withstanding that no
other workman nor any union of workmen is a party to the dispute.

(2) Not withstanding 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 dispute 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
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.

Here admittedly, workmen had filed the claim in the year 2014 after more than 4 years of their termination which is
beyond the prescribed limit for filing the claim U/s 2(A) of the 1.D Act. Hence, claim petition stands dismissed.
Award is accordingly passed. A copy of this award is sent to the appropriate government for notification as required
U/s 17 of the I.D Act. File is consigned to record room.

Date: 14.01.2025
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer
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S.0. 1295.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID No. 83/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court NO.11, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
Bhayana Builders Pvt.Ltd, and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 03/07/2025.

[No. L-20013/01/2025 — IR (CM-I1)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

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

1.D. No. 83/2019
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Sh. Pankaj Kumar, S/o Sh. Narendra Mandal,
Address:- Village- Ranganiya, Post- Samukhiya,
District & P.S. Banka, Bihar-813102.
VERSUS
. Safdarjung Hospital (Sports Injury Center),
Mahatma Gandhi Marg, Safdarjung Campus,
New Delhi, Delhi-110029.
. The Director, Bhayana Builders Pvt. Ltd.
At-7, Factory Road, Near Safdarjung Enclave,
New Delhi-110029.
AWARD

This is an application U/S 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act (here in after referred as an “Act”). Claim of
the claimant is that he has been serving with the management-1 through management-2. He was appointed as Plumber
Helper for the site in SIC Safdarjung, New Delhi (Sports Injury Centre, Safdarjung Hospital Complex, New Delhi)
by M/s Bhayana Builders Pvt. Ltd. However, this company has changed various names i.e. (i) M/s Bhawana
Builders Pvt. Ltd. (ii) M/s Roto Power Projects Pvt. Ltd. (iii) M/s AWC Facilities Management India Pvt. Ltd.
and (iv) M/s Wilburg Facilities Management Services Pvt. Ltd. from time to time. Whenever the name of the
company was changed, the fresh appointment letter and other documents was issued to the claimant. The management
had deducted 37% amount from the salary of the workman and other co-workers. In this regard, when the workman
raising this question regarding such illegal deductions, on this, it was threatened to the workman by the management
and other senior officials that if anyone objected, then he would be expelled/terminated from his job without issuing
any notice. On November 2016, after the demonetization, the management had pressurized the workmen and other co-
workers to deposit the old currency money in the bank accounts (approx. Rs. 50,000/- to Rs. 1,25,000/-) by giving
threats that if the same is not done by him, then he would be expelled/terminated from his job. The management has
also promised to give/issue the PF, Bonus, Leave amount, and all other salary benefits, but never issued the same to
the workman. Since 17.08.2018, the workman had not been allowed by the management to do the work and on the
same date, the management had brought the new staff and expelled out/terminated and not allowed to work since then
to the workman and other co-worker etc. Workers including the workman had filed an application U/s 2A of the I.D
Act 2010 in the office of ALC (C), New Delhi, against the management Bhayana Builders Pvt. Ltd.
(Contractor)/Safdarjung Hospital (Principle Employer). He had sent the complaint to the Assistant Labour
Commissioner, but, it has yielded no result. Hence, He filed the present claim.

Respondent-1, has been proceeded ex-parte vide order dated 12.10.2023. WS has been filed by the M-2 and
he denied the averment made in the claim. He also submitted that claim is liable to be dismissed.

Today, the matter is listed for filing of rejoinder. Neither the workman nor his AR has been appearing since
long inspite of providing a number of opportunities.

In these circumstances, when the claimant is not interested in pursuing his claim, this tribunal has no option
except to pass the no dispute award. No Dispute Award is passed accordingly. A copy of this award is sent to the
appropriate government for notification as required under section 17 of the ID act 1947. File is consigned to record
room.

Date: 30.01.2025
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 4th July, 2025

S.0. 1296.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 27/2021-22) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
M/s.W.C.L, and received by the Central Government on 03/07/2025

[No. L-22012/15/2022 — IR (CM-I11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/27/2021-22 Date: 12.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The General Manager,

Wani Area of WCL,

Po. Urjagram Tadali,

Distt. Chandrapur (M.S.)- 442406
2. The Sub Area Manager,

Neeljay Sub- Area of WCL,

Po. Bellora,
Distt. Yavatmal (M.S.) 4453109.
VIs.
Party No.2: The Area President,

Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS),
Qrt. No. 1, Ghugus, Distt,
Chandrapur (M.S.) — 442505.
AWARD
(Dated: 12" June, 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 Wani Area of WCL, and their workman
Shri Ramekbal Chauhan, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/15/2022 (IR(CM-11) dated 18.02.2022, with the
following schedule:-

“Whether the demand raised by Area President of Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS) against the
management of WCL for protection of pay of Shri Ramekbal Chauhan on his selection from Tub-
Loader as Dumper Operator (conversion from piece rated to time rated on administrative ground) is
legal and justified? If yes, what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent. Both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
04.07.2022. No statement of claim and written statement have been filed by the parties respectively till today.
Petitioner has not filed any evidence to prove his case. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It
appears that he 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 Area President of Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS) against the management of
WCL for protection of pay of Shri Ramekbal Chauhan on his selection from Tub-Loader as Dumper Operator
(conversion from piece rated to time rated on administrative ground) is illegal and unjustified. The workman is
not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 4th July, 2025

S.0. 1297.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 01/2016-17) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
M/s.W.C.L, and received by the Central Government on 03/07/2025.

[No. L-22012/113/2015 — IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/01/2016-17 Date: 11.06.2025.
Party No.1: The Deputy General Manager,

WCL, Naigaon Sub Area,
Post: Belora, Tah. Wani,
Distt. Yavatmal
Yavatmal (M.S.)
VIs.
Party No.2: Shri Gundeti Madan Narsaiyya through
The Secretary,
Koyala Sharmik Sabha (HMS) Union, Naigaon Branch,
Tah: Wani, Distt. Yavatmal.
Yavatmal (M.S.)-
AWARD
(Dated: 11" June, 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 WCL, Naigaon Sub Area, and their workman Shri
Gundeti Madan Narsaiyya, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/113/2015 (IR(CM-I1) dated 23.03.2016, with
the following schedule:-

“Whether the demands raised by Sh. Gundeti Madan Narsaiyya, applicant for pre-mature retirement
justified which amounts to illegal termination and whether the employee is entitled for the benefit of
the period from 30.06.2014 to 30.09.2016 for correction in date of birth on the basis of School transfer
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certificate or sending his case to Medical Board for determination of his age and the demand
supported by the Secretary, Koyla Sharmik Sabha (HMS), Naigaon Branch, Wani, Distt. Yavatmal is
just, fair & legal? If yes, to what relief the concern worker is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent. Both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
20.03.2020. One application dated 31.07.2019 i.e. IA no. 3 has been moved by the workman/petitioner. But no one is
present on behalf of workman/petitioner to press on this application. Hence, this application is hereby rejected being
not pressed.

From perusal of record, it is apparent that statement of claim and written statement have been filed by the
parties respectively. But petitioner has not filed any evidence to prove his case. Petitioner is not coming to the Court
since long back. It appears that, he 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 demands raised by Sh. Gundeti Madan Narsaiyya, applicant for pre-mature retirement justified
which amounts to illegal termination and whether the employee is entitled for the benefit of the period from
30.06.2014 to 30.09.2016 for correction in date of birth on the basis of School transfer certificate or sending his
case to Medical Board for determination of his age and the demand supported by the Secretary, Koyla
Sharmik Sabha (HMS), Naigaon Branch, Wani, Distt. Yavatmal is unjust, unfair & illegal. The workman is not
entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 4th July, 2025

S.0. 1298.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 09/2012-13) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of M/s.
W.C.L, and received by the Central Government on 03/07/2025

[No. L-22012/105/2016 — IR (CM-I11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/09/2012-13 Date: 08.05.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Sub Area Manager,

Junad O/C Mines, Wani North Area, WCL,
Post Ukni, Tah. Wani,
Yavatmal (M.S.)
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2. The Chief General Manager,
Wani Area, Western Coalfields Ltd.,
Post — Urjagram Tadali,
Chandrapur(M.S.)
VIs.
Party No.2: The Joint General Secretary,
All India SC/ST/Backward Class Employees
Co-ordination Council, Wani,
Yavatmal (M.S.)
AWARD
(Dated: 08" May, 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 Neeljay O/c Mine Area, WCL, and their workman
Shri. A.D. Dhotre, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/105/2016 (IR(CM-II)) dated 10.07.2012, with the
following schedule:-

“With reference to CIL’s Career growth to Personnel with ITI Certificate Holder, Whether
management’s denial to remove anomaly/pay disparity in respect of Shri A.D.Dhotre, ITI Certificate
Holder at par with his juniors who are drawing more wages in Wani Area of WCL is legal & justified?
To what monetary benefit 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
07/04/2020 i.e. near about more than five years. Although statement of claim and written statement have been filed by
the parties respectively. Petitioner has filed his affidavit as evidence but petitioner is not coming to the Court to prove
the contents of the statement of claim as well as the contents of the affidavit. No other evidence has been filed by the
petitioner to prove his claim. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It appears that he 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 management’s denial to remove anomaly/pay disparity in respect of Shri A.D.Dhotre,
ITI Certificate Holder at par with his juniors who are drawing more wages in Wani Area of WCL is legal &
justified. The workman is not entitled to any monetary benefit.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 4th July, 2025

S.0. 1299.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 15/2012-13) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of M/s.
W.C.L, and received by the Central Government on 03/07/2025.

[No. L-22012/93/2012 — IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/15/2012-13 Date: 08.05.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Chief General Manager,

Wani Area, Western Coalfields Ltd.,
Post-Urjagram Tadali,
Chandrapur (M.S.)-

2. The Sub Area Manager,
Neeljai O/c Mines, Wani Area,
Western Coalfields Ltd., Post-Neeljai,
Tah-Wani,
Yavatmal (M.S.)

VIs.
Party No.2: The Joint General Secretary,
All India SC/ST/Backward Class Employees
Co-ordination Council, Wani,
Yavatmal (M.S.)
AWARD
(Dated: 08" May, 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 Wani Area, Western Coalfields Ltd., and their
workman Shri. R.D.Naik, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/93/2012 (IR(CM-II)) dated 01.08.2012, with
the following schedule:-

“With reference to CIL’s Career growth to Personnel with ITI Certificate Holder, Whether
management’s denial to remove anomaly/pay disparity in respect of Shri R.D. Naik, ITI Certificate
Holder at per with his juniors who are drawing more wages in Wani Area of WCL is legal and
justified? To what monetary benefit the workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent. Both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
07/04/2020 i.e. near about more than five years. Although Statement of Claim and written statement have been filed
by the parties respectively. Petitioner has filed his affidavit as evidence but petitioner is not coming to the Court to
prove the contents of the statement of claim as well as the contents of the affidavit. No other evidence has been filed
by the petitioner to prove his claim. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It appears that he 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 management’s denial to remove anomaly/pay disparity in respect of Shri R.D. Naik,
ITI Certificate Holder at per with his juniors who are drawing more wages in Wani Area of WCL is legal and
justified. The workman is not entitled to any monetary benefit.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 4th July, 2025

S.0. 1300.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 16/2017-18) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
M/s.W.C.L, and received by the Central Government on 03/07/2025.

[No. L-22012/130/2016 — IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/16/2017-18 Date: 08.05.2025.
Party No.1: The Sub Area Manager,

Kolarpimpri Sub Area of WCL,
Wani North Area, At — Pragati Nahgar
Colony, Post — Ukni, Tehsil — Wani,
Distt. Yavatmal (M.S.)

VIs.

Party No.2: Mr. Arvind Ramdas Waghmare, Clerk,
Through The President, Bhariya Koyla Khadan
Mazdoor Sangh, Kolarpimpri Branch,

North Area, Post — Kolarpimpri, Tehsil — Wani,
Distt — Yavatmal (M.S.)
AWARD
(Dated: 08" May, 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 Kolarpimpri Sub Area, WCL, Wani North Area, and
their workman Shri. Arvind Ramdas Waghmare, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/130/2016 (IR(CM-I11))
dated 20.07.2017, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the Management of Kolarpimpri Sub Area of WCL, Tah: Wani, Dist.
Yavatmal for Late promotion of Shri Arvind Ramdas Waghmare, Clerk (Clerk Grade — Il to Clerk
Grade — 1) and demand of recovery on financial loss and service growth due to late promotion
represented by the President, Bhartiya Koyla Khaan Mazdoor Sangh (BMS), Kolarpimpri Branch,
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Wani North, Tah — Wani, Dist — Yavatmal is just, fair and legal? If yes, to what relief the concerned
workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Shri. R.R. Pimpalkhute has put his appearance on behalf of management/WCL and filed
his Vakalatnama today in Court, which is taken on record. None is present on behalf of petitioner.

From perusal of order sheet, it is apparent that both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
27.02.2020 long back. But today, Learned Counsel Shri. R.R. Pimpalkhute is present on behalf of respondent.
Statement of claim and written statement have been filed by the parties respectively. Petitioner has filed his affidavit
as evidence earlier on 21.01.2020. But petitioner is not coming to the Court to prove the contents of the affidavit as
well as contents of statement of claim. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It appears that he 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 action of the Management of Kolarpimpri Sub Area of WCL, Tah: Wani, Dist. Yavatmal for Late
promotion of Shri Arvind Ramdas Waghmare, Clerk (Clerk Grade — Il to Clerk Grade — 1) is just, fair and
legal and demand of recovery on financial loss and service growth due to late promotion represented by the
President, Bhartiya Koyla Khaan Mazdoor Sangh (BMS), Kolarpimpri Branch, Wani North, Tah — Wani, Dist
— Yavatmal is unjust, unfair and illegal. The concerned workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 4th July, 2025

S.0. 1301.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 22/2021-22) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
M/s.W.C.L, and received by the Central Government on 03/07/2025

[No. L-22012/13/2022 — IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/22/2021-22 Date: 12.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The General Manager,

Wani Area of WCL,

Po. Urjagram Tadali,

Distt. Chandrapur (M.S.)- 442406
2. The Sub Area Manager,
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Neeljay Sub- Area of WCL,

Po. Bellora, Tah. Wani, Distt.

Yavatmal (M.S.) 445319.

VIs.
Party No.2: The Area President,

Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS),

Qrt. No. 1, Ghugus, Distt,

Chandrapur (M.S.) — 442505.

AWARD
(Dated: 12" June, 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 Wani Area of WCL, and their workman Shri Abdul
Alim Sheikh Jamil, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/13/2022 (IR(CM-I11) dated 15.02.2022, with the
following schedule:-

“Whether the demand raised by Area President of Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS), after Order dated
26/06/2018 of the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay Nagpur Bench at Nagpur in Writ
Petition No. 6535/2017 filed by Abdul Alim Sheikh Jamil... Vs... The Superintendent of
Mines/Manager W.C.L. Yavatmal, against the management of WCL (General Manager, Wani Area &
Sub-Area Manager, Neeljay) over the issue of protection of pay of Shri Abdul Aleem on his selection
as Dumper Operator (conversion from piece rated to time rated on administrative ground) is legal and
justified? If yes, what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent. Both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
04.07.2022. No statement of claim and written statement have been filed by the parties respectively till today.
Petitioner has not filed any evidence to prove his case. Petitioner is not coming to the Court since long back. It
appears that he 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 Area President of Koyla Shramik Sabha (HMS), after Order dated 26/06/2018
of the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Bombay Nagpur Bench at Nagpur in Writ Petition No. 6535/2017
filed by Abdul Alim Sheikh Jamil... Vs... The Superintendent of Mines/Manager W.C.L. Yavatmal, against
the management of WCL (General Manager, Wani Area & Sub-Area Manager, Neeljay) over the issue of
protection of pay of Shri Abdul Aleem on his selection as Dumper Operator (conversion from piece rated to
time rated on administrative ground) is illegal and unjustified. The workman is not entitled to any relief.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
g feett, 7 S@TE, 2025

FLAT. 1302.—3=RF It ARDFTH 1947 (1947 BT 14) B ORT 17 B JTARV H BT WIR

yafR Yed & yeudd, Gag Faeel R S9e dHeRT & 99 ey ¥ ffde sEnfiE e § o=
WBR SATEH APV / 919 ATl d@e & vare (06/2004) TH1d ol 2 |

[/. TH-41012/192/2003-318 3R, (F1-1)]
AT, 3T Ao

New Delhi, the 7th July, 2025

S.0. 1302.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 06/2004) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Lucknow_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Purvottar Railway
and their workmen.

[No. L-41012/192/2003- IR (B-I)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW
1.D. No.06 of 2004
Reference No.L-41012/192/2003-1R(B-1) dated 27.11.2003

Mahrajdutt Yadav, S/o Sri Salik Ram

R/o Gram & Post Bada Gaon, Dutt Nagar,

District Gonda through Member Kendriya Karya Samiti

Purvottar Railway Samiti Sangh, 96/196, Purana Ganeshganj, Lucknow

Versus

1. Senior Divisional Electrical Engineer,

Purvottar Railway, DRM Office,

Ashok Marg, Hazratganj, Lucknow;
2. Divisional Personnel Officer,

Purvottar Railway, DRM Office, Ashok Marg,

Hazratganj, Lucknow

----Respondents

Judgment

By means of Reference no. L-41012/192/2003-IR(B-1) dated 27.11.2003, the Central Government
considered it desirable to refer the dispute for adjudication to the following effect:-

PRI AR YeTd, TS §RT BHBR #11 HeXISl Ged A1ad YA AT AIRT 19 FARIT BT v $I i
A (19.11.91) ¥ 120 AT PR YOT IR o9 & UL S drell [ & I W 18.11.98 | IRATAT
RTa vd SHS Glaem o rgH frar S Sfaa den denfe 21 afe FE @ eHeR B9 9 g @
A A BT ARERT B |

In pursuance to the said reference the statement of claim was filed on behalf of workman/applicant before this
Tribunal and a I.D. Case No. 6 of 2004 was registered.

In the statement of claim, the workman pleaded that on 25.09.1983 he was engaged as casual labour employee in the
office of respondent no. 2 and in the said capacity he worked and discharged his duties till 31.12.1985.

It was further stated that during the period 18.4.1985 to 31.12.1985 the applicant completed 120 days so in view of
the said facts and as per Rules & Regulations prevailing in the Indian Railway Establishment Manual, the respondents
are under legal obligation to consider and give the applicant temporary status, however, the same was not given rather
his services were terminated/retrenched on 1.1.1986.

Accordingly the workman prayed for the following reliefs:-

T HHPR Fadiael B Al fald 19.11.1991 ¥ HRIRG AFG §U 20.3.92 ¥ °R A8 H 120 faA
qol B & U RN ¥Ceel Ud U e 3TH BRI G ey Sidih YT §R1 Ty
% IS B JTAFAT FRd gY 0 20.7.98 A FRIRTT AFaR 18.11.98 | 3 eqTs 2Rad wd fRaarm™
FTA BRI T 1A ST garia W1 garfad gu g I 3N B a8 PRl TSl AT Yarf
o O dfrd BT ueT uRIHa: THERId FHAR W BT BHBR IR BIhY Wl Td 28Uy Gl
BT UG UT T JAT FHRId dHGR Bl S99 dfad Y8q1 UsT | Jdraoid & ISl e 2.2.99 &l
FRET PR FHOR BT a1 19.11.91 F 8T A U fad1d 20.3.92 ¥ 3RUE 2Ryaa va gfdem am
AT ST AT Il AR IFdh! IRSAT Bl FEROT REAT S BT A UiRe fBar
Jrafed | 3Maedd Ud HHGR Uel gRT U=y 2 |

Thereafter the pleadings between the parties were exchanged.

As per own pleadings taken on behalf of the applicant in the statement of claim that his services which were casual in
nature, had been terminated/retrenched on 1.1.1986.
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In view of said averments once as per own case of the workman he was engaged as casual labour during the period
18.4.1985 to 31.12.1985 and without considering his case for giving him temporary status that he had completed 120
days in the last preceding calendar year, his services were terminated.

In view of the said facts once no reference is made on behalf of appropriate government to decide whether the
retrenchment/termination of applicant was in accordance with Section 25-F of Industrial Disputes Act 1947.

The reference in question dated 27.11.2003 by virtue of which the present industrial dispute raised and prayer as made
by the applicant is being beyond the scope of reference, cannot be considered and decided.

Because, in the case of Hochtef Gammon v. Industrial Tribunal, Bhubaneswar, Orissa and ors. AIR 1964 SC 1746
wherein it has been held as under:-

“9. In dealing with this question, it is necessary to bear in mind one essential fact, and that is that the
Industrial Tribunal is a Tribunal of limited jurisdiction. Its jurisdiction is to try an industrial dispute referred
to it for its adjudication by the appropriate Government by an order of reference passed under s. 10. It is not
open to the Tribunal to travel materially beyond the terms of reference, for it is well-settled that the terms of
reference determine the scope of its power and jurisdiction from case to case. Section 10 itself had been
subsequently amended from time to time. Act 18 of 1952 made substantial amendments in s. 10. One of these
amendments was that s. 10(1)(d) now empowers the appropriate Government to 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. In other words, under s.
10(1)(d), the appropriate Government can refer to the Industrial Tribunal not only a specific industrial
dispute, but can also refer along with it matters appearing to be connected with, or relevant to, the said
dispute. In that sense, the power of the appropriate Government has been enlarged in regard to the reference
of industrial disputes to the Tribunal.

10. Section 10(4) which was also added by the same amending Act provides, inter alia, that the jurisdiction
of the Industrial Tribunal would be confined to the points of dispute specified by the order of reference, and
adds that the said jurisdiction may take within its sweep matters incidental to the said points. In other words,
where certain points of dispute have been referred to the Industrial Tribunal for adjudication, it may, while
dealing with the said points, deal with matters incidental thereto, and that means that if, while dealing with
such incidental matters, the Tribunal feels that some persons who are not jointed to the reference should be
brought before it, it may be able to make an order in that behalf under s. 18(3)(b) as it now stands.

11. Section 10(5) has now conferred power on the appropriate Government to add to the reference other
establishments, groups or classes of establishments of a similar nature, if it is satisfied that these
establishments are likely to be interested in, or affected by, such dispute. In other words, if industrial dispute
is referred to a Tribunal for adjudication, and in the area within the territorial jurisdiction of the
appropriate Government there are other establishments which would be affected by, or interested in, such a
dispute, the appropriate Government may add them to the said reference either at the time when the
reference is initially made, or during the pendency of the said reference proceedings; but in every case, such
additions can be made before the award is submitted. Now, if such persons are added to the reference, the
industrial Tribunal may in exercise of its powers under s. 18(3)(b) summon them to appear before it.”

In the case of Pottery Mazdoor Panchayat v. Perfect Pottery Co. Ltd. &ors. AIR 1979 SC 1356.

“5. On July 1, 1967 the respondent purported to close down the business. We say "purported", because
whether the business was, truly and in fact, closed or not is a matter on which the parties have joined issue.
The case of the appellant is that respondent had closed the place of business and not the business itself. After
the closure, or shall we say the "alleged closure’, the Central Government on September 16, 1967, made a
reference under Section 10(1)(d) of the Central Act to the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Jabalpur, on the following question :

Whether the employers in relation to the Poly Pather Clay Mines of Perfect Pottery Co. Ltd., Jabalpur, were
justified in closing down the said mine and retrenching the following 81 workers with effect from
July 1, 1967. If not, to what relief are the workmen entitled?

17. We are, therefore, of the view that the High Court was right in coming to the conclusion that the two
Tribunals had no jurisdiction to go behind the references and inquire into the question whether the closure
of business, which was in fact effected,, was decided upon for reasons which were proper and justifiable. The
propriety of or justification for the closure of a business, in fact and truly effected, cannot raise an industrial
dispute as contemplated by the State and Central Acts.”
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In the case of Mahendra L. Jain &ors v. Indore Development Authority & ors 2005 (1) SCC 639 held as under”

“34. Furthermore, the Labour Court having derived its jurisdiction from the reference made by the State
Government, it was bound to act within the four-corners thereof. It could not enlarge the scope of the
reference nor could deviate therefrom. A demand which was not raised at the time of raising the dispute
could not have been gone into by the Labour Court being not the subject-matter thereof.”

Hon’ble Rajasthan High Court in the case of the Management, M/s. Rambagh Palace Hotel Ltd. V. Sate of
Rajasthan 2000 (86) FLR 134 observed as under:

“It is settled law that the Industrial Tribunal can only adjudicate the reference made to it by the
Government and cannot substitute its own reference or terms of reference or even cannot go beyond
the terms of the reference. It is the function of the Tribunal to answer the reference as is referred to
and once the reference has been made on the demand made by the workers/union, it is incumbent on
the Labour Court or Industrial Tribunal to decide the same... ... ...

In Tarsem Singh vs. Judge, Labour Court & others 2008 (116) FLR 346, it was held as under:

“8. The Labour Court cannot enlarge the scope of reference nor can it deviate therefrom. It may be
observed that the Labour that the Labour Court derives its jurisdiction from the reference made by the
appropriate government and, therefore, it is bound to act within the four corners of the reference.

Hon’ble Supreme Court, in the case of State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur vs. Om Prakash Sharma 2006 (109)
FLR 1203 laid bare the well settled proposition of law and, in the context, categorically held as follows:

“In the instant case, the award of the Labour Court suffers from an illegality, which appears on the face of
the record. The jurisdiction of the Labour Court emanated from the order of the reference. It could not have
passed an order going beyond the terms of reference. While passing the award, if the Labour Court exceeds
its jurisdiction, the award must be held to the suffering from a jurisdictional error. It was capable of being
corrected by the High Court in exercise of its power of judicial review. He High Court, therefore, clearly
fell in error in refusing to exercise its jurisdiction. The award and the judgment of the High Court,
therefore, cannot be sustained ...... ........... “

Hon’ble Apex Court in Bhogpur cooperative Sugar Mills Ltd. vs. Harmesh Kumar (2008) 2 SCC (L&S) 128
observed as under:-

“The Labour Court derived its jurisdiction from the terms in reference. It ought to have exercised its
Jurisdiction within the four corners thereof.”

Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of Osshiar Prasad & others vs Employers in Relation to Management of
Sudamdih Coal Washery of M/s. BCCL, Dhanbad 2015 (144) FLR 830 observed as under:

“25. It is thus clear that the appropriate Government is empowered to make a reference under section 10
of the Act only when “Industrial dispute exists” or “is apprehended between the parties”. Similarly, it is
also clear that the Tribunal while answering the reference has to confine its inquiry to the question(s)
referred and has no jurisdiction to travel beyond the question(s) or/and the terms of the reference while
answering the reference. A fortiori, no inquiry can be made on those questions, which are not specifically

referred to the Tribunal while answering the reference.”
Thus, in nut shell the position of law on the point in issue can be summarized as under:

Undoubtedly the Labour Court gets its jurisdiction from the reference and it is not like the Civil Court that any one
Court, which entertains every suit. The Labour Court cannot go beyond the terms of reference nor it can travel beyond
the pleadings and arrogate the power to raise issues which the parties to the reference are precluded to raise. The
terms of reference determine the scope of the power and jurisdiction of the Labour Court, from case to case. Whether
certain points of dispute have been referred to the Industrial Tribunal for adjudication it may, while dealing with the
said points, deal with matters incidental thereto. However, such power cannot be exercised by the Court/Tribunal so
as to enlarge materially the scope of reference itself for the reason that the Court/Tribunal derives its jurisdiction from
the order of reference passed by the appropriate Government.

Thus as per settled preposition of law undoubtedly the Labour Court gets its jurisdiction from the reference and it is
not like the Civil Court that any one Court, which entertains every suit.

The Labour Court cannot go beyond the terms of reference nor it can travel beyond the pleadings and arrogate the
power to raise issues which the parties to the reference are precluded to raise.

The terms of reference determine the scope of power and jurisdiction of the Labour Court from case to case.

Whether certain points of dispute have been referred to the Industrial Tribunal for adjudication it may, while dealing
with the aforesaid points, deal with matters incidental thereto. However, such power cannot be exercised by the
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Court/Tribunal so as to enlarge materially the scope of reference itself for the reason that the Court/Tribunal derives
its jurisdiction from the order of reference passed by the appropriate Government. (see Hochtief Gammon Versus
Industrial Tribunal, Bhubaneshwar, Orrisa & others, AIR 1964 SC 1746; Pottery Mazdoor Panchayat Versus The
Perfect Pottery Co. Ltd. & another AIR 1979 SC 1356; and Mahendra L. Jain & others Versus Indore Development
Authority & others AIR 2005 SC 1252).

AWARD

For the foregoing reasons the workman/claimant is not entitled for any reliefs as claimed by him as per reference
dated 27.11.2003. The reference is answered accordingly.

Justice ANIL KUMAR Presiding Officer
Lucknow.
28™ May, 2025

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

% e, 7 e, 2025

LA, 1303, —3ENfIe fdare fAfFad 1947 (1947 T 14) B GRT 17 & AR H
o AR AR W 46 & Yduds, Hdg Fareie! aﬁ?mmﬁzﬁéﬁa—ﬁaﬁ
ffde o fdare # o< WeR fefie AR/ 5W @™ AMYR. & gEbe
(01/2022-23) U&HIRIG &l 2 |

[|. T-12025/01/2025- IR(B-1)-82]
g, 39 Reas

New Delhi, the 7th July, 2025

S.0. 1303.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.01/2022-23) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Nagpur_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _State Bank of India and
their workmen.

[No. L-12025/01/2025- IR(B-1)-82]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE

BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/Appl./01/2022-23 Date: 27.06.2025.
Party No.1: 1. State Bank of India,

Dy. General Manager, Being the Head of Zonal Office,
Module — I, Zone One, S.V. Patel Road, Nagpur,
Pin — 440001.

2. Assistant General Manager,
State Bank of India, RBO, First Floor,
Dr. JC Kumarrappa Marg, Wardha,
Pin — 442001.

3. Assistant General Manager, (OAD) & Disciplinary Authority(DA),
State Bank of India, Local Head Office, Maharashtra Circle,
Bandra Kurla Complex, Mumbai — 400051.
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V/s.

Party No.2:
Nandu S/o Revaramji Sontakey,
Aged About 38 Years, Occ. — Bank Service,
R/o PO — Dhapewada, Taluka — Kalmeshwar,
Distt. — Nagpur, - 441501.

AWARD
(Dated: 27" June, 2025)

In exercise of the powers conferred by Section (1) & (2) 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 State Bank of India and the applicant, Nandu S/o Revaramji Sontakey, for adjudication, vide case no.
CGIT/NGP/Appl./01/2022-2023, with the following issues framed:-

“The Complaint U/s 33(A)&(B) of the ID Act, 1947 regarding change of Conditions of Service during
the pendency of Conciliation proceedings filed by the Complainant ‘Nandu S/o0 Revaramji Sontakey is just &
proper, What relief the applicant is entitled to?”

2. Case called out. Learned Counsel for the respondent/management Shri Dadu Sachdev is present before the
Court. None is present on behalf of petitioner. From Perusal of record it is apparent that Petitioner is not responding
and attending the Court Since 20/03/2023. No other evidence has been filed by petitioner to prove his case. Petitioner
is not coming since long back. It appears that he 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 Complaint U/s 33(A)&(B) of the ID Act, 1947 regarding change of Conditions of Service during
the pendency of Conciliation proceedings is not proved. The applicant is not entitled to any relief”.

Justice (retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
T2 faeett, 7 9aTE, 2025

LA 1304, 3T faare A= 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT GRT 17 & AR H
Bud WHR Uore T8 Ry 6 & gauds, Hdg MAeel iR S99 HHGRI & 49 dd H
fAfde Mafle faare 4§ o= WReR e IARET/3H IR deds & Udle
(66/2007) weir &=l & |

[€. Te1-12012,/96,/2007 - 3¢ @ (@-11)]

T, 37 Feas
New Delhi, the 7th July, 2025

S.0. 1304.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.66/2007) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Punjab & Sindh Bank and
their workmen.

[No. L-12012/96/2007- IR (B-11)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW

1.D. No.66 of 2007
Reference No.L-12012/96/2007-1R(B-11) dated 5.12.2007

Triloki Nath Yadav, aged about 32 years,

S/o Sri Ram Abhilakh

R/o Gram Khairatpur, Majre Parvejpur,

Post Domadeh, District Sultnpur e Workman
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Versus

2. Chief Branch Manager, Punjab & Sindh Bank,
Halwasiya Court, Hazratganj,
Lucknow;

2. Area General Manager
Punjab & Sindh Bank
Lalbagh, Lucknow;

3. General Manager,
Punjab & Sindh Bank
Rajendra Palace, 5" Manzil,
New Delhi ----Respondents

Judgment

By means of Reference no. L-12012/96/2007-IR(B-Il) dated 5.12.2007, the Central Government considered it

desirable to refer the dispute for adjudication to the following effect:-

“Whether the action of the management of Punjab & Sindh Bank in terminating the services of Shri Triloki
Nath Yadav, Peon w.e.f. 31.10.1998 and who was in service of the Bank from 1995 to 1998 is legal and just?

If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?”

Accordingly an 1.D. Case No.67 of 2007 was registered before this Tribunal. On 29.2.2008 Sri Triloki Nath Yadav-
workman had filed statement of claim before this Tribunal and the averments stated, in brief, are to the effect that on
25.5.1995 the applicant was engaged as Class-1V employee on daily wages in Udyog Khestra Branch Jagdishpur of
Punjab & Sindh Bank at Sultanpur. On behalf of workman/applicant it has been stated that during his engagement as
casual employee in Class-1V category, the work of Daftari was also taken from him. On 31.10.1998 the services of
workman/applicant were suddenly retrenched without following the provisions of Section 25-F of Industrial Disputes
Act 1947.

In view of the said facts the prayer which is made by the workman in the statement of claim is to the effect that order
dated 31.10.1998 by which the services were retrenched be set aside and he may be reinstated with all consequential

benefits.

Along with the claim statement the workman had also filed the following documents:-
i) Photocopy of documents towards payment made to the applicant & other documents for the period
25.5.1995 till December 1995 during which he had worked,;
i) Photocopy of documents towards payment made to the applicant & other documents for the period
January 1996 to December 1996 during which he had worked;
iii) Photocopy of documents towards payment made to the applicant, salary register & other documents

for the period January 1997 to December 1997 during which he had worked:;
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iv)

v)

Photocopy of documents towards payment made to the applicant, salary register & other documents
for the period January 1998 to October 1998 during which he had worked;

Photocopy of representation dated 13.3.2006 submitted by the applicant to the Employer for his
reinstatement.

Opposite parties in their written statement had taken preliminary objection that workman Sri Triloki Nath Yadav does

not fall under the category of ‘workman’ as given under Section 2(S) of Industrial Disputes Act, so the present case is

liable to be dismissed.

On merits it was pleaded on behalf of management that-

The bank had taken certain work from the applicant as and when required at the Bank premises for
which he has already been paid/reimbursed.

The applicant was working purely casual/temporary basis as such he cannot claim to be a workman
under the provisions of ID Act.

For employment in the bank in any cadre including the sub-ordinate cadre or part time sweepers /full
time sweepers, certain procedure has to be followed as per the banks guidelines as well as the Govt.
Guidelines and after the selection process the appointment letter was issued to such selected candidates.
The applicant was neither went through the process nor was issued any appointment letter, whereas he
was working as casual labour as and when required at the said branch of the bank.

The applicant was not working in the capacity of workman in the bank because there is no post as water
boy or water supplier in the bank.

No appointment letter either temporary or permanent was issued to him, as such, he cannot partake the
character of workman of the bank thus he does not come within the ambit of workman as defined under
Section 2(S) of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 and no industrial dispute exists between the parties. The
claim is liable to be dismissed in limine on this ground alone.

Jagdishpur branch of the bank is provided with adequate staff strength in all cadres since long and as
such there is no scope for even temporary appointment.

Jagdishpur branch was facing scarcity of drinking water and water for coolers maintained in the
premises, as such it was felt necessary to engage collie for supplying water to the office as and when
needed.

The applicant was paid collie charges on voucher for the same on day to day basis. The work taken
from the applicant was purely casual in nature and the bank never sited that he should turn out daily and
supply water to the office. A fixed sum was being paid as collie charges whenever he brought water to
the bank. Would have paid his collie charges and availed his services, since it is a contract for service.
The bank is in no way connected to the routine functioning of the bank business.

It has been held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court that part time engagement of any person does not make
him a workman within the meaning of the terms as defined under the I.D. Act. The applicant never
worked as a full time employee in any manner on any date.

The applicant is not a workman and further he did not complete 240 days in a year, hence, the individual
is not entitled for notice pay and retrenchment compensation as required by Section 25F of the Act 1947.
When the applicant did not complete 240 days in a yea, provisions of Section 25H and 25G of the Act

will not be attracted, hence, the applicant will not be entitled for any benefits.
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Accordingly, a request has been made by the respondent that the preliminary objection taken by them that claimant
does not falls within the definition of workman as given u/s 2 ‘s’ of the Act, may kindly be decided first and
thereafter mater be considered on merit.

The parties in support of their case have filed documents as well as evidence on affidavit and they were cross

examined.

Finding & conclusion:

| have carefully scrutinized the documents which were filed by the parties.
Point-A:

The first point is to be considered that whether the applicant falls within the category of ‘workman’ or not?

In order to decide the fact that whether the claimant, Sri Vivek Krishna Mishra falls within the definition of
‘workman’ as provided u/s 2 ‘s’ of the Act or not, it would be appropriate to have a glance on the definition of

‘workman’ as given u/s 2 ‘s’ of the Act, which reads as under:

"(S) “workman’ means any person employed (including an apprentice) in any industry to do any skilled or
unskilled manual or clerical work for hire or reward and includes, for the purposes of any proceeding under
this Act in relation to an industrial dispute, but does not include any person employed in the naval, military,
or air service of the Crown."

The definition was amended by Amending Act No. 36 of 1956 which came into force from 29th August, 1956 to read

as follows:-

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

0] who is subject to the Army Act, 1950, or the Air Force Act, 1950, or the Navy (Discipline)Act,

1934; or

(i)  who is employed in the police service or as an officer or other employee of a prison; or
(iii)  who is employed mainly in a managerial or administrative capacity; or

Q) who, being employed in a supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding five hundred rupees per
mensem or exercises, either by the nature of the duties attached to the office or by reason of the
powers vested in him, functions mainly of a managerial nature."”

The change brought about by this Amendment was that the persons employed to do “supervisory” and “technical”
work were also included in the definition for the first time by this Amendment, although those who were employed in

a supervisory capacity were so included in the definition provided their monthly wage did not exceed Rs.500.

The definition of ‘workman' was further amended by Amending Act No.46 of 1982 which was brought into force

w.e.f. 21.8.1984 and the same reads as under:-

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

(i)who is subject to the Air Force Act, 1950 (45 of 1950), or the Army Act, 1950 (46 of 1950), or
the Navy Act, 1957 (62 of 1957);

(if) who is employed in the police service or as an officer or other employee of a prison; or
(i) who is employed mainly in a managerial or administrative capacity; or

(iv) who, being employed in a supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding one thousand six
hundred rupees per mensem or exercises, either by the nature of the duties attached to the office or
by reason of the powers vested in him, functions mainly of a managerial nature."

A bare perusal of the aforementioned provision clearly indicates that a person would come within the purview of the

said definition if he : (i) is employed in any industry; and (ii) performs any manual, unskilled, skilled, technical,

operational, clerical or supervisory work.

The Hon’ble the Apex Court in the case of All India Reserve Bank Employees Association Versus Reserve Bank of
India reported in AIR 1966 SC 305 held as under:-

“24. The amending Act of 1956 introduced among the categories of persons already mentioned persons
employed to do supervisory and technical work. So far the language of the earlier enactment was used.
When, however, exceptions were engrafted, that language was departed from in clause (iv) partly because
the draftsman followed the language of clause(iii) and partly because from persons employed on supervision
work some are to be excluded because they draw wages exceeding Rs. 500 per month and some because they
function mainly in a managerial capacity or have duties of the same character. But the unity between the
opening part of the definition and clause (iv) was expressly preserved by using the word ‘such’ twice in the
opening part. The words, which bind the two parts, are not-"but does not include any person™. They are --
"but does not include any such person showing clearly that what is being excluded is a person who answers
the description " employed to do supervisory work™ and he is to be excluded because being employed in a
'supervisory capacity' he draws wages exceeding Rs. 500 per month or exercises functions of a particular
character. The scheme of our Act is much simpler then that of the American statutes. No doubt like the Taft-
Hartley Act the amending Act of 1956 in our country was passed to equalize bargaining power and also to

give the power of bargaining and invoking the Industrial Disputes Act to supervisory workmen, but it gave it

only to some of the workmen employed on supervisory work. "'Workman' here includes an employee employed
as supervisor. There are only two circumstances in which such a person ceases to be a workman. Such a
person is not a workman if he draws wages in excess of Rs. 500 per month or if he performs managerial
functions by reason of a power vested in him or by the nature of duties attached to his office. The person who
ceases to be a workman is not a person who does not answer the description "employed to do supervisory
work" but one who does answer that description. He goes out of the category of "workmen" on proof of the

circumstances excluding him from the category.”

Further in the case of H.R. Adyanthaya & others Versus Sandoz India Ltd. reported in (1994) 5 SCC 373, the
Hon’ble Apex Court held as under:-

"10. It is thus obvious from the decision that the contention on behalf of the workman before the Industrial
Tribunal as well as before this Court was that the employee was doing either manual or clerical work, and
that not only he had no supervisory duties but he was doing his work under the direction of his superiors
and, therefore, he was a workman within the meaning of the definition of workman as it stood then. The
dispute in question had arisen prior to 6th January, 1956. The definition of ‘workman' at the relevant time

included only those persons who were employed to do any skilled or unskilled manual or clerical work.
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Hence the relevant contention on behalf of the workman which was negatived by this Court. An inference
from this decision is also possible, viz., that if the employees' work was mainly manual or clerical, he would

have, even as the definition stood then, been covered by it."
(see C.G. Gupta Versus Glaxo Smith Klin Pharmaceutical Limited reported in (2007) 7 SCC 171)

And the Hon’ble the Apex Court in the case of Chauharya Tripathi & others Versus L.I.C. of India & others
reported in 2015(7) SCC 263, in Para-7 held as under:-

“7. Keeping in view the question posed at the beginning, we are obligated to make a survey of the authorities
that have been pronounced by this Court specifically pertaining to the Development Officers working in LIC.
A three-Judge Bench of this Court in S.K. Verma vs. Mahesh Chandra & Anr.3, adverted to the definition of
‘workman' as originally defined under Section 2(s) of the Act and the substantial amendment that was

brought in 1956 in respect of the definition of ‘workman' and referred to the decision in Workmen vs. Indian

Standards Institution4 and dwelled upon the hierarchy of officers working in LIC, the duties performed by
such officers and 2 (2008) 11 SCC 319 3 (1983) 4 SCC 214 4 (1975) 2 SCC 847 eventually held thus :

“A perusal of the above extracted terms and conditions of appointment shows that a development
officer is to be a whole time employee of the Life Insurance Corporation of India. that his
operations are to be restricted to a defined area and that he is liable to be transferred. He has no
authority whatsoever to bind the Corporation in anyway. His principal duty appears to be to
organise and develop the business of the Corporation in the area allotted to him and for that
purpose to recruit active and reliable agents, to train them to canvass new business and to render
post-sale services to policy-holders. He is expected to assist and inspire the agents. Even so he has
not the authority to appoint agents or to take disciplinary action against them. He does not even
supervise the work of the agents though he is required to train them and assist them. He is to be the
‘friend, philosopher and guide' of the agents working within his jurisdiction and no more. He is
expected to stimulate and excite the agents to work, while exercising no administrative control over
them. The agents are not his subordinates. In fact, it is admitted that he has no subordinate staff
working under him. It is thus clear that the development officer cannot by any stretch of
imagination be said to be engaged in any administrative or managerial work. He is a workman
within the meaning of s.2(s) of the Industrial, Disputes Act.”

(See also : Om Carrying Corporation Versus Tilock Narang & others reported in 2016(148) FLR 915 &
T.Boby Francis Versus Lucy Varghese & others reported in 2016(149) FLR 866 and Jagdish Prasad
Sharma Versus Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-1, Gurugram & another
reported in 2023 (178) FLR 565)

The Hon’ble Bombay High Court in the case of M/s. S.K. International & another vs. Ashok Tanaji Tambe &

another 2024 (180) FLR 994 has held as under:
“17. On the aspect of determination of status of workmen, within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the ID
Act, 1947, the legal position is fairly crystalized. Such determination must be based on the appreciation of
the nature of the duties performed by the employee. Nomenclature of the post, which the employee holds, is
not of decisive significance. The description of the nature of the duties also does not furnish a surer
foundation for determination. Use of grandstanding expressions and management jargon to describe
otherwise ordinary and normal functions, is not uncommon. It is, therefore, necessary to correctly

appreciate the nature of the core duties discharged by a person whose status is questioned.
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18. Section 2(s) of the ID Act, 1947 defines the expression workman to mean any person employed in
any industry to do any manual, unskilled, skilled, technical, operational, clerical or supervisory work for
hire or reward. In the case of H.R. Adyanthaya and ors. v. Sandoz (India) Ltd., the Constitution Bench of the
Supreme Court enunciated that to be qualified to be workman under Section 2(s), the person must be
employed to do the work which falls in any of the specified categories, manual, unskilled, skilled, technical,
operational, clerical or supervisory. To put it in other words, it is not enough that a person is not covered by
any of the four exceptions to the definition. It is also fairly well settled that the burden is on the person, who
asserts the status of the workman under Section 2(s) to establish with reference to the dominant nature of his
duties that the work which the said person performs falls within one of the specified categories under Section
2(s) of the Act, 1947.
19. In the case of Burmah Shell Oil Storage and Distribution Company of India Ltd. v. The Burmah
Shell Management Staff Association and others, the Supreme Court adverted to a situation where an
employee is entrusted to discharge multifarious duties. In such cases, the Supreme Court held, it would be
necessary to determine under which classification the employee will fall for the purpose of finding out
whether he does not go out of the definition of "workman™ under the exceptions. The principle is now well
settled that for this purpose, a workman must be held to be employed to do that work which is the work he is
required to do, even though he e may be incidentally doing other types of work. The Supreme Court referred
to its earlier decision in the case of Ananda Bazar Patrika (P) Ltd. v. Workmen", where the principle was
enunciated as under:
"3. The question whether a person is employed in a supervisory capacity or on clerical work,
in our opinion, depends upon whether the main and principal duties carried out by him are those of a
supervisory character, or of a nature carried out by a clerk. If a person is mainly doing supervisory
work, but, incidentally or for a fraction of the time, also does some clerical work, it would have to be
held that he is employed in supervisory capacity; and, conversely, if the main work done is of clerical
nature, the mere act that some supervisory duties are also carried out incidentally or as a small
fraction of the work done by him will not convert his employment as a clerk into one in supervisory
capacity......." (Emphasis supplied)
20. In the case of Arkal Govind Raj Rao v. CIBA Geigy and India Ltd., another three-Judge Bench of
the Supreme Court re-exposited the principle in the following words:
"6. where an employee has multifarious duties and a question is raised whether he is a workman or
someone other than a workman the Court must find out what are the primary and basic duties of the
person concerned and if he is incidentally asked to do some other work, may not necessarily be in tune
with the basic duties, these additional duties cannot change the character and status of the person
concerned. In other words, the dominant purpose of employment must be taken into consideration and
the gloss of some additional duties must be rejected while determining the status and character of the
person.........
21. A useful reference in this context can also be made to a decision of the Supreme Court in the case of
S.K. Maini v. M/s. Carona Sahu Company Ltd. and Anr. wherein it was enunciated that when an employee is
employed to do the types of work enumerated in the definition of workman under Section 2(s), there is hardly
any difficulty in treating him as a workman under the appropriate classification but in the complexity of
industrial or commercial organisationd quite a large number of employees employees are often required to

do more than one of work. In such cases, it becomes necessary to determine under which classification the
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employee will fall for the purpose of deciding whether he comes within the definition of workman or goes out
of it. In this connection, reference may be made to the decision of this Court in Burmah Shell Oil Storage
(supra). In All India Reserve Bank Employees' Assn. v. Reserve Bank of India, it has been held by this Court
that the word 'supervise' and its derivatives are not words of precise import and must often be construed in
the light of context, for unless controlled, they cover an easily simple oversight and direction as manual work
coupled with the power of inspection and superintendence of the manual work of others. It has been rightly
contended by both the learned counsel that the designation of an employee is not of much importance and
what is important is the nature of duties being performed by the employee. The determinative factor is the
main duties of the employee concerned and not some works incidentally done. In other words, what is, in
substance, the work which employee does or what in substance he is employed to do. Viewed from this angle,
if the employee is mainly doing supervisory work but incidentally or for a fraction of time also does some
manual or clerical work, the employee should be held to be doing supervisory works. Conversely, if the main
work is of manual, clerical or of technical nature, the mere fact that some supervisory or other work is also
done by the employee incidentally or only a small fraction of working time is devoted to some supervisory
works, the employee will come within the purview of ‘workman' as defined in Section 2(s) of the Industrial
Disputes Act.”

Moreover, the Hon’ble Supreme Court by means of judgment dated 2.4.2004 passed in the case of M/s. Bharat Airtel

Limited Versus A.S. Raghavendra passed in Civil Appeal N0.5187 of 2023 (2024 INSC 265) after taking into

consider the definition of ‘workman’ as given under Section 2(s) of the I1.D. Act, 1947 held as under:-
“23. The records also show that the respondent, in fact, performed a supervisory role over the managers and
was the Assessing Manager of his team, which consisted of Managers in the B-1 & B-2 Levels. Moreover,
after adducing the evidence led by both sides, the Labour Court vide a detailed order and discussion, has
held the respondent not to be covered under “workman” as per Section 2(s), ID Act. The learned Single
Judge has not appreciated the discussion by the Labour Court and the available evidence in their true
perspective, relying mainly upon the judgment in Ved Prakash Gupta (supra). In Paragraph 12 of Ved
Prakash Gupta (supra), it was held “...It must also be remembered that the evidence of both WW1 and MW1
shows that the appellant could never appoint or dismiss any workman or order any enquiry against any
workman. In these circumstances we hold that the substantial duty of the appellant was only that of a
Security Inspector at the gate of the factory premises and that it was neither managerial nor supervisory in
nature in the sense in which those terms are understood in industrial law. In the light of the evidence and the
legal position referred to above we are of the opinion that the finding of the Labour Court that the appellant

is not a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Act is perverse and could not be supported.”

24. A bare perusal of the above makes it crystal clear that absence of power to appoint, dismiss or conduct
disciplinary enquiries against other employees was not the only reason for the Court to conclude in Ved
Prakash Gupta (supra) that the appellant therein was a “workman”. At this juncture, we may note that
although Ved Prakash Gupta (supra) was decided by a 3-Judge Bench, in a later judgment by a 2-Judge
Bench of this Court in S K Maini v M/s Carona Sahu Company Limited, (1994) 3 SCC 510, it was held that
“...It should be borne in mind that an employee discharging managerial duties and functions may not, as a
matter of course, be invested with the power of appointment and discharge of other employees. It is not
unlikely that in a big set-up such power is not invested to a local manager but such power is given to some

superior officers also in the management cadre at divisional or regional level. ...” The judgment in S K
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Maini (supra) is innocent of Ved Prakash Gupta (supra), but we do not find any inconsistency in the
statement of law laid down in S K Maini (supra), given our reading of Ved Prakash Gupta (supra) as

enunciated hereinabove.

25. That being said, in our considered view, mere absence of power to appoint, dismiss or hold disciplinary
inquiries against other employees, would not and could not be the sole criterion to determine such an issue.
Holding otherwise would lead to incongruous consequences, as the same would, illustratively, mean that,
employees in high-ranking positions but without powers to appoint, dismiss or hold disciplinary enquiry
would be included under the umbrella of “workman” under Section 2(s), ID Act. We cannot be oblivious of
the impact of our decisions. In this context, reference to the decision in Shivashakti Sugars Limited v Shree
Renuka Sugar Limited, (2017) 7 SCC 729 is apposite:

“43. It has been recognised for quite some time now that law is an interdisciplinary subject where interface
between law and other sciences (social sciences as well as natural/ physical sciences) come into play and the
impact of other disciplines on Law is to be necessarily kept in mind while taking a decision (of course, within
the parameters of legal provisions). Interface between Law and Economics is much more relevant in today’s
time when the country has ushered into the era of economic liberalisation, which is also termed as
“globalisation” of economy. India is on 118 [2024] 4 S.C.R. Digital Supreme Court Reports the road of
economic growth. It has been a developing economy for number of decades and all efforts are made, at all
levels, to ensure that it becomes a fully developed economy. Various measures are taken in this behalf by the
policy-makers. The judicial wing, while undertaking the task of performing its judicial function, is also
required to perform its role in this direction. It calls for an economic analysis of law approach, most
commonly referred to as “Law and Economics”. In fact, in certain branches of Law there is a direct impact
of Economics and economic considerations play predominant role, which are even recognised as legal
principles. Monopoly laws (popularly known as “Antitrust Laws” in USA) have been transformed by
Economics. The issues arising in competition laws (which has replaced monopoly laws) are decided
primarily on economic analysis of various provisions of the Competition Commission Act. Similar approach
is to be necessarily adopted while interpreting bankruptcy laws or even matters relating to corporate
finance, etc. The impress of Economics is strong while examining various facets of the issues arising under
the aforesaid laws. In fact, economic evidence plays a big role even while deciding environmental issues.
There is a growing role of Economics in contract, labour, tax, corporate and other laws. Courts are
increasingly receptive to economic arguments while deciding these issues. In such an environment it
becomes the bounden duty of the Court to have the economic analysis and economic impact of its decisions.
44 We may hasten to add that it is by no means suggested that while taking into account these
considerations, specific provisions of law are to be ignored. First duty of the Court is to decide the case by
applying the statutory provisions. However, on the application of law and while interpreting a particular
provision, economic impact/effect of a decision, wherever warranted, has to be kept in mind. Likewise, in a
situation where two views are possible or wherever there is a discretion given to the Court by law, the Court
needs to lean in favour of a particular view which subserves the economic interest of the nation. Conversely,
the Court [2024] 4 S.C.R. 119 M/S Bharti Airtel Limited v. A.S. Raghavendra needs to avoid that particular
outcome which has a potential to create an adverse effect on employment, growth of infrastructure or
economy or the revenue of the State. It is in this context that economic analysis of the impact of the decision

1l

becomes imperative.’
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(See: Vandana Joshi v. Standard Charted Bank Ltd., Mumbai (2011) (1) Mh.L.J. 415)

The Hon’ble the Bombay High Court in the case ofGodrej and Boyce Manufacturing Company Ltd. Vs. Shivkranit
Kamgar Sanghatana & others 2024 LLR 492 held as under:
“10. Before August 29, 1956, the Industrial Disputes Act's definition of "workman" only included skilled and
unskilled manual or clerical workers, excluding those in supervisory, technical roles. However, amendments
in 1956 and 1982 expanded the definition to include these categories. The Supreme Court judgments in May
and Baker (India) Ltd. v. Workmen AIR 1967 SC 678, Western India Match Co. Ltd. v. Workmen
1963:INSC:130 : AIR 1964 SC 472, and Burmah Shell Qil Storage and Distribution Co. of India Ltd. v.
Burma Shell Management Staff Assn. (1970) 3 SCC 378 interpreted the definition in earlier years, focusing
on whether the work done by individuals fell within the categories of manual, clerical, supervisory, or
technical. These judgments determined the eligibility of individuals as workmen based on the nature of their
tasks. Subsequent judgments in S.K. Verma v. Mahesh Chandra (1983) 4 SCC 214] Ved Prakash Gupta v.
Delton Cable India (P) Ltd. (1984) 2 SCC 569 and Arkal Govind Raj Rao v. Ciba Geigy of India Ltd. (1985)
3 SCC 371 failed to notice the earlier decisions and adopted a broader interpretation. They held that
individuals not fitting the four specified categories could still be considered workmen- however, the
judgment in A. Sundarambal v. Govt. of Goa, Daman and Diu (1988) 4 SCC 42 reaffirmed the importance of
the earlier precedents, asserting that a person must fall within the defined categories to qualify as a
workman. Ultimately, the legal position is crystallized in the case of H.R. Adyanthaya and Ors. Vs. Sandoz
(India) Limited reported in 1994 5 SCC 737 wherein the five Judges' bench of Apex Court held that to be
considered a workman under the ID Act, an individual must be employed in manual, unskilled, skilled,
technical, operational, clerical or supervisory. It is not enough that he is not covered by either of the four
exceptions to the definition. It is held that to attract provisions of Section 2(s) of the 1.D. Act, the employee
must show that he performs any work enumerated in the definition and that he is excluded under the four

exceptions as provided in the definition.

11. For the adjudication of the status of a workman, what is required to be seen is an emphasis on the actual
work performed by such an employee. In other words, if the nature of duties actually performed
predominantly shows that he discharges duties to do the work of any of the categories listed in Section 2(s).
He is not covered by exceptions of Section 2(s); it would be decisive of the matter that the employee is a

workman, and the designation or salary of the employee would be irrelevant.

12. 1t is now well settled that the adjudication of the issue as to person working within the meaning of
Section 2(s) of the 1.D. Act has to be determined with reference to the principle of nature of his duties and
functions. The dominant purpose of employees must be taken into consideration, and the gloss of some
additional duties must be rejected while determining the status and character of a person. The Tribunal
needs to first address itself as to various duties assigned to the employees and then draw a conclusion of law
as to whether in the light of duties assigned to him would be whether the employee would be working or

”

not.

The Hon’ble Supreme Court in Civil Appeal arising out of SLP (C) No. 5660 of 2023 Lenin Kumar Ray v. M/s
Express Publicaitons (Madurai) Ltd. Decided on 21.10.2024 held as under:
“15. The law is well settled that the determinative factor for "workman" covered under section 2(s) of the

I.D. Act, is the principal duties and functions performed by an employee in the establishment and not merely
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the designation of his post. Further, the onus of proving the nature of employment rests on the person
claiming to be a "workman™ within the definition of section 2(s) of the I.D. Act.
16. In the present case, there is no specific document adduced relating to the actual work and functions
performed by the employee. In the absence of any concrete material to demonstrate the nature of duties
discharged by the employee, the employment orders issued by the management will have to be taken into
consideration and as per the same, the employee was appointed as Junior Engineer and was promoted as
Assistant Engineer, on the administrative side. It is the evidence of M.W.1 that the employee was supervising
the work of two junior Engineers, who were working under him, which was also admitted by the employee in
his cross examination, as W.W.1. Even according to the employee, the nature of duties and functions
discharged by him was of supervisory. As such, applying the pre-amended provision of section 2(s), since the
employee was terminated from service on 08.10.2003 and was drawing salary of more than Rs.1,600/-, he
does not come within the definition of "workman". Therefore, we hold that the employee is not a "workman"
as defined under section 2(s) and is not covered by the provisions of the 1.D. Act. In view of the same, the
order of the High Court upholding the finding of the Labour Court that the employee was a "workman"
within the definition of post-amended section 2(s), is liable to be set aside.”
Accordingly, in nutshell it can be said that from perusal of definition of ‘workman' indicates that a person would come
within the purview of Section 2(s) of the I.D. Act if he is employed in an industry and performs any manual,
unskilled, skilled, technical, operational, clerical or supervisory work. Further, the definition also indicates exceptions
as to when a person would not be covered in the aforementioned definition. It inter alia states that a person would not
be covered under the definition if (i) he is employed in a managerial or administrative capacity or (ii) who, being
employed in a supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding ten thousand rupees per mensem or exercises, either by
the nature of the duties attached to the office or by reason of the powers vested in him, functions mainly of a
managerial nature.
Taking into consideration the definition of ‘workman’ quoted hereinabove and the judgments on the point in issue, the
preliminary objections as raised on behalf of respondent that the applicant is not a ‘workman’ has no force and thus

rejected.

Point - B:

Whether there is violation of Section 25-F of the Act while retrenching the services of the applicant Sri Triloki Nath

Yadav, it would appropriate to have a glance the following facts:-

“25F. Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen:-

No workman employed in any industry who has been in continuous service for not less than one year under
an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until-

(a) the workman has been given one month's notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and
the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of
the notice;

(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."



[ATT H—w&vE 3(ii)] T T TSI © [ATs 12, 2025/397 21, 1947 5143

The definition of the term "retrenchment” is quite comprehensive. It covers every type of termination of the service of
a workman by the employer for any reason whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment inflicted by way of
disciplinary action. The cases of voluntary retirement of the workman, retirement on reaching the age of
superannuation, termination of service as a result of non-renewal of the contract of employment or of such contract
being terminated under a stipulation contained therein or termination of the service of a workman on the ground of

continued ill health also do not fall within the ambit of retrenchment.

In State Bank of India v. N. Sundara Money (1976) 1 SCC 822, a three Judge Bench of this Court analyzed Section
2(00) and held:
"9.Termination for any reason whatsoever' are the key words. Whatever the reason, every termination spells

retrenchment. So the sole question is, has the employee's service been terminated? Verbal apparel apart, the
substance is decisive. A termination takes place where a term expires either by the active step of the master
or the running out of the stipulated term. To protect the weak against the strong this policy of comprehensive
definition has been effectuated. Termination embraces not merely the act of termination by the employer, but
the fact of termination howsoever produced. Maybe, the present may be a hard case, but we can visualize

abuses by employers, by suitable verbal devices, circumventing the armor of Section 25-F and Section 2(00).

Without speculating on possibilities, we may agree that "retrenchment™ is no longer terra incognita but area

covered by an expansive definition. It means "to end, conclude, cease"

(see also Punjab Land Development And Reclaimation Corporation Ltd., Chandigarh v. Presiding Officer
Labour Court, Chandigarh (1990) 3 SCC 682.)

Reverting to the facts of the present case and from the documents which are filed on behalf of workman mentioned
hereinabove and again quoted below:-
i) Photocopy of documents towards payment made to the applicant & other documents for the period
25.5.1995 till December 1995 during which he had worked;

i) Photocopy of documents towards payment made to the applicant & other documents for the period
January 1996 to December 1996 during which he had worked,;

iii) Photocopy of documents towards payment made to the applicant, salary register & other documents
for the period January 1997 to December 1997 during which he had worked,;

iv) Photocopy of documents towards payment made to the applicant, salary register & other documents
for the period January 1998 to October 1998 during which he had worked,;

V) Photocopy of representation dated 13.3.2006 submitted by the applicant to the Employer for his
reinstatement.

And from the other materials placed by the parties on record, it clearly established that the workman failed to prove
and establish that he has worked continuously 240 days in the last preceding calendar year, so the relief as claimed by
the applicant regarding his retrenchment of service, cannot be granted in view of the points as stated hereinabove and
the law as laid down by the Hon’ble Gauhati High Court in the case of Binay Kumar Singh Versus State Bank of
India reported in 2024 (182) FLR 78 and the Hon’ble Himanchal Pradesh High Court in the case of Rakesh
Sharma Versus Indian Qil Corporation reported in 2024(182) FLR 89.


https://indiankanoon.org/doc/63310/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1418464/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1418464/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1056316/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1418464/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1178872/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1178872/
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Order
For the foregoing reasons the applicant is not entitled for the reliefs as claimed by him in the present I.D. Case, hence,
the claim of the applicant Sri Triloki Nath Yadav is hereby dismissed. The reference is answered accordingly.
Award as above.

Lucknow. Justice ANIL KUMAR, Presiding Officer
28" May, 2025
Let two copies of this award be sent to the Ministry for publication.

< faeelt, 7 s, 2025

FT.3M. 1305.—fd fdare =4, 1947 (1947 &1 14) B GRT 17 & JATERIT ¥,
Dol WOR fUHAT & Jdgds & Hag FASTd! 3R b DRI & g, Jgay d Ffde
Menfire faare & T wer teifre e 98 - 59 A dsiie-l & ude
(A H&AT 88/2019) BT UBIRIA BT 8, Sl Dl TRHR DI 04 /07 /2025 B U g3l
T |

[&. T7-23012/62/2019-11E &= (. TH-11)]

Tftreq.uq, 37 A
New Delhi, the 7th July, 2025

S.0. 1305.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 88/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Chandigarh-11 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
Ms. BBMB and their workmen received by the Central Government on 04/07/2025

[No. L-23012/62/2019-IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
In the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-11, Chandigarh
(Presided over by Mr. Kamal Kant).

ID No.88/2019
Registered on:-04.09.2019

Uma Devi W/o Late Sh. Prem Chand S/o Sh. Gokal CHand, R/o Village Tantha (Bharol) PO Tantha,
Tehsil Ghumarwin, Distt. Bilaspur, HP, presently residing at Village Bhagwan, PO Barin, Tehsil
Baldwara, Distt. Mandi, HP-175033
-------- Applicant
Versus

The Bhakra Beas Management Board.
----Management

Present:- None for applicant.
Mr. Naveen Singla, Law Officer for management.

Award : 01.05.2025

Central Government vide Notification No.L-23012/62/2019-IR(CM-I11) dated 07.08.2019, under

Clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947
(hereinafter called the Act), has referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:-

“Whether action of management of BBMB in not accepting the demand of Smt. Uma Devi &

Others (Legal Heirs/Legal representatives of Late Prem Chand) for declaring his
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retrenchment/termination as illegal and considering him in continuous service upto age of
superannuation resulting in entitlement of consequential benefits is legal, just and valid? If
not, to what relief the legal heirs/legal representatives of late workman are entitled to and
from which date?”

1.In this case, after receiving of reference, applicant was duly informed through registered post to appear on
14.11.2019. However, no one appeared on behalf of applicant on many dates. Thereafter, notice was again
issued to the workman on 17.11.2022 for 09.01.2023 and applicant appeared on 09.01.2023 and requested a
date for filing claim statement. Claim statement was filed by the applicant on 03.03.2023 and later on written
statement was filed by the respondents and issues were framed on 27.03.2024 and the matter was fixed for
filing affidavit in evidence by applicant, however, no affidavit has been filed till date. The applicant had never
appeared in the Court after filing claim statement. Under these circumstances, it is held that applicant is not
interested in pursuing the matter as after 03.03.2023, nobody has appeared on behalf of the applicant and even
nobody has filed affidavit on behalf of applicant.

2.Since the applicant has neither put their appearance nor has filed any affidavit to prove her case against the
respondents, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a 'No Claim Award'. Accordingly, 'No
Claim Award' is passed in the present reference.

3.Let copy of this award be sent to the Appropriate Government as required under Section 17 of the Act for
publication.

KAMAL KANT, Presiding Officer

% e, 7 e, 2025

FLAT. 1306, — NG faare Ifa=H, 1947 (1947 &1 14) B aRT 17 &
IRV H, S WHR SGUHT & Jdarad & Hdg FaTa! iR S7d dHGRI
& 4, ageg | [fde sfiefie f[Jae 4 = axarR sitenfire P -ug-

HHq AT, FSNG-1Il & vare (WaH &A1 63/2018) &I UHIRA el &, Sl
B FBR DI 04 /07 /2025 DI YT FIIT T |

[€. T-23012/106/2018-315 3R, (H1.TH-11)]
Tftreq.uq, 37 Aeas

New Delhi, the 7th July, 2025

S.0. 1306.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 63/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Chandigarh-11 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
Ms. BBMB and their workmen received by the Central Government on 04/07/2025

[No. L-23012/106/2018-IR (CM-11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

In the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-11, Chandigarh
(Presided over by Mr. Kamal Kant).
ID No0.63/2018
Registered on:-04.12.2018

Debi Singh S/o Sh. Mast Ram, R/o VPO Leda, Tehsil Balh, Distt. Mandi (HP) - 175001.
-------- Workman
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1. The Bhakra Beas Management Board,vls/:zszlg;ya Marg, Sector 19 B, Chandigarh through its
Chairman.
2. The Chief Engineer, BSL Project/BBMB, Sundernagar Distt. Mandi, Himachal Pradesh.
----Respondents
Present:- None for workman.

Mr. Naveen Singla, Law Officer for respondents.
Award : 01.05.2025

Central Government vide Notification No.L-23012/106/2018 —IR(CM-II) dated 15.11.2018, under
Clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947
(hereinafter called the Act), has referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:-

“Whether action of management of BBMB in not accepting the demands of Sh. Debi Singh
S/o Sh. Mast Ram for deeming/considering him in continuous service upto age of
superannuation and resultantly entitled for consequential benefits is legal, just and valid? If
not, to what relief the workman concerned is entitled to and from which date?”

1. In this case, after receiving of reference, workman was duly informed through registered post and Miss
Kiran Verma filed authority letter on behalf of workman on 06.02.2019. Claim statement was filed by the
AR for workman on 03.06.2019 and later on written statement was filed by the respondents and matter
was adjourned for filing replication. However, none appeared on behalf of workman on 03.10.2019, and
opportunity for filing replication was closed and the matter was fixed for filing affidavit in evidence by
workman, however, no affidavit has been filed till date. Even, no one is appearing on behalf of workman
after 01.03.2024. Under these circumstances, it is held that workman is not interested in pursuing the
matter as after 01.03.2024, nobody has appeared on behalf of the workman and even nobody has filed
affidavit on behalf of workman.

2. Since the workman has neither put his appearance nor has filed any affidavit to prove his case against the
respondents, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a 'No Claim Award'. Accordingly,
'No Claim Award' is passed in the present reference.

3. Let copy of this award be sent to the Appropriate Government as required under Section 17 of the Act for
publication.

KAMAL KANT, Presiding Officer

% e, 7 e, 2025

FLAT. 1307. — 3N fdare Afdf=H, 1947 (1947 &1 14) & aRT 17 &
IRV H, FhF  WHR AAUHAT & Y§gdd b Gdg MASdl R SHD
PHGRI & drF, AgEy H Ffde feiffe o 4 < WweRr s
BT -8 - 59 AT, ASNIG-Il & yare (AaH ST 59/2018) BT TR
FRA B, S Bad ARBR B 04 /07 /2025 P YT FIMT o7 |

[€. Td-23012/146/2018-318 3R, (H1.TH-11)]
forses.uq, 37 fAea=w

New Delhi, the 7th July, 2025

S.0. 1307.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 59/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, Chandigarh-I1 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
Ms. BBMB and their workmen received by the Central Government on 04/07/2025

[No. L-23012/146/2018-IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE

In the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-11, Chandigarh
(Presided over by Mr. Kamal Kant).

ID No0.59/2018
Registered on:-04.12.2018

1.Geeta Devi Wd/o Late Sh. Krishan Chand
2.Pawan Kumar S/o Late Sh. Krishan Chand
3.Vipin Kumar S/o Late Sh. Krishan Chand
All R/o Village Burahali, PO Ghangnoo, Tehsil Balh, Distt. Mandi, HP
-------- Applicants
Versus

1. The Bhakra Beas Management Board, Madhya Marg, Sector 19 B, Chandigarh through its

Chairman.
2. The Chief Engineer, BSL Project, BBMB, Sundernagar Distt. Mandi, Himachal Pradesh.
----Respondents
Present:- None for applicants.

Mr. Naveen Singla, Law Officer for respondents.
Award : 01.05.2025

Central Government vide Notification No.L-23012/146/2018-IR(CM-II) dated 15.11.2018, under
Clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947
(hereinafter called the Act), has referred the following Industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:-

“Whether action of management of BBMB in not accepting the demands of Smt. Geeta Devi
& Others, LH/LR of late Krishan Chand, for declaring his retrenchment/termination as
illegal and considering him in continuous service upto age of superannuation resulting in
entitlement of consequential benefits is legal, just and valid? If not, to what relief the legal
heirs/legal representatives of late workman are entitled to and from which date?”

1. In this case, after receiving of reference, applicants were duly informed through registered post and Mr.
Deepak Azad along with workman appeared in the Court on 06.02.2019 and filed claim statement and
later on written statement was filed by the respondents and matter was adjourned for filing replication.
However, replication was not filed and opportunity for filing replication was closed on 03.10.2019 and
the matter was fixed for filing affidavit in evidence by applicants, however, no affidavit has been filed.
Even prior to that, applicants have never appeared in the Court except filing claim statement. Under these
circumstances, it is held that applicants are not interested in pursuing the matter as after 01.04.2019,
nobody has appeared on behalf of the applicants and even nobody has filed affidavit on behalf of
applicants.

2. Since the applicants has neither put their appearance nor have filed any affidavit to prove their case
against the respondents, as such, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a 'No Claim Award'.
Accordingly, 'No Claim Award' is passed in the present reference.

3. Let copy of this award be sent to the Appropriate Government as required under Section 17 of the Act for
publication.

KAMAL KANT, Presiding Officer
7E fawett, 7 qE, 2025

FI.AM. 1308.—3iEie fdare AfAF=H, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B &RT 17 & FFAR H,
B WRHR FRRAT R FOAT e & yagdd @ ddg Masial IR 396 SHGRI &
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[€. T-22012/45/201 3-37E AR (A TH-11)]
Tforeq.uq, 37 Aeaw
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New Delhi, the 7th July, 2025

S.0. 1308.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 68/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
Singareni Colliery Company Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 07/07/2023.

[No. L-22012/45/2013-IR (CM-I11)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 2™ day of June, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 68/2013

Between:

The Vice President( Sri K Tirupathi)

M/s. Singareni Coal Mines Labour Union(INTUC)

INTUC Bhavan Main Road, Bhupalapalli -506 169

Warangal district. Warangal. ..... Petitioner/union

AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Bhupalpally area, bhupalpally-506169

Warangal district. Warangal .... Respondent
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : M/s. A. Sarojana and K Vasudeva Reddy , Advocates
For the Respondent: Sri Y. Ranjith Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-22012/45/2013-IR(CM.II) dated 30. 5.
2013 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal
between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Limited and their workman. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Com Ltd, Bhupalpally area,

Warangal district, in awarding punishment of reversion to a lower stage by reducing four increments/

SPRAs in the present scale of pay with effect from 1. 11. 2007 with cumulative effect in respect of Sri

Pantangi Rajam, Trammer, KTK-1 Inc., SCCL, Bhupalapally area, Warangal district(AP) is justified or not?

If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as 1.D. No.68/2013 and notices were issued to the parties

concerned.
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2. The averments made is the claim statement are as follows:

It is submitted that, the concerned workman was appointed in the year 1983 as Badli Filler and by virtue of his hard
work and sincerity, he was confirmed as Coal Filler and later promoted as Trammer. While the workman was
working a Trammer at KTK-1 Incline. a charge sheet dt.27-06-2005 was issued alleging that having booked IN
muster on 27-06-2005, he did not go to distribution point and instigated other workman not to go to distribution point
which resulted in illegal strike. On receipt of the above charge sheet workman has submitted his reply on 30-06-2005
not only denying the charge, but also explained all the factual aspects. However, without considering of any of the
submissions made by the concerned workman, an enquiry was initiated in a pre-determined manner. During the
enquiry, the concerned workman was not afforded any opportunity, much less valid in nature. It is submitted that, the
enquiry officer, the presenting officer and all others know pretty well that, the concerned workman was an illiterate
and more specifically he is not aware of English language. As per the circulars issued by the Management, the
enquiry has to be conducted in the language known to the workman and has to be explained before commencement of
enquiry. However, in the instant case, neither the procedure of enquiry was explained nor the proceedings of enquiry
drafter in the language known to the concerned workman. Having typed the proceedings of enquiry in English and
the signatures of the concerned workman were obtained without even explaining the contents. As a result of the
above, the concerned workman was put to great prejudice which resulted in imposing of penalty. It is submitted that
during the enquiry, the workman was neither provided the opportunity to lead the evidence nor he was permitted to
cross examine the management witnesses. In fact, the concerned workman was not made aware of the fact that he can
avail the services of a defense assistant. As a result of above improper conduct of enquiry, the concerned workman
put to great prejudice which resulted in issuance of order of punishment. It is submitted that the charge alleged against
the workman itself is not correct, as, the management witness cited the name of the concerned workman, he was
implicated in this false case. In fact, the concerned workman need not be present at the common distribution point
being conducted by the management witness. Without application of mind, though the concerned workman was not
responsible for the charge, he was treated as delinquent and by conducting a farce enquiry he was imposed with a
penalty, which is incorrect. As a matter of fact, leaving the other workman, who did not respond to his call, the
management witness quoted workman’s name and the disciplinary proceedings were initiated against the concerned
workman on a pick and choose method. The above action on the part of the Respondents is not only unjustifiable but
also discriminatory in nature. As a matter of fact, the concerned workman was directed to work as Jig Trammer at 24
Dip District of 3 Seam. The concerned workman along with other Trammers went underground to carry out their
duties as Trammer. The Trammers were not at all on strike whereas the coal fillers were on strike. Therefore, the

workman, though narrated all the above factual aspects, which were remained unrebutted during the course of
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enquiry, despite, enquiry officer came to a perverse conclusion that, the charge alleged against the concerned
workman was held proved. It is no more a res integra that, the enquiry officer should act like a judge and he cannot
act like a representative of the management. Further, it is the bounden duty of the enquiry officer to analyze the
evidence on record and come to an independent conclusion without being influenced by either the presenting officer
or by any other management representatives.  However, in the instant case, the enquiry officer acted like a
representative of the management and proceeded with a preconceived notion, as if, the concerned workman is guilty
of charge. A bare perusal of findings of the enquiry officer clearly establish that, they are the outside the scope of
proceedings of enquiry. It is submitted that though the presenting officer relied upon several documents to hold the
concerned workman as guilty, none of those documents were shown or furnished to the concerned workman before or
during the course of enquiry. Even the presenting officer has submitted those documents after the conclusion of
evidence of the workman and exclusively relying upon those documents, enquiry officer came to a perverse
conclusion that the concerned workman is guilty of charge. Further, it is submitted that though the strict rules of
evidence are not applicable to the departmental enquiries, but the departmental enquiries cannot be treated as mere
sham, more specifically when the civil rights of the delinquent employees are being deprived, such as reduction of
pay. It is submitted that the charge alleged against the concerned workman was the he instigated other workman to
go on strike on 27.6.2005. However, there is no evidence to support the charge alleged. Simply because, the
management witness stated that the concerned workman did not stop the other workman of 3 Seam from going on
illegal strike, it cannot be treated as misconduct. With great respect, the appreciation of evidence of record by the
enquiry officer is absolutely hopeless and perverse in nature. Instigating the workmen to go on strike is different
than not stopping the workmen from going on illegal strike. It is submitted that while deposing before the enquiry
officer, the management witness never stated that he gave a complaint to the management on 27.6.2005. Even in the
charge sheet, there was no indication about the alleged complaint. No such document was either pleaded or filed
before the enquiry officer till the deposition of the workman. As the enquiry officer has relied upon the said
document and the impugned order was issued basing on such perverse findings of the enquiry officer, penalty
imposed on the concerned workman is liable to be set aside and all the increments deferred are liable to be restored
back along with all consequential benefits. It is submitted that the enquiry officer refers to loss of 340 tonnes of coal
worth Rs.3,39,520/- on 27.6.2005 in 3 shifts, there was no evidence to that extent during the enquiry. Having
permitted the presenting officer to submit the documents after conclusion of deposition by the concerned workman,
the enquiry officer erroneously concludes that "since there is no denial from the workman in this regard and the
document submitted by the Presenting Officer to the effect that SCCL Company was declared as Public Utility

service and participation in the strike is prohibited vide Cir. No. CRP/Per/IR/E/ISI/357 dt. 05/07.03.05, and also the
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Telugu version, which was also displayed on Notice board of the Mine on 13.03.05 and also Form 'N' and Form C'
regarding commencement and termination of the strike held from 27.06.05 to 29.06.05 have also been sent to the
authorities concerned and also a charge sheeted employee confirmed he had also participated in the strike". The above
findings of the enquiry officer are wholly perverse in nature. The penalty imposed on the concerned workman
basing on such perverse findings is liable to be set aside. Be that as it may, the impugned office order
No.BHP/PER/20-D/4053 dated 31.10.2007 issued by the Respondent imposing the punishment of reversion to a
lower stage by reducing four increments/SPRAS in the present scale of pay with effect from 1.11.2007 with
cumulative effect is without any basis. The impugned order passed by the Respondent is cryptic and does not
disclose any reasons, much less valid in nature. It is to humbly submit that any order which affects the civil the
rights of the employees should contain the reasons. In the instant case, impugned order does not contain any reasons.
Therefore, the impugned order is liable to be set aside on this ground alone. It is submitted that aggrieved by the
above penalty imposed by the Respondent, the workman approached the Respondent requesting to restore the
increments as he was implicated in the above false case. However, when nothing resulted positively, he has
approached the Petitioner union to which the concerned workman was a member. In these circumstances, the
concerned workman has no other alternative remedy, except to invoke the jurisdiction of this Hon'ble Court. Hence
prayed to set aside the impugned order dated 31.10.2007 duly restoring all the increments deferred pursuant to

impugned order.

3. Respondent filed counter denying the averments of the Petitioner as under:

It is submitted that the charge sheeted workman was initially appointed as Badli filler on 15.06.1983, and later he was
promoted as Trammer. While he was working as Trammer at KTK-1 Incline, Bhupalapalli Area he was issued with a
chargesheet vide Lr.No.KTK.I/BHP/R-007/2782, dated 27.06.2005 under Company's Standing Orders No.25.11,

25.16 and 25.24 for the misconduct committed by him which reads as:-

25(11): Going on illegal Strike either singly or with other workman without giving 14 days previous notice.

25(16): Any breach of the Mines Act, 1952 or any other Act or any Rules or Regulations or by laws there

under.

25(24): Sabotage or causing willful damage to work in progress or property of the company.
Further, it is submitted that on 27.6.2005 the workman booked his IN muster and did not go to distribution point for
common distribution of No. 1 Seam and No.3 Seam at manway, even though a notice was displayed on the notice
board well in advance informing of common distribution from | Shift of 27.6.2005, and demanded for distribution of
No.1 Seam and No.3 Seam separately. Further, he has instigated all other workman not to go to distribution point

which has resulted in an illegal strike in | shift of 27.6.2005 which continued up to the end of the I shift of 29.6.2005.
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The company lost around 343 tones of production output worth Rs.3,39,570/- due to this illegal strike. The above
Charge Sheet was acknowledged by him on 15.7.2005 and he has submitted his explanation dated.30.6.2005 which
has been found to be not satisfactory. He was issued notice of enquiry advising him to attend the enquiry along with
his witnesses. The Enquiry was commenced on 18.10.2005 and continued on 04.01.2006 and finally the enquiry was
closed on 28.02.2006. The charge sheeted workman in the case attended and fully participated in the enquiry. It is
submitted that the Enquiry Officer after appreciating and analyzing each evidence adduced in the enquiry held that the
charges against the workman were duly proved against him under Company's Standing Order
No.25(11),25(16),25(24). It is pertinent to mention here that mere participation in a illegal strike itself is a
misconduct under Company's Standing Order No.25(11), and the charge sheeted workman himself has deposed in the
enquiry that all the trammers including himself returned their Cap Lamps to Lamp Room and gone home in | shift of
27.6.2005 thereby admitting that he has participated in the strike. The workman was supplied with all the documents
including enquiry proceedings and enquiry report vide Second Show Cause notice dated 23.7.2007 giving him 7 days
time to represent if any against the findings of the enquiry report, the charge sheeted workman acknowledged the said
notice and submitted his representation dated 30.7.2007 in English which has been examined and as there were no
new points to consider in his representation the Disciplinary Authority after going through the entire enquiry
proceedings and after evaluating all the evidence on record concurred with the findings of the enquiry officer, and as
the charges framed and proved in the enquiry were grave and serious in nature warranting punishment with that of
dismissal, the management has taken a lenient view to give an opportunity to the delinquent workman to improve
himself, passed the impugned order No.BHP/PER/20-D/4053, 31.10.2007 imposing the penalty of 'Reversion to a
lower stage by reducing four increments/SPRAs in the present scale of pay w.e.f.01.11.2007 with cumulative effect.'
in the strike. It is submitted that at the outset the Enquiry Officer explained the enquiry procedure in Telugu and in
fact the enquiry proceedings were held in Telugu following all the principle of natural justice. The charge sheeted
workman has given his consent to record the proceedings in English while the enquiry proceedings were actually held
in Telugu and further explained to him in Telugu before obtaining his signature. Further, the contention of the
Petitioner that the workman is illiterate is far from truth. In fact the workman put his signature in all the enquiry
proceedings and all other evidences in English, and submitted his explanation dated 30.07.2007 to the show cause
notice No. KTKI/BHP/R-008/3776 dated 23.07.2007 in English. The allegation that the concerned workman was an
illiterate is denied. It is submitted that all the principles of Natural Justice were followed in the enquiry giving every
opportunity to the charge sheeted workman to defend his case, including extending the opportunity of availing a
defense assistance which he declined. Further, he refused to cross examine the management witness in the enquiry,

as such the contention of the Petitioner that the opportunity of defense assistance and cross examination of
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management witness was not given to the workman is denied. Further, it is submitted that workman has instigated
all the other workman not to go to distribution point which has resulted in an illegal strike in | shift of 27.6.2005
which continued up to the end of the | shift of 29.6.2005 as such the charge sheet was issued to him. Further, it is to
submit that Sri Govind Chandra Murmu, Incharge Overman of 3 Seam has given a written complaint dated
27.06.2005 to Dy.General Manager, KTK.I 6 Incline stating that Sri Panthangi Rajam and one other workman refused
to come and took all the workman away from the common deposed by him as distribution point, and the same proof
of the same. was a management witness in the enquiry. The charge sheeted workman did not cross examine him in the
enquiry; thereby the nexus between the workman and the illegal strike has been clearly established. As such the
contention of the Petitioner that the workman was implicated falsely is not correct, hence denied. It is submitted that
documentary and oral evidence was produced before the enquiry officer and the copies of documents were supplied to
him. Further, the Presenting Officer and the management witness deposed in the presence of the workman but he did
not cross examine them. The enquiry officer after appreciating all the evidence adduced in the enquiry came to the
conclusion that the charges leveled against the workman as proved in his enquiry report. Further, it is pertinent to
mention here that the Petitioner has taken a contradictory and inconsistent plea that the charge sheeted workman has
not instigated the strike by stating in the claim statement filed by the Petitioner in this Hon'ble Court that the
concerned workman along with other Trammers went underground to carry out their duties and were not at all on
strike whereas the Coal fillers were on strike, while the charge sheeted workman in his reply dated 30.06.2005 to the
charge sheet and in his statement in the enquiry proceedings stated that he along with other Trammers did not go
down the mine, which clearly shows that the statement is false. Therefore, the contention of the Petitioner that the
enquiry officer acted like a management representative is denied. It is submitted that the charge sheeted workman
was not able to rebut the charges leveled against him nor did he produce any evidence or witness in his defense in the
enquiry. It is submitted that the Presenting Officer while deposing his evidence in the enquiry stated that under
Public Utility Services the Strike was prohibited in the Company by notification G.O.Rt.No.52 dated 01.03.2005 by
Government of Andhra Pradesh, which was displayed on the notice board in Telugu at the mine on 13.03.2005 and
that due to the illegal strike production of 343 tonnes was lost amounting to Rs,3,39,570/-, but the workman did not
cross examine. Further, Sri Panthangi Rajam the charge sheeted workman himself has deposed in the enquiry that all
the trammers including himself returned their Cap Lamps to Lamp Room and gone home thereby it is clear that he has
instigated and participated in the illegal strike. As such the contention of the Petitioner that the findings of the enquiry
officer are wholly perverse in nature is far from the truth, hence denied. It is submitted that the Disciplinary
Authority after going through the entire enquiry proceedings and enquiry report came to the conclusion that the

charge leveled against the delinquent workman was proved and concurred with the findings of the Enquiry Officer
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holding him guilty of misconduct under Company Standing Orders No.25.11, 25.16, and 25.24. Further, though in the
ordinary course dismissal from service would have been the appropriate punishment on the basis of the grave and
serious charges proved against the charge sheeted workman, the management has taken a lenient view with an
intention to give opportunity to the delinquent workman to improve himself, and instead of awarding the extreme
penalty has imposed on him the penalty of reversion to a lower stage by reducing four increments/SPRASs in the
present scale of pay w.e.f. 01.11.2007 with cumulative effect' Vide Office Order No.BHP/PER/20-D/4053.dated

31.10.2007. Therefore, prayed to dismiss the claim petition.

4. Perused written arguments of Respondent as well as claim of the Petitioner.

5. On the basis of rival pleadings of both the parties, following issues arise for determination in the

present case:-

I Whether the departmental enquiry held against the Workman is legal and valid?

1. Whether the action of General Manager SCCL, Bhupalpally Warangal district in awarding the punishment of
reversion to a lower stage by reducing 4 increments/SPRAS in the present scale of pay with effect frame

1.11.2007 with cumulative effect in respect of Sri Pantangi Rajam, Trammer is justified or not?
Il. To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?
Findings:-
6. Issue No.l: This issue has been decided vide order dated 2.4.2024 whereas the Petitioner Workman has

conceded the legality and validity of the departmental enquiry.

This issue is answered accordingly.

7. lIssue No. ll:- Petitioner-Workman has challenged the imposition of punishment vide order dated 31.10.2007
passed by the Disciplinary Authority, General Manager, Bhupalpally, whereby Workman has been awarded penalty
of reversion to a lower stage by reducing four increments/SPRAs in the present scale of pay, with cumulative effect as
the Workman has been held guilty of committing misconduct under the Company’s Standing Order Nos. 25.11,
25.16, and 25.24 for participating in illegal strike in breach of the Mines Act and for sabotage or causing willful
damage to work in progress or to the property of the Company. The Petitioner-Workman, has submitted that the
charge alleged against him was that he instigated other workmen not to go to the distribution point, which resulted in
the illegal strike on 27.06.2005. However, there is no evidence to support the alleged charge. Simply because the
management witness stated that the concerned Workman did not stop the other workmen of 3 Seam from going on an
illegal strike, it cannot be treated as misconduct. Therefore, the appreciation of the evidence on record by the Enquiry
Officer is absolutely hopeless and perverse in nature. Instigating the workmen to go on strike is different from not

stopping the workmen from going on an illegal strike.
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8. Further, the Petitioner submitted that the management witness never disclosed during the enquiry that he had
given a complaint to the management on 27.06.2005. Even in the charge sheet, there was no indication of the alleged
complaint, and no such documents were filed before the Enquiry Officer until the deposition of the Workman.

Therefore, the Enquiry Officer erroneously relied upon the documents dated 27.06.2005 to hold the Workman guilty.

9. Further, it is submitted that the Enquiry Officer, in his findings, referred to the loss of 340 tons of coal worth
Rs. 3,39,520/- on 27.06.2005 in three shifts. However, there was no evidence to that effect during the enquiry. The
Enquiry Officer erroneously arrived at his conclusions, and the findings are wholly perverse in nature. Moreover,
the punishment imposed by the Disciplinary Authority—reversion to a lower stage by reducing four
increments/SPRAs in the present scale of pay with effect from 01.11.2007, with cumulative effect—is without any
basis. The impugned order passed by the Disciplinary Authority is cryptic and does not disclose any reasons, much

less valid ones. Therefore, the impugned order is liable to be set aside on this ground alone.

10. On the other hand, the Respondent Counsel contended that the Workman had booked his IN muster and did
not go to the distribution point, which resulted in an illegal strike on 27.06.2005 that continued up to the end of the
first shift on 29.06.2005. As such, a chargesheet was issued to him. Further, it is contended that Sri Govind Chandra
Murmu, In-charge Overman of 3 Seam, had given a written complaint dated 27.06.2005 to the General Manager, KK -
1 Incline, stating that Sri Pantangi Rajam and another workman refused to come and took all the workmen away from
the common distribution point and management witness has also deposed during the enquiry.  Further, it is
contended that the chargesheeted Workman did not cross-examine witness during the enquiry, thereby the nexus
between the Workman and the illegal strike has been clearly established. It is further contended that the departmental
enquiry against the Workman has been conducted in accordance with the principles of natural justice, and both
documentary and oral evidence were produced before the Enquiry Officer. The management witness deposed in the
presence of the Workman, but he did not cross-examine them. The Enquiry Officer, after appreciating all the
evidence adduced in the enquiry, came to the conclusion that the charges levelled against the Workman were proved.
It is further contended that in the instant case, the Enquiry Officer, following the principles of natural justice, gave
every opportunity to the delinquent Workman to defend his case, and after analysing all the evidence adduced in the
enquiry, came to the conclusion that the charges levelled against the delinquent Workman were proved. As such, the
contention of the Petitioner that the Enquiry Officer acted in a pre-determined manner is denied, and the Petitioner is
put to strict proof of the same. The charges were proved in the enquiry based on the evidence produced, and the
chargesheeted Workman was not able to rebut the charges levelled against him, nor did he produce any evidence or

witness in his defence during the enquiry. Further, it is contended that the Presenting Officer, while deposing during
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the enquiry, stated that under public utility services, the strike was prohibited in the company by Notification dated
01.03.2005 issued by the Government of Andhra Pradesh, which was displayed on the notice board in Telugu at the
Mine on 13.03.2005. It is further stated that due to the illegal strike, there was a production loss of 343 tons
amounting to Rs. 3,39,570/-, but the Workman did not cross-examine the Presenting Officer. Further, the Workman
himself deposed during the enquiry that all the trammers, including himself, returned their cap lamps to the lamp
room and went home. Therefore, it is clear that he instigated and participated in the illegal strike. As such, the
contention of the Petitioner that the findings of the Enquiry Officer are wholly perverse in nature is far from the truth
and hence denied. It is further submitted that the management has taken a lenient view with an intention to give an
opportunity to the delinquent Workman to prove himself, and instead of awarding the extreme penalty, has imposed
the penalty of reversion to a lower stage by reducing 4 increments/SPRAs in the present scale of pay with effect from

01.11.2007, with cumulative effect.

11. In view of the oral submissions made by either party and on going through the record of the enquiry
proceedings, it manifests that the chargesheeted Workman was issued with the chargesheet dated 27.06.2005

containing the charges under the Company’s Standing Orders No. 25.11, 25.15, and 25.24, which read as hereunder:

“1 You are here by charged with the offence noted here under,

on 27.6.2005 in | shift you booked your IN muster and did not go to distribution point for common
distribution of No.1 seam and No.3 seam at manway. Even though a notice board was displayed at manway well in
advance for common distribution from | shift of 27.6.2005, you have demanded for distribution at No.1 Seam and
No.3 seam separately. You have instigated all the workmen not to go to distribution point which resulted in an
illegal strike in which you have also participated.

You are also aware that The Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., is declared as public utility service vide notification
No.CRP PER IR E 151 357 dated 05 07-03-2005 of Government of India which has been displayed on notice board.
In public utility service, the strike without giving required notice is an illegal strike. Therefore, you have violated 1D
Act, 1947. Due to above strike incited and participated by you, due to which the company lost an output to a tune of
343 tonnes worth Rs.3,39,570/-.

2. Therefore, your above acts amounts to misconduct under Company’s Standing Order 25(11), 25(16) and
25(24) which read as follows,

C.S.0 25(11):-Going on illegal strike either singly or with other workmen without giving 14 days previous notice
C.S.0 25(16):- Any breach of the Mines Act, 1952 or any other Act of any rules or regulations or by laws thereunder

C.S.0 25(24):-Sabotage or causing willful damage to work in progress or to property of the company.”

12. As regard first charge against the CSE Workman it is alleged that on 27.06.2005, Petitioner booked his IN
muster and but he did not go to the distribution point for common distribution of No.1 Seam and No.3 Seam at the
manway. Further, it is alleged that CSE workman along with other workmen demanded distribution at No.1 Seam

and No.3 Seam separately, and in support of his demand, he instigated all the workers not to go to the distribution
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point, which resulted in an illegal strike in which he also participated. In support of the aforesaid charge
management has examined witnesses Sri K. Srinivas, Under Manager, Presenting Officer, and Sri Govind Chandra

Murmu, Overman, KK-1 Incline.

13. It is settled law that the Presenting Officer cannot be a competent witness during the enquiry in support the
charge against the CSE. Therefore, the evidence of the Presenting Officer, Sri K. Srinivas cannot be read in support of
charge against the CSE Workman. The other management witness, Sri Govind Chandra Murmu, Overman, who is
stated to be present at the spot has deposed that, on 27.6.2005 in first shift he was incharge for 3 Seam and shift Under
Manager instructed him that common distribution of both the seams 1 seam and 3 seam are to be conducted at 1 Seam
manway. Further, witness states that as per instructions of shift Under Manager he has gone to 3 Seam pit head to
inform all the workmen of 3 Seam to come for common distribution to be held at 1 Seam manway and the same was
informed to the shift Under Manager Sri K Srinivas. Further, management witness deposed that Manager KTK1
incline informed him to give two names of the workmen working at 3 Seam who are not willing to come for common
distribution to be held at 1 Seam manway and as per the instruction of manager the witness has given the name of the
CSE Sri P Rajam, Trammer and Sri M.Ramesh coal filler 8A gang. Thus, from the above statement of this witness
it reflects that as per instruction of the Manager of KTK 1 incline, he has reported the name of the CSE Workman Sri
Pantangi Rajam along with the other Workman Sri M.Ramesh participating in the alleged strike. This witness has
nowhere stated that the CSE Workman was involve in instigating other Workman to conduct a strike for demanding
distribution at Seam 1. Further, witness states that all the workmen of 3 Seam did not come to the common
distribution point at 1 Seam manway and went on illegal strike but the above two persons namely Sri Pantangi Rajam
and Sri M. Ramesh did not stop other workmen for going on strike.  But the witness did not state under what
authority CSE Workman was duty bound to stop workmen from proceeding on strike. Further, management failed
to examine any witness in order to prove the fact that the CSE was involved in instigating the Workmen to commit
the strike on 27.6.2005. Merely, on the basis of statement of witness that CSE workman did not stop workmen to

proceed on strike does not amount any misconduct under Company’s Standing Order No. 25.11.

14, Moreover, perusal of the record of enquiry proceedings goes to reveal that the alleged incident of the illegal
strike occurred on 27.06.2005 in the first shift and, on the same day, the chargesheet dated 27.06.2005 was served
upon the CSE. Whereas, as per record of enquiry, the strike commenced from 27.06.2005 in the first shift and
continued upto 29.06.2005 in the first shift. The allegation of the management against the CSE in the chargesheet
dated 27.6.2005 that due to said illegal strike CSE was solely responsible for the loss of output in the Company to

the tune of 343 tons worth Rs. 3,39,570/- is a vague allegation without any basis and rationale. However, witness Sri
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Govind Chandra Murmu has not stated in his statement anything regarding loss of Rs. 3,39,570/- to the company
during the strike period attributed to the CSE Workman. Therefore, imputation loss occurred due to CSE Workman
is a vague allegation without any justification. None the less, CSE Workman has been held guilty of the charge
under Company’s Standing Order No. 25.24: for causing willful damage to the work in progress of the company to
the tune of Rs. 3,39,570/-, without any basis or evidence. Thus, the finding of the Enquiry Officer in respect of
charges framed against the CSE is without any reasoning or evidence on record no suffers from perversity.
Moreover, management witness, Sri Govind Chandra Murmu, stated that he had given the names of two persons of
Sri Pantangi Rajam and Sri M. Ramesh, Coal Filler as they were not willing to come to the common distribution
point at No.1 Seam on 27.06.2005, and these names has been given by him on the instruction of the Manager of KTK-
1 Incline. He did not state that he ever gave any complaint against the CSE Workman regarding his alleged
participation in the strike. Therefore, in the absence of evidence of said complaint, the charge against the CSE
Workman that he participated in alleged strike and caused loss to respondent company as alleged in chargesheet, is
not found to be proved. Thus, the finding recorded by the Enquiry Officer that CSE Workman participated in the
strike and instigated the other Workmen not to go to work and, he is also responsible for the loss of production of 343
tons of coal worth Rs. 3,39,570/- in the respondent company, is not sustainable for want of relevant evidence.
Therefore, the finding given by the Enquiry Officer in his enquiry report holding CSE Workman guilty of charges is
illegal and perverse. Consequently, order of punishment passed by the Disciplinary Authority is not sustainable and

liable to be set aside.

15. Whereas, it is settled law that, to establish a Workman's participation in an illegal strike, evidence may
consist of eyewitnesses, video or photographic proof, attendance records, or admission by the Workman himself.
There can also be testimony from co-workmen or supervisors who observed the Workman participating in the strike.
Further, absence records of workman can be used to show that the Workman participated in the illegal strike. The
Respondent management failed to produce any of the above evidence in the enquiry to prove the charge against the
CSE. However, record of the enquiry goes to show that on 27.6.2005 the underground Workmen were on strike and
workmen trammers were not on strike on that strike. The CSE Workman during the enquiry, he has no where stated
that he was a part of the illegal strike on 27.06.2005, rather, he stated that, as informed by the Munshi, the trammers
were directed to go down the mine after all the fillers went underground. Thus, from the perusal of material on
record of enquiry, it is clear that there is no evidence to prove the charge against CSE Workman that he participated

in the illegal strike or instigated the Workmen to commit the strike in the Respondent’s premises.
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As regards jurisdiction of Tribunal to interfere in the finding of the Enquiry Officer, Hon'ble Supreme Court in the

case of State of Rajasthan vs. Heem Singh, Civil Appeal No.3340 of 2020 dt.29.10.2021 have held as hereunder:-

“33. In exercising judicial review in disciplinary matters, there are two ends of the spectrum. The first embodies a
rule of restraint. The second defines when interference is permissible. The rule of restraint constricts the ambit of
judicial review. This is for a valid reason. The determination of whether a misconduct has been committed lies
primarily within the domain of the disciplinary authority. The judge does not assume the mantle of the disciplinary
authority. Nor does the judge wear the hat of an employer. Deference to a finding of fact by the disciplinary authority
is a recognition of the idea that it is the employer who is responsible for the efficient conduct of their service.
Disciplinary enquiries have to abide by the rules of natural justice. But they are not governed by strict rules of
evidence which apply to judicial proceedings. The standard of proof is hence not the strict standard which governs a
criminal trial, of proof beyond reasonable doubt, but a civil standard governed by a preponderance of probabilities.
Within the rule of preponderance, there are varying approaches based on context and subject. The first end of the
spectrum is founded on deference and autonomy — deference to the position of the disciplinary authority as a fact
finding authority and autonomy of the employer in maintaining discipline and efficiency of the service. At the other
end of the spectrum is the principle that the court has the jurisdiction to interfere when the findings in the enquiry are
based on no evidence or when they suffer from perversity. A failure to consider vital evidence is an incident of what
the law regards as a perverse

PART J determination of fact. Proportionality is an entrenched feature of our jurisprudence. Service jurisprudence
has recognized it for long years in allowing for the authority of the court to interfere when the finding or the penalty
are disproportionate to the weight of the evidence or misconduct. Judicial craft lies in maintaining a steady sail
between the banks of these two shores which have been termed as the two ends of the spectrum. Judges do not rest
with a mere recitation of the hands-off mantra when they exercise judicial review. To determine whether the finding
in a disciplinary enquiry is based on some evidence an initial or threshold level of scrutiny is undertaken. That is to
satisfy the conscience of the court that there is some evidence to support the charge of misconduct and to guard
against perversity. But this does not allow the court to re-appreciate evidentiary findings in a disciplinary enquiry or
to substitute a view which appears to the judge to be more appropriate. To do so would offend the first principle
which has been outlined above. The ultimate guide is the exercise of robust common sense without which the judges’
craft is in vain.”’

Further in the case of Roop Singh Negi vs. Punjab National Bank & Ors. On 19.12.2008, AIR 2008 SC921,
Hon'ble Supreme Court have held:-

“I12. In Moni Shankar v. Union of India and Anr. [(2008) 3 SCC 484], this Court held:

17. The departmental proceeding is a quasi judicial one. Although the provisions of the Evidence Actare not
applicable in the said proceeding, principles of natural justice are required to be complied with. The Court exercising
power of judicial review are entitled to consider as to whether while inferring commission of misconduct on the part
of a delinquent officer relevant piece of evidence has been taken into consideration and irrelevant facts have been
excluded therefrom. Inference on facts must be based on evidence which meet the requirements of legal principles.
The Tribunal was, thus, entitled to arrive at its own conclusion on the premise that the evidence adduced by the
department, even if it is taken on its face value to be correct in its entirety, meet the requirements of burden of proof,
namely -

preponderance of probability. If on such evidences, the test of the doctrine of proportionality has not been satisfied,
the Tribunal was within its domain to interfere. We must place on record that the doctrine of unreasonableness is
giving way to the doctrine of proportionality."

Thus, in view of the law laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme Court as discussed above, this court has got jurisdiction

to interfere in the perverse finding of the Enquiry Officer as well as the Disciplinary Authority.

Further, in the case of Workmen of Food Corporation of India vs. Union of India 1997 11 LLJ 462 Calcutta High
Court Hon'ble High Court have held:-

“11. In the Gujarat Steel Tubes Mazdoor Sabha (supra), the Supreme Court held that mere participation in a strike
which has been declared illegal cannot by itself be said to be a misconduct to justify an order of dismissal. In this
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decision the Supreme Court quoted with approval its earlier decision in Indian General Navigation and Railway Co.
Ltd. v. Their Workmen, (1960-1-LLM 3) wherein it was held that even in case where the strike was declared illegal
affecting a public utility service, the "only question of practical importance which may arise would be the kind or
quantum of punishment and that, of course, has to be modulated in accordance with the facts and circumstances of
each case ...... there may be reasons for distinguishing of the case of those who may have acted as mere dumb-driven
cattle from those who have taken an active part in fomenting the trouble and instigating the workmen to join such a
strike, or have taken recourse to violence."

12. To determine the question of punishment a clear distinction has to be made between those workmen who not only
joined in such a strike, but also took part in obstructing the loyal workmen from carrying on their work, or took part
in violent demonstration, or acted in defiance of law and order, on the one hand and those workmen who are more or
less silent participators in such a strike, on the other. It is not in the interest of industry that there should be a
wholesale dismissal of all the workmen who merely participated in such a strike. It is certainly not in the interest of
the workmen themselves. An Industrial Tribunal, therefore, has to consider the question of punishment keeping in
view the overriding consideration of the full and efficient working of the industry as a whole. Section 11A of the
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 lays down that where an Industrial Dispute relating to discharge or dismissal has been
referred to a Tribunal for adjudication and in the course of the adjudication proceeding the Tribunal is satisfied that
the order of the discharge or dismissal was not justified, it may by its award set aside the order of the discharge or
dismissal and direct reinstatement of the workman on certain terms, if any as it may think or may give such other
relief to the workman including awarding a lesser punishment in lieu of discharge or dismissal as the circumstances
may require.”

16. Therefore, in view of fore gone discussion and law laid down by Hon'ble Court as discussed above, the
finding of the Enquiry Officer that the CSE has committed misconduct of participating in illegal strike or instigated
the other Workmen to commit the strike is illegal and perverse for want of relevant evidence and same is not
sustainable. Further, the findings of the Enquiry Officer regarding the loss of output to the tune of 343 tonns due to
the alleged participation of the CSE Workman in the strike is also without any basis and rationale, and the same is
not sustainable in the eye of law. Therefore, | am of the view that the punishment order passed by the Disciplinary
Authority in respect of the Petitioner Workman for imposition of reversion by 4 increments/SPRAs with cumulative
effect to him is liable to be set aside. Hence, the action of the Respondent management in awarding punishment of
reversion to a lower stage by reducing four increments/SPRAs in the present scale of pay w.e.f. 1.11.2007 is not
justified.

This point is answered in favour of the Workman and against the Respondent.

17. Issue No.ll: In view of the fore gone discussion and finding arrived at Issue No.l, this Court is of considered
view that the finding of the enquiry officer holding the Workman guilty of the charges under Company’s Standing
Order No. 25. 11, 25.16, 25.24 is illegal and not justifiable. Therefore, the finding of the Enquiry Officer holding
the petitioner as guilty of the aforesaid charges is liable to be set aside and consequently the order dated 1.11.2007
passed by Disciplinary Authority passed against the petitioner Sri Pantangi Rajam, Trammer of imposition of
punishment of reversion to a lower stage by reducing four increments/ SPRAS in the present scale of pay with
cumulative effect is liable to be set aside.

This Issue is decided in favour of the Workman and against the Respondent.
AWARD

In the result, the claim petition is allowed. The punishment order No. BHP/PER/20-d/4053 dated 31.10.2007
passed by General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Co. Ltd., whereby punishment of reversion to a lower stage by
reducing four increments/ SPRAS in the present scale of pay with cumulative effect has been imposed upon
Petitioner Sri Panthangi Rajam, Trammer w.e.f. 1.11.2007 is hereby set aside. The Respondent management is
directed to restore the increments of Sri Panthangi Rajam, Trammer, from the date of the order of punishment,
i.e.,1.11.2007, within one month from the receipt of this award. The Reference is answered accordingly.

Award passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on this
the 2" day of June, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL
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Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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New Delhi, the 9th July, 2025

S.0. 1309.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.02/2017) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Jabalpur_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Bank of India and
their workmen.

[No. L-39025/01/2025- IR(B-.11)-15]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/RC/02/2017

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

Sanjay Parmar,
Daily Wage Casual Labourer
Bank Of India Branch Khachrod (9112)
Through: Secretary General
Daily Wage Bank Employees Association
F-1, Tripti Vihar, Ujjain (MP)
Workman
Vs

1. Zonal Manager,

Bank of India,

Zonal Office, 2C Shipra Vihar,

Nagjhiri, Ujjain (MP)
2. Branch Manager,

Bank of India

Branch Khachrod (9112)

Management
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(JUDGMENT)
(Passed on this 15" day of May - 2025)

The applicant workman has filed this petition under Section 2-A (2&3) of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947, hereinafter referred by the word ‘Act’, with a case that he was engaged by the Branch Manager of Khachrod
Branch Ujjain in July, 1998 for different intervals as a Daily Wager for cleaning of the Branch and was engaged on
15.07.2006 by the Branch Manager of the Branch on the post of Office Peon and cleaning under his orders. He
worked eight hours a day continuously till the day of termination on 22.03.2016 by the Management Bank. He further
alleged that the Bank started recruitment process for the post of cleaner/peon. He also submitted an application being
a Daily Wager in the process. He was called for interview by Management Bank, vide its letter dated 31.10.2014
which was scheduled on 14.11.2014. He did appear in the interview, but was not selected.

According to the Applicant Workman, he was paid any compensation or notice by those in his
disengagement is in violation of Section 25F and 25G of the Act. The workman has thus prayed that, holding his
disengagement against law, he be held entitled to be reinstated with back wages and benefits.

In its written reply to the petition, the Management has taken a case that he was not a regularly appointed
employee following recruitment process rather he was a Daily Wager who was called for work on as and when
required basis. He never worked continuously for 240 days in any year. Being a daily wager who had worked with the
Bank for few days, he was called for interview for the post of Peon cum Cleaner in the recruitment process held in
2013-14, but could not be selected. Thereafter, he was never engaged by Management Bank. Management has prayed
the dismissal of his petition.

In evidence, the Workman has filed Photocopy documents which he has proved as Exhibit W-1 to W-22.
These documents will be referred to as and when required.

The Workman has further filed his affidavit as his examination-in-chief; he has been cross-examined by
the Management.

The Management has filed affidavit of its witness Vijay Kumar Maheswari as his examination-in-chief. He
was not produced for cross-examination. Management filed affidavit of another witness Prakash Laxman Kewal
Ramani, as his examination-in-chief. He was cross-examined by Workman. Management has filed and proved
documents relating to recruitment in 2013.14, to be referred to as and when require.

I have heard argument of Learned Counsel for Applicant Workman Shri Arun Patel and Learned Counsel for
Management Bank Shri Neeraj Kewat. | have gone through the record as well.

From the perusal of record in the light of rival arguments it comes out that on the basis of being engaged
by Management Bank as a daily wager he was given an opportunity in the recruitment process held in 2013-14, and
he did appeared in that process, but cannot be selected. There is no dispute between the parties with regard to this
factual position. According to the Applicant Workman, the recruitment process was vitiated as it was mala fide or
there where irregularities but this process is not challenged before this Tribunal, hence it is not a subject matter of
dispute.

Case of the Workman is that, he continued to work even after he was not selected in the recruitment
process, and he worked till 22.03.2016 when his services were terminated by Management without notice or
compensation as alleged by the Applicant Workman. Management has denied this allegation; hence the burden to
proof his continuous appointment from date of closer of recruitment process till date of his alleged disengagement is
on Workman.

Section 25B of the Act requires to be reproduced here and is being reproduced as follows:-

25B. Definition of continuous service —

(1) a workman shall be said to be in continuous service for a period if he is, for that period, in
uninterrupted service, including service which may be interrupted on account of sickness or
authorised leave or an accident or a strike which is not illegal, or a lock-out or a cessation of
work which is not due to any fault on the part of the workman;

(2) where a workman is not in continuous service within the meaning of clause (1) for a period
of one year or six months, he shall be deemed to be in continuous service under an
employer—

(@) 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
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(i) two hundred and forty days, in any other case;

(b) for a period of six months, if the workman, during a period of six calendar months
preceding the date with reference to which calculation is to be made, has actually
worked under the employer for not less than—

(i) ninety-five days, in the case of a workman employed below ground in a mine;
and
(i) one hundred and twenty days, in any other case.

The Photocopy documents filed and proved by the Workman relate to his engagement are only up to the
period of 2014, there is no document filed or proved by the Applicant Workman which indicates that he continued to
Work till 23.03.2016 as alleged by him. Hence, only his statement on oath in support of his this allegation will not be
sufficient because the Management has also rebutted these allegations in the statement on oath of its witness. Hence,
in the light of above discussion, the Workman is held to have failed in proving his continuous appointment for 240
days, in the year preceding the date of his disengagement.

In the light of above findings, the disengagement of the Workman cannot be held to be unjust or illegal or
in violation of Section 25F or 25G of the Act.

On the basis of above discussion and findings, the petition is liable to be dismissed.

ORDER
Petition dismissed.
No order as to cost.
DATE:- 15/05/2025
P. K.SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 9th July, 2025

S.0. 1310.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 106/2018) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Jabalpur_as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Bank of India and
their workmen.

[No. L-12011/23/2018- IR(B-11)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/106/2018

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..(Retd)

The General Secretary,
Dainik Vetan Bhogi Bank Karmchari Sangathan,
F-1, Tripti Vihar, Opp. Engg. College,
Ujjain (M.P.)
Workman
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Vs
The Zonal Manager,
Bank of India,
Kaitha Ujjain (MP)
Management
(JUDGMENT)

(Passed on this 19" day of May- 2025)

As per letter dated 30/11/2018 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’)as per Notification No. L-
12011/23/2018 (IR(B-11)) dt. 30/11/2018. The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the allegations of the Union that the action of the Management of Bank of India by (i) not
giving appointment letter/termination letter (ii) payment was not made as per pay scale/skill wage (iii)
Minimum wages not paid (iv) Muster Roll has not been maintained as per Section 25 D of the ID Act (v)
Applicants have worked 240 days in a year (vi) After working for 06 days, the wages of weekly off and
National Holidays, 26th January, 15th August were deducted, etc. amounts to alleged Unfair Labour
Practice? If so, what relief they are entitled to?”

Case of the Workmen as taken by them in the statement of claim filed by them is that, the Management
had appointed Workman Jagdish Parihar in the Kathya Branch of the Bank of India, Indore from 23.11.1983 to 1990
and from 23.11.1994 to 04.09.2009 and has practiced unfair labour practice in his case by way of violating the
provisions of Desai Award of 1966, Minimum Wages Act, 1948, Payment of Wages Act, 1938, Bonus Act, 1965, and
Bonded Labour Abolition Act, 1976. The Workman Union has sought the relief of criminal prosecution as well
benefits to the Workman Jagdish Chauhan as mentioned above.

Case of the Workman is mainly that the dispute is not maintainable as it has been heard and decided between
the parties in the earlier references details mentioned as follows:

1. Case R/54/2011 vide notification dated 13.06.2011,
Schedule -

“Whether Shri Jagdish Parihar is a Workman within the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act?
Whether his services were terminated without following provisions of law in illegal manner? What relief
he is entitled to?”

2. Case R/12/2012 vide notification dated 14.02.2011,
Schedule -

“Whether the Applicant is a Workman, within the provisions of Industrial Dispute Act? Whether, his
services were terminated in violation of Section 33 of I1.D. Act, 1947? If yes, when what relief he is
entitled for?”

“Whether the Applicant is entitled for regularization in services of non-applicant, if yes, then the
benefits if any he is entitled for?”

3. Case R/100/2012, vide notification dated 18.09.2012,
Schedule —

“Whether demand of Union for payment of bonus for the period 1995-96 to 2008-09 with respect to
Shri Jagdish is just and proper? If yes, what rvelief the Workman is entitled to?”

It is further the case of the Management that, case No. R/54/2011 which was against termination of
services of the Workman Jagdish Chauhan raised on similar grounds in the said dispute has been vide Award dated
10.07.2017. Case R/12/2011 with the allegation of violation of Section 33A of the Act, has also been decided.
Management has further pleaded that, the Workman Jagdish Parihar was a daily wager, he was engaged on as and
when require basis, for which he was paid his wages. He was neither of permanent nor temporary staff appointed
following recruitment procedure, hence, he is not entitled to equal pay or benefits admissible to regular staff.

Both the sides have filed affidavits as their examination-in-chief. They have been cross-examined by their
opposite party.

I have heard argument of Learned Counsel for Workman Union Shri Arun Patel, and Shri Neeraj Kewat
for Management. | have gone through the record as well.
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The reference itself is the issue for determination.

There is Award of R/54/2011 in which the termination of the Workman was counter dispute. This Tribunal
recorded a finding that the Workman could not successful prove his continuous engagement with the Bank for 240
days in any year, hence his services were not terminated in violation of the Act.

The Case regarding payment of Bonus is subject matter of different case which is R/100/2012.
Section 11 of the Civil Procedure Code is being reproduced as follows:

11. Res judicata.—No Court shall try any suit or issue in which the matter directly and substantially in
issue has been directly and substantially in issue in a former suit between the same parties, or between parties
under whom they or any of them claim, litigating under the same title, in a Court competent to try such subsequent
suit or the suit in which such issue has been subsequently raised, and has been heard and finally decided by such
Court.

Explanation |.—The expression “former suit” shall denote a suit which has been decided prior to a suit in
question whether or not it was instituted prior thereto.

Explanation Il.—For the purposes of this section, the competence of a Court shall be determined irrespective of
any provisions as to a right of appeal from the decision of such Court.

Explanation 111.—The matter above referred to must in the former suit have been alleged by one party and either
denied or admitted, expressly or impliedly, by the other.

Explanation IV.—Any matter which might and ought to have been made ground of defence or attack in such
former suit shall be deemed to have been a matter directly and substantially in issue in such suit.

Explanation V.—Any relief claimed in the plaint, which is not expressly granted by the decree, shall for the
purposes of this section, be deemed to have been refused.

Explanation VI.—Where persons litigate bona fide in respect of a public right or of a private right claimed in
common for themselves and others, all persons interested in such right shall, for the purposes of this section, be
deemed to claim under the persons so litigating .

Explanation VII.—The provisions of this section shall apply to a proceeding for the execution of a decree and
references in this section to any suit, issue or former suit shall be construed as references, respectively, to a
proceeding for the execution of the decree, question arising in such proceeding and a former proceeding for the
execution of that decree.

Explanation VII1. —An issue heard and finally decided by a Court of limited jurisdiction, competent to decide
such issue, shall operate as res judicata in a subsequent suit, notwithstanding that such Court of limited
jurisdiction was not competent to try such subsequent suit or the suit in which such issue has been subsequently
raised.

Since, the disputes like non-issuing of appointment/termination letter or non preparation of Muster Roll,
were ancillary, issue connected with the dispute of termination which ought to have been raised in the previous case
mentioned above. The Workman Union cannot be permitted to raise because it is barred by constructive res judicata.
The payment of minimum wages is not supported by any evidence from the side of Workman Union, hence, this
allegation is also held not proved.

In the light of above discussion and findings, the reference stands answered accordingly.
No order as to cost.
DATE:- 19/05/2025
P. K.SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 9th July, 2025

S.0. 1311.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.13/2012) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _Bank of India
their workmen.

[No. L-39025/01/2025- IR(B-I1)-16]

SALONI, Dy. Director

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

Presiding Officer
Dated the 9" day of June, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.No. 13/2012

Between:

Sri B. Venkati,

S/o B. Lingaiah,

R/o 4-6-422, Medicpally Road,

Ramagundam, Karimnagar district. =~ ... Petitioner
AND
1. The Chairman and Managing Director,
Bank of India, Mumbai.
2. The General Manager (HRD),
Bank of India,

Star House, Plot No. C-5, “G” Block,
Bandra — Kuria Complex,
Bandra (E), Mumbai.
3. The Zonal Manager,
Bank of India, Zonal Office,
10-1-1199/2, 2" floor, PT1 building,
A.C. Guards, Hyderabad— 500 004.
4. The Deputy Zonal Manager,
Hyderabad zone & Disciplinary Authority
Bank of India,  10-1-1199/2,
2" floor, PTI building,
A.C. Guards, Hyderabad— 500 004.

5. The Branch Manager,
Jyothinagar branch,
Ramagundam Mandal, Karimnagar District. ....Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : M/s. G. Vidya Sagar, K. Udaya Sri, P. Sudheer Rao & D. Sunil Kumar, Advocates
For the Respondent: M/s. S. Surya Prakasa Rao, S. Phani Ratna & T. Ranadheer Singh, Advocates
AWARD

Sri B. Venkati, Ex. Sub-staff who was an employee of 4™ Respondent has filed this Petition invoking Sec.2
A (2) of the I.D. Act, 1947, seeking for declaring the order dated 26.6.2009 ‘“compulsory retirement with
superannuation benefits and consequential order passed by the Appellate Authority dated 11.3.2010/12.3.2010 and
reviewing authority order dated 10.6.2010 issued by the Respondent Bank as illegal, arbitrary and to set aside the
same and to grant consequential relief of reinstatement to the Petitioner into service duly granting of other
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consequential benefits such as, continuity of service, back wages, along with all other attendant benefits.
Respondents are contesting this petition by filing their counter.

2. As can be seen from the contentions of the Petitioner the claim of the Petitioner is briefly as follows:

It is submitted that the Petitioner joined in service on 1.6.1984 as a Sub-Staff at Jyothinagar Branch of Respondent
bank, Ramagundam, Karimnagar district. ~ Subsequently, his services were confirmed in the said post. While so, on
10.6.2006 the Petitioner borrowed an amount of Rs.10,000/- from one Sri Puli Rajaiah who is an employee of M/s.
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,, Godavarikhani, and could not repay the same in time. Forcibly, the Petitioner
gave a cheque for Rs.12,000/- to Sri Puli Rajaiah without mentioning the date. Subsequently, in the month of
November, 2006, the Petitioner refunded Rs.10000/- to Sri Puli Rajaiah, but Sri Puli Rajaiah demanded Rs.2,000/-
towards interest.  The Petitioner informed to Sri Puli Rajaiah that he will pay the interest amount afterwards and
collect his cheque. But Sri Puli Rajaiah has presented the cheque on 11.7.2007 to his account at S.B.H., Singareni
Collieries branch, Godavarikhani. On the date of presentation of cheque, the Petitioner has no sufficient funds in the
account. It is submitted that as the Branch Manager was on leave on 11.7.2007, the Petitioner informed and requested
the Assistant Manager regarding the cheque, to settle the matter with Sri Puli Rajaiah by paying the interest amount
of Rs.2000/- and he will collect the bounced cheque issued by him to Sri Puli Rajaiah. The Assistant Manager
assured the Petitioner that the matter will be placed before the concerned authorities and it will be settled amicably
without any complications. While the Petitioner was working as a Sub-staff at Jyothinager branch of the Respondent,
he submitted a quotation for getting two wheeler vehicle loan (for purchasing two wheeler vehicle [Hero Honda]) on
10.8.2006 for Rs.48,420/- and he got sanction for a sum of Rs.41,150/- vide cheque dated 15.9.2006. While so, the
Respondent bank has issued suspension order dt. 24.7.2007/6.8.2007 to the Petitioner suspending him from service
alleging that a cheque dated 11.7.2007 for a sum of Rs.12000/- issued by the Petitioner on his clean OD Account in
favour of Sri Puli Rajaiah and it was returned by the branch due to insufficient funds. The Petitioner has submitted
a detailed explanation on 12.9.2007 denying the charges and further requested to revoke the suspension order. After
taking permission from the Branch Manager to settle the matter amicably, the Petitioner met Sri Puli Rajaiah, paid the
interest amount of Rs.2000/- and got the bounced cheque. There is no malafide in intention on the part of the
Petitioner to give a cheque to Sri Puli Rajaiah without sufficient funds. The Petitioner approached Shreya
Consumer Welefare Association, Godavrikhani on 17.5.2007 and gave complaint against M/s Raja Rajeswara Motors,
Hero Honda Show Room, NRPC, Krishna Nagar, Jyothi Nagar, Karimnagar District seeking relief form the
Respondent therein and arrange to pay the amount of Rs.97,150/- or deliver the vehicle by exempting the cheque
amount at the earliest date. The said association, after hearing the parties directed the Respondents therein to pay a
sum of Rs.97,150/- jointly and severally to the complainant therein i.e., the Petitioner herein within a period of 15
days from the date of receipt of the order and a reminder was also issued by the association in this regard. It is further
submitted that, while so, the Respondents bank have issued charge sheet dated 29.7.2008 alleging that the Petitioner
has committed gross misconduct within the meaning of para 2(j) of the bipartite settlement as under:

“5(j) :“doing an act prejudicial to the interest of the bank or gross negligence or negligence involving or likely to
involve the bank in serious loss.”

The Petitioner submitted his explanation to the charge sheet. But, without considering the explanation submitted by
the Petitioner, an enquiry was ordered. The Petitioner participated in the enquiry and requested to drop all further
proceedings in the matter. The deposition submitted by the Respondent’s witness are false and incorrect. No
evidence was adduced before the Enquiry Officer to show that the Petitioner has committed irregularities as alleged in
the charge sheet. During the pendency of the enquiry proceeding, Vemula Kanaka Raju, customer of the bank has
submitted his affidavit before the Respondents’ bank, stating that he is the agent of M/s. Raja Rajeswar Motors,
Jyothinagar branch, Ramgundam, he has been entrusted with the invoice of purchase of the vehicle of the Petitioner,
he met the Petitioner, he obtained the advanced stamp receipt on plain paper on 20.9.2006 duly signed by the
Petitioner authorizing him to receive the vehicle on 21.9.2006. He further stated in his affidavit that he kept silent
over that receipt and on suggestion made by the friends of the Petitioner to create another problem to the Petitioner,
they took out the revenue stamp receipts and prepared a promissory note worth Rs.50,000/- which is a false one and
vague, and the above statement is given with his free will and without coercion and also addressed a letter dt.
9.12.2008 to the Enquiry Officer. The Raja Rajeswar Motors, addressed a letter to the Shreya Consumer Welfare
Association, stating that they have received cheque through Sri Vemula Kanaka Raju and they delivered the vehicle to
Sri Vemula Kanaka Raju instead of the Petitioner, and further stated that they have rectified the mistake and settled
the issue on 20.2.2009 amicably and requested to drop all further proceedings in the matter. The Petitioner lodged a
complaint against the show room owner before the Police regarding purchase of vehicle and also submitted
representation to the Police after getting his grievance solved. Without considering the facts and circumstances of
the case the Enquiry Officer has submitted his report holding the charges levelled against the Petitioner stands proved.
No evidence was produced before the Enquiry Officer showing that the Petitioner has committed irregularities as
alleged in the charge sheet. Hence, the findings of the Enquiry Officer are perverse. It is submitted that Petitioner has
also lodged a complaint before the Circle Inspector of Police, Karimnagar against the Hero Honda Showroom,
Karimnagar, stating that said show room has not delivered the vehicle within stipulated time, inspite of receiving the
cheque for a sum of Rs.41,150/- and requested the police officials to take necessary action against the proprietor of
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the said showroom. After receipt of the same, Petitioner submitted detailed explanation denying the charges leveled
against him in the show cause notice. Instead of considering the explanation submitted by the Petitioner to the show
cause notice, the Respondents bank have passed punishment order Dt. 26/06/2009 imposing major penalty
punishment of compulsory retirement from service with superannuation benefits as would be due otherwise and
without disqualification from future employment and the same was received by the Petitioner on 30-6-2009. The
punishment imposed on the Petitioner is disproportionate to the gravity of the charges. Hence, the action on part of
the Respondents in imposing the major penalty Compulsorily retirement from service is illegal, arbitrary and unjust.
It is submitted that aggrieved by the punishment orders Petitioner preferred an Appeal dated 3-7-2009 and the
Appellate Authority has not passed any orders in the Appeal submitted by the Petitioner. Again Petitioner has
submitted reminder on 7-2-2010 reiterating the facts and the Appellate Authority passed an order dated 12-3-2010
mechanically stating that the Appellate Authority already rejected the appeal vide order dated 11-3-2010. The action
on part of the appellate authority in not considering submissions made by the Petitioner for reconsideration of his case
for reinstatement into service is illegal, arbitrary and unjust. Again on 11/03/2010 the Zonal Manager & review
authority passed an order confirming the punishment order Dt. 26/06/2009. Thereafter Petitioner preferred a mercy
application before the Zonal Manager & Appellate Authority explaining the facts and circumstances of the case and
requested with the Zonal Manager & Appellate Authority to reconsider his case and drop all further proceedings in
the matter, but in vain. It is submitted further that Petitioner approached the National Commission for Scheduled
Castes with a request to intervene in the matter, after receipt of Petitioner's representation the Director National
Commission for Scheduled Castes addressed a letter to the General Manager Bank of India, Hyderabad. After receipt
of said letter the Respondents bank have furnished all the details pertaining to the Petitioner case. On 16/11/2010 the
General Manager (HR) addressed a letter to the Director National Commission for Scheduled Castes they are not in a
position to reconsider Petitioner's case. It is submitted that again Petitioner has submitted another representation to
the Director National Commission for Scheduled Castes with same request to intervene in the matter for his
reinstatement into service, after receipt of his representation the Director National Commission for Scheduled Castes
addressed a letter to the Chairman & Managing Director, Bank of India, Mumbai enclosing all relevant documents
pertaining to the Petitioner's case, and requested to consider the matter. It is submitted that the Disciplinary Authority
and Enquiry Officer failed to appreciate the fact that the Petitioner never involved in any such kind of activities. Itis
submitted that since from the date of punishment order, Petitioner facing severe financial difficulties, Petitioner alone
earning member in his family. Petitioner entire family is depending on his salary only. Unless, this Hon'ble Court set
aside the punishment orders dated. 26.6.2009 and consequential orders passed by the appellate authority Dt. 11-03-
2010/12 03-2010 and reviewing authority Dt. 10-06-2010, direct the Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into
service with all consequential benefits, otherwise he will be put to serious and irreparable loss. It is submitted that
Petitioner made an application on 29-03-2012 before the Assistant Commissioner of Labour (Central). Vidyanagar,
Hyderabad to intervene in the matter and settle the dispute by reinstating him into service and it ended in failure.
Hence, prayed to set aside the impugned order dt.26.6.2009 directing the Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into
service with all consequential benefits.

3. The Respondents filed counter statement as follows:

The Respondents filed counter denying the averments of the claim petition, that it was brought to the notice of the
management that the applicant had committed an act of mis-utilization of staff vehicle loan to cause wrongful
pecuniary gain to himself and issued cheque to the bank without keeping sufficient funds, including pilferage of
bank’s documents. He was placed under suspension on 6.8.2007 by Competent authority. A Departmental enquiry
has been initiated against the Petitioner as per Bi-partite settlement applicable to sub-staff of the bank. A charge sheet
was issued to the Petitioner on 29.7.2008. He submitted his explanation, wherein he denied charge No.1 and
admitted charge No.2. Hence, Departmental enquiry was held from 14.8.2008 to 1.9.2008. The Departmental
witnesses were examined and the Petitioner was allowed to be represented by Defence Representative who cross
examined the management witnesses. After completion of examination of witnesses and marking of documents as
exhibits, the Presenting Officer and the Defence representative submitted their written briefs, the Enquiry Officer
submitted his report holding the charges proved. The Petitioner acknowledged the receipt of the enquiry report. As
such, the Departmental enquiry has been conducted following the principles of natural justice. The applicant was
given full opportunity in disciplinary enquiry and he cross-examined the witnesses. The applicant was given
opportunity of personal hearing by Disciplinary Authority before imposing punishment. The Respondents followed
the procedure prescribed and the applicant was not denied opportunity to present his case. Hence the applicant cannot
have any grievance regarding the procedure. The punishment imposed is commensurate with the gravity of the
charges and there is no ground for interference by this Hon'ble Tribunal. Hence it is prayed that the claim of the
applicant be rejected and LC be dismissed with costs.

4, On the basis of the rival pleadings of either party following issues emerge for determination:-

I Whether the departmental enquiry conducted against the Workman is legal and valid?

Il. Whether the action of the Respondent management in imposing the punishment of compulsorily retirement
from service with superannuation benefits as would be due otherwise and without disqualification from
future employment under class 6(c) of the memorandum of settlement dated 10™ April 2002, to the Petitioner
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Sri B. Venkati is legal and justified?

1. To what relief if any the Petitioner is entitled?

Findings:-

5. Issue No.l:- This issue pertains to the legality and validity of the departmental enquiry. This issue has been
decided against the workman vide order dated 14.9.2017 and departmental enquiry has been held legal and valid.

Thus, Issue No.l is answered accordingly.

6. Issue No.ll: - Now let us examine whether the action of Respondent in imposition of punishment of
compulsory retirement of Petitioner from service with superannuation benefits as would be due otherwise and without
disqualification from future employment under clause 6(c) of the memorandum of settlement dated 10.4.2002 is
legal and justified. In this context, the Learned Counsel for Respondent submitted that the Petitioner has been found
guilty of the charges of encash of loan amount granted to him for a specific purpose i.e., purchasing the vehicle but
instead of paying to dealer, he encashed the loan amount for himself. Further, it is contended that the Petitioner has
also been found guilty of the charge of pilfering official documents and issuing cheque towards repayment of loan
which was bounced. Further, Respondent submitted that a memorandum containing the charges was issued to the
Workman and enquiry was conducted against the charge sheeted employee and witnesses were examined by the
management. Further, it is contended that applicant was allowed to be represented by defence representative, also
has cross examined the witness, Presenting Officer and Defence representative submitted written brief and thereafter
Enquiry Officer on appreciating the evidence submitted his report dated 13.4.2009 holding the charges proved.
Further, it is contended that the Petitioner was given fair opportunity of hearing in domestic enquiry and enquiry
report was also served to the charge sheeted employee. The Disciplinary Authority after examining the evidence
on record and proofs submitted by the CSE, issued show cause notice to charge sheeted employee, which he
submitted reply. CSE through his defence representative was given personal hearing on 23.6.2009 and Disciplinary
Authority passed the order of punishment of compulsory retirement of CSE with superannuation benefits and without
disqualification from future employment giving cogent reasons for passing such an order. T Respondent submitted
that order of punishment awarded to CSE is commensurate with the gravity of the charges, and not liable to
interference.

7. Perused the record. Undisputedly, Petitioner Workman was in the service of Respondent bank as sub-staff
and he has applied for loan to purchase two Wheeler vehicle and Respondent bank sanctioned the said loan to the
Petitioner for a sum of Rs.41,150/- vide cheque N0.571966 dated 15.9.2006 drawn on Bank of India. But the
evidence recorded during the enquiry reveals that Petitioner did not utilise the said vehicle loan amount for
purchasing the vehicle and he withdrawn the said loan amount with collusion of the dealer of the vehicle and thereby
committed misconduct under class 5(j) of the bi-partite settlement dated 10.4.2002. The record of enquiry
proceeding goes to reveal that the Petitioner was served with chargesheet dated 29.7.2008 containing two heads of
the charges reproduced as hereunder:-

“CHARGE-I:-

As per your application dated 31.08.2006, interest free Staff Vehicle Loan of Rs. 41,975/- was sanctioned to you on
15.09.2006 for purchasing a Hero Honda Motorcycle. A quotation dated 10.08.2006 of M/s. Raja Rajeshwari Dealers
was submitted by you. The loan was disbursed by issuing Pay Order bearing No. 571966 for Rs. 41,850/-on
15.09.2006 in favour of above dealer for delivering the Hero Honda Motorcycle and registering Bank's lien thereon.
You were required to submit registration and invoice to the Bank as required under the extant rules of the Bank.
However, you failed to do so despite several reminders. When the matter was taken up with the dealer M/s. Raja
Rajeshwari Dealers he informed that you have encashed the Pay Order from their subdealer without taking delivery
of the Hero-Honda Motorcycle. In the aforesaid manner, you have misutilised Bank's interest free Staff Vehicle Loan
facility in collusion with the aforesaid dealer to derive undue pecuniary advantage to yourself.

CHARGE II:-

You have issued a cheque for Rs. 12,000/- dated 11.07.2007 from your Clean Overdraft A/c favouring Shri Puli
Rajaiah. Due to insufficient funds, the said cheque was returned unpaid. The Branch Manager, therefore, reported
the matter to the Zonal Office about your issuing of cheques without maintaining sufficient balance. The said
communication i.e., IOM dated 14.07.2007, was handed over by Despatch Section of Jyothinagar Branch to a courier
agency viz. M/s. ANL Parcel Service along with other mail meant for Zonal Office. When your request for not
reporting the matter to Zonal Office was not acceded to by the Branch Manager you approached the said courier
agency with ulterior motives, by representing to them that one letter was not meant to be sent/dispatched to Zonal
Office and you opened the said closed cover and delivered it back to the courier agency after removing the said IOM
dated 14.07.2007 about reporting of your cheque returned to Zonal Office. Thereafter, you have pilfered official
documents of the Branch and retained those documents with you unauthorisedly and in the process halted the
Branch's attempt to report the matter to Zonal Office of your acts of issuing cheques without maintaining sufficient
balance.”
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The charge No.ll has been admitted by the CSE hence required no further discussion.

8. Further, record of enquiry proceeding goes to reveal thatduring the enquiry Respondent management has
examined the witness and produced the documents exhibits MEx.1 to MEx. 29.  Thereafter, on conclusion of the
enquiry, Enquiry Officer on going the evidence recorded during the enquiry, submitted his written report to the
Disciplinary Authority holding the charges proved against CSE. The Disciplinary Authority issued show cause notice
to the charge sheeted employee and extended personal hearing opportunity to the CSE and after hearing passed
punishment order imposing the punishment of compulsory retirement of Petitioner from service with superannuation
benefits and without disqualification for future employment.

9. Therefore, it manifest from record that charge sheeted employee was given fair opportunity of hearing at
every stage of the proceeding which he has availed and he never raised any objection complaining any prejudice
caused to him before the Enquiry Officer. Further, he received all the documents filed and relied upon by the
Respondent in support of the chargesheet and he also filed reply, cross examined the management witnesses.
Further, the Enquiry Officer on appreciating the evidence, on record submitted his reasoned report holding the
charges proved against CSE. Thus, in view of the above, no case is made out to hold that departmental enquiry us
suffering from any procedural lapses or was conducted in violation of principles of natural justice. Since both the
charges were held proved in domestic enquiry against the Petitioner and one cannot possibly hold that charges were
simple in nature, in other words that both the charges were of serious nature and no employer would ever allow or
tolerate of such offence of an employee while on duty.

10. Petitioner vehemently argued that after sanction of vehicle loan the bank gave him pay order drawn on M/s.
Rajarajeshwara Motors, Petitioner went to dealer M/s. Rajarajeshwara Motors and handed over the pay order. As
Petitioner was busy in his work in the bank, he requested one customer to follow up for getting specific coloured
vehicle with the said dealer, then the dealer informed the Petitioner that specified colour vehicle was not available
and they would inform after receipt of stock of desired colour. Petitioner has stated in his explanation that after
sometime Petitioner enquired from dealer M/s. Raja Rajeswara Motors, then he came to know that the bank
customer has encashed the pay order. Petitioner approached Shreya Consumers Welfare Association Godavarikhani
and lodged a complaint against M/s. Raja Rajeswara Motors for mischief played by the Rajarajeshwara Motors.
Consumer Welfare Association issued notices to the Respondent dealer and after hearing the parties directed the
Respondent dealer vide order dated 17.5.2008 to pay a sum of Rs.97,150/- jointly and severally to the complainant.
Inspite of receiving the said order M/s. Rajarajeshwara Motors Hero Honda showroom, NRPC, Krishna Nagar, Jyoti
Nagar, Karimnagar district did not take any step for payment of the said amount, Respondent bank ordered an
enquiry into the alleged incident. In the enquiry Petitioner submitted reiterated version, that has been stated in his
explanation to the charge and requested the Enquiry Officer and Disciplinary Authority to drop all further
proceedings in the matter. The record of enquiry proceeding reveals that Presenting Officer Mr UV Ramana
presented the case on 30.8.2008 and examined Sri T Venkateswarlu, Manager, LB Nagar branch and marked
documents as exhibits M1 to M29. Petitioner argued that The deposition submitted by the Respondent management
witness are contrary to the record available in the case and the Respondents have not filed any documents to prove
their contentions submitted in the depositions adduced before the Enquiry Officer to show that Petitioner has
committed irregularities as alleged in the chargesheet. Petitioner contended that he has also lodged a complaint
before the Circle Inspector of Police, Karimnagar against the Hero Honda showroom, Karimnagar stating that the
said showroom has not delivered the vehicle within stipulated time inspite of receiving the cheque for a sum of
Rs.41,150/- and requested the police officials to take necessary action against the proprietor of the said showroom.
Further, Petitioner submitted that Sri Vemula Kanakaraju had obtained advance receipt on plain paper on 20.9.2006
earlier from Petitioner with a promise to handover the vehicle to Petitioner on 21.9.2006, and that advance receipt
was kept by Sri Vemula Kanakaraju with him and Petitioner requested several times to hand over the same but he
prolonged the matter. Further, the Petitioner submitted that Sri Vemula Kana Raju has prepared false promissory
note on that receipt, the Enquiry Officer without considering the facts and circumstances of the case has submitted his
report holding the charges levelled against the Petitioner stands proved. No evidence was produced before the
Enquiry Officer that Petitioner has committed irregularities as alleged in the chargesheet.

11. The perusal of the documents on record would reveal that the Petitioner has obtained a proforma invoice/
quotation dated 10.8.2006, from M/s. Rajarajeshwara Motors, Hero Honda showroom, authorised dealer for
purchasing two wheeler Splender+ motorcycle in his name and the price of the vehicle therein has been quoted as
Rs.41,150/-. Further, record reveals that the Bank of India after sanctioning the vehicle loan has issued the cheque
dated 15.9.2006 in the name of authorised dealer Hero Honda showroom, M/s. Rajarajeshwara Motors for
Rs.41,150/- and the said cheque has been encashed on 14.10.2006. But Petitioner failed to submit the registration
papers of vehicle purchase in terms of loan amount within stipulated time to the Respondent bank. Further, record
goes to show that vehicle loan was sanctioned by the bank in the year 2006 for purchasing the Hero Honda Motor
Cycle to the Petitioner but he has submitted the registration papers showing that Petitioner has purchased vehicle in
the year 2009, after three years of sanctioning the loan and has not submitted any explanation to justify his conduct in
view of terms and conditions of sanctioned loan. Therefore, it can safely be concluded that Petitioner has
misappropriated the loan amount sanctioned in the yar 2006 for purchasing the two Wheeler motorcycle by
encashing it. It is a settled law that the bank employee taking a loan for vehicle purchase, but not using the fund for
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that purpose and misappropriating them is considered as misconduct. The bank can take disciplinary action against
such employee and he could face criminal action u/s. Indian Penal Code and other relevant laws. Moreover the
investigation officer finds employee guilty of committing such misconduct of misappropriation the Disciplinary
Authority may impose the penalty of termination from employment.
12. The record of enquiry proceeding goes to reveal that there is ample evidence on record to prove the charges
of misappropriation of fund of sanctioned loan against the charge sheeted employee.. As regard the jurisdiction of the
Tribunal to interfere in the order of the Disciplinary Authority, Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of State Bank of
Bikaner and Jaipur versus Nemi Chand Nalwaya, in Civil Appeal No. 5861 of 2007, 2011 (4) SCC 584
decided on March 1, 2011, Hon’ble Apex Court have held:-
“6. It is now well settled that the courts will not act as an appellate court and reassess the evidence led in the
domestic enquiry, nor interfere on the ground that another view is possible on the material on record. If the
enquiry has been fairly and properly held and the findings are based on evidence, the question of adequacy of
the evidence or the reliable nature of the evidence will not be grounds for interfering with the findings in
departmental enquiries. Therefore, courts will not interfere with findings of fact recorded in departmental
enquiries, except where such findings are based on no evidence or where they are clearly perverse. The test to
find out perversity is to see whether a tribunal acting reasonably could have arrived at such conclusion or
finding, on the material on record. Courts will however interfere with the findings in disciplinary matters, if
principles of natural justice or statutory regulations have been violated or if the order is found to be arbitrary,
capricious, mala fide or based on extraneous considerations.”

In view of law laid down by Hon'ble Apex Court it safely be concluded that finding recorded by Enquiry Officer
holding charges of misappropriation of loan amount is on the basis of evidence and admission of Petitioner on record.
Thus, the punishment order does not suffer from any illegality, impropriety or perversity hence, liable to be
confirmed.

13. Moreover, as regard seriousness and gravity of charges levelled and proved against Petitioner it cannot be
said that the charges of misappropriation of funds by the Petitioner is simple in nature. In other words, it is serious
and grave in nature. In this context, the reference of following decisions of Hon’ble Supreme Court are relevant as
discussed hereunder:-

Further, in the case of Disciplinary Authority vs. Nikunj Bihari Patnaik JT 1996 (4) page 457 Hon’ble Supreme
Court have held:-

“In the case of a Bank - for that matter, in the case of any other organization - every officer/employee is
supposed to act within the limits of his authority. If each officer/ employee is allowed to act beyond his
authority, the discipline of the organisation/bank will disappear; the functioning of the Bank would become
chaotic and unmanageable. Each officer of the Bank cannot be allowed to carve out his own little empire
wherein he dispenses favours and largesse. No organization, more particularly, a Bank can function properly
and effectively if its officers and employees do not observe the prescribed norms and discipline. Such
indiscipline cannot be condoned on the specious ground that it was not actuated by ulterior motives or by
extraneous considerations. The very act of acting beyond authority - that too a course of conduct spread over
a sufficiently long period and involving innumerable instances - is by itself a misconduct. Such acts, if
permitted, may bring in profit in some cases but they may also lead to huge losses. Such adventures are not
given to the employees of Banks which deal with public funds. If what we hear about the reasons for the
collapse of Barings Bank is true, it is attributable to the acts of one of its employees, Nick Leeson, a minor
officer stationed at Singapore, who was allowed by his superiors to act far beyond his authority. As mentioned
hereinbefore, the very discipline of an organization and more particularly, a Bank is dependent upon each of
its employees and officers acting and operating within their allotted sphere. Acting beyond one's authority is
by itself a breach of discipline and a breach of Regulation 3. It constitutes misconduct within the meaning of
Regulation 24. No further proof of loss is really necessary though as a matter of fact, in this case there are
findings that several advances and over-drawals allowed by the Respondent beyond his authority have become
sticky and irrecoverable. Just because, similar acts have fetched some profit - huge profit, as the High Court
characterizes it - they are no less blameworthy. It is wrong to characterize them as errors of judgment. It is
not suggested that the Respondent being a Class-I officer was not aware of the limits of his authority or of his
powers. Indeed, Charge No.9, which has been held established in full is to the effect that inspite of instructions
by the Regional Office to stop such practice, the Respondent continued to indulge in such acts. The Enquiry
Officer has recorded a clear finding that the Respondent did flout the said instructions and has thereby
committed an act of disobedience of lawful orders. Similarly, Charge No.8, which has also been established in
full is to the effect that inspite of reminders, the Respondent did not submit "Control Returns"

to the Regional Office. We fail to understand how could all this be characterized as errors of judgment and not
as misconduct as defined by the regulations. We are of the opinion that the High Court has committed a clear
error in holding that the aforesaid conduct of the Respondent does not amount to misconduct or that it does
not constitute violation of Regulations 3 and 24.”
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In the case of Divisional Controller, NEKRTC vs. Amaresh, AIR 2006, SC page 2730, wherein Hon'ble
Supreme Court of India have held,

“amount misappropriated is not relevant to decide the quantum of punishment and it is always a question of loss of
confidence by the management in the employee that matters.”

Further, in the case of Chairman and Managing Director, United Commercial Bank vs. PC Kakkar AIR 2003
SC page 3571, Hon'ble Supreme Court of India have held,

“Bank officer is required to exercise higher standards of honesty and integrity -Defence that there was no loss of
profit resulting — not available when delinquent employee acted without authority- High Court setting aside as
shockingly disproportionate without indicating reasons — Amounts to denial of justice- fact that co-delinquent is
given lesser punishment — can also be no ground for interference.”

Further, in JP Jain Vs. Management of State Bank of India 1982 AIR page 673, Hon’ble Supreme Court have
held:-

“ the facts of the case are that the Appellant was working as cashier in the Meerut State branch of State Bank
of India, the complainant, came to bank to receive his pass book. On receipt of pass book accountholder
complained that he had withdrawn only Rs.500/- but there is entry of Rs.1500/- as shown in the passbook.
The complainant reported matter to the Supervisor R K Gupta, and necessary documents pertaining to such
withdrawal were examined and it was found that the complainant has given a letter of authority to the
Appellant workman and authorizing to withdraw the amount Rs.500/-from his account. The said authority
letter was for withdrawal of Rs.500/-, but, workman acting as cashier manipulated figure in the letter from
Rs.500/- to Rs.1500/- and withdrawn the amount retained Rs.1000/- with him.

In that case enquiry was held and the casual Appellant was dismissed from the job. In the case the alleged
misconduct of the Appellant to produce forged documents and withdrew Rs.1500/- instead Rs.500/- and
Rs.1000/- in excess of the amount which he was not authorized misappropriated it. In that case Appellant
had submitted his confession letter and on the basis of the confession letter and substantial evidence he was
terminated from the service and the Hon’ble Apex Court upheld the termination of the Appellant.” Therefore,
plea of Petitioner that his letter of admission of guilt is not admissible evidence is not tenable.”

In the case of Darshan Singh Vs. Canara Bank CWP No0.10458/ 2003 D.O.D. 6.4.2017 High Court held:

“the Court has rightly observed that oral evidence contrary to documentary evidence and entries has not to be
believed this was the case defendant for proof of misconduct on documentary evidence and entries in the Saving
Bank Account pass book and ledger folios etc.. The workman admitted that these entries made by him saying
that it was made under bonafide mistake. Such act have serious propensities which when made public a bank
might loss its reputation and confidence in investing public, not continue employment. It was the case of
misappropriation. Even if it is classified as temporary misappropriation or temporary embezzlement both are
bad of law. Workman therefore, cannot be absolved simply, by saying that entries were some bonafide
mistake. In the opinion of Labour Court no lenience can be shown to the workman. Once the misconduct is
proved in the enquiry conducted by employer, punishment imposed cannot be interfered with by the Tribunal
except in cases where the punishment is so harsh as to suggest victimization.”

Similarly, SBI vs Hemant Kumar 2011 (11) SC 1890, Hon’ble Supreme Court have held:-

“11. The second reason assigned by the Tribunal that the Enquiry Officer should have allowed the Respondent
the opportunity to lead evidence in rebuttal is also without substance in the overall facts of the case. The
Respondent had already tendered two admissions of guilt in writing and one orally before PW.1 and there was
hardly anything that could be said on his behalf to repel the charges.

12. We are, therefore, satisfied that the Tribunal's findings are wholly unreasonable and perverse and fit to be
set aside. The High Court, unfortunately, did not consider the matter as it should have, in light of the
discussions made above. The High Court's order is equally unsustainable. We, accordingly, set aside the order
passed by the High Court and the award made by the Tribunal. The appeal is allowed but with no order
as to costs. ”

14, Further, reference of the case of the United Bank of India vs. Bachan Prasad Lal Civil Appeal No. 2949
of 2011 date of decision 11.2.2022, is relevant in this context. The facts of the case are that workman CSE was the
bank employee and he fraudulently prepared 9 credit transfer vouchers on various dates on the pretext of payment of
interest towards fixed deposits and crediting the whole amount to one saving account opened in the name of one
Smt.Asha Devi (admittedly the fake account prepared by Respondent employee). In order to adjust the said amount
he manipulated the other book records of the bank using forged signatures. After such nature of allegations stood
proved, the disciplinary authority after taking into consideration the record of inquiry and the post held by the
Respondent employee, imposed the punishment to employee with the penalty of dismissal from service. In that case
Hon’ble Supreme Court have held:-
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“l1. In our considered view, looking into seriousness of the nature of allegations levelled against the
Respondent employee, the punishment of dismissal inflicted upon him in no manner could be said to be
shockingly disproportionate which would have required to be interfered with by the Tribunal in exercise of its
power under Section 11A of the Act 1947. At the same time, merely because the employee stood superannuated
in the meanwhile, will not absolve him from the misconduct which he had committed in discharge of his duties
and looking into the nature of misconduct which he had committed, he was not entitled for any indulgence. The
Bank employee always holds the position of trust where honesty and integrity are the sine qua non but it would
never be advisable to deal with such matters leniently.

12. Consequently, the appeal succeeds and is allowed. The interference made by the Tribunal and the High
Court in the impugned judgment is hereby set aside. No costs.”

Thus, in view of the law laid down by the Hon'ble Apex Court even a temporary misappropriation of fund of bank by
the employee amounts to serious and grave misconduct and once proved such charges against employee deserve the
termination of employment. Further, charges can be held proved on the basis of admission made by CSE. In this
case, Petitioner has already admitted second charge, hence there is no need for further to discuss here.

15. Thus, in view of the fore gone discussion and law laid down by the Hon'ble Apex Court as discussed above,
both the charges misappropriation and pilfering the official documents of bank being serious in nature therefore, the
order of punishment of compulsory retirement of the Petitioner passed by Respondent Disciplinary Authority cannot
be faulted with neither it can be said to be in anyway disproportionate to the gravity of the charges.  Disciplinary
Authority has already taken a lenient view in awarding the punishment of compulsory retirement with benefits of
superannuation. Therefore, the imposition of said punishment cannot be termed as disproportionate to the gravity of
charges and deserve to be upheld. Thus, the punishment order passed by Disciplinary Authority deserves to be
upheld and claim petition filed by the Petitioner is devoid of merit he is liable to be dismissed.

This point is decided against the Petitioner and in favour of the Respondent management.

16. Issue No.lll:- In view of the discussion and finding at Issues No.l & I, the Petitioner is not entitled for
any relief and his petition is liable to be dismissed.

This Issue is answered against the Petitioner.
AWARD

In view of the fore gone discussion and finding given at Issues No. I, Il & Il1, | hold that the action of the
Respondent of imposition of punishment of compulsorily retirement from service to the Petitioner Sri B. Venkati,
with superannuation benefits as would be due otherwise and without disqualification from future employment under
class 6(c) of the memorandum of settlement dated 10™ April 2002, is hereby held legal and justified. The petition filed
by the Petitioner sans merit, hence, dismissed. Therefore, the petition is dismissed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on this
the 9" day of June, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL
Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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New Delhi, the 9th July, 2025

S.0. 1312.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 47/2012) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
No.1 Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _Punjab
National Bank their workmen.

[No. L-12011/98/2011- IR(B-11)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1,DHANBAD
In the matter of reference U/S 10 (1) (d)& (2A) of I.D.Act. 1947.
Reference Case No. 47/2012
Employer in relation to the management of Punjab National Bank, Patna.
AND.
Their workman.

Present: Shri Sachindra Kumar Pandey
Presiding Officer

Appearances:
For the Employers :- None..
For the workman. :- None.
State : Jharkhand. Industry:-Bank
Dated 06/06/2025
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),Government Of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order
No.L-12011/98/2011-(IR(B-11)) dated 26/09/2012 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the
employer i.e. management of Punjab National Bank and their workman through Dy. General Secretary, Punjab
National Bank Staff Union (Bihar), Patna for adjudication by this Tribunal:

SCHEDULE
“Whether the action the management of Punjab National Bank in forefitting the special functional
allowance on temporary transfer of workmen, is legal and justified? What relief the workmen are
entitled to?”
2. On receiving order no. L-12011/98/2011-(IR(B-I11)) dated 26/09/2012 Government of India, Ministry of Labour,
New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, Reference case no. 47 of 2012 was registered on 30.10.2012 and thereafter
the notices were sent to the parties with a direction to appear and submit their written statements along with relevant
documents in support of their claims and the witnesses.
3. After issuance of notice, the workmen never appeared before the Tribunal nor any step was taken by him
whereas management has appeared previously but later on, failed to appear before the Tribunal. The workmen never
appeared before the Tribunal since 30.10.2012.
4. On perusal of the entire case record it is transpires that the workmen never appeared before this Tribunal for a
period of 13 years which shows that the workmen have no interest in this case and therefore, for the ends of justice,
this case deserves to be dismissed for non prosecution.
5. Hence,
ORDERED

that this case is hereby dismissed and a “No Dispute Award” be drawn up in respect of the above reference case.
Let the copies of Award in duplicate be sent to the Ministry of Labour & Employment, Government of India, New
Delhi for information and notification.

SACHINDRA KUMAR PANDEY, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 9th July, 2025

S.0. 1313.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 7/2014) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of_M/s. Oriental
Bank of Commerce and their workmen.

[No. L-39025/01/2025- IR(B-I1)-18]
SALONI, Dy. Director

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

Presiding Officer
Dated the 19" day of June, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.No. 7/2014

Between:

Smt. A. Lakshmi (Sweeper),
W/o A. Krishna,
H.No.1-3-445/10/G/F,
Muggubasthi, Kavadiguda,

Hyderabad. ......Petitioner
AND
1. Branch Manager,

M/s. Oriental Bank of Commerce (OBC),
Ground Floor, 9-1-129/1,
Oxford Plaza Building,
Sarojini Devi Road, Secunderabad-500 003.

2. Managing Director,
M/s. Spark Securities & Maintenance Services,
#6-3-1082, Rajbhavan Road,

Somajiguda, Hyderabad. ....Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : M/s. C. Suryanarayana Rao, C. Sridhar & C. Chakradhar, Advocates
For the Respondent: M/s. K. Raghuram Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

Smt. A. Lakshmi, who worked as Sweeper (who will be referred to as the workman) has filed this petition
under Sec. 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against the Respondents M/s. Oriental Bank of Commerce
seeking for declaring the oral termination dated 14.5.2013 issued by Respondent as illegal, arbitrary and to set aside
the same consequently directing the Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into service duly granting all the
consequential benefits such as continuity of service, back wages and all other attendant benefits etc., and such other
reliefs as this court may deems fit.

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

It has been alleged by the Petitioner Workman that she was appointed by M/s. Spark Securities & Maintenance
Services on 27.8.2005 as sweeper at Respondent No.2 office and was posted to work at Respondent No.1 office on
the initial salary of Rs.2000/- per month. Further, it is alleged that the Petitioner was assigned and allotted the day to
day duties by the Manager of first Respondent branch bank OBC, Secunderabad from time to time and from the date
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of her posting in the first Respondent branch bank Petitioner was discharging her work with very sincerity and
efficiently with due diligence and devotion.  Further, it is alleged that on 14.5.2013 Petitioner went to the
Respondent No.1 branch to report for her duties at 9:00 AM but the Branch Manager of the first Respondent bank
stopped and prevented her from entering and discharging her duties in the bank premises by informing the Petitioner
that her services has been orally terminated. Further, the Petitioner was told that she is not required to come for
discharging her duties in the branch of the bank. Further, it is alleged that the verbal termination order dated
14.5.2013 of the Petitioner’s service is illegal, unjustified and invalid on the ground that there is no written order of
termination served on the Petitioner and the Petitioner was not served one month notice nor was paid one month
salary in lieu of that notice nor paid retrenchment compensation as per section 25 F of the 1.D. Act, 1947. Further, it
is alleged that the termination order dated 14.5.2013 is in contravention of the provision contained under section 25 F
of the 1.D. Act, 1947 and also in contravention of the provision of section 25 H of the Act. Further, it is alleged that
the Petitioner had worked continuously for 9 years under the first Respondent and moreover first Respondent used to
allot day to day duties to the Petitioner as such Respondent No.2 is only the name sake employer as such alleged
contract between the Respondent No.1 and Respondent No.2 is camouflage and sham contract which is not valid in
the eye of law. It is further alleged that First Respondent Bank by seeing the sincerity and dedicated and unblemished
record of service of the Petitioner, had duly informed and issued the Petitioner with interview letter dated 11.12.2007.
The said interview letter issued pertaining is “interview letter for the post of part time sweeper"” in First Respondent
Bank, Secunderabad. The said interview letter issued to Petitioner is only after carefully perusing his entire service
record, satisfaction, performance, character, attitude, honesty, approach and attitude towards co-workers and bank
officials and staff and sincerely obeying all the instruction and orders and discharging the duties as directed by the
First Respondent branch bank. In the said interview letter, First Respondent bank instructed Petitioner to attend the
said interview at Regional Office, Banjara Hills, Hyderabad. It is submitted that, after receipt of the said interview
letter, the Petitioner personally attended the said interview which had been conducted for the post of "Part Time
Sweeper" on the prescribed date along with relevant records i.e. school certificate, caste certificate, service certificate,
employment exchange card. The persons who were having the requisite qualifications and who have studied up to 5
class only the interview letter were sent to them and those persons who have received the interview letter are only
eligible for attending the interview conducted for the afore mentioned post by the Regional Office of the First
Respondent bank. As per the conditions notified in the interview letter, the concerned officials who conducted the
said interview has enquired all the details about the day to day conducting / discharging of the normal duties in the
First Respondent bank, on that, the Petitioner have given all the answers correctly and also clearly stated that, the
Petitioner was doing all type of duties whatever has been entrusted to her by the said bank officials without any
protest. The Petitioner further states that, those persons who have attended to the said interview along with Petitioner
for the same post are Kavitha, Masthanamma, Meena, Danamma, Aruna, Sridevi, Rashida etc., all these women are
the co-workers of Petitioner as well as they were been deputed and posted by the said Second Respondent
Management, whereas, their services were regularized / permanent 'but surprisingly the Petitioner’s services were not
regularized for the reasons best known to the First Respondent bank. It is submitted that, after completion of
interview till the date of termination of service of the Petitioner, the Petitioner did not receive any communication /
letter about the regularization of her service by the Regional Office of the First Respondent Bank nor not known
about the status of the interview which was been attended by the Petitioner, whether the Petitioner had been selected
or rejected for the said post. The other persons whose names mentioned above had attended the said interview, have
been selected by making their services permanent and those persons are presently working in the various branches of
the First Respondent bank in /around of Hyderabad and at present they are drawing salary of Rs.12,000/- per month.
It is submitted that, after waiting for considerable time and under fond hope that the First Respondent Regional Bank
and Branch Bank would regularize the service of the Petitioner duly confirming for the post of part time Sweeper in
the First Respondent bank but to no use as there is no other go, on that, the Petitioner gave a representation notice to
the First Respondent Regional Bank (OBC), Banjara Hills, Hyderabad vide notice, dated 07-03-2013 by demanding
the said Regional Office to regularize the Petitioner’s service, the said notice was received by the First Respondent
Regional Bank but did not consider the demand at all nor gave any reply to the said notice. It is submitted that, First
Respondent bank hatched a preplanned conspiracy to throw the Petitioner out of her service somehow or the other as
the First Respondent bore a grudge against the Petitioner, as the Petitioner was always demanding for her rightful
benefits ie., regularization of her service by way of personal notice as well as legal notice on various dates. The First
Respondent Branch Manager had illegally and verbally terminated the service of the Petitioner on 14-05-2013 without
any prior intimation or notice.  The Petitioner got shocked and surprised by the drastic decision of the First
Respondent Branch Manager in terminating her service in an arbitrary manner, the Petitioner is having spot less
character and does not have any bad remark nor any allegations against the Petitioner whatsoever through her service
from the First Respondent bank, There is no written termination order given by First Respondent Branch Manager nor
the First Respondent issued the Petitioner with one month prior notice nor in lieu of notice one month salary before
terminating the Petitioner from service. The same amounts to unfair trade practices, violation of principles of natural
justice, against the provision of 1.D.Act, 1947. The said illegal acts adopted against the Petitioner by the first
Respondent is nothing but instant termination without following the due process of law. Moreover, preventing and
stopping the Petitioner from discharging the duties amounts to termination of service. Therefore, it is prayed that
the oral termination order dated 14.5.2013 of the Respondent No.1, Oriental Bank of Commerce -Branch Manager,



[ATT H—w&vE 3(ii)] T T TSI © [ATs 12, 2025/397 21, 1947 5177

Sarojini Devi Road, Secunderabad be set aside and the Respondent No.1 be directed to reinstate the Petitioner into
the service with all benefits.

3. Notice served upon both the Respondents. But Respondent No.1 filed counter. Despite the service of notice
R2 did not file any counter and thus, case was set ex-parte against R2 vide order dated 17.11.2014.

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

The Respondent No.1 has contended in his counter that the present petition is not maintainable in law or on the facts
of the case and the same is liable to be dismissed. It is submitted that the Petitioner has admitted in her petition that
she was appointed by M/s. Sparks Security and Maintenance Services on 27.8.2005. Admittedly, she was paid wages
by M/s. Sparks Security and Maintenance Services. She was accorded the benefit of ESI and Provident Fund by
M/s. Sparks Security and Maintenance Services. Her attendance record was maintained by them. Her statutory
deductions were made and remitted to statutory agencies by M/s. Sparks Security and Maintenance Services. She has
admitted that she was under the supervision and control of M/s. Sparks Security and Maintenance Services. They used
to direct duties to her and take disciplinary action, if any. No "industrial dispute™ exists between the Petitioner and the
Oriental Bank of Commerce. The application is thus liable to be dismissed. The Central Govt. cum Industrial Tribunal
does not have the jurisdiction to deal with the present application. The dispute, if any, exists between the Petitioner
and her employer, M/s. Sparks Security and Maintenance Services, which is a private agency. They do not come
within the purview of Central Govt. The Petitioner was considered for the regular; post of part time sweeper in the
Bank in 2007, subject to criteria of age, educational qualifications etc. The Petitioner was found overage and thus
rejected. She has not challenged the said rejection and thus it attained finality. The application is thus liable to be
dismissed. That the Petitioner submitted forged documents to obtain employment in Bank. Thus she is not entitled to
appointment in Bank. The duly attested documents showed her date of birth as 24.05.1966 and as 1976 in her Aadhar
card issued on 25.03.2011. She also submitted dubious documents pertaining to her qualification, which were not
relied upon. The application is thus liable to be dismissed. That no regularization can be claimed under Sec 2A of the
Act. The Petitioner was sometimes deputed to work by M/s. Sparks Security and Maintenance Services in Oriental
Bank of Commerce Hyderabad, for cleaning the tiles in toilets of the branch, before the start of the Branch, till the
time the regular recruitment takes place, during the period of 2005 to March 2013, ie. during the period of subsistence
of contract between the Oriental Bank of Commerce and M/s. Sparks Security and Maintenance Services. Thus, the
present application is not maintainable in law. It is submitted that the Petitioner was sent the interview letter as she
had applied for the post of part time sweeper in the Bank and not because of her purported dedication or unblemished
record, as alleged. She was never allotted any duty by the Bank. The Petitioner never worked full time in the Bank, as
alleged. She always worked under the exclusive supervision and control of the Respondent No.2.  Further, it is
submitted that she was never allotted any duty by the Bank. The Petitioner was considered for the regular post of
part time sweeper in the Bank in 2007, subject to criteria of age, educational qualifications etc. The credentials of the
documents are verified after the interview. The Petitioner was found overage and thus rejected. She has not
challenged the said rejection order and thus it attained finality. The application is thus liable to be dismissed. She has
also submitted dubious documents pertaining to her qualification, which were not relied upon. The candidates with
authentic credentials were appointed. The Petitioner has herself stated that Kavitha, Masthanamma, Meena, Aruna
etc. were appointed. She was duly apprised that she was not eligible for appointment as part time sweeper in the
Bank and was aware of the same. No assurance was ever given by the Bank to the Petitioner that her services would
be regularized, as alleged. The Petitioner has no right to regular appointment in the Bank, sans her eligibility for the
same. Laxmi is the regular appointee of the Bank and the Petitioner cannot claim right on the said appointment. It is
unfathomable as which provision of law has been violated by the Bank by making regular recruitments. Laxmi was
eligible as well as sent the interview letter. The Petitioner is seeking a back door entry in the Bank. The Petitioner is
not eligible for appointment in the Bank. The Petitioner has no merits, as alleged nor is eligible for any benefit, as
alleged. Regular recruitments, wherein she has been considered and rejected is neither an unfair trade practice nor any
injustice to anyone. The Petitioner has not performed any work in the Bank after the regular recruitments have taken
place. The services of the Petitioner were terminated by Respondent No.2. Since she was never appointed by the
replying Respondent, no question arises for termination of her services by them. The Petitioner has no right to regular
appointment in the Bank, sans her eligibility for the same. There can be no regularization/appointment de hors the
policy of the Bank wherein the Petitioner was considered and rejected. The issue was set to rest upon her rejection
under the policy of the Bank. The Petitioner is "workman" of the Respondent No.2. The dispute is between
Petitioner and Respondent No.2 as they had appointed the workman. Admittedly, she was paid wages by them. She
availed the benefit of ESI and Provident Fund from them. Her attendance record was maintained by them. Her
statutory deductions were made and remitted to statutory agencies by them. She admitted that she was under their
supervision and control and that they used to direct duties to her. Hon'ble CGIT has no jurisdiction to deal with the
present case. Since she was never appointed by the Bank, there arises no question of termination of her services by
the Bank by one month's notice or any retrenchment compensation. Cleaning tiles of toilets is neither ancillary to
Banking nor a perennial nature of job. Intermittently she used to clean the tiles. The contract is thus legal and
justified. The dispute is between Petitioner and Respondent No.2 as they had appointed/terminated the workman.
Therefore, prayed that the applicant is not entitled for any relief and to dismiss the application with costs.
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5. In support of the claim petition Petitioner has examined witness WW1 in oral evidence and also filed
documents in evidence Ex.W1 to W19 through the list. Whereas Respondent in oral evidence has filed the chief
statement affidavit of MW1 and also filed the documents exhibited Ex.M1 Ex.M3.

6. On the basis of the rival pleadings of both parties and arguments of Learned Counsel for both the
parties, the following issues _emerge for determination:-

I Whether the action of the Respondent No.1 in terminating the services of the Petitioner vide order
with effect from 14.5.2013 is illegal and unjustified?

Il. Whether the Petitioner is entitled for appointment in the employment of Respondent No.1 on the
ground as alleged in the claim petition?

1. To what relief if any the Petitioner is entitled for?
Findings:-

7. Issue No.l:- It is undisputed that the Petitioner was appointed by the M/s. Spark Securities and
Maintenance Services, contractor, Respondent No.2 on 27.8.2005 as a sweeper. The Petitioner witness WW1
herself admitted in her testimony that as per allegation of the Petitioner she was posted for doing the work at the
branch of the Bank of the Respondent bank at Sarojini Devi Road, Secunderabad with effect from 27.8.2005 and she
has worked continuously upto 14.5.2013 without any break of about 9 years and Respondent No.1 has terminated her
from services with effect from 14.5.2013 in contravention of the provision contained under section 25F of the I.D.
Act, 1947. In order to corroborate her claim petition witness WW1 in chief affidavit statement has stated that she
was appointed by M/s. Spark Securities and Maintenance Services, Contractor, Respondent No.2 on 27.8.2005 as a
sweeper and she worked at the branch Bank of the Respondent No.1 M/s. Oriental Bank of Commerce at Sarojini
Devi Road, Secunderabad, since 27.8.2005 till her termination with effect from 14.5.2013.

8. Further, this witness was cross examined by the Respondent counsel and in the cross examination WW1
states that Ex.W1 and W2 have been issued by the Respondent No.2 to her. Further, witness states that she has not
filed any document to show that Respondent No.1 was giving salary towards her work. Further, witness states that
she has not filed any document to show that she was regularly working at the office of the Respondent. The witness in
the cross examination stated that,

“I have not filed any document to show that Respondent No.l was giving me the salary towards my work. I have
also not filed any document to show that | was regularly working in the office of the Respondent No.1. | have
not filed any documents in this case to show that Respondent No.1 has instructed me to work in the bank and the
bank had paid the wages daily to me till the date of my termination. It is not true to suggest that the averments
made by me in my chief evidence are not correct.”

Thus, from the statement of Petitioner WW1 it manifest that she has not produced any documents in support of her
claim that she had worked in the branch Bank of the Respondent No.1 continuously for the alleged period of 9 years.
Witness herself admitted that she has not produced any document pertaining to her appointment by the Respondent
No.1 or payment of salary. Whatever document has been produced by the Petitioner in support of the claim, Ex.W1
is the alleged posting order which has been issued by the Respondent No.2, the contractor. The contents of this
document Ex.W1 goes to reveal that the Petitioner Smt. Akula Lakshmi has been posted by the Manager
Recruitment, Sparks Security & Maintenance Services at the office of the Respondent No.1 with effect from
27.8.2005, but the issuing authority of Ex.W1 letter has not been examined by the Petitioner to prove it in support of
her claim. Further Ex.W4 is the certificate issued by the Respondent No.2 and Petitioner’s claim doesn't find any
support from it.  Further, the documents Ex.W5 to Ex.W10 do not pertain to the employment with the Respondent,
hence, are not relevant to the claim of the Petitioner that she had worked at the Respondent No.1 branch for the
alleged period.

9. However, Respondent No.1 in evidence has filed the chief statement affidavit of MW1 and witness in his
testimony has specifically stated that Petitioner was appointed by Sparks Securities & Maintenance Services from
27.8.2005 and she was paid by the Respondent No.2 i.e., M/s. Sparks Security & Maintenance Services. Further,
MW1 states that workman was accorded the benefit of ESI and Provident fund by M/s. Sparks Security &
Maintenance Services and her attendance record was maintained by them. Further, MW1 states that workman stated
that she was under the supervision and control of M/s. Sparks Security & Maintenance Services and they used to
direct duties to her and also take disciplinary action against her. MW!1 categorically stated that there was no employer
and employee relationship between the Respondent No.1 and Petitioner workman and hence, there exists no
industrial dispute.  Respondent witness MW1 has specifically denied the allegation made by the Petitioner.
However, despite the sufficient opportunity accorded Petitioner did not cross examine MWZ1. Therefore, in the
absence of the cross examination, the statement in chief of MW1 remained uncontraverted.

10. As regards the allegation of Petitioner that she had worked continuously for 9 years in the branch of
Respondent bank and she has been terminated in contravention of the provision of section 25 F of the 1.D. Act, 1947,
the provision contained under section 25F reads out as follows:-
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Section 25F in The Industrial Disputes Act, 1947

25F. Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen.- No workman employed in any industry who has been
in continuous service for not less than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until—

(a) the workman has been given one month' s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the
period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the
notice:

(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.

11. Further, the burden of proof lies on the Petitioner to prove the fact that she has been terminated by the
Respondent in contravention of provision contained under section 25 F of 1.D. Act, 1947. In this context, the
following decisions of Hon’ble Supreme Court are relevant as hereunder:-

In the case of Manager, R.B.1., Bangalore Vs. S. Mani & others AIR 2005 SC 2179 the Hon’ble Supreme Court
have held:-

“BURDEN OF PROOF:

The initial burden of proof was on the workmen to show that they had completed 240 days of service.

In Range Forest Officer Vs. S.T. Hadimani [(2002) 3 SCC 25], it was stated:

"3In our opinion the Tribunal was not right in placing the onus on the management without first determining on
the basis of cogent evidence that the Respondent had worked for more than 240 days in the year preceding his
termination. It was the case of the claimant that he had so worked but this claim was denied by the appellant. It
was then for the claimant to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked for 240 days in the year preceding
his termination. Filing of an affidavit is only his own statement in his favour and that cannot be regarded as
sufficient evidence for any court or tribunal to come to the conclusion that a workman had, in fact, worked for
240 days in a year. No proof of receipt of salary or wages for 240 days or order or record of appointment or
engagement for this period was produced by the workman. On this ground alone, the award is liable to be set
aside.

[See also Essen Deinki Vs. Rajiv Kumar, (2002) 8 SCC 400] In Siri Niwas (supra), this Court held:

"The provisions of the Indian Evidence Act per se are not applicable in an industrial adjudication. The general
principles of it are, however applicable. It is also imperative for the Industrial Tribunal to see that the
principles of natural justice are complied with. The burden of proof was on the Respondent herein to show that
he had worked for 240 days in preceding twelve months prior to his alleged retrenchment. In terms of Section
25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, an order retrenching a workman would not be effective unless the
conditions precedent therefor are satisfied. Section 25-F postulates the following conditions to be fulfilled by
employer for effecting a valid retrenchment :

(i) one month's notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment or wages in lieu thereof;

(ii) payment of compensation equivalent to fifteen days, average pay for every completed year of continuous
service or any part thereof in excess of six months."

Further, 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.”

In the case of Mohan Lal v. Management, BEL 1981 SCC P. 225, Hon'ble Apex Court held, "

Before a workman can claim retrenchment, not being in consonance of Section 25 of the ID act. he has to show
that he has been in continuous service of not less than 1 year with the employer who had retrenched him from
service."
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The Hon'ble Apex Court in this case also laid down the principle of how to count 240 days of service
within one year and 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 service
period of 240 days during the period of 12 calendar months for 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".

In the case of GM., BSNL and others V. Mahesh Chand AIR 2008 SC (Supp) 1328, wherein the Hon’ble Apex
Court have held,

“It was the case of the claimant that he had so worked but this claim was denied by the appellant. It was then for the
claimant to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked for 240 days in the year preceding his termination.
Filing of an affidavit is only his own statement in his favour and that cannot be regarded as sufficient evidence for
any Court or Tribunal to come to the conclusion that a workman had, in fact, worked for 240 days in a year. No proof
of receipt of salary or wages for 240 days or order or record of appointment or engagement for this period was
produced by the workman. On this ground alone, the award is liable to be set aside.”

Thus, in view of law laid down by Hon'ble Apex Court as discussed above the initial burden lies upon the Petitioner
Workman to prove that she had worked for 240 days continuously in a year just preceding the date of her termination.
But Petitioner has not produced any documentary evidence i.e., any appointment letter issued by Respondent No.1 or
any salary slip or wage payment slip or attendance register to establish the fact that she had worked in the branch of
Respondent bank for the alleged period. Mere filing of the chief statement affidavit of witness is not sufficient to
corroborate the claim of the Petitioner as she has alleged in the petition.

12. It is settled the law that the documentary evidence of appointment letter or salary slip or attendance register
are required to prove the fact of 240 days in continuous service of the Respondent employment just preceding from
the date of termination. Therefore, for the want of aforementioned documentary evidence, the claim of the Petitioner
that she was under the employment of Respondent No.1 continuously and had worked for 9 years in the Bank of the
Respondent, is not proved and established. Therefore, the claim of the Petitioner that she has been terminated in
contravention of the provision contained under section 25 F is not acceptable as she failed to prove the condition
precedent as provided under section 25 F for alleged retrenchment. Moreover, MW1 states that Petitioner was never
appointed by the Respondent No.1 as such there is no question of termination of her services by the bank by one
month’s notice nor any retrenchment compensation as she was never appointed by the bank, hence, there arises no
question of termination of her services by the bank. Therefore, in view of the fore gone discussion and law laid
down by the Hon'ble Apex Court as discussed above, this issue is decided against the Workman Petitioner.

13. Issue No.ll:- Petitioner has claimed that the Respondent No.1 bank after seeing the sincerity and
dedication and unblemished record of service of Petitioner had issued her interview letter dated 11.12.2007 and she
appeared in the interview for the post of part time sweeper in the Respondent No.1 bank, Secunderabad, along with
her relevant records i.e., school certificate, caste certificate, service certificate, employment exchange card. But the
Respondent No.1 did not select her on the basis of interview whereas for the same post other applicants i.e., Kavitha,
Mastanamma, Meena, Danamma, Aruna, Sridevi and Rashida etc., have been selected and posted by the Respondent
management and their services have been regularised on permanent basis by the first Respondent bank. Petitioner
has not received any communication or letter about her regularisation in the services from Respondent No.1 and she
has no knowledge of result of her said interview.

14, In this context, Petitioner has examined herself as WW1 and she has reiterated the allegations made in the
claim petition. However, in the cross examination WW1 has stated that Ex.W3 has been issued by Respondent No.1
calling her to attend the interview for the post of part time sweeper. It is not true to suggest that she was not selected
for the post of part time sweeper in the interview. It is not true to suggest that as because she was not selected she
has not produced any documents in that context. Further, witness states that she has been verbally offered to work in
the Respondent branch.

15. Per contra, Respondent in this context has filed the chief statement affidavit of MW1 and witness MW1
stated that the Petitioner was considered for regular post of the part time sweeper in the bank in 2007 subject to
criteria of age, educational qualifications etc., and on scrutiny of document Petitioner was found overage and thus her
candidature was rejected. Further, MWL states that credentials of documents were verified after the interview and
Petitioner was found overaged and thus her candidature was rejected. Further MW1 states that Petitioner has not
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challenged the said rejection and thus it has attained finality. Further, MW1 states that the Petitioner has submitted
forged documents to obtain employment in the bank and she is not entitled to appointment in bank. Witness further
states that the duly attested documents showed her date of birth as 24.3.1966 and in her aadhar card issued on
25.3.2011 it has been shown as 1971. Further, witness states that she has also submitted dubious documents
pertaining to her qualification which were not relied upon. MW!1 states that candidates with authentic credentials were
appointed. The Petitioner has cheated the bank. Further, MW1 stated that Kavitha, Mastanamma, Meena, Aruna
etc., were appointed. Petitioner was duly apprised that she was not eligible for appointment as part time sweeper in
the bank and she was aware of the same. Further, MW1 states that no assurance was ever given by the bank to the
Petitioner that her services would be regularised. Petitioner has no right to regular appointment in the bank sans her
eligibility for the same. Further, MW1 states that no right has accrued to the Petitioner to seek appointment
/regularization in the bank sans her eligibility for the same. MW!1 states that for regular recruitment she has been
considered and rejected and it is neither an unfair trade practice nor any injustice to anyone. The Petitioner has not
performed any work in the bank after the regular recruitments have taken place. Further witness MW1 states that a
notification dated 24.6.2012 was issued in July, 2012 and she has applied for appointment giving her date of birth as
10.1.1983. In the process of 2007, the eligibility education qualification was the 7" fail and during 2012
recruitment process it was 10" fail, and during 2012 recruitment process was 10" pass and 12" fail. Looking into the
eligibility, the Petitioner had filed fake documents giving her age differently at different times and dubious
declarations of her educational qualifications. Thus, she was not found entitled for regular employment /regularization
in the bank. Thus, the statement of this witness goes to reveal that the Petitioner was issued interview letter and she
was interviewed but due to disqualification she was not selected for regular post. The perusal of document filed on
record reveals that in application date of birth of Petitioner has been shown as 10.1.1983 and in the aadhar card her
date of birth has been shown as 24.6.1976. However, the details registered with ESI- date of birth of the Petitioner is
shown as 1.7.1974. Thus, there is a discrepancy in the details of date of birth of the Petitioner. The documents filed
by the Respondent regarding recruitment of part time sweeper in December 2007 goes to show that date of birth of the
Petitioner has been shown as 10.1.1977 whereas in the aadhar card her date of birth was shown as 24.6.1976.
However, despite sufficient opportunity granted Petitioner did not cross examine MW1. Therefore, the statement in
chief affidavit of the witness MW1 as stated above, remained uncontroverted. Petitioner has not filed any documents
in evidence in order to controvert the contention of Respondent regarding discrepancy in the date of birth of
Petitioner.

16. Therefore, in view of the above, the claim of the Petitioner that she was eligible for regular appointment in
the branch of the Respondent No.1 is not established by cogent and reliable evidence.

This issue is decided against the Petitioner and in favour of Respondent.

17. Issue_No. I11: - Inview of the fore gone discussion and finding at Issues No.l & I1, the Petitioner is not entitled
to any relief and present petition is liable to be dismissed.

This Point is answered accordingly.
AWARD

The claim petition filed by the Petitioner Smt. A. Lakshmi, u/s 2A(2) of I.D. Act, 1947 challenging the
alleged termination order dated 14.5.2013 is devoid of merit, hence, dismissed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on this
the 19" day of June, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
WW?1: Smt. A. lakshmi MW1: Sri K. Gopala Rao

Documents marked for the Petitioner
Ex.W1: Photostat copy of Posting order dt. 26.8.2005 by R2
Ex.W2: Photostat copy of o/c of service certificate dt.20.12.2007 by R2
Ex.W3: Photostat copy of interview letter dt.11.12.2007 by R1
Ex.W4: Photostat copy of school certificate of Petitioner

Ex.W5: Photostat copy of employment exchange card
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Ex.W6: Photostat copy of caste certificate

EX.WT: Photostat copy of demand notice dt.7.3.2013 to R1 by Petitioner

Ex.W8: Photostat copy of legal notice dt.3.5.2013 to R1 by Petitioner

Ex.W9: Photostat copy of postal receipts dt.6.5.2013- 2 nos.

Ex.W10: Photostat copy of acknowledgement card proof of receipt of legal notice

Ex.W11: Photostat copy of o/c of postal complaint dt. 22.5.2013

Ex.W12: Photostat copy of reply from postal department dt.30.5.2013

Ex.W13: Photostat copy of representation dt.23.5.2013 to ALC(C)

Ex.W14: Photostat copy of conciliation meeting hearing dt.26.6.13

Ex.W15: Photostat copy of conciliation meeting hearing dt. 6.8.13

Ex.W16:Photostat copy of conciliation meeting hearing dt. 13.8.13

Ex.W17: Photostat copy of conciliation meeting hearing dt. 25.9.13

Ex.W18 : Photostat copy of conciliation meeting hearing dt. 21.10.13

EX.W19: Photostat copy of certificate u/s 2A of I.D. Act, 1947 from o/o ALC(C)
Documents marked for the Respondent

Ex.M1: Photostat Copy of interview attendance register duly signed by Petitioner

Ex.M2: Photostat Copy of Aadhar card acknowledgement/resident copy

Ex.M3: Photostat Copy of details of Petitioner registered with ESIC
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[€. Te1-39025/01/2025-31¢ 3. (F-11)-17]
g, 37 Feas

New Delhi, the 9th July, 2025

S.0. 1314.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 150/2013) of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court
Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of _Punjab National
Bank their workmen.

[No. L-39025/01/2025- IR(B-I1)-17]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD
Present: Sri Irfan Qamar

Presiding Officer
Dated the 3" day of June, 2025
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 150/2013
Between:
Sri PJC Bhanudev,
S/o Late P. Appa Rao,
R/o LIG.559, Bharathi Nagar,
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Ramachandrapuram,
Medak District. ......Petitioner
AND
1. The Chairman & Managing Director,
Punjab National Bank,
#7, Bhikaji Cama Place,
New Delhi 110 066.
2. The Deputy General Manager,
Punjab National Bank,
Sayeed Plaza,A.P. Circle,
6-1-73, Sayeed Plaza,
Lakdikapool, Saifabad,
Hyderabad.
3. The Chief Manager,
Disciplinary & Appellate Authority,
Punjab National Bank, Sayeed Plaza,

A.P. Circle, 6-1-73, Sayeed Plaza,
Lakdikapool, Saifabad,
Hyderabad. ....Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : M/s. G. Vidya Sagar, K. Udayasree & P. Sudheer Rao, Advocates
For the Respondent: M/s. Mannava Sravan Kumar, Govindu Sudha Madhuri, Anudula Ravi Kiran, Masood
Ahmed Shaik, Advocates

AWARD

The Petitioner who was an employee of 1% Respondent company has filed this Petition invoking Sec.2 A (2)
of the I.D. Act, 1947, seeking for declaring the order dated 30.11.2010 issued by the 1% Respondent as illegal,
arbitrary and to set aside the same and to grant consequential relief of reinstatement to Petitioner into service duly
granting of other consequential benefits such as, continuity of service, back wages, all other attendant benefits.
Respondents are contesting this petition by filing their counter.

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

It is submitted that Petitioner joined in service as a Clerk/Cashier on 8.4.1991 at Nizamabad Branch Nizamabad
District, he worked in various branches in the Respondent bank. Since the date of his appointment Petitioner have
been discharging his duties to the entire satisfaction of his superiors. It is submitted that while Petitioner have been
discharging his duties as a clerk/cashier at Miyapur Branch R.R. District, on 25/10/2008, the Respondent bank
officials entrusted the work of Computers Terminal Operator. It is submitted that on 02.1.2009 the 2™ Respondent
i.e. Chief Manager has addressed a letter to the Branch Manager alleging that Petitioner has committed certain
irregularities and advised the Branch Manager to take necessary action, and further advised to issue suspension order
to the Petitioner.  On the same day the Branch Manager has issued suspension order Dt. 2.1.2009 suspending the
Petitioner from service on allegation that Petitioner has committed irregularities while functioning as Clerk/Cashier in
the Branch which may result in tarnishing the image of the bank and shortage/loss of the cash to the Respondent bank.
After receipt of the same Petitioner has submitted a letter to the Respondent bank stating that he has not committed
any irregularities as alleged in the suspension order. The allegation made in the suspension order is false and
incorrect. The allegation was made against the Petitioner pertaining to the transaction took place in the month of
October, 2008. It is submitted that based on the suspension order Dt. 2.1.2009 after lapse of more than 7 months the
Respondent bank has issued Charge Sheet. Dt. 5.8.2009 alleging that Petitioner has created/entered the transactions
by misusing the user ID 33150 KND of Sri. N. Krishnabrahmam Manager between 9:49.37 AM and 9:57 AM on
25.10.2008, and further alleged that Petitioner has withdrawn Rs. 16,000/- from two ATM Hits of Rs. 15,000/- and
Rs. 1,000/- through ATM attached to Miyapur Branch. On 25.8.2008, subsequently on the same day i.e. 25.10.2008
the said amount was deposited in the account bearing No. 214900010980700 of one Sri. B. Rajender and it amounts
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to gross misconduct in terms of para 5 (i) of Bipartite Settlement Dt. 10-04-2002. The alleged charges levelled
against him are false and incorrect, Petitioner has not committed any irregularities as alleged in the charge sheet. It
is submitted that after receipt of the Charge Sheet Dt. 5.8.2009 Petitioner has submitted a detailed explanation on
14.8.2009 denying the charges levelled against him. Petitioner clearly stated in his explanation that all the entries
were authorized by Manager only. He further stated that Petitioner neither used the user ID of the Manager nor
authorized the entries as alleged in the Charge Sheet Dt. 5.8.2009. In this regard it is further submitted that Petitioner
is having certain amount in his account, and he availed the same, when it came to the notice of the Petitioner that
there was a wrong credit in his account and he adjusted the same, and thus no loss was caused either to the
Respondent bank or to any individual. Petitioner further stated in his explanation that he neither have any intention to
misappropriate the Respondent bank funds nor defraud the bank, and further requested the Respondent bank to drop
all further proceedings in the matter, and requested to permit him to discharge his regular duties. Without considering
the said explanation submitted by the Petitioner the Respondents ordered an enquiry into the alleged incident, and
Sri. K. Swaminathan Senior Manager, Lalbazar Branch was appointed as Enquiry Officer to conduct a detailed
departmental enquiry into the alleged incident and Sri. KRK Reddy Officer was appointed as Presenting Officer. Itis
submitted that Sri. Rajender, Account Holder bearing No. 214900010980700 submitted certificate Dt. 17.12.2009 to
whom so ever it may concern stating that he has handover the cash a sum of Rs. 16,000/- in cash on 25.10.2008 to the
Petitioner for depositing in his saving account. Hence based on the above certificates Dt. 17.12.2009 it reveals that
Petitioner has not committed any irregularities as alleged by the Respondent bank. It is submitted that in the enquiry
the Respondent bank has examined Sri. U.C. Patnaik Senior Auditor as MW1 and marked documents as Ex.P1 to
P10, and Sri.B. Rajender account holder was examined as witness on behalf of the defence, and Petitioner has taken
defence assistance from Sri. R. Mountbattin, General Secretary of All India Bank Employees Association A.P Unit,
Petitioner himself examined in defence and also marked documents as Exhibits D1 & D2. The documents Ex P1 to
P10 marked on behalf of the Respondent bank, those documents were not furnished to the Petitioner at the time of
conducting the enquiry proceedings. The procedure laid down while conducting demotic enquiry the documents
which are going to be marked those documents has to furnish to the delinquent, but in the given case the said rule was
not followed. From time to time Petitioner requested the Enquiry Officer as well as the disciplinary authority to
furnish Ex. P1 to P10, but inspite of Petitioner's specific request to provide the Log in and Log out time of Sri. N.
Krishnabrahmam Manager and ATM video footage from 9:00 am to 11:30 AM of date 25.10.2008, the same were not
provided to the Petitioner. The action on part of the Enquiry Officer as well as the disciplinary authority in not
furnishing the documents as requested by the Petitioner is in gross violation of principles of natural justice. On this
ground alone the entire enquiry proceeding are liable to be vitiated. It is further respectfully submitted that the MW1
has submitted his statement as per the instructions of the Respondent bank only. The statement of MWL is false and
incorrect and no documentary and oral evidence was produced before the Enquiry Officer to show that Petitioner has
committed irregularities as alleged by the Respondent bank. Petitioner submitted his statement in the enquiry that he
has not committed any irregularities as alleged by the Respondent bank and requested with the Enquiry Officer as
well as with the disciplinary authority to drop all further proceedings in the matter. The Enquiry Officer has not taken
into consideration the above said facts. The Enquiry Officer has not given reasonable opportunity to the Petitioner to
defend his case, the Enquiry Officer has not recorded the defence statement properly, and he has acted as per the
directions of the Respondent/management bank, thus acting in a biased manner, and without taking into consideration
the material facts available on record, the Enquiry Officer has submitted his report Dt. 15.4.2010 that with regard to 1
charge is proved, but with regard to 2" charge the Enquiry Officer has given finding that no sufficient evidence to
conclude that the cash withdrawn from the ATM by Bhanudev i.e. Petitioner herein was credited to the account of Sri.
Rajender It is further submitted that with regard to 1% charge there is no evidence before the Enquiry Officer to show
that Petitioner has committed irregularities as alleged in the charge sheet, hence the findings of the Enquiry Officer
are perverse and biased and same is liable to be vitiated. It is further submitted that the statement of MW1 is
unreliable. The MWL i.e. Sri. U.C. Patnaik visited the branch to inspect the records in the Respondent bank the said
alleged incident on 3.1.2009 which is a day after suspension of the Petitioner. Thus, his statement cannot be relied
on as he is neither an eye witness nor a circumstantial witness nor a cause to the incident. Therefore, he cannot be
taken as a valid witness. The MW1 gave his deposition in the departmental enquiry only as per the instructions of
Respondent/bank. Therefore, as the MW1 was the only witness examined on behalf of the Respondent bank, hence
the enquiry findings are liable to be vitiated as his statement is unreliable as no documents were filed by the MW.1 to
substantiate his statement. It is further submitted that Petitioner made representation to the Respondent bank with a
request to furnish the details of the system log in & log out record of the Manger Sri. Krishna Brahammam.  Inspite
of receiving the same the disciplinary authority has not furnished the said documents. At this juncture it is pertinent
to mention that, a special assistant Sri. K Raja Rama Mohan Rao was available in the Branch running the day to day
transaction of the bank since he is in- charge of discharging the duties of an officer. It is the primary duty of any
employee, as per the specific direction of the bank, to logout of the system while leaving the bank. If any employee is
negligent of this act then he himself would be held responsible for any consequences which would arise. However,
the Respondent bank deliberately did not provided the details of the system log in & log out records as evidence to
prove the allegations made against the Petitioner, and that no other officer was available on that day in the branch.
Thus, the action on part of the Respondent bank in not furnishing the details of the system log in & log out records
amounts to denial of principles of natural justice. It is further submitted that, from time to time Petitioner requested
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several times with the disciplinary authority as well as Enquiry Officer to furnish the details of the video footage of
the ATM of the branch in the enquiry to verify the facts of the alleged incident. It is common knowledge that, round
the clock video recording of an ATM is available to detect, if any unwanted incident takes place. However, the same
was not furnished to the Petitioner inspite of his repeated requests. Thus, the enquiry proceedings are liable to be
vitiated as no opportunity was given to the Petitioner, which amounts to violation of principles of natural justice and
on this ground also the entire enquiry proceedings are liable to be vitiated. The incident of the unauthorized
transaction had happened in the year 2008, however, the disciplinary authority finalized the disciplinary proceedings
against the Petitioner only in the year 2010. The burden of proving a charge always lies with the
Respondent/management, however, in the given case no relevant documents were produced by the disciplinary
authority to prove the charge leveled against the Petitioner. Thus, it can be clearly established that, the inordinate
delay in holding the enquiry proceedings was done only to provide undue protection to the manager, who had actually
authorized the transaction. Later, Respondent officials have issued proceedings dated 21.9.2010 advising the
Petitioner to attend personal hearing on 10.10.2010, wherein Petitioner requested the authority to drop all further
proceedings in the matter duly submitting detailed statement, stating therein that he has not committed any
irregularities as alleged in the charge sheet. Though he has submitted another representation, without considering the
facts and circumstances of the case the Chief Manger (Disciplinary Authority) has issued proceedings dated
30.11.2010 imposing the punishment of “compulsorily retired with superannuation benefits i.e., pension and /or
provident fund and gratuity as would be due otherwise under the rules are regulations prevailing at the relevant time
and without disqualification from future employment” as per para 6(a) o settlement dated 10.4.2002 was proposed to
be imposed on the Petitioner. No valid reasons were assigned in the order for imposing such punishment. Petitioner
submitted an appeal to the appellate authority which was rejected confirming the punishment order dated 30.11.2010.
It is submitted that since the date of punishment order Petitioner has been facing severe financial difficulties. Hence,
it is prayed to set aside the punishment order and reinstate the Petitioner into service with all consequential benefits.

3. The Respondents filed counter with the averments in brief as follows:

It is submitted that the management followed the procedure while suspending the workman, issuing charge sheet and
while conducting domestic enquiry and scrupulously followed the principles of natural justice. That the service
conditions of workman employees in the Respondent Bank are governed by Sastry Award, Desai Award and Bipartite
Settlements as amended from time to time. The claimant was served with charge sheet dated 05.08.2009 under
provisions of Bipartite Settlement dated 10.04.2002 for lapses/irregularities alleged to have been committed by him
while working as Clerk/Cashier at BO:Miyapur Hyderabad. In the aforesaid charge sheet, it was mainly alleged
against him that he had created/entered on 25.10.2008 certain transactions (10 in number as detailed in the Charge
Sheet) unauthorisedly, using his user ID 90837PJC. It is further alleged that the transactions created/entered by him
unauthorisedly were verified by himself, by misusing the user ID 33150NKB_of, Shri N. Krishna Brahmam,
Manager, BO:Miyapur, Hyderabad. The transactions referred in the charge sheet dated 05.08.2009 were carried out
by the claimant during the time when Sri Krishna Brahmam, whose user ID 33150NKB was used for verification of
the unauthorized entries, at the ATM attached to the Branch for loading the cash. The amount so withdrawn by the
claimant through two ATM hits of Rs.15000/- and Rs. 1000/- through the ATM attached to the branch on 25.10.2008
was deposited by him in the account of Shri B. Rajender whose account number is 2149000109980700, on the same
day. The claimant misappropriated Rs.16000/- by indulging in fraudulent transactions. After considering undated
written reply of claimant to the charge sheet dated 05.08.2009, to look into the truth of charges, a departmental
enquiry was instituted on 14.10.2009 by appointing Sri K. Swaminathan, the then Senior Manager, BO:Nizamabad
(presently Senior Manager, BO:Lal Bazar), Secunderabad as Enquiry Officer and Shri K.RK. Reddy, Officer
BO:Miyapur as Presenting Officer. The Enquiry Officer submitted his report vide letter dated 15.04.2010 wherein he
held the following charges as proved/partially proved:

a) The claimant created/entered the transactions mentioned in the charge sheet dated 05.08.2009
unauthorisedly, using his own user ID and these transactions were verified by himself by misusing User ID
33150NKB of Manager Sh. N.Krishna Brahmam - proved.

b) The transactions referred in the charge sheet dated 05.08.2009 were carried out by the claimant during the
time when Sh. N.Krishna Brahmam whose user ID 33150NKB was used for verification of the unauthorized
entries, was away at the ATM attached to the branch for loading the cash —Proved.

c) The amount was withdrawn by the claimant through two ATM Hits of Rs. 15000/- and Rs. 1000/- through
the on 25.10.2008 and deposited in account of Sri B Rajender whose account No. is 2149000109980700, on
the same day - Partially Proved.

d) For Punjab National Bank instituted on 14.10.2009 by appointing Shri K. Swaminathan, the then Senior
ATM attached to the Branch for loading the cash - Proved.

e)  The claimant misappropriated Rs.16000/- by indulging in fraudulent transactions - proved.

Accordingly, the Enquiry Officer gave his findings that the charges stood established. A copy of report of findings of
the Enquiry Officer was sent to the claimant vide letter dated 28.04.2010 to provide him an opportunity to make his
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representation/ submissions in respect of the findings of Enquiry Officer. The claimant made his submissions vide
letter dated 08.05.2010 against the findings of Enquiry Officer. Adequate opportunity was provided to the claimant
at every stage of enquiry.  The findings of the Enquiry Officer are upon the proper assessment of evidence adduced
during the enquiry. The Claimant was given adequate opportunity to rebut the charges by producing contra evidence
and by cross examination of witness. There is nothing to indicate any prejudice against the claimant and denial of
natural justice to him. However, in case this Hon'ble Tribunal comes to the conclusion, for any reason whatsoever,
that the enquiry conducted was not fair, in that eventuality the Respondent Bank would like to lead evidence before
this Hon'ble Tribunal to prove the allegations leveled against the claimant vide charge sheet dated 5. 8.2009. It is
further prayed that the fairness of the departmental enquiry be decided first as a preliminary issue. It is submitted
that the workman joined in service as clerk/cashier on 08.04.1991 at Nizamabad Branch, Nizamabad District and
worked in various branches in the Respondent bank. But the allegation that since the date of appointment he has
been discharging his duties to the entire satisfaction of his superiors is false that he has been discharging his duties as
a clerk/cashier at Miyapur Branch, R.R.Dist is correct but the allegation that, on 25.10.2008 the Respondent bank
officials entrusted him the work of Computers Terminal Operator is false. On 2.1.2009 second Respondent i.e. Chief
Manager addressed at letter to Branch Manager stating that the workman committed irregularities and advised the
Branch Manager to take necessary action and advised to issue suspension order and the Branch Manager accordingly
issued suspension order as per procedure is, correct. However, the statement of the workman that the allegation
made in the suspension order is false and incorrect, is totally false. It is submitted that the bank had issued charge
sheet specifically framing charges against the workman. However, the averment that he has not committed any
irregularities mentioned in the charge sheet is false. The management submits that after duly considering the
submissions made by the workman, it was not found satisfactory and after that only the Respondent bank ordered
domestic enquiry by appointing Sri.K.Swaminathan Senior Manager, Lalbazar Branch as Enquiry Officer to conduct
a detailed departmental enquiry into the alleged incident and Sri. KRK Reddy, Officer was appointed as Presenting
Officer. It is submitted that the account holder gave letter stating that he handed over cash of Rs.16,000/- to workman
on 25.10.2008 for depositing into his saving account and this certificate alone is sufficient to say that the workman
committed irregularities as mentioned in charge sheet. It is submitted that the documents i.e. Ex. Pl to P10 marked
through MW1 were given to him and so far as the supply of ATM video footage is concerned it is also informed that
the video footages were preserved only for a period of 90 days and as the request made by the claimant after expiry of
the said period of 90 days the same cannot be furnished as they are not available. It is further submitted that the
claimant himself participated in the enquiry, cross examined the management witnesses and examined himself as
WW1. As such the question of Enquiry Officer not giving reasonable opportunity to the claimant to defend himself
does not arise. Further the contention of the claimant that the statement of MWI is unreliable and cannot be relied as
he is neither an eye witness nor circumstantial witness nor cause to the incident and as such he is not a valid witness
and he deposed on the instructions of the Bank, is also false. It is submitted that the deposition of Management
Witness Shri U.C. Patnaik dated 09.01.2010 is direct evidence and it has nexus and credibility. Shri Patnaik deposed
categorically that as per procedure available, the access to ATM cash handling was with two officers of the branch
namely Shri K.R.K. Reddy, Officer and Shri N. Krishna Brahmam, Manager. Shri K.R.K. Reddy was on leave on
that day (25.10.2008). The exhibits P-6 and P-7 indicated that cash was loaded in the ATM during the same period
as unauthorissed transaction quoted in the charge sheet were entered/ posted/ verified in the Branch. It logically
follows from the circumstantial evidence derived out of the deposition of Shri U.C. Patnaik and corroborating his
deposition with the documentary evidence P-6 and P-7 that the Shri N.Krishna Brahmam, Manager had performed the
job of cash loading on 25.10.2008, in absence of his second man Shri K.R.K. Reddy, Officer. Considering the
documentary evidence produced in the enquiry, deposition of witness Shri Patnaik and totality of the circumstances of
the case, it was proved in the enquiry that password of Shri N.Krishna Brahmam was misused to get the captioned
transactions authorized. The amount credited to his account (Claimant) unauthorisedly was immediately withdrawn
by the claimant through ATM and the circumstances that Shri N.Krishna Brahmam's user ID was in Login Status
when he was depositing the cash at ATM of the Branch, and the fraudulent transactions crediting the amount in the
claimant's account took place during the time Sh. N.Krishna Brahmam was away in the ATM loading cash, and
connecting all these circumstances, logically leads to the conclusion that the claimant utilized the opportunity to
misuse the password of Shri N.Krishna Brahmam to verify the unauthorized transactions (as quoted in the charge
sheet dated 05.08.2009) which are beneficial to him, and gained pecuniary benefits thereby. The workman himself
participated in the enquiry, cross examined the Management witnesses and examined himself as WW1 and as such
the question of Enquiry Officer not giving reasonable opportunity to defend his case is denied. Further without
proper recording statement and considering material facts the Enquiry Officer submitted report on 15.04.2010 is
totally false. It is submitted that the Ex. Pl to P10 marked through MW1 clearly substantiate the charges leveled
against the workman and thus he proved the charges. Before discussing the obligations of the persons who logged in
the computer, it was moral responsibility of workman not to misuse the user ID of some other employee of the
answering bank. Thus non-providing of the login and logout report to the workman has no relevance in the present
dispute. It is submitted that the management has given all the opportunities to workman including personal hearing
and thus it followed the procedure and after that only action is taken against the workman. Further, the enquiry has
been conducted strictly in terms of provisions contained in Bipartite Settlement. Adequate opportunity was provided
to the claimant at every stage of enquiry. The findings of the Enquiry Officer are based upon the proper assessment of
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evidences adduced during the enquiry. The claimant was given adequate opportunity to rebut the charges by
producing contra-evidence and by cross examination of witness. There is nothing to indicate any prejudice against the
claimant and denial of natural justice to him. He was inflicted punishment of Compulsory Retirement by the
Disciplinary Authority keeping in view the gravity of the charges proved against him in the duly conducted
departmental enquiry wherein all reasonable opportunities were afforded to the claimant to present his case. It is
submitted that it is a settled proposition that good conduct, discipline and integrity are the backbone of any employee
of the Bank dealing with public money and no bank can keep in its employment a person whose conduct is not up to
the mark, who is indisciplined and whose integrity is doubtful. The punishment of Compulsory Retirement imposed
upon the claimant vide order dated 30.11.2010 of the Disciplinary Authority is commensurate to the gravity of the
charges proved against him in a duly conducted enquiry. Thus it is clear that the management acted as per procedure
and strictly adhered to the principles of natural justice and also providing all the documents to the workman. Hence,
disciplinary authority has imposed the punishment of Compulsory retirement vide order dated 30.11.2010 after going
through the enquiry record and submissions made by the claimant. Disciplinary authority had discussed each and
every point before proposing the aforesaid punishment to be imposed upon the claimant. The appeal made by the
claimant against the order of disciplinary authority was rejected by the appellate authority vide his order dated
21.3.2011. Therefore, prayed to dismiss the claim petition.

4. The Petitioner has submitted written arguments u/s 11A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947.

5. On the basis of rival pleadings of both parties and arguments advanced, the following issues arise for
determination:-

I Whether the departmental enquiry held against the Workman is legal and valid?

1. Whether the action of the Respondent management in awarding the punishment of compulsorily retired the
Workman Sri P.J.C. Bhanudev with superannuation benefits that is pension, PF, gratuity, as would be due
otherwise under the rules and regulations prevailing at the time and without disqualification for future
employment is legal and justified?

Il. To what relief is the Petitioner entitled for?

Findings:-

6. Issue No.l:- This issue has been decided by the Tribunal vide order dated 19.6.2023 and the departmental
enquiry has been held legal and valid.

This issue is decided accordingly.

7. Issue No.ll: - This issue pertains to whether the imposition of punishment of compulsory retirement with
superannuation benefits i.e., pension and /or provident fund and gratuity as would be due otherwise under the rules or
regulations prevailing at the relevant time and without disqualification from future employment is legal and justified.

8. In this context, the Learned Counsel for Workman has submitted that after receipt of chargesheet dated
5.8.2009 Petitioner Workman had submitted a detailed explanation on 6.10.2009 denying the charges levelled against
him. Petitioner clearly stated in his explanation that he had made some entries by mistake in usual /routine manner by
using his ID and all entries were authorised by manager only. Further, Petitioner stated that, neither he used the
user ID of the Manager nor authorised the entries as alleged in the chargesheet dated 5.8.2009. Further, it is stated
that certain amount was there in his account and he availed the same, when it came to notice that there was a wrong
credit in his account, he had adjusted the amount and thus, no loss was caused either to the Respondent bank or to
any individual. Petitioner further submitted that in his explanation that he neither have any intention to
misappropriate the Respondent bank funds nor defraud the bank and further requested the Respondent bank to drop
all further proceedings in the matter. Further, it is submitted on behalf of workman that Sri Rajender, account holder
bearing account No. 214900010980700 submitted certificate dated 17.12.2009 to whomsoever it may concern stating
that he has handed over the cash, a sum of Rs. 16,000/- in cash on 25.10.2008 to the Petitioner for depositing in his
saving account. Hence, based on the above certificate dated 17.12.2009, it reveals that Petitioner has not committed
any irregularities as alleged by the Respondent bank. Further, it is submitted that the Enquiry Officer has not given
reasonable opportunity to the Petitioner to defend his case. The Enquiry Officer has not recorded the defence
statement properly and he has acted as per the directions of the Respondent bank. Thus, he acted in a biased manner
and without taking into consideration the material facts available on record. Further, it is submitted that there is no
sufficient evidence to conclude that cash was withdrawn from ATM by the Workman Petitioner therefore, with
regard to first charge there is no evidence before the Enquiry Officer to show that Petitioner has committed
irregularities as alleged in the charge sheet hence the findings of the Enquiry Officer are perverse and liable to be
vitiated. Further, it is submitted that statement of MW1 who inspected the record in the Respondent bank regarding
alleged incident on 2.1.2009 cannot be relied on as he is neither an eyewitness nor a circumstantial witness nor a
cause to the incident. Therefore, he cannot be a valid witness. Further, it is submitted that no document was filed by
the witness MW1 to substantiate his statement. Respondent bank deliberately did not provide the details of the
system log in and logout records as evidence to prove the allegations made against the Petitioner. Thus, the action on
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the part of the Respondent bank in furnishing the details of systems log in and logout records amounts to denial of
principles of natural justice. On this ground the entire inquiry proceedings are liable to be vitiated. Further, it is
submitted that Petitioner requested several times the disciplinary authority as well as Enquiry Officer to furnish the
details of the video footage of the ATM of the branch in the enquiry to verify the facts of the alleged incident. But
same was not furnished to the Petitioner inspite of repeated requests. Therefore, on this ground the enquiry
proceeding is liable to be vitiated as no opportunity was given to the Petitioner which amounts to violation of
principles of natural justice. Further, it is submitted that the Petitioner has submitted a detailed representation on
16.10.2010 to the disciplinary authority explaining that facts circumstances of the case and requested to drop all
further proceedings in the matter and permit him to perform his regular duties but without considering the facts
circumstances of the case the Chief Manager (Disciplinary Authority) has issued the proceeding dated 30.11.2010
imposing the punishment of “compulsorily retired” with superannuation benefits i.e., pension and/or Provident fund
and gratuity as would be due otherwise under the rules and regulations prevailing at the relevant time and without
disqualification from future employment in terms of para 6(a) of settlement dated 10.4.2002. No valid reasons were
assigned in the order in imposing the aforesaid punishment. Therefore, the action on the part of Chief Manager
(Disciplinary Authority) dated 30.11.2010 is illegal, arbitrary and unjust. Further, it is submitted that the Petitioner
has submitted an appeal to Appellate Authority denying the averments made therein and requested to drop all further
proceedings in the matter. However, without considering the facts and circumstances of the case Appellate Authority
has passed orders dated 21.3.2011 rejecting the appeal and confirming the punishment order dated 30.11.2010.
Therefore, order of Disciplinary Authority as well as Appellate Authority is disproportionate to the gravity of the
charge levelled against the Petitioner as the Appellate Authority has not taken into consideration the past service of
the Petitioner. Further, it is submitted that in the given case no relevant documents were produced by the
Disciplinary Authority to prove the charge levelled against the Petitioner and Disciplinary Authority failed to consider
the Petitioner’s statement and hence taken action by way of imposing major penalty of compulsory retirement with
superannuation benefits etc., without considering that Petitioner had put in more than 19 years of service in the
Respondent bank without any break and remarks whatsoever.

Therefore, the punishment of compulsory retirement with superannuation benefits is disproportionate to the gravity of
the charges levelled against the Petitioner.

9. Heard the Learned Counsels for both the parties and perused the material available on record.

10. The Learned Counsel for Respondent contended that the Petitioner Workman was served with chargesheet
dated 5.8.2009 with the following charges:-

“While working as Clerk/ Cashier at BO: Miyapur, it is alleged that you have committed the following lapses:

It is alleged that you had created / entered the following transactions unauthorisedly using your user ID 90837PJC.
It is further alleged that the transactions created / entered by you unauthorisedly were verified by you, by misusing
the User ID 33150NKB of Shri N.Krishnabrahmam, Manager. The details of these unauthorized transactions are
indicated in the table below:-

Date Amount in | Debit/ | Account No. Name of Account User ID Timings
Rs. credit (AM)
25.10.2008 | 19566.00 | Debit | 4632002100000651 | TRR College of | 90837PJC | 9.49.37
Engineering& Technology (created)
25.10.2008 | 19566.00 | Debit | 4632002100000651 | TRR College of | 33150NKB | 9.50.7
Engineering& Technology (verified)
25.10.2008 | 19566.00 | Credit | 4632003171160 Non Customer Account 90837PJC | 9.49.37
(created)
25.10.2008 | 19566.00 | Credit | 4632003171160 Non Customer Account 33150NKB | 9.50.8
(verified)
25.10.2008 | 19566.00 | Debit | 4632003171160 Non Customer Account 90837PJC | 9.56.30
(created)
25.10.2008 | 19566.00 | Debit | 4632003171160 Non Customer Account 33150NKB | 9.57.15
(verified)
25.10.2008 | 16000.00 | Credit | 2149020045672 PJC. Bhanudev 90837PJC | 9.56.30
(created)
25.10.2008 | 16000.00 | Credit | 2149020045672 PJC. Bhanudev 33150NKB | 9.57.16
(verified)
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25.10.2008 | 3566.00 Credit | 4632002100000651 | TRR College of | 90837PJC | 9.56.30
Engineering& Technology (created)

25.10.2008 | 3566.00 Credit | 4632002100000651 | TRR College of | 33150NKB | 9.57.16
Engineering& Technology (verified)

All the above transactions were made by you between 9.49.37 AM and 9.57.16 AM on 25.10.2008 during which
time Shri N. Krishnabrahmam whose user ID has been used by you for verification of unauthorized entries
created/entered by you was engaged in loading cash in ATM attached to the Branch outside the premises.
Hence, it is clearly evident that you had misused the password of Shri N. Krishnabrhmam, Manager for
verifying the fraudulent entries created by you for pecuniary benefits. Subsequently, you had withdrawn Rs
16000/- from your above mentioned account by two ATM Hits of Rs 15000/- and Rs 1000/- through ATM
attached to Miyapur Branch on 25.10.2008 and the entire amount thus withdrawn from ATM had been
deposited by you in the account: 2149000109980700 of one Shri B.Rajender on the same day. Thus. you had
misappropriated Rs 16000/- by indulging in fraudulent transactions indicated above. The aforesaid lapses
alleged to have been committed by you constitute a gross misconduct in terms of para 5(6) of Bipartite
Settlement dated 10.04.2002.”

The nature of allegation against the Petitioner was making transactions authorisedly using his userID 90837PJC and
he created /entered unauthorisedly the transactions which was verified by him by misusing the user ID 33150NKB of
Sri N. Krishnabramham, Manager. Further, the CSE Workman who was posted as cash clerk cum cashier at branch
of Miyapur of Punjab National Bank on 25.10.2008 has deposited the amount of Rs.19566/- from the account of the
account holder TRR College of Engineering & Technology at 9.49.37 AM and that amount was transferred by the
charge sheeted Workman into the non-customer account on the same date at 9:49.37AM. Further, that an amount of
Rs.16,000/- through transfer from the non customer account by the Workman in his own account and that amount was
withdrawn by the Workman through ATM withdrawal. Thus, he has misappropriated the fund of the bank by
indulging in fraudulent transaction. The nature of allegation against the CSE Petitioner crediting the amount in his
own account from the other account holder is serious in nature, after such nature of allegation stood proved, the
Disciplinary Authority, after taking into consideration the record of enquiry has passed the punishment order of
compulsory retirement with superannuation benefits.

11. The perusal of the record reveals that the CSE Workman was given fair opportunity of hearing at every
stage of proceedings which he availed and he never raised any objection complaining of causing any nature of
prejudice before Enquiry Officer. Further, he received the documents filed and relied upon by the Respondent in
support of the charge and he filed reply and cross examined management witness and also examined witness in
defence. Thus. he attended the proceeding at every stage. The Enquiry Officer after appreciating all the evidence
recorded during the enquiry has submitted his reasoned report finding the CSE Workman guilty of the charges.
Thus, in view of the above no case is made out showing that the domestic enquiry suffers any procedural lapses or
violation of principles of natural justice, thereby causing any prejudice to the rights of the Workman. Further, record
of the enquiry proceeding goes to reveal that the management has examined MW1 who has conducted vigilance
inquiry on the incident and he has deposed in oral testimony and also proved the documents in evidence in support of
the charge. The witness states as hereunder:-

“As per document P-1, it is seen that Sri Bhanudev has entered the debit transaction of Rs. 19566/- in the
account number 4632002100000651.0f TRR College of Engg. and Technology vide transaction No. M 3795 at
9.49 a.m. on 25.10.2008.

As per document P-2, it is seen that Sri Bhanudev has entered the credit transaction of Rs. 19566/- to the
account number 4632003171160 (Non Customer Inter Branch Fund) vide transaction number M 3795 at 9.49
a.m. on 25.10.2008.

From document P-3, it is seen that Sri Bhanudev entered the debit transaction of Rs. 19566/- in the account
number 4632003 17 1160 (Non Customer Inter Branch Fund) vide transaction number M 5033 at 9.55 a.m. on
25.10.2008.

From document P-4, it is seen that Sri Bhanudev entered the credit transaction of Rs. 16000/- to the account
number 2149000209945672 (his own account) vide transaction number M 5038 at 9.56 a.m. on 25.10.2008.

From document P-5, it is seen that Sri Bhanudev entered the credit transaction of Rs. 3566/- to the account
number 4632002100000651 of TRR College of Engg. and Technology vide transaction No. M 5038 at 9.56 a.m.
on 25.10.2008.

It is seen from document P-6 and P-7 that Sri Krishnabrahmam was in the ATM room for loading cash from
9.39 t0 9.59 a.m. on 25.10.2008.

It is seen from document P-8 that Sri Bhanudev has withdrawn cash of Rs. 16000/- on 25.10.2008 from the ATM
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attached to BO: Miyapur between 10.31 a.m. and 10.33 a.m. from his account number 2149000209945672.
The Presenting Officer has further submitted the following documents:

P-9 > is a document from which it is seen that HO declined to provide data of user log status of user ID
33150NKB and user 1D status 33150NKBDB for date 25.10.2008.

P-10 > is the Spl. Investigation report dated 10.01.2009 of Sri U C Patnaik. In his report Sri Patnaik has stated
that Sri Bhanudev has defrauded the customer, Sri TRR College of Engg. and simultaneously put the bank to a
loss of Rs, 16000/-. The report also states that Sri Bhanudev admitted to doing the unauthorized/fraudulent
transaction on 25.10.2008 while being questioned by Sri KRK Reddy, Bank official on 02.01.2009.”

Thus, there is ample documentary and oral evidence on record in support of the charge holding the CSE Workman
guilty of the charges.

12.

As regards the plea of the Workman that there is no sufficient evidence on record, in this context it is settled

law that question of adequacy of evidence or reliable nature of evidence will not be agreed for interfering with the
finding in the Departmental Enquiry unless such findings are based on no evidence or where they are clearly
perverse.

In State of Bikaner & Jaipur Vs. Nemi Chand Nalwaya in Civil Appeal N0.5861/2007 AIR 2011 SC 1931 dated
1.3.2001 is relevant wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court have held:-

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

Further, in the case of State of Rajasthan Vs. Heem Singh, Civil Appeal No0.3340/2020, (supra) Hon’ble Apex
Court have held:-

33. In exercising judicial review in disciplinary matters, there are two ends of the spectrum. The first embodies
a rule of restraint. The second defines when interference is permissible. The rule of restraint constricts the
ambit of judicial review. This is for a valid reason. The determination of whether a misconduct has been
committed lies primarily within the domain of the disciplinary authority. The judge does not assume the mantle
of the disciplinary authority. Nor does the judge wear the hat of an employer. Deference to a finding of fact by
the disciplinary authority is a recognition of the idea that it is the employer who is responsible for the efficient
conduct of their service. Disciplinary enquiries have to abide by the rules of natural justice. But they are not
governed by strict rules of evidence which apply to judicial proceedings. The standard of proof is hence not the
strict standard which governs a criminal trial, of proof beyond reasonable doubt, but a civil standard governed
by a preponderance of probabilities. Within the rule of preponderance, there are varying approaches based on
context and subject... ... ... ..... That is to satisfy the conscience of the court that there is some evidence to support
the charge of misconduct and to guard against perversity. But this does not allow the court to re-appreciate
evidentiary findings in a disciplinary Enquiry or to substitute a view which appears to the judge to be more
appropriate. To do so would offend the first principle which has been outlined above. The ultimate guide is the
exercise of robust common sense without which the judges’ craft is in vain.”

In the case of State of Haryana versus Rattan Singh 1977 ACC page 491 while dealing with the standard of proof/
Evidence applicable in domestic enquiry Hon'ble Supreme Court have held:-

“4. It is well settled that in a domestic enquiry the strict and sophisticated rules of evidence under the Indian
Evidence Act may not apply. Ail materials which are logically probative for a prudent mind are permissible.
There is no allergy to hearsay evidence provided it has reasonable nexus and credibility. It is true that
departmental authorities and administrative tribunals must be careful in evaluating such material and should
not glibly swallow what is strictly speaking not relevant under the Indian Evidence Act. For this proposition it
is not necessary to cite decisions nor text books, although we have been taken through case law and other
authorities by counsel on both sides. The essence of a judicial approach is objectivity, exclusion of extraneous
materials or considerations and observance of rules of natural justice. Of course, fairplay is the basis and if
perversity or arbitrariness, bias or surrender of independence of judgment vitiate the conclusions reached, such
finding,even though of a domestic tribunal, cannot be held good. However, the courts below mis-directed
themselves, perhaps, in insisting that passengers who had come in and gone out should be chased and brought
before the tribunal before a valid finding could be recorded. The 'residuum' rule to which counsel for the



https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1953529/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1953529/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1953529/

[ATT H—w&vE 3(ii)] T T TSI © [ATs 12, 2025/397 21, 1947 5191

respondent referred, based upon certain passengers from American jurisprudence does not go to that extent nor
does the passage from Halsbury insist on such rigid requirement. The simple point is, was there some evidence
or was there no evidence not in the sense of the technical rules governing regular court proceedings but in a
fair common-sense way as men of understanding and wordly wisdom will accept. Viewed in this way,
sufficiency of evidence in proof of the finding by a domestic tribunal is beyond scrutiny. Absence of any
evidence in support of a ending is certainty available for the court to look into because it amounts to an error of
law apparent on the record. We find, in this case, that the evidence of Chamanlal, Inspector of the flying squad,
is some evidence which has elevance to the charge leveled against the respondent. Therefore, we are unable to
hold that the order is invalid on that ground. “

Thus, in view of the principle laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court as discussed above the Tribunal has got no

jurisdiction to reassess the evidence lead in the domestic enquiry nor to interfere on the ground that another view is
possible on the material on record. In the present case enquiry has been fairly and properly held and findings are
based on evidence. It is not the case that the finding of the Enquiry Officer is based on no evidence or suffers from
perversity. Therefore, there is no ground in the present matter to interfere in the finding recorded by the Enquiry
Officer and also to set aside punishment order passed by Disciplinary Authority on the basis of that finding.

13. Further, as regards the plea of the Petitioner that the imposition of punishment is disproportionate to the
charge levelled against the Petitioner, in this context Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Om Kumar vs. Union
Of India 2001 (SCC) 2 386 have held:-

“The question of quantum of punishment in disciplinary matters is primarily for the disciplinary authority to
order and the jurisdiction of the High courts under Article 226 of the Constitution or of the Administrative
Tribunals is limited and is confined to the applicability of one or other of the well known principles known as
“Wednesbury principles”. Further, it is held in the Wednesbury case, (1948)1 KB 223 it was said when a
statute gave discretion to an administrator to take a decision, the scope of judicial review would remain limited.
Lord Greene further said that interference was not permissible unless one or the other of the following
conditions was satisfied namely, 1) the order was contrary law, or 2) relevant factors were not considered, or
3) irrelevant factors were considered, or 4) the decision was one which no reasonable person could have
taken.”

Further in the case of BC Chaturvedi vs. Union of India 1995(6) SCC 749 in paragraph 18 Supreme Court have
held:-

"18. A review of the above legal position would establish that the disciplinary authority, and on appeal the
appellate authority, being fact-finding authorities have exclusive power to consider the evidence with a view to
maintain discipline. They are invested with the discretion to impose appropriate punishment keeping in view the
magnitude or gravity of the misconduct. The High Court/Tribunal, while exercising the power of judicial
review, cannot normally substitute its own conclusion on penalty and impose some other penalty. If the
punishment imposed by the disciplinary authority or the appellate authority shocks the conscience of the High
Court/Tribunal, it would appropriately mould the relief, either directing the disciplinary/appellate authority to
reconsider the penalty imposed, or to shorten the litigation, it may itself, in exceptional and rare cases, impose
appropriate punishment with cogent reasons in support thereof."

Further, in the case of General Secretary, South Indian Cashew Factory Workers Union vs Kerala State
Cashew Development, 2006 LLR page 657 Hon’ble Supreme Court have held that if the enquiry is fair and proper
and in the absence of any allegation of victimization, the Labour Court had no jurisdiction to interfere in the order of
punishment.

Further, reference of the case of the United Bank of India vs. Bachan Prasad Lal Civil Appeal No. 2949 of 2011
date of decision 11.2.2022, is relevant in this context. The facts of the case are that workman CSE was the bank
employee and he fraudulently prepared 9 credit transfer vouchers on various dates on the pretext of payment of
interest towards fixed deposits and crediting the whole amount to one saving account opened in the name of one
Smt.Asha Devi (admittedly the fake account prepared by Respondent employee). In order to adjust the said amount
he manipulated the other book records of the bank using forged signatures. After such nature of allegations stood
proved, the disciplinary authority after taking into consideration the record of inquiry and the post held by the
Respondent employee, imposed the punishment to employee with the penalty of dismissal from service. In that case
Hon’ble Supreme Court have held:-

“I11. In our considered view, looking into seriousness of the nature of allegations levelled against the
Respondent employee, the punishment of dismissal inflicted upon him in no manner could be said to be
shockingly disproportionate which would have required to be interfered with by the Tribunal in exercise of its
power under Section 11A of the Act 1947. At the same time, merely because the employee stood superannuated
in the meanwhile, will not absolve him from the misconduct which he had committed in discharge of his duties
and looking into the nature of misconduct which he had committed, he was not entitled for any indulgence. The
Bank employee always holds the position of trust where honesty and integrity are the sine qua non but it would
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never be advisable to deal with such matters leniently.

12. Consequently, the appeal succeeds and is allowed. The interference made by the Tribunal and the High
Court in the impugned judgment is hereby set aside. No costs.”

Further, the reference of the SBI vs Hemant Kumar 2011 (11) SCC 355, is relevant therein workmen worked in the
appellant bank as cashier cum clerk and it was discovered that the Respondent had been indulging in misappropriation
of money by making fictitious entries and manipulations in the bank’s ledgers. The departmental enquiry was
conducted against the Workman and Enquiry Officer submitted his report holding the Respondent guilty of all the
charges. The appeal was also dismissed. CSE workman preferred appeal against the order of Disciplinary Authority
and during the pendency of the appeal CSE workman submitted a letter admitting his guilt in writing, presumably
hoping that a lenient view would be taken in the appeal but the appeal was also dismissed. The matter was referred
for adjudication to the Tribunal and Tribunal set aside the dismissal order of the bank employee and ordered for
reinstatement with full back wages. In that case Supreme Court have held:-

“11. The second reason assigned by the Tribunal that the Enquiry Officer should have allowed the Respondent the
opportunity to lead evidence in rebuttal is also without substance in the overall facts of the case. The Respondent had
already tendered two admissions of guilt in writing and one orally before PW.1 and there was hardly anything that
could be said on his behalf to repel the charges.

12. We are, therefore, satisfied that the Tribunal's findings are wholly unreasonable and perverse and fit to be set
aside. The High Court, unfortunately, did not consider the matter as it should have, in light of the discussions made
above. The High Court's order is equally unsustainable. We, accordingly, set aside the order passed by the High
Court and the award made by the Tribunal. The appeal is allowed but with no order as to costs.”

14. At this juncture it would be pertinent to mention the para 5(j) of the bipartite settlement dated 10.4.2002
which provides,

“S. By the expression” gross misconduct” shall be meant any of the following acts and omissions and the part of
an employee:

Para(j):- doing any act prejudicial to the interest of the bank or gross negligence or negligence involving or likely
to involve the bank in serious loss;”

Para 6 of the bipartite settlement provides,
“6. An employee found guilty of gross misconduct may:
(a) be dismissed without notice; or

(b) be removed from service with superannuation benefits i.e., pension and/or Provident fund and gratuity as
would be due otherwise under the rules or regulations prevailing at the relevant time and without disqualification
from future employment; or

(c) be compulsorily retired with superannuation benefits i.e., pension and/or Provident fund and gratuity as would
be due otherwise under the rules or regulations prevailing at the relevant time and without disqualification from
future employment; or”

Thus, the Petitioner Workman has been found guilty of committing misconduct and has been awarded the
punishment as per the bipartite settlement para 6(c) and there is no illegality or infirmity and perversity in the
impugned order of punishment.

15. Moreover, the record of enquiry goes to reveal that the Petitioner has submitted his written reply dated nil in
response to the chargesheet dated 5.8.2009 and in his reply he has admitted that he has made some entries by mistake
in usual and routine manner by using his ID and all entries were authorised by Manager, he had neither used the user
ID of the Manager nor authorised the entries as alleged. Further, he stated that as the balance was available in his
account he has availed the amount and when it came to his notice that there was a wrong credit in his account he had
adjusted the amount. Further, he stated that he had not done any fraudulent transaction and there is no loss either to
the bank or to anybody as the amount was appropriated. Thus, in his reply to the chargesheet he has admitted that on
25.10.2008 at a given time in the charge sheet he has created and entered the transaction unauthorisedly using 1D of
the Manager as detailed in the charge sheet. Thus, in view of the documentary and oral evidence on record and also
admission of the Petitioner Workman, it is established that workman has committed gross misconduct as described in
Para 5(j) of Bipartite Settlement and there is no illegality or infirmity in the punishment order passed by the
Respondent bank.

16. Thus, in view of the law laid down by the Hon'ble Apex Court as discussed above, in the present matter there
is ample evidence on record apart from admission made by CSE in support of the charge against the Petitioner and
disciplinary authority has rightly imposed the punishment of “compulsorily retired with superannuation benefits i.e.,
pension and /or provident fund and gratuity as would be due otherwise under the rules are regulations prevailing at
the relevant time and without disqualifications from future employment” by taking lenient view. In the facts and
circumstances of the case in my considered opinion the punishment imposed upon workman is not disproportionate
and rather commensurate to the gravity of charges levelled against CSE workman.
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This issue is decided accordingly against the Petitioner workman and in favour of the Respondent.

17. Issue No.llI:- In view of the fore gone discussion and finding arrived at Issue No.ll, the Petitioner has
been found guilty of committing misconduct under Para 5(j) of Bipartite Settlement and has rightly been punished
with order of “compulsorily retired with superannuation benefits i.e., pension and /or provident fund and gratuity as
would be due otherwise under the rules are regulations prevailing at the relevant time and without disqualifications
from future employment”. Therefore, he is not entitled for any relief and his petition is liable to be dismissed.

This issue is answered accordingly.

AWARD

In view of the fore gone discussion and finding arrived at Issue Nos.lIl & Ill, | am of the considered view
that the action of the Respondent in imposing the punishment of “compulsorily retired with superannuation benefits
i.e., pension and /or provident fund and gratuity as would be due otherwise under the rules are regulations prevailing
at the relevant time and without disqualifications from future employment” to the Petitioner Sri PJC. Bhanudev is
legal and justified. Hence, the Petitioner is not entitled to any relief as prayed for. As such, the petition filed by the
Petitioner deserves to be dismissed as devoid of merits. Therefore, the petition is dismissed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her, corrected and signed by me on this
the 3 day of June, 2025.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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