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AW 11—9vs 3—39-9T< (ii)
PART I1—Section 3—Sub-section (ii)

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

SERINREICD]
(STt aTe, T e 37 I Gwerr e

T2 feeett, 15 fAawae, 2025

T, 1647 —H5T TLHTE TE[TT A1 AT, 1980 (1980 FT 46) =T &TT 4 FT ITLTT (3) FIT
Y& ATRAT T TART Fd gU AT AT G & qaadi ST HETee G 0l ATST=AT AT F1.37. 2313
arE 18 faawaw, 2005 9d & 59, 9-11, @ve 3, IT@ve (i) @ 17 54, 2006 FT STt Har
TAT 9T, & AT H T IRT T3 6 @adi [Hars Gardd i AT8g=ar qed7 F.a. 926(3) qrra
28 feara, 1981, ATLA & 99, 9TWT-11, @ 3, IuEve (ii) e 29 faawaw, 19817 Yahtiara fohar =
oT, FT ATEFHHAI FId T, TZTT FIE ahl TATAAT FLAT & oraH Foferiad gaed anfae g, rid -

(F) &1 4 Ft ST (3) F GT (F) F A qae -

5945 G1/2025 (6111)
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(i) sTeTex, ST TS, T, [ERrel-781029;

(ii) IHTETE, T[T SIS FTEEAT, [ATETEN-781029;

(@) a1 4 FY ST (3) F @< (§) * Al aaeT:-

(i) TETIEY, TR AT, J1ergT, [ETRTer-781029

(i) Far<ftr arerresTe, ey avs, afieT, ERE-781029

() €T 4 Y ST (3) F G (1) F AT G-

(i) =f=ra, Ster garee oA, o e, fE, Erger- 781006,

(ii) ===, ST FaTge ST, == I19T, $eMe-791113;
(iii) =rf=rar, STt gaTae FranT, Jurery g9, e,

(iv) F=ra, T FaTee fEremT, o a9, TRa-795001;
(v) @f=ra, ster HJema faamT, s g, A,

(vi) Tf=a, ST F9Tee oA, AR 99T, RIgAT-797001;

(vii) Ff=ra, T T o (Srer J9red) B a2, Feired, Saar-799006;

(viii) ==, =TS TE STEHET oA, 9T S e 9, SaE9ar 9ad, e W, wieswrar-700091;
(ix) o=, ST |JETe UF Fwedror a9 IrHior e faamr, ftgm awew, e, fEgw - 737102;

(x) Far=tr geTeaTe, ST T&f 9iug, fOeir-793001

(%) €T 4 it ITRT (3) F G (F) & Tefie gae -

(i) sT9% |f=E (TTEA) FATAT HIH qET (TATEA), A < TAAT, ST TG99, qal @ e awmw

geror fawmT, o orf=e e, Th 9T, a2 fReeti-110001;

ii. T A (TR SETEA Y&9), FO U R Feq107 §319F, FT, GgHTar Ua e wedm

AT (TTRfae |9Tee SeEe T9m);

iii. T G Ud A FATERIE, S AT HATAT, ST GHE, Tl [AhTe S 9T d2eqor o, =9

oTf~F wae, Thr 9T, 7% feeei-110001;

iv.  EI<E gt (gree), e w@erer, aw ofts wae, 9% fReei-110001;

v. I e, Q@ & e §are, s wae, A, /i e O, 98 fGeedt - 110011;

Vi. IR (FETTA T aYTE), ST HETe, qaT AR S I §2evr A, B a9, sdtw qa7 3,

e Fivera, 75 fRoei-110003;
vii. T AT, IR SAqee i STHRT ITTEeeT, U-13, dFed-1, ArueT

viii. TR (STer HETere 3 S HEre), S s, A e, @9 1T, 78 Reeli-110001
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() aTr 4 Y ITETT (3) F @ (3) F srefi waew-

Vi.

Vii.

viii.

I (AT L), F5T T ATTRT, FAT Fa, A%, TH, T2 fawetl- 110066;

e ATHAAT (P U ST TLTF HEAT), FHl T ST AR, LT foer, arie w@ree & gy, a0
T, AT AT AT faeT - 793001;

e ATHAAT (FFETT T T T HEAT), Hard ST AR, ALTAT, [ATEIET - 781126;

e ATHar, T S8 WA, FE0T T AT, Si2-2, Tgedt gire, T,  fTee o,
FrereTar - 700 106;

e, Q@i et Ster qor s Jaee derma
e, T ST ST A AT 29T

T (S A TreET ua A, sl e ariaener, Sa7 9o, A&, T, 98 Qo -
110066;

AL, HEH AW, A" ®rad &5 @, et T, 7 f&ei-110003;

3T AT, AT AT TAeq0, IO 4T &, «7rar fafesw, Ak B, ot atFm-11,
freRT-793003

Tg ATALAAT TSI | THH Al A TG g1

[T, &. T-50013/48/2025-3-111]

T 39, a7 gi=a

MINISTRY OF JAL SHAKTI
(Department of Water Resources, River Development and Ganga Rejuvenation)
New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025
S.0. 1647 .—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (3) of section 4 of the Brahmaputra Board Act,

1980 (46 of 1980) and in pursuance of the notification of the Government of India, in the erstwhile Ministry of Water
Resources, vide number S.0.2313 dated the 18" December, 2005 published in the Gazette of India, Part- II, Section 3,
sub-section (i) dated the 17" June, 2006 and in supersession of notification of the Government of India, in the erstwhile
the Ministry of Irrigation notification vide number S.0 926 (E) dated the 28" December, 1981 published in the Gazette
of India, Part-11, Section-3, Sub-section(ii), dated the 29™ December, 1981, the Central Government hereby establishes
the Brahmaputra Board consisting of the following members, namely:-

(A) Members under clause (a) of sub-section (3) of section 4:-

(M)
(i)
(B)
()
(i)
©
()
(i)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

Chairman, Brahmaputra Board, Basistha, Guwahati-781029;

Vice Chairman, Brahmaputra Board Basistha, Guwahati-781029.
Members under clause (b) of sub-section (3) of section 4:-

General Manager, Brahmaputra Board, Basistha, Guwahati-781029;

Financial Adviser, Brahmaputra Board, Basistha, Guwahati-781029.

Members under clause (c) of sub-section (3) of section 4:-

Secretary, Water Resources Department, Government of Assam, Dispur, Guwahati- 781006;
Secretary, Water Resources Department, Arunachal Pradesh, Itanagar-791113;
Secretary, Water Resources Department, Government of Meghalaya, Shillong;
Secretary, Water Resources Department, Government of Manipur, Imphal-795001;
Secretary, Water Resources Department, Government of Mizoram, Aizawl;

(vi) Secretary, Water Resources Department, Government of Nagaland, Kohima-797001;
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(vii) Secretary, Public Work Department (Water Resources), Government of Tripura, Kunjaban, Agartala-799006;

(viii) Secretary, Irrigation and Waterways Department, Government of West Bengal, Jalasampad Bhawan, Bidhan
Nagar, Kolkata — 700091;

(ix) Secretary, Water Resources and Welfare and Rural Development Department, Government of Sikkim, Gangtok,
Sikkim — 737102;

(x) Financial Adviser, North Eastern Council, Shillong-793001.
(D) Members under clause (d) of sub-section (3) of section 4:-

M Additional Secretary(Admn) or Joint Secretary(Admn), Ministry of Jal Shakti, Department of Water
Resources, River Development and Ganga Rejuvenation, Shram Shakti Bhawan, Rafi Marg, New Delhi-110001;

(i) Joint Secretary (Natural Resource Management), Ministry of Agriculture and Farmers Welfare, Department
of Agriculture, Cooperation and Farmers Welfare (Natural Resource Management Division);

(iii) Joint Secretary and Financial Adviser, Ministry of Jal Shakti, Department of Water Resources, River
Development and Ganga Rejuvenation, Shram Shakti Bhawan, Rafi Marg, New Delhi-110001;

(iv) Joint Secretary (Hydro), Ministry of Power, Shram Shakti Bhawan, New Delhi-110001;

(v) Joint Secretary, Ministry of Development of North Eastern Region, Vigyan Bhawan, Annexe, Maulana Azad
Road, New Delhi — 110011;

(vi) Commissioner (Brahmaputra and Barrak), Department of Water Resources, River Development and Ganga
Rejuvenation, 2nd Floor, Block No. 3, CGO Complex, New Delhi-110003;

(vii) Chief Engineer, Inland Waterways Authority of India, A-13, Sector-1, NOIDA.

(viii) Adviser (Water Resources and Land Resources), NITI Ayog, Yojana Bhawan, Sansad Marg,
New Delhi-110001.

(E) Members under clause (e) of sub-section (3) of section 4:-
(i) Member (River Management), Central Water Commission, Sewa Bhawan, R.K. Puram, New Delhi- 110066;

(if) Chief Engineer (Brahmaputra and Other Barak Organization), Central Water Commission, Rebekka ville, Near
Barik Point, Temple Road, Lower Lachumiere Shillong — 793001;

(iii) Chief Engineer (Brahmaputra & Other Barak Organization), Central Water Commission, Adabari,
Guwabhati — 781126;

(iv) Chief Engineer, Teesta Basin Organisation, Central Water Commission, GE-2, 1st Floor, Sector-I11, Salt Lake,
Kolkata — 700106;

(v) Director, the North Eastern Regional Insititute of Water and Land Management;
(vi) Director, the Central Water and Power Research Station;

(vii) Member (Hydro Power Planning and Development), Central Electricity Authority, Sewa Bhawan, R.K. Puram,
New Delhi- 110066;

(viii) Director General of Meteorology, Indian Meteorological Department, Lodhi Road, New Delhi-110003;

(ix) Deputy Director General, Geological Survey of India, North Eastern Region, Shylla Building, Nongrim
Hills, P.O. Box-11, Shillong-793003.

2. This notification shall come into force from the date of their publication in the Official Gazette.

[F. No. A-50013/48/2025-E-I111]
RAVI RANJAN, Under Secy.

FIAAT HATAT
T2 feeett, 10 fAawae, 2025

FT.IT. 1648.—FTe@T™T ATAATT, 1948 (1948 FT 63) #T 4RI 2 F WS (T) F TgT AT
T (jii) FTT & TRAT o AT |, Fal T LRI A1 &F TE ATl & i (2) § FAfcw sfgaat #ir
Ut ST i (TAueEfterEuer) F Hafaa s ar s e F w7 § Few s g,
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ST I<F qTierT & wiaw (1) § [Afew g, SEwr 9siad FaaT q697 135, 241w IR g2 U, e,
3J+1< -600 010 & ¢, srerfe:

FTLGT T ATH (FI o1 T SHT) srfersTaT % &9 § Ay B S e stfeard 1 9w
TATEHAETS 50 WTATE WX HSOTARASET, wied | 3T AETTE TR/ AT/ e eI aE

¥, @E-1l, Fa=r

2. TAUAHT AT orffee F Fexe-ag-vee aer T UagmT UH sAfermat i qafad 9ai 9% artda
F % fou wfdsa G smar 8, 5 swiw [ sremt F affgmar F =5 F arfwa G
TAT Bl

[®T. &. 38026/1/2013-T-11]

TETT T 79, 9 q=a

MINISTRY OF COAL
New Delhi, the 10th September, 2025

S.0. 1648.—In pursuance of the powers, conferred by clause (iii) of the first provision to clause (n) of Section 2
of the Factories Act, 1948 (63 of 1948), the Central Government hereby appoints officers specified in column (2) of the
Table below as “Occupier” of the respective factory or workshop of NLC India Limited (NLCIL), specified in column
(1) of the said Table having its registered office at No0.135, EVR Periyar High Road, Kilpauk,
Chennai-600 010, namely:

Name of the Factory (Solar Power Project) Designation(s) of Officer to be appointed as Occupier
NLCIL 50 MW Solar PowerProject, Mined-out land, Deputy General Manager/General Manager/Chief General
Mine-I1, Neyveli Manager

2. The Chairman-cum-Managing Director of NLC India Limited is hereby authorized to nominate by name such

officers to the respective positions, who are designated as occupiers of the factories, as indicated above.
[F. No. 38026/1/2013-CA 1]
PRADEEP RAJ NAYAN, Under Secy.

T S SO HAT
T2 foeett, 8 s, 2025

FAT. 1649. =N fame sfafm, 1947 (1947 7 14) ¥ a7 17 F 9@ §, F=
A AqE SO HHe g F Jaeas & gag et o off Toig FH SR (%), Sadr dar arg
(T, st fEf amea (@), Siwdt dar st (338), St g st ()1 < o st () =
gy ¥ [Afde sienfis afdsor @ 9w =, @i, 9= (Res 9.-(F=) 07/2005 (Hereud-
132/2014)) T ST % Tqas® § T@mar T 8, THRd FAr § S heald G H G w7 & 91
08.09.2025 =T ITH g3 T |

[¥. T1-29012/37/2004-ATE 3 (TH)]

qaT, 39 Aaerw
MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT
New Delhi, the 8th September, 2025

S.0. 1649.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. (Central) 07/2005 (C1S-132/2014)) of the Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Kota as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Shriram Cement Works and Shri Rajendra Kumar Beragi (Death), Smt. Leeta Bai (Wife),
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Smt. Rinki Vasnav (Daughter), Smt. Tina Beragi (Darghter), Smt. Nitu Beragi (Daughter). Shri Deepak Beragi
(Son) which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 08.09.2025.

[No. L-29012/37/2004-IR(M)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ITAAD
RIRIEINARIR AR R CERU CRARI A WSS
dIoRI SFfIPRI— HaIY FAR I, FRYA.S.H. (e oo Ha)
ST TROT BHISM T (@s)—~07 / 2005 (HISMETH—132 / 2014)
(AT IR—3TROId ¢ 1060001312005)
fasia wenfia: 01.10.2005

TAT: ARA WRER, ¥ HAerd, 718 fdoell & Qe
@. TA—29012 /37 / 2004— (SR (TH)) 12.01.06.2004
e / faare Tl Rt 10(1)(@) Ud SUERT 2()
3irenfire faare arfdifTam,1947

Heg
RO HAR RF gF A T [GUR RN (0)
g1 fafdre fafaf
1.5 ofterr aguet @@, o o REf
2.4l Rt dwra g3t w0, o <o _efl
3.4l ST SREl O | o) Rl R/
LRI RN e IIRC AR INE B N
5.419% kI GF @ 57 ol R
ARl 1——22, ITATST AT, BIeT (J191.) §RT el |ida, TSRS, W FRN AR, 5 Sl 12, HEAR TR A, BT

..... yefferor
Gl
SRS o, Hedd AR W aad, Sruafiud, SRM TR, $ier (@19
...... aneft frirore

SuRerd
wreft s @t &I W wfaffer— ot fmrer v fgadt
et M @ SR ¥ Ui i q . o

ECICIGNRE feA1®: 09.04.2025

IR TR, 3 #1erd, 73 el & UNIAG ey faid 01.062004 & WIRY fider faare, ifenfia faare arfdfrm,
1947 (WY oW "oy & i fsam Sae) @ ORT 10(1)(8) TE SURT 2(6) & SRR g9 ARITRGRY BT Afdifoared

TR oTe g |

"Whether the General Manager, M/s Shriram Cement Works, DSCL, Kota in terminating the services of Shri
Rajendra Prasad S/o Nand Kishore w.e.f. 11/07/2002 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman
concerned is entitled and from which date?"

239 faare, e # YR B9 W Tull9g o) UEER Bl SuRf ared Afed 9N fay | Aifew @ e § weff sfve gw
SURYT BIAR TCCHT A Fold ARATUPRY & FHeT TR PR Wiaae: I8 U fbar W1 & o weff siffep foprey o 9@ fUem g
fepeiR @1 YA Feier a9 # Rerd off, wferwell = 1ol A= @it a7 o ol #ife & U & wwe fbar dor S g8 arel fdar
f5 & GBI S ST § A o ot | for w et s @ fudr T o qf wfdwel @1 < @ forg wemia & ok weer oA
&1 el @1 |l | wefl s @1 ufuell sfienfie dwer sikm die aad dier 4 Qe 17.12.1987 1 SRR 3WeX & 18 |
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o o forar| S A faid 17.12.1987 @1 Wil 1 SFET Sifed & & 1T €S9 B HaAY 4RM AW g9, FICT H IR 7
T | weft 1 vh e o3 fTiE 08.11.1988 BHIG THRISRd / TAARS! oA e orfar weff 1 feAie 30.09.1989 T YA W
@ ST o | Ufuel §RT f&id 01.01.1990 BT F Ud fedhe BR RATE qaie TR Seeg <l 58156 W] IX WIS 41fFd AId o
feam Tar| wRmesh & w3 e 30.10.1993 dIUAUA TR 58156 & gRT foids 01.10.1993 F weff #iffa T aifovex AT Sifve &
IS W UG 9 1| §9 Uerf & geard o weft @1 e 9f) je1 o % 9% 39 uef & qd & @

yfouell WRM gRT e 11.06.2002 TH AICH HHIG T AR €1 S IR TH /U T UA 58156 /01817 I o= W=t bl

Hfea o & 98 T oed ®F 715 4 PRI 8, 9 6 U6 g aveRefe T & o fo arsfr wifafafral awar 2 | drgaee
UM U4 ST S & SR AMIGT AR Ag H IUIGH JTeMaR U Ah-id] &Y | el 81 T 8 | e HRor e
ATEACH AIS & JVSCIHT B g5 B HI (0 foran 1 © | JAIAR el el fdarg sffRm o1 ar1 25 FFF & ol
HUSICIHT BT I fFY T 2 TH A8 BT ACH oA S 8| SMuel o foan e € 6 Afew 31 s@fy @ wid w A
ORI & TGN B HoRdwy JVSBT B ¢ &1 oM 3 MUD] qarll B B3 ATRIGAT Tal e T MqD] Hawit &1 G &
ST, smueT SiEnfe fare SfFRM @1 aRT 25 FFF & SI=Id eiasl 371 fba SeaT| 39 & ugard greii i 10.07.2002 76
gfcvel @1 Har § ReT| feid 11:07.2004 F WA BT S W AL o M| 59 IR IR B A FAE I} & T | 9 JGR il
I W W JAS (AT A/ R el forar e, el @1 ufikiuel SR @ ewE §RT @ M Bedl & | Wil d1 GRa HoR
SRM W gaHd, SIRM TR, BIcT IR o 417G 31 4RM FHT 969 DT H JFRR WX & I8 W R B o ok sfie
ﬁ%ﬁw@ﬁ?maﬂaﬁ%‘r@qﬂwwmwﬁmlWﬁm@ﬁaﬁqﬁmﬁmaﬁsﬁﬁﬁaswma%:ﬁmmﬁ?
e R YR T3 B I o 3 (d) & Ted I 1987 H IR FR e AT | et B FaW FHE By S B qd b Vb ay A
wfuel shenfie dverm # ufafed siads 100 9 e 91fe /FHa eRikg 9| e oRO ufauel e w® siafe faare
AR 1947 FT TR 5 (dlo) TAT IR 25 T TG 25 AN fqare e ar el & | s offar & siffd @1 gl
by &M & @ 9 WReR | AFART AT b1 ST S faare SHEfEd 1947 @1 ORI 25 UH & S SNawdd g | wrefl @
gl by oM & qd wfquell 7 O AR W R B o BIg e WG WRER Bl IR el [bar T 3R 9 §RT Plg
AT AT 8l @ T | 39 gRT B A Bedl @ gd (bl F #E $I A9 AR G AlfCH fe7r T Arey o, wefl 3 dad wa
TP e 1 AifeH faar W | e fdare AffEm 1047 @1 R 25 TF & Sl Wil BT Gl & Ud AfAT Bl & HY HoAal
QU ST &1 4 e € | fobeq el @1 rg Homan o srar el foar war | wiavel 7 el @) qar] que S)e 9 g afved sl
TN § FRRA S1fd BRG] B Plg IRS Gl GG Tl 31 IR 9reff @ s gfiel Sy RiE s, PSL NO- 58160,
2 ST TS Gl PSL- No- 58166, 3. DR GG PSL-
No 58133 4. Td= Rig RIfean, PSI- No- 58164 5. qotel. PSL- No- 58158 6. XIoiw Rig @ieM. PSL- No 58097 7. fheM @,
PSL No 58155 3Mf¢ @I FHIGT AEARCH A8~ | RIFRIRG 9% HHlH 1 ¥ 6 T & SIfFd! & HRM dH< q09, Bl hag! § qer
(FHIE 7) [T o BT 4IRM Bz (U8 S del ¥ Jeeiud o) | el & 9 el 4 aRe &ld gy W1 S Berl
R foar| S aftfa sife ondt o ufouel siienfie wrem § i &1 enfie faare ofafm 1947 &1 oRT 25 3 & SIId
wfuelt Sienfie XM @ YewE gRT U Mg of {6 U8 39 e AR a1 e i WrT W gue Rl sreefeT @
FRIGRV 1 & Jd G WHR A FaIeR0 B AR I dral | ufquel 5 Ui S/gAf wa a7 @ forv @i arded wgfud
BT IR eI T AT SR IS §RT B AT W & @7 Y| vl gR wmedt @1 SRW e qa, drer # & o
| T8 3O amRll @ T a3t NefTe R H RIS o | el B qer o=y sl B AWIeT dlgH I 413 R B
ARM ) 979 ofe & YA SRM G q69 $iCT gRT 8 9@ & AR 9 faar S or| et Jed ©F qe | W
WH @ q@ferd] & IR H Todilodlo HHAI W T4 BRI 1T o, Fva! Rl & MR W St A3~ § olled ¥ &l qarferc!
focaer W&l vam Sfud 2 | Uil 1 ot ot I SN B A B WO TG A1 § &R ol T A8 a7E g | A B
UK el a1 e &1 W & {6 ufduell o 7 il SR & THqeien A Tad ofaY auid | TGl dgAved A5
B TEIPRY AT Tel3id fooar B | ufeuell o & Tererd Adoie ®U W 39 YBR Bl ENOTE BRd W8 2 o S Jgl Hl
e BT Bedl Tel A T 7| IWed B W J Afa! 31 3 gl o) w7 & o e TeE aRd B | faeg
Al W U1 G el fobar | ueff @ foelt dapferds e @1 @ISy T8 fear | weft @ ufovelt gRT war 9 yre
ST/ SIS W e foR ST B! fhar ST Ifd v a8l © it well B ¥ar ¥ gUe f6Y O /SYE W A8 o’
M /B 6y S & gd ufvel gRT sienfe faare SR 1947 @ €RT 25 TF @ rerT T8 @ T | vfauefl g1 Sa siteifie
TN & BT AUSICIHT HIGT AGHCH A & IRy & Jd GfId WHR ¥ FFAM W< 7 e fvedl gR Siefis faarg
ARATIA 1947 B GRT 25 3 B YA a1 S T | WAl | S DT & FEeH H ved gu A ool 91 vedl exe wfiwel gri
3iefie faare AR 1947 & gRT 25 ST & UrerT &l @1 T | Ufvel 1 78BS SfHel B B e THRT AEeH
qE & gIGRY B U4 Bhdgl § WIFRING $Ra a2 Jrfl &1 Beol exa a3/ 3RV a1 8 | weil @1 el Jieifiie fdars
AATH 1947 ST GRT 25 TF & WauMl & AU © | ol &1 Fa1 & gord dRA1 AT S SRV § T S U Sfaue & |
it gd # THo Zo Wo WAS! BIR Hroae H HIRG o W&l | T4 Bl Alds) Godax Ufuell & IH 0 8T orarar iR 15 aut i
WA gEq 51 94 @1 oy H el B AEE T oy WU W a1 W 9¥e PR A7) S 6 WS W AR A TGRS S AR
2| e oRReft # wreft 59 oy W o wEl A AR o # wHef FE R SR I AR W B &1 BIe SHIa el < T
v oRRerferl o weff @ S9e GRAR & A W WA @ STeaT 3T Bls AW WY el I8 7 7| weft 7 o <9 Afiel & |

I W Y YIS By O B [Tg AR IR e IR, W SR 4 Ue Ued Uie fifde Re A Ho 3785 /2002 WA
ofl, R A oI Iod IRITerd A faidh 30.1.2003 H1 (T &= 8¢ Fewr fean o & sl & ot defeud SU Suare

dorr faarfed fog Re et & MR 721 fod o wad | 59 aRYT Re arfer @iRer & Sl © | aguRia weff den Swe |l
D! 7 I (O & [a0g IoRIH Ied IR, U SRR & @vs 41e H Ue adle | 419,/2003 WRd @1 | RoraaT (o #xd

:

1

%%’%‘

!
Sl
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g A @Us S | Il b WHsil AReR & FHe U fdare IR PR MEAER BRAE] eRe bl e fear den
FERm o & awgiiar fier) ve 9y &t s@f § FRER Qf & | 59 RO IS (R @ afaferfd feAid 24.042003 F1 A @M
R wrefl 7 o faare faAie 14.05.2003 BT HETID ¥ SMYh Ud Gl ARSN (Bs19) PIcT & qHel Tga fobar | Jreii S @ Harg
A U O & 4 dFfcqd M J&M S a1 a8 # 1 Jfuel 9 g a1 § o o) Jrei FRRR A o7 <@ & | et amR
T faTe BT Tl ReT & AR TR @l & fo uneff @ fred wwpl o wfed W& § qerel a1 Sam oM A |

3—orreff et 1 ofR W S o BT 9ad WA PR I8 faare b T g b weft @1 e 26.03.87 F1 G ARA WA
qE TR SR SATRER (AGFIT SifUwH) & U8 R R b v grefl $1 RERRY $IRM $H<T 969 ®lcl ¥ AMal dgive
Mg, # BT T S SN oMY H US Wdd SUBH | HMIGT AgH WM A1g o f Mining Activities &1 a1 @ £ ok 1@
Separate Undertaking &, & Operational issues, Financially unviable and technically non feasible ®RUIT & HRUT HGT gq
W®H B TR & ford IR a_A a1 fvig form RO W WIeT argd W A8 | e e fAIE 11.06.2002 & gRT et @
fod o & et ot Jar siielifis fare oo @1 &1 25 FFF & T8 Ud HI8 @ AICH Qi 30eY i & JAIaR0 & HoRawy
TG B W RE 2| T9 A & gR1 I8 0 gRud fo w5 weft @ sieifie faare sftfem @ aRT 25 FFF & ol <
Compensation 3T &% e W4T | IWIH foar wr Aifew fafy & srrta o mar e € o dw €1 weft fomier orgw e
AT W fe1H 10.07.2002 TH WaT # 6T & | FHIGT oEH WM A1 30 MY ¥ U6 a3 IUHH & | QT AgH T A5~ A1~
G 1121 O A 1 S M Gl s 5 e O e 2 L e < O B S | R s s e B | E A
50F fRE | 30 HRU Aenfie faare AR @ Iex VB TRqd Yewer ¥ AR T8 g 2| IR ek # fenfie faarg
FRAFEH @GR 25 FFF & WU @F] 8 & | THeT d8d W $ §QeRT dR @ fod B & i aifod qawd
SftraTRarell ®1 qul fosar T 2| sienfie faare sRfm o1 grT 25-TF & WIae SR GHROT H HRRTTEr e ved € | siefie
faare rffam o awT 25-U SR SBROT H o] el Bl © | el AR TR 4 PRRd WEE el o WaR deek @
By THIG B TS €| o enfie faarg ofdfTm @ ORT 25 G T 25 H @1 3aRe BT B3 WS & UaT e B & | e
ATRH I & AR G B fofd BT @ JFd aifod T ATqaRadrall & qu far T 2 | el ogd ©F A9 J S
& I o |1 SATTaTRedral B gul FR &7 & Ua In-fact THIGT agH FIF A3 BT daId_Vl (6l T & | AHIGT A5 W
T & G0 ) M & HROT Aifed A6 11.06.2002 H T w9 & aftfq food 73 & | HIQT A18H TN WIS ORI @ AIfew
IS W T T T § 4 TR T HRUT $T WE O 4 Ioeld (6T T & | (HAIST A18H TH A5 @ el Bl I IWIR
BT AR febar S g1 & | el ) HaR S wU A AHRT A9H R A5 B daIbRY & HoRawy A gg © | A Faed
YR 7 3 e grerd AIR 1995 SC 1163 # I8 SR dRarn & 6 $wri &) 6l v g & dear & Horawy
S B I8 FVER I TE B 9 & B ' FE b @ e F A erEia ¢ A FReE Ia w99 | IRgd SR J
3l fdare SIRFRM @1 gRT 25311 AR] 81 il ¢ | ol @1 ienfie fdare ARm o gr1 25 FFF & d8d M6l agd H
A WM & qEGRY & Bolaay Wl AN B b A8 BT e (a1 T o v aguRd well &1 I Bl w0 9 <
HHNIYN 58,340 /— BT feAls gIUe BRI &g I da, et s8R Sff &1 fiAid 15.07.2002 1 RS ToSlo gRT WSl 1T o |
S 39 KA & AT {6 qR—aR g W A UM el T e | aifie @ T8 AEIET dgd RIF 215 31 {36 24.07.2002 $I AfUE
IS &1 A1 U9 qgURI fadid 26.07.2002 1 il @1 G SRR @1 g¥C Iuics Yoslo TF gRT Holl T Sl <HIQT Algd wH
A Bl 39 NP & A 6 “qr<qebed] 7 o ¥ §HR B W MU BI° TP 02.08.2002 FI AMGH U< gorT | wiefl bl Iq@ a1
IURTT Sraarer @1 IR 9 gRT ol TV 0T THRINH & UYEIT 14642 /— w9 g9l off 39 fA® 02.082002 BT BRI &AM
g 9% & feume g gRT 49 I T O 39 RAIe & 91 6 “umarel 7 o W W B gRT A 07.08.2002 B AT
T BT AT | SRt IO HRREE gaH § o 3 fRiTeie AiHieT digH WM H1g § W) aR Addl & | gaferg wef a1 qem grefer
T @RS by W A7 R |

4—ey H orell uet @ SR W T g 39l $ AR ¥ SEI IRV & AU-UF UK §¢ O WER foRE @ T | Svue 9l 3R 9
TS e W IR @ T e I ook v ST |

5—39rll @1 T8 Gl G, Ol [ D! AR W UKD U ARG & WY B el ¢ | Uil BT AR Y foe 989 W IR el
foam b ufouel e omgw wH AT # M ax B 15 SA¥d! B Bl B AT T 3 W 13 el 7 ufiuel 9 fRue ura aw
forar <1 wiReRl 7 s Bl @1 AR € | FHIeT IER TH AR U6 JUSReBT T @ ifd ORI 25 TAUHUG o8 < ae |
R oeg 3eRefb T BT SYAIT fhaT B 98 Ve AT IS 2 | IRAAHdT I8 & b HARM WiHe IR Ueh JUsRe(HT & 3R e ogd
WH A~ SUG U 9T #4719 8 399 fUsel U 9§ ¥ 100 9 o1fd s R o 39 &RY § 98 YR W IS S Tae Bl AR
541 WAl BT, oI PR I8 AT GRT 25 THUGUE 375 Sf Ude & S d daldxvl & el o Mg ORI 25 UF 38 S Uac &l o
T GRY B! BT T & Tl RIS B I8 WHR W AR I BT ARG o SHG gR 98 AT U & @y T R g9
BRU Bl Y & | HIET dgd H SR e &1 U 91T 8 a8 dadl SR e @ fofy ITTe BT o $Ig 3TelT Yae el o,
B3 I Soidiic T o 9 & B3 e A U Ay fHar Sar o, FHARA & da9 a@ SRm e g € e o o dR
T & fI91 DI WM JUSRC(ha Tal & Fdhar | Uil @ I8 f e © 6 IqH IS AHHI 1 Iad Al & Gd AAGT AGA
wH ¥ ARM e $ o=y favmt #§ wreiaRa fear mar ® s ff e § 6 e Jigd R 38 veRe e T8 o, U H ey
25 Ol & UIaUMI BT Secie (HaT 7T B | 3fd H UriFTor o7 ¥ & FoRd IR S oM & ddy H fdes fdar | e demt
& w2 ¥ Frafolad <nfie gxid Ty (3, e GaH saeia fBar T der S Arieer yra & Tar—

1- AIR 1979 SC 170 Avov Services Production Agencies (P) Ltd. Vs. Industrial Tribunal, Haryana
2- 1964 AIR SC 645 Management of R.S. Madhoram and Sons Agencies (P) Ltd. Vs. Its Workmen
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3- AIR 1980 SC 1454 Worken of Sudder Workshop of Jorehaut Tea Co. Ltd. Vs. Management of Jorehaut Tea Col.
Ltd.

et @1 q79 G R, S {5 ST AR W UG AU ARG B AU B e 8| I Gl b wwelA # FrfaRad
AR R WG 3, FTepT T Jfaeiid bar T e I ARTee yTaf fosam Tar—

1- AIR 1995 SC 1163 Hindustan Steel Works Construction Ltd. Vs. H.S.W.C. Ltd. Employees Union Hyderabad.

6—BEITT YRVl H e Fe1 <@l W & 6 aar weil sife a1 ol PR SR der, #9d ARm i 9, Sieadig,
PICT §RT 3 11.07.2002 B FaT H YIF AT ST 99 & Sferar T ?

39 |y yreil Afe @ AR W ey § WA F1 AU UF WA gaT ¢ foR I WeHe ot doid ¥ afdf qedl @
TR @ & U4 ORe # I8 o a1 & 6 59 S9! Harg wHat g3 off 79 98 M aed ) A &M @l o7 | I8 91 9 ©
o QT TeH YT § RRT §SeRY & e O S1fd FRRT O 59 9l ST 3 Ja qSeRe $ Borawy THI & TS o | T8
e § o JERO B GI A IS W A e off | FF N e 7 F A w0 ¥ 6o W W Afew 3 @ feai 18 o
I8 91 el © b FHeT g R A 15 S BRI dRd o | U2 910 9el © b 15 Sl 6 9 13 #e! | o R R form o
N T TR R 5 IR g WH @ AT oS 50 WRER BT O A 9] ol of gl © A A8l | UeY T 4 Afed 98 |
SR AT AT | YSXl T, 2 FAfeq dle W SRIAT AT o W Ue¥ U 3 B I TGN el | TSl U 4 I W T gof | yew
TH. 5 TR T W &l U1 I9H & & S Gl ¢ | AIgH W 958N & 918 98 PIcT I AT AT | US%f UH. 6 S UG el gl | USRIH. 7 W
IS U b © A FEl § | USUTH. 8 U I UIK el gl | S el Al b A A & [oQ O A Bl SELAHAT BRil ©
Tg fouel 7 Wuek IR A 1 T | IR @ wAae! | ufuel @S9 Wede i Fem 3 39 e W@ 2 | S9a sifaddn |
AT T 6 T8 YT BRI UG PR A & | S el P e & 981 W BIeT HieT $M PR ol € |

il B AR A ey H TALIY ARV BT W UF YR [T T & T S Sfare TeeHe S do H affa qedi @l
URIgiad @1 R ToRE # g8 S (61 & b I8 a7 @l ¢ b a8 opft Ak e o d & &R 81 & | AR e ged S
SRM fofice @1 1o gfie & 95 S 4R/ fafice § kA ¢ | 98 i § ARM e g 1 3R g ShrRdl &1 N B
QG 8 | g8 91 el & b uel ey, 1 H pEl A sfbd el & P welf A # Fm Hen| yew seey, 2 H et & b
fomT # SR SRR & U8 W H1 ST | TR 91 R & o veel Seey, 2 ok dvie gt W O o 2| 9 9 9 R o
Y, 3 B SR HAMD BT UGN Al Tg off | UG Sy, 4 HRM e aR gIR1 A IR febam T €| Ueyl sy, 5
e §RT WIRI T T o7 3R ¥ AICH Beil & ford el BIdR AUeR(ST (FHIaT ofied WA 159 [FHIeT &l da fory
foam o | 77 arq W € 5 39 g7 I% A wEr T of O O e @ Qe e & SR | oigH e Agd, SR e
JUSRAHT o, TT UF T 18 off | I8 91q Wl & o et ey, 2 # "R fonmr ik winfe aadt @1 & va fovm o W
Tod ® 5 4 a1 uedl S, 5 W Ugell IR TSR g8 8 5 e AR orer aveRefe T B S9 wHen e 8 f
T B THIRR 9xe IS o0l SHP! AIdN &l 8l | TR BT AMed ol 4 Q@ B o Dlg aNsdl gdl Tal (el | I8
g o U Tie, ST UMIE @I, SR o, qdv g Riifen, doma, o Rig e SR fom e & e w159 9§
WIIART fHaT o ST FIoR & Ugel foam o S 6 RIS @ MR TR dudfercol & MR W fom a7 o) weft &r vl
YT B IR W WHART a1 T o1 | I8 T8 & & urefl 7 Swiad FHaial a1 e ydud SR de gad of, $oR g
T 78T o 3l SR W H 104 9O B TR B £ TUD A R T Pigdc A B B 8, DIgdeX e DI T Rl
AT 100 B SR B 1 T 2002 H F Refy off opft are 7 2| 9 T FW IR ard FHARAl @ FE@r A T 2| 9% I8
T AHaT b A 2002 § W0iC 9 § $M R el yfafes wHATRaAl @ dwear 200 2 off A T2 |

7-Tdel TR Tl SYIvEERE @1 g # arelt frieie ARm e @ oIR W I8 Y U WIeRIdd w8l 2 b el sifie gr
aureft & fare o e 17.12.1987 @ SRR SRR & U8 W BRI &A1 AR™ fban e qear smefl Friere gr1 Saa
RHIARYT AR A= ® ox fear I o f sl fNueie @1 &1 aveRefh T R 8, ROy st frRiie g1 fEIeT A= @
HAMPR T T T W IR & O & Horawy a8 o fadr a1 AR el fFRmeie grr el &1 16 11.07.2002 9 2@ fod
WM @ e H uF /ey fRAE 11.06.2002 @1 SR fhar war| weft &1 oue 989 W ¥® deM @ € fo emmeft e @ g9
HAGAFAT & Hae | 3 HIE gd Alfed oI T ARy of g9e sAfaRed wrefi-sfie @1 smnll fReie & a8 S w6l fbar S ey
o wNfh mefi—1fie aeff faeie & orfF FRIRg HHaR) o 3ue AfiRed e a1 o & aweff e o ¥=g B9 8 &
PR W g4 AFRATIH BT GRT 25 TF B Yo 1 I A1feY off S FE B T 2 | §9 fquRia orefl FrRioe &1 e w9 4 Fe
HF T ¢ (b AUSRSIBT WA FHIRT A5 & I8T dhadl WA 13 FHAN BRRG ¥ §H PRU W I& BH S QR0 v GRT 25
THUBUE B UTelT fhaT ST Sa9dd o 1 fb &RT 25 T &1 a1 fhar SiFn, U H Uexe( T BH fHIeT A5~ & delarvT o
HRIGTE qoicrn e wu | @ Y § ok T & dra st @ &R ¥ 1 A @ Afew ft TRy o war € &R weft e @1 <
IR 1 JaM 53 9 8 9% 9 75 ARes 9N 6 T 2 9 6 59 gRr ure @ ) W g

SR JARY H I8 Wigd Refd & & urell sifie gr1 sl & Friem # i 17.12.1987 @1 FRR SRR & U8 W
BRI HRAT AR febam T T Ueel S, 2 3T A qad, BicT & B TwR U & SRy fefdhe BR WA & wY 4 fefhe dwer
g <1 58156 SIRI PR AW DI IR AR & ®U H WAM< febar 71 o foraep weanra wiell sifs a1 ool siRm e o,
PICT GRT Ue% &g, 3 & WIRY faid 10.10.1993 PI AR A AW & S W YK bl T 71 il siffep T 10 qul ol
W @ i FElia a1 & Suere # " war yuRd o N Q1S 27.04.1998 I R A w1 5 ued S, 4 @ wU # YR
g1 el RIS §RT ST RN e AT # w) ol oM o fob st fAAIeie @ &) srveRefe T R ®, o et

3
E

MAMEE T
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RIS gRT FHIET A6 31 SFAM@R d Td-1d] WU A 3R 81 o & oy 48 @ ol 9 iR el FRmeie grT et @
f&1d 11072002 9 oI ) ST & Wae H 031 /A &A@ 11.06.2002 B TR g T 1 7o ) fRuer w0 A WidR fbar
2 3R 39 9y # SHAUHHRE & W FIg faarg TE B |

g—faare @ S Refd IO Bl © 98 9 OIWI8 e el § o FHIeT 7151 d SIRM i 9o &R, FIeT &1 g U FReid
2 grrar fomier W= 4Rm Wiie @ arad & Ue AR 21 U9 H qdued Srfianer ¢ HeT I8 U9 SRGR T ¢ fd e
e, ameft o SR e ga, dler gRT UG BH & 3T Wdd BH & O fb 3T SEiNRY BRIRG HHAIRAT & Hay H
W ol o el § IR e ST BH @ ISR @ HeY H THN UHR B MUT 7 fwred o eridrel ) dhdl 2 |

39 9 ¥ 919 g9 TAEC W A Wed P el & o el sife @1 g siRm A ged gw o BH H
qﬁmwzﬁqﬁwm?@wzﬁaﬁaﬁwowwaeaﬁﬁmwWWW 3% Gy wefl sfie &
TGN JATINCY A SITRTH & U8 W faid 30.10.1993 BT a7 AT, el S, 4 Eﬁﬁrﬁﬁa‘rﬁéﬁmwﬁawﬁﬂmﬂm.
1998 I SR Al¥ I, PleT gRT SIRY fbar ST T 99 ugard ot g7 urelt e &1 wIiaRvr SIRM e 9a @ler |
T E WH A ¥ AR U M @7 399 AUY Olde ke H fhar & iR ammeft @Y ok W Ue WU W Swiad wfl de
Wied @2 2| W ¥ 3o aed a2a meff afie @ wdy WY wu 9 sl fee sivm A 9ed & e Sredr 7 | emneft s
ERT I 3ifhd b & b fWieT AIS=T o1UM oMY # U Wdd SUSH B | 99 g9 I8 3wl & gRT HiYd Sad BUF Bl 3R G Bl
2 TG YATdell BT Aqellb R B ol U & fob fHeT W8 o 39 H ¥add SUSH © o Ve vadd sued H amneff frae fikm
A IR g WY 69 JoR 9 &R 1 T, I8 U diaM arel g & Rifd RIFRY 8930 U SUSH & I+ 9d ©
faf=T veml / foumT / wfoet § & fhar O Aahar B, O 31U MU H TP add SUSH © d8f IMIORY 99d el 81 U ¥ 39 dd
& qier ¥ e aE=g el W amnell gy ureff T eIiaRv BT SR a1 1 R Ue widd SUBH BT FHId T8 Bl 8

fyHIeT AE=1 Ve Was SUGH B URWINT § ST & 39 9eY § W9 g9 WIed Bl b dRd @ dl el @l ok |
AT A5 & 9EIaRY & yvArd il Afhe Bl Wil e A8 & dSIaR0T & A9y § T Uil sfie o [aret &l Aawaddr 7 g
o yreft @t a1 Wt @ ey H O AN fIAd 11.06.2002 BT SN fhar AT ® 98 UF YUY <Y, 5 UG UeY UH. 2 ARM de
TR B ofeX U TR O fhar T 8 O R ORI a- a1l AIfapR! @ geaer ff $iRM W< 9 & IR a89 IRiise & 8
Tde 2| 39 JAfaRed el 1. 3 O fF SiRm A< g b oex Us R SN b mm @ Rn el o 6 e wE # erkd

e} US W ORI BT T B 3R S W WRIGdl & Y H R HToR @ gXIeR 8H1 Ude ¢ | Sad 9l xae 4 el 8 s
grT meit e W wHg w0 ¥ TR fhar T 8k 99 9 # 4Rm @< gt Siedl Y87 ® SR 89 W ORiedl & wu 7 A
AT I8 S g a59 UHISC 9 RA HIoR & SWIER 81 Uhe © ol & e wu H weil e 9 ol e @1 |ey
T FRA & IR (el YR &1 TR grefl siffe 1 (g oA 71 Qa1 9Ud x1 & dae 4 FEE A B AR W el b
T & R fo sromell fRTeie gIRT Wcs o078 B BId (a1 & Wl b e WUk e fg g

9-—A-II ORI Sod =rrerd ¥ yreft $1fd 9 oy wHanRal g1 el Rifdd Re e dven 3785 /2022 SRR @ T ot o
AFHIT ORI Sed raer] gRT Aok iRd @ 16 30.01.2003 @1 I 3mey foar mar & e a1 fkm A ad @
T W & AT e, 39 AGURUY U I AMGST & Aegd q SN el (A1 1 Fhel AUG 39 ey H YeHRA Pl Haferd
JAT ARBRT & THET YHROT Bl XA ALY A AHT ANBRY & gRT IS Bl YR &7 FHEH 81 NPrelr o G 39
TRReIfT # orwe ardt gfades a1 Ybd & JRY e & wHe el ag U far o st 2

39 AfaRed yedl U8, 11 Ol fb YRd AR @ M M gr1 O v9 & o o ff v ks, A= deR, fer
A5, SRM A IR, SIRM TR, el & 9 A TFER fbar 71 8 o o goriar 8 fo Fmer as1 SR A &1 &1 Sued 2 |
3 AR T3 TH. 19 ORI IR $ Gol fUFT &1 19 2 s @ie oeq ¥ed 89 @99 Yeel o fobar 71 & a8
AR Belegord Vs bHIdhed Bl SN fhar a1 8, S fb FHer a5 7 IRM i< 9o 9 AR Biéagod dHiacd fol. @l o
¥ gl Uhe Bl & 3R e 98 Bl Ue e IUeH @ wY H <Rfd T8 avar 8| 5o aAfRed vedl U4, 20, UA. 21, TH. 22,
UH 23, U 24, UH. 25, UH. 26, U9 27, UH. 28, UH. 29, UH. 30, UA. 31, UH. 32, UH. 33 U4 UH. 34 Ol b SIRM =< di & 3efiF &
Hanferd e 9T @1 81 3R axd § wife Sod ST A $ dEieRvl, e ARRIeR, 315y YHIT UF 3 @l
FrIaEl ARM i< 9/ & gRT & B T 2| 39 UBR W e a5 vd AiRM A aR B o § g g e e
A U YUP UG T SIS il JAIORT T I8l & AR A1 8 gz YA B ¢ b ARM A g $1 (R Ae w e
TR BT Bl =0 5 87| urefl B IR A S el g H URqd g € SWH U mudl Wl #oR SRIIvE BT e fhar
Wafh IS T A= U W 3PS Y8l Bl al A A5~ # doiHd BRIRG BUGR ol 39 ORe @1 9ed o7 8q 9eT™ 81 & U3l
o ST, 39 e 9 ARl B WY R SHoR SRITH @ UT TR BIG] ST UBNUT H ey o e a8 b1 SRvE @ e
G Yhe FRAl & R e A5 @I Was 3hls & WU H 8 W gid BRal 8 | Sad a8 F 3T T H W T8 W UAd
TS &I BT ARM M 9/ $ g ORI 8F1 WIeR b 8, s9a afdRad ammeff el g7 oo R # I8 4 s wu 9
DU fbar T1 B 6 weft &1 7 SWIed FHAIRGT b1 FAod s AIRM Wiive 9ad A1, A oK digd iF A8l o 3R AR dive |
104 9PX BT X B 2| W F meff & e & wu # st sivm A< 9w/ 2 gl e 2
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armeft @Y 3R W Uee TH. 33 @ BU W WM NI B Ud 9F OIRY R T € S SRM hliased TS dHibed @ 3R |
SR o mar & R fieT 912w § 13 AN BRRG 81 &1 HU a1 AT B 3R I UF B WRidl & wY H FEET dEEe
A fYHIET & Tole & R 8IFT U € e o dexus € 98 AINM BeulidisoR S dHIded &l B UdHe & Sidfd Il
A | B RGN A PRIATE] I 81 FHARAT BN YR T ITh G A T I [y H TG GOR B PR SIRH
AT g gRT FHIfed @1 O &l ® dl U H SIRM A, SIRM Beldiso U dHldhed § BRI dHaR] qff fNaeT ae~1 §
FRRG HHARTT & e o fhar S [ 2, e a8+, SR e, SRM wlidged @ 3rfiH $RRG FHAN ST AR
@ I e AT Srerar T TR B WA § O UBR W AIRM Wi 999, SR Wleg oy, SRM YN § W S SIvadd
W YIF IR AT HIRT AE FI TAF 3Pe & BY A el ol of FHAl © | W 7 SIRM AT 999, SIRM Beidg o™ S dHlhed
fo1. AR # PRRT FHAR) g (FHET A5 # BRRG $HaR) R S (799 SR o1 80 9 99 81 | 3 9 3F1 G Seadid
@ TEd & ST YA & af U H e A8 @ dRU @ BRIA! B U8 BEdR (G INE WA § arl o \Wadr & AT
S H A 13 FHAN 9 SO IS ILIGRYT D FRAATE] ORT 25 THUHUE & qed Bl SIdy HHATRET S JoNae AR FaT Bl T
g RS ST 13 FHARAT BT T A BT | ST W THg TRH SRM e g, SRM Belemgod U dHided fafics @
T BT Yebe & 3R U H IS AT & §<IaR0T 3 RIS @ oY €T 25 VBUBUG & d8d | 81N ORI 25 U9 & dgd HRIAT!
B S o Wk et qo ot el @ iR W g Ay 6 and ARM e # 104 9O BM IR B B, 39D A R § Blgac
AR A P BT B 3R Prgaey oe) D AT HOE 100 B O B (7 O F i Aeft b a8 o 6 Se get it 100 o) |
e P PR I8! T WG IE a2 Wil BT & A o S o 6 9 et e @t ofR @ weft sfte @1 et gue f
T &7 A T TI7 THT S8 &1 100 F BH ARG B IR 8 o AT T2, 39 A9t H amredt o R W Rare v fvar o
[HAT A7 W1 & LI fBaT W 98 gRT HRM AT g I T A5 | YUd gble A Y el TR @l T 2 AR gar
T R 6 R AR | 13 BHER) BRIRG O TR (ST A 30 MU TP WaF a1 el © AR 98 & YHR W SIRM AT
TR Y TG IR © (oD ded BHAIRAT D G S VAT badl (AR A~ & fodrd | fban e Jfaagad Tal & @i o
Senfie faare sfRfaw & ded SEHRU T AR FHARI B Bl &1 I S~ BIdl & df PHGR & bad AT qE~
SISHR el <@l ST AMey Jifig 39 Ayl W e d8d Iaa! (Y B T € 9 fOe q8d IHd! IR $al 1 b
ST |l & B9 T T /eI SRR SRR & Y H <@ S AT, 6 SfiE B HaT gdar & fAId & aad sefi
RIS @ F81 100 W H HHAINGT & B & Fag § FumRil B AR W Py eI YA T8I Dl T ¢ |

T @ e 9 Wi & 3EH § 39 g W ged 9 g o aavad & fo smneff fRiee & we
rfi @1 WaT gUd & wae § Afed o I @ T awell W H fhde e ik o, e d8d I8 own o © o ol W
AR 5 F AN BT & AT AT 5 W, Fifh LA 5 T g o7 &Il & Olgl SHORI I FIT 100 F B ¢ 3R FeA™ 5 G Igf o]
Bid1 © Ofgl PHBRI B G 100 AT I 31 2 | IR e ¥ Ude 2 fo Suawdiived G @ deg I S9e e 9
SRM A< IR TG IRM Geldisond Us dHldbed Ud el A5~ diHl & U6 2 SalT B4 SIVEIvd & dgd JMT ST I
Wl & Hifh 4Rm i< g vd ARM Belaeed @ el @ 9 100 ¥ e § 3R FHer A § SRid eHaiRal &l
I T PR T8I ol o Ahdl Fifd g7 PHaRAl & TIFRE 0 ¥ U oy fourT # gmr 9ol dverd # 100 ¥ 3
FHBRI @ B B Yfic Hear 8 | Ul Tag 7 U e H g TR W UAP Sxddoll WIed Bl ARM W 97 @ gRT O 8T
HWeR o 8, 3599 afaRed smmeft el g1 ool R # I8 soe w9 ¥ $oF o w1 ® fob urft &1 9 SWied sHaRal a1
T gee #IRM Wiire g o, B9oR drsd i T8l o 3R 3l kM Wie § 104 9o M AR B & W a9 I I
100 ¥ $H HHAN] HRRG U 39 Fde H PI3 ARG 9 cxardoll Aed el o T B Afiq armeff gRT orum e # fAwier 7139 H 100
A B FHANGT & 6d H 370K 6 OM & =1 Iuredt fAToied &1 319+ o/d1d a1 SR 984 SIRM U< dak] ¥ doadd 100
A B9 BHANI BF & Wed H Bl HUF 7ol 8, o b uefl & fFRiee @ Wy # awneft Sk A ol & I8 doy 100 9 e
FHRR R BT & 92 Bl T9Id xdl 2 | Boid: SR fdded ¥ I8 yaif el 2 6 e o da1 9ue f6 o e
el T ik e gt # 100 9 e FHaR drRRA O &R wreff e A= emefl fRree & amest @ surerr §
PRRT o |

VA oreff ST A & dAIeRYT & WY H AT 5 @ AN 81 UdhC Bl @ 3R Wi U™ 5 @ AR BT @ df
IR B ORI 25 U D Grefl GHISe a1 ST 3Maede &1 Sl & Sfaid el e @l R | uR1 25 ThUGUG & SRy
IR & o0 FHOR I UH A8 I Al S 7 & Tafd gRT 25 U7 & dgd i A18 @ e HHOR I I S oufdrd 9
SIS o FTEFS! U TR YA § el [T ST Jahe @ |

URT 25 U7 FHGRI B Bedl B ol R e[ & R I8 W yrag™ & fb — bl 09 oflenfiie vemd R a8
T WY Bl & RN el eieR @ ol fedl vl @ ol @9 9 B9 Ue 9y @) FRaR War § WE a1 § 99 e
ERT Bedl ol @ S o9 {6 FHeR @I o1 A8 b1 foiRad Wi Ga < &1 TS 81 O Bedl & $RY SUShd v v g @i
AT B BIATaf) BT SFAER & AT 8 AT U AT & 98] § BHAR Bl AT & BIde b o0 ATl &1 HarI ox a1 T & |

W A SRIGT 9o 9 I8 deF 9ol Wifd o Xear € f e 9= § 13 $FaR) 2 @7 Adcd I8 el @ fo aromef
RS & gl 100 § B FHAIRG HRRG 9 R (AT AE AU M H o Wad S35 31 IRAT el &l @ g (et
TSI Th ATSXC(HT Sdbls & of fo 4RM i< di U9 4R Biamod U dilbed & T I9g BH gldx Suadivad
(SRTA) & araRd FRIRG AR ©, R 100 9 3fdd wHeR 29T GG 8 ok U H ommefl @1 e 25 THUBIE & d'd Ud
AE 1 Ay T TR Bel far ST S vd dy e @ aifug el @ g1 25 U @ d'd 3 WE @ Aifew e S e
o, U # et faeie Ao TR @ 99 Rl wadr | e uRummawy Sfe o e ]ET @ sumeft friee Sikm e
9o, SITEITE, PleT & R XA 11.07.2002 F Fa1 § Yud fbar ST I v Ay BT THION TE JET @ v Wi
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frder /%=1 301 oY SR B A B |

39Tl §RT YR <R g “AIR 1995 SC 1163 Hindustan Steel Works Construction Ltd. Vs. H.S.W.C. Ltd.
Employees Union Hyderabad.” 7 vd uRRufot & =1 g9 & sl s wfmfed Rigidl & @is o o axel & Sifdiard
T 2
10-319 S8l T Wil & STy BT U &, RHexe J 39l e gRT ARH & Jee edEl 1 Seeed ) well @
g7 GAHEHRT BT Y A forIT T B | A jois WIS RTN BT S [GAId 14.02.2019 BT 8 T © 3R oD TRomAREwHY
TAel R S @ aIRAM gdi JrRiFTT giieenfid 63 o g 2| fbeg swe Wl 8 e & ey 98 g Al Heaql §
fo5 omeffuer =1 orOe yaRT WA Ud AR BILN SRS Sl © 59 AR SAB MG g ARG & M Sierl Ul © a0 SfS
o WG REN gRT 3wt e & T'l A 17.12.1987 | 11.07.2002 TF 14 WA 6 HIE OF B A Tb B AT ST
TR B | 31T AT & WARd a4, URReIftal 9 Nagar Parishad, Kota at present Nagar Nigam, Kota through its
Commissioner Vs. Sita Ram Son of Shri Kalu Lal through Secretary, Raj. Trade Union & Legal Advisor, Nagar
Parishad Employees Union, Kota & Ors.-S.B. Civil Writ Petition No.7064/2008 Date of Order 01/04/2022 =%
T # Uhe [5U T S @ geTd Red gy weiiue Bl WA SfuRIe Ml @ SN @ WM W &fyfd e Uh g
3,00,000/—%. (&R T oG ®U) BT 1 ureft | feeramy ST =mfd goid g €

BRI YRV 4 ¥ A Wid Reifd & o armeil Fareie @1 ok 9 yrfl e 1 vel AT & |y 4 30 oae d W
T ¥ 3ifdd o T 7 6 mell 3 SH B B W < BERM 58,340 /— BT fSATE $IUT BTSN &g AT §e, e &R
Sff @7 fadid 15.07.2002 BT RS YoSlo RT AT TR o, 1 faidh 02.08.2002 BT IIURT ITad BarT | Wit 1 S9ab a9 vd Surfold
IAETT B JIRT I g fordl T 01 FARIN & UTATd 14642 /— 593 Sl off 39 fa1d 02.08.2002 ®1 BTSN &5 IO 4@
o fouIve Sthe gRT 9 faam Tar S feH1® 07.08.2002 BT 410 U &1 77 | Weff AT HRRRITH aadH A A 3o RIS e
AIEH TH A5 | U< aR Fdal & | U H TR0 & RS deal 9 uRRefral @1 e v@d gu <Imfed o I8 e A1 faa
ST A A B fob ol wer 3,00,000 /—%. @1 MGG JIRT WRiue BT I IR & - A0S B
Wages Due, Compensation and Gratuity, Leave Encashment etc & U< < SIRT &1 JTam wreiiuel &1 grd 4 fobam <d | 59
YR el ueT 3,00,000/— W @I AN WY ARG AR & afakad Wages Due, Compensation and Gratuity, Leave
Encashment etc * effuer &l a1aT a3k 3R Ut Y%7 71 320 oFfu IaRd & A 2 |

IRUTRGRY IRA IRER, 379 HATY, 5 (Qoell gRT UNIRIG QY f&d 01.06.2004 & SR TRING e /Xo=1 faarg
P13l 3TIHU SN (BT ST & o6 $1f7 Ioi Ja1e dREM b arefi e SRel HoR, Hel #IRM Wi 99, SITaeiyd,
BIcT gRT el 11.07.2002 W AT | Yo HRA1 Sfad G4 9g 61 © a7 Wreiiuel e Argufiie aml & IFgaly & o W) &y
WHY TP qe S0 3,00,000 /—(3FeR T ARG w0) &1 IRT el R 6w we @ SN g |

1r & Jad T & 3ifaRad Wages Due, Compensation and Gratuity, Leave Encashment etc @ U $If& o=
yaTe RN BT el AT g1 o A9 R, 98 R o (Femrar S o o @) oeffuer st frieie @ o A @ St
g1 9 YPR He Aoiw YAE KA & HrAge™E ureiiver afgfd IR @y 3,00,000/— W0 3R A9 d@ G U@ A0S B
I Wages Due, Compensation and Gratuity, Leave Encashment etc @ U< < W1 (FRMIER S 4 &l 21) sl Fios
U A B e €| Sad afd sl gRT oet ¥ <1 A # uyrffuer @1 srer @ weh, <1 A # Al o A fhy 9 W
rfafoly /amee @ feAie W 39 IR R 7y ufaad @ ) 9 eerelt a@ e off weffuer, amneft free @ o = @
Y 2 |

AU HAR T, IR

RO T TP 09.04.2025 BT Fol RSO H FARAT MR RN b 1 fo/1 FRAgaR Fyfed TWaR Bl
EEIREIPRERCIRIRG G

% fawet, 8 frawa, 2025

FT.MM. 1650. 3= fFare srfafaam, 1947 (1947 &1 14) i a7 17 & ERGER H, Feld
AT ST EaTaTeeiw yTEae fifiee & yduds ¥ qag At o digwe aiw, { A a9 F
= aqay & Py stenfs aftwor & sw =T, fen, = (R T-GsT) 01/2010
(H=EU"-96/2014)) T ST I e & fG@Tar T97 §, THRIAT FIAT 8 ST Fea T TR FT AIF FHIYT F
|17 08.09.2025 T ITH g1 =T |

[¥. T#-29011/16/2009-TEAZ(T)]
AT, 37 Feers
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New Delhi, the 8th September, 2025

S.0. 1650.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. (Central) 01/2010 (C1S-96/2014)) of the Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Kota as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
Shrinath Enterprises Private Limited and Mohammad Tarif, Hind Mazdoor Sabha which was received along with
soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 08.09.2025.

[No. L-29011/16/2009-1R(M)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
el P

T, SEe RIReRv (H41), BRI

WO SR W HAR 2, JIRTF.O.GE. (R Sl |ai)

fcer yawoT BHid: 3T 1—01 /2010(AMETH—96 / 2014)

(AT IR—3TROI® ¢ 1060001702010)

feTw wenfia: 18.02.2010

UET 9RA WREHR, S [N @1 SFfRRgE H@ar L-29011/16/2009-IR(M)
fA1® 28.01.2010

e / faare et a1 10(1)(8) Sienfie faare arfdfm, 1947
ey

dewe GG QI S AR 9 N1 W@ WerEl, R| A9 W, §Mell  fan  ®Ee, @er (W)
...... yreft

g
&, ST TeRyser, wifer, IO, fem drer @) 3t / ferirord
Suferd
reff sife @ &R & faff— N g
amoeft o @1 AR W wfafAe— Prg SURerd e |
siffofa: fa: 30.05.2025
ORI IR, 39 [N & gl sl & i 28012010 & gr1 o fder / faare, oifelfie faare

afafRrm, 1947 (DR omT “aiffam” & I foar SIaem) & et 10(1)(T) @ Il 39 =ARIeaRer B rfdfoiarel wRfd famm
T B

~M\Whether the action of the management of M/s. Shrinath Enterprises Pvt. Ltd., Chechat, Distt., Kota relating to
removal from service of Shri Mohd. Tareef w.e.f. 16.11.2008 is legal and justified ? What relief the workman concerned
is entitled to \
29 faaTe & IRRIERT § R B W Tolleg B GER B SURARY qrad Afed WY by g | e @ urerr § wreff sifve
ZRT SURYT B YT WehT 3 Fold RRIaRT & \Hel TRqa o aferad: a8 S fooar mar 2 & weft o ammeff R 5w
fqare # ol geiex FRIGS ST | FaIfd fhar S = o sfiRer Hafd & did 2 war A Fifa fm wn | R 3
il I TR 2008 H FAHD JAdR Ig BT (b A A W AN U @R @ &, JA BRe W Wil Bl A1 16.11.2008 S
Fd ¥ ger fear| weft A fiee & W'l WS 02.022002 F 15.11.2008 Th FRR BRI fHAT @ qen g9 o@fyr § 240 foF W
T ARG FHI 6 FH TR forar 7| weft @1 faare Sienfie SR 1947 B GRT 2(3MRM) & QIR Bl B URMINT H 7T B |
TiRIT @1 B W U4 SARATIA B GRT 25 Th & WIGUl & SFIAR U 8 B Allcd 78] (o3l 3R 7§90 gacl ¥ TP A8 & M
IqT BT FTaE & e ¥ 39e AfaRed Faes 3wl & Aed & feen @ gl se &1 gamaen At ot T8 fon & a1 &
3R fban & | fareie o miRfar &l el & g’ WM & 4 JIORM JEile e Sed 1958 @ el 77 @ YagFl & 4R
IR A BT yHE TE forr & dr A ¥ TR AW & 9y Wi 9 B o FHeR e e @ oefi war |
T 91| 59 YR FRITe 9 dRe FH B T & RIGIT B Jage T oxd AN I SR ool JARITRM @ arT 25 Sff @ off
Jager 21 weft & e W ger 9 @ 98 e 1 weff & e W oM @ Mo #R forar R SR S R @1 318
IR TEI AT & S AfTH @) ORI 25 TF & WIaHEl @l ST & IR W ofd’ Ufded H omar g ofd # weff 7 faee fhan
for SH@ fFRIwe & I8 Uod dqf 909 9k @ fUed oM & da1 9fikd 9eia dearan o den aeft &1 fase 9 @@
gereHT A feetarr o |

33l IS Bl SR A WA 3% Foid $1 Sigrd Y&d dY Ig Hidare fosar wam & fob greff bl ofg e o srest &M el
O R ID gRT (e 17.11.2008 | T U5 R AU FHKI GbIIT 9o UG o) B BIS o) T &, Hleruell = o) € 3 81
fepTer & | oreff SERT oM AT a1 TR W fIAE e T B | 39 BRO 9§ URGd Yl e faare st & graee
AL TE B W UM Gl 8 IR UARYT WIRG B S A & | i A wreff 7 o urele v wer @i fdar o |
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41y ¥ effue @ SR | @Y a1 A9 0 IRa o @ Rt ot & i g o @ wh & ) st @t ek @ e
BT 30 TF YR BT T TR aTaee T AR A 31 ORE 8 SuRerd T8 o W R @1 ofwR 48 o faar o
il R YR I UF e H ARy el & | well @1 SR | awddell e o Wd 1 s & e 91 T Jeord A
ST |

5— 3T f2. 30.05.2025 T Smelf Bl SR W QTSR 4.00 Io T bl & SURerd H%‘rsﬁzf‘)wmﬁzﬁqﬁﬁﬁaﬁmﬁﬂél
q%%wzoa&ﬁa%w%qaww%mﬁww 22 T &, AN el T U9 qAAIE Sed
IRATHI GRT TR R R G601 & (UeR & a4 9 omee & fgﬁaﬁwﬁgquwwaﬁwrnwwma?ﬁa?m
foctffaa el <@ o F@ar 8, 3 well ufaffe @ 989 & AR qU wAhe] W SUde WA @ AJER 8 39 A0 G RIR
e 11 @7 £ |

6—TXITT YR § AT Bl I8 <& © [ ol Ferd g welt 51 @i famie 16.11.2008 & WaT 9 YUd A1 ST U9
qu g ?

7-39 Wae | yrfl @ SR W Wed H w9 BT A9 UF YA b1 AT 2 R S TeHe offth dor H vl dedl @) gRRigh @
g o1 ARe & o' o9 foour @ o a8 ufowel @ I8 R dofe o1 B IRl o, 98 BAMT dfeeT BT HM BT AT| I8 2%
AHMGA T I B Gl AT, I8 ZR & ST H M Geal oA | HbG g1 1 o IS 91 S T AT | I8 HEl Tord ¢ b a8
f& 01.09.2003 | UfUell & BT HM PR BT T e IAT 09.09.2003 W B Y& (bAT & | IA &1 16.11.2008 | ST § febam
off, I ST §¢ ToI o S @ oM & forv #91 o fear o | 9% 7o B o S99 QT 0 forgaw foan &) a W R S
15.11.2008 TH M fbaT & | I8 91 8! & & feA6 17.11.2008 | B Breax dall 1T |

8-urll §RT IHS! HaT Yrpa faAlb 16.11.2008 | Y@ i 02022002 | 15.11.2008 T el & A H 240 a7 4 ooy
Ty a6 el & 3 Y eeR BRI SR BT B fobar T & 71 I8 N HUA fbar & e omell gRT I feAE 16.11.2008
P FAMG A W T e T BT B BT & | 39 fawia amneff @ iR & yreft & Sad el @1 @ved fen W § ok T8
W {61 7 & 6 wefl §RT W@ S1ue WaT & UGN T & IR WY T8l ¥ AGY BIed] T T |

9-39 T d yfl FI 3R W I SO e YR DI & ST badt Ya¥ S, 1 A 4 KA B & W b qwsian e &
e {5 T SfTaeH, Surell dT aTe T Shel FHSIAT ardl Ufidad B, $Hd AR Bls axdrdell el WA Tel @l T4 7 |
grff @) SR W S ARER & wHeT W W wF @ S # el gR W @ A w2 5 ufiuedt @ gl o
el AN et T oY 39 BT Wt oA 17.11.2008 W 0T W BRI BISaR T ¥ | 3T B @A # wielt gRT o+l fome # o
e G foodr & fob “fAid 17.11.2008 W B BISHR Fell TN Wil TE W WY I TE FATOG el & b oeff <1 e &1 a
TR T g2 FR e, O H wefl B T @) 39 W ORI Vel § b S Qe BT RN fhar 2| weff @ 3R ¥ U 9
e YA T8l D T § O I8 Ude @ 6 S gRT swrll & I8l W SHS! Har el [GHIe 16.11.2008 S UTA Y- S
@1 9 & g1 e awredl gRT 99 gl 9M W 9@ gRT W & YL Wigd Y I & ey ¥ 5 gaR @1 IRRes
P & AW Y UAER [BAT T 81 AU A1 16.11.2008 DT W@ DI el H YD PR G $AT A 8¢ AY B G OB
& el Q16 20.02.2000 BT URIAT U5 G IR Qa1 H o S 1 Fraed aR e wan, forde Srarg # ol @1 v & dUd @
¢ & 4% g1 @ da1 &1 uRam fbar man g, e gear wreff & srguRerd 8 W Teuea wud wHsidr SeR) gRT meleT
T3 BT AR a-d §Y SR drdli giided |afed a1 Ui o) fear mar| G Reify d Swidd faded g fawemer & uRved d I8
g A favawa ydia & w81 & foo wredl o ol e g dar ¥ e el fdhar € dfce wrell fedie 16.11.2008 ¥
e & a8l o ITRYT e gam oIk SH WA & T WaT AN (Abandon) @ &, Hera: Wefl @1 SRFRMARTTG S wRef
et el B ¥ febel ST 1 AReR Efi 8 A e IR I & 3R X% A S gy Sckd 8 A B

UROTTAT: TGN WRER, 54 [T §RT S Ui SifeRgee f2. 28012010 & WY ARG Fcer/fdare @1 gl
ITHY IR T oI & & wrefl 41fie Agme aRim ol AiRad T Swdrael |ed 9 I8 g o # omd el o st gR
refl 1 i 16.11.2008 | a1 W Y fobar A & Sifig well gRT W@ S AaT AT (Abandon) B &, Herawy Fefl HigHe
ARG Sreft ¥ el YR T ST U A B QIRERY TE R |

A AR T, I

RO T fITid 30.05.2025 BT Gol RAMABRVT H FART AR SRR B 11 foR7 FRAHFER 9o TR B
TRl ST S |
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T2 feeeht, 9 s, 2025

FLAT. 1651.—aienfies e ifffas, 1947 (1947 @1 14)  H GRT 17 S RO ¥, =iy
WHR T I TA & Jeads & Adg A 3R S dHaRl & 99, sy ¥ fifde shenfie faae & o<a

WHR efiIes JAf¥HIvr - 98 - 5M AWy, AETad & udare (Wad W@ 60/2022) &1 ST
FRAT T, S DU WHR DI 08,/09 /2025 B UK AT AT |

[&. Tl 22012/108/2022-31TE 3R, (1. TH-11)]
AT, 3T Feers

New Delhi, the 9th September, 2025

S.0. 1651.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 60/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
M/s. ECL and their workmen received by the Central Government on 08/09/2025.

[No. L-22012/108/2022—IR (CM-I1)]
SALONI, 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. 60 OF 2022
PARTIES: Sheojee Singh
Vs

Management of Jhanjra Project Colliery MIC, Jhanjra Area, ECL
REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Union/Workman: Mr. Shabe Alam, Organising Secretary, Colliery Mazdoor Congress
For the Management of ECL.: Mr. P. K. Das, Advocate.
INDUSTRY: Coal.
STATE: West Bengal.
Dated: 07/07/2025
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-22012/108/2022-1R(CM-I1) dated 22/12/2022 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer,
that is the Management of Jhanjra Project Colliery MIC, Jhanjra Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited and their workmen
for adjudication by this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Jhanjra Project Colliery MIC, Jhanjra Area, M/s. E.C. Ltd. in not
fixation the pay properly in the regularized post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer to Sri Sheojee Singh is fair,
legal & justified? If not, what relief the workman is concerned is entitled to?”

1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/108/2022-IR(CM-I11) dated 22/12/2022 from the Government of India,
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case No. 60 of 2022 was registered on
26/12/2022 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.
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2. Sheojee Singh submitted written statement on 18/04/2023. Management of ECL also filed their written
statement on 18/04/2023 through the Agent, Jhanjra Project Colliery, ECL. Fact of the workman’s case in brief is that
Sheojee Singh, an employee of ECL was posted as R.B. Crew. After passing the Mining Sirdarship Examination he was
deployed as Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer(T) for a period of six months as trainee on a remuneration of difference of
wages in Tech. & Supvr. Grade ‘C’ and pay he used to receive as R.B. Crew. This arrangement was done on the basis of
office order bearing No. GM/JNR/PER/05/2013/3305 dated 08/10.10.2013. After completion of training, the workman
was regularized to the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer, vide office order bearing No. GM/JNR/PER/2014/332
dated 05/06.06.2014. Contention of the workman is that his pay was not fixed in Tech. & Supvr. Grade ‘C’ in proper
manner and while fixation of pay his pay became less than the wages he used to receive as R.B. Crew during the training
period. Further contention of the workman is that basic pay of R.B. Crew is Rs. 54,501.43 per month but while fixing his
basic pay in the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer in Tech. & Supvr. Grade ‘C’ his pay was reduced to Rs. 52,914.01
per month and difference of basic pay was not considered at the time of pay fixation which is illegal.

3. Representation made by the workman is for restoring his basic pay to Rs. 54,501.43 per month which he
received as R.B. Crew, with retrospective effect i.e. from date of regularization to the post of Mining Sirdar-cum- Shot
Firer. Management did not pay heed to his legitimate claim. Workman was therefore compelled to raise the Industrial
Dispute through Colliery Mazdoor Congress (HMS). The aggrieved workman has prayed for passing necessary Award
by way of fixing his pay in the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer with retrospective effect.

4, Management contested case by filing written statement. It is stated by the management that after successful
completion of training of six months, Sheojee Singh was regularized in the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer in
Tech. & Supvr. Grade ‘C’ and his pay was fixed in monthly rated category on account of change of his designation.
Management denied that pay fixation of the concerned workman in Tech. & Supvr. Grade ‘C’ has been done in an illegal
manner and further asserted that demand of the union for protection of pay of the workman is not legally tenable.
According to the management, wages of the concerned workman has been protected as per rules of the company and no
illegality has been committed. Finally, it is urged that fixation of pay of the workman done by the management is totally
justified and he is not entitled to any relief.

5. Point for consideration is whether the pay of Sheojee Singh has been properly fixed on his regularization to the
post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer and if not, what relief the workman is entitled to?

6. In support of the case, Sheojee Singh has been examined as Workman Witness-I. He filed an affidavit-in-chief
in support of the case where he reiterated his case in the pleading. In course of examination, witness produced the
following documents:-

0] Copy of office order dated 10/10/2013 for imparting training of six months is produced as Exhibit W-1.

(i) Copy of office order dated 06/06/2014 for regularization of workman to the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot
Firer is produced as Exhibit W-2.

(iii) Copy of pay slip for the month of August, 2014 i.e. after regularization is produced as Exhibit W-3.

(iv) Copy of pay slip in respect of his posting as R.B. Crew i.e. before regularization in the post of Mining Sirdar-
cum-Shot Firer is Exhibit W-4.

In Cross-Examination, workman witness deposed that on his regularization to the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-
Shot Firer his basic pay was reduced from what he received as R.B. Crew. It further transpires that as a
R.B. Crew, he was a daily rated worker and on his regularization he became a monthly rated workman. Witness denied
that he is not entitled to receive difference of wages according to the terms of circular dated 04/10/2012 issued by the
General Manager (P&IR), ECL Head Quarters. Witness further denied that he is not entitled to receive difference of
wages after his regularization in the new post or that he is only entitled to charge allowance.

7. Mr. Alaric Oneal Lyndem, Manager (Pers) of Jhanjra Project Colliery has been examined as Management
Witness-I. He filed his affidavit-in-chief in support of the case in the pleading of the management. During examination,
witness produced the following documents:-

Q) Copy of office order dated 10/10/2013 by which Sheojee Singh was deployed as Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer
is produced as Exhibit M-1.

(i) Copy of office order dated 06/06/2014 by which Sheojee Singh was regularized to the post of Mining Sirdar-
cum-Shot Firer w.e.f. 23/04/2014 after completion of six months is produced as Exhibit M-2.

(iii) Copies of two pay slips of the workman for the months of May, 2014 and August, 2014 are produced as
Exhibits M-3 and M-4 respectively.

(iv) Copy of document containing basic and increment details of the workman prepared by the Dy. Manager
(Systems) of Jhanjra Area, ECL is produced as Exhibit M-5.

(v) Copy of guidelines for promotion and selection is produced as Exhibit M-6.
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In cross-examination, management witness deposed that by office order dated 10/10/2013, Sheojee Singh was
deployed in the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer and he was assured payment of difference of wages. On
06/06/2014 he was regularized as Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer w.e.f. 23/04/2014. Management Witness admittedly did
not produce any calculation sheet showing difference of wages for the period from 01/01/2014 to 01/08/2014. It
transpires from evidence of the management witness that minimum basic pay of Category ‘C’ in the post of Mining
Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer was Rs. 19,035.02 per month and as the basic pay of the workman had surpassed the starting basic
pay of Category ‘C’ employees, calculation sheet showing difference of wages from 01/01/2014 to 01/08/2014 has not
been produced. Management Witness identified copy of pay slip of Sheojee Singh from January, 2014 where he was paid
a basic of Rs. 904.97 per day and an additional pay of Rs. 583.77 per month during the first six months. Copies of pay
slips bearing Exhibits W-5, W-6, W-7, W-8 and W-9 were identified. Management Witness denied that workman has
been deprived of his legitimate pay after his regularization to the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer.

8. Mr. Shabe Alam, union representative arguing the case on behalf of the aggrieved workman submitted that
Sheojee Singh was initially posted as R.B. Crew in Category-VI at Jhanjra Project Colliery, ECL. After completion of
Mining Sirdarship course, he was deployed as Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer (T) in Tech. & Supvr. Grade ‘C’ for six
months as a trainee on the basis of letter dated 08/10.10.2013. For the first six months of training workman received
difference of pay but after completion of training successfully and on his regularization to the post of Mining Sirdar-
cum-Shot Firer, his pay was reduced and was not fixed in a proper manner. Union representative claimed that as per
office order dated 05/06.06.2014 (Exhibit M-2) issued by the Chief Manager (Pers), Jhanjra Area, workman was entitled
to the fixation of pay to be done by the Associated Finance of Unit. Referring to Implementation Instruction No. 23 and
decision taken at the Standardisation Committee Meeting held on 23/01/1980, it is submitted that in paragraph fifty of
Chapter XII of the Coal Wage Board Report it is mentioned that when an employee of lower category temporarily works
in place of a higher category workman, he should be paid an officiating allowance of ten percent of his total wages or
statutory pay of the higher category worker for whom he deputises, whichever is higher. It is further laid down that
where an employee in a lower category works in the place of a workman of higher category, he should be entitled to
payment of officiating allowance which shall be the difference between his wage and the minimum of the higher
category, if such minimum is “higher” than his existing pay and in case by this method of adjustment, he gets less than
one increment in the officiating scale, he should be given one increment in that scale. In the event of the existing pay of
the officiating workman being higher than the minimum of the scale of pay of the higher category in which he works,
than his existing pay should be adjusted into the next higher step in the higher category’s scale and he should be given
one increment in that scale. Mr. Alam argued that in the instant case, workman was a daily wager of Rs. 904.97 and on
working for twenty six days his basic pay would reach Rs. 23,529.22. After the workman was regularized to the post of
Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer w.e.f. 23/04/2014, his basic pay was fixed by multiplying his daily wages with number of
working days. Referring to Exhibit W-3, the pay slip of the workman for the month of August, 2014, it is argued that the
pay of workman was simply converted from daily rate to monthly rate after his regularization to a higher category and he
did not receive the amount which he was receiving during his training period as difference of wages. Union
representative argued that on regularization the workman is entitled to an increment of three percent of basic wage as on
01/08/2014.

9. Mr. P. K. Das, learned advocate argued that Sheojee Singh did not get promotion to the post of Mining Sirdar-
cum-Shot Firer and he is not entitled to any increment. Ld. Advocate submitted that posting of Sheojee Singh as Mining
Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer was made through selection process at entry point, therefore, he was only entitled to basic initial
pay fixed for Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer. It is argued that the Industrial Dispute has no merit and the same is liable to
be dismissed.

10. I have considered the rival contention of the workman and the management of ECL, arguments advanced by the
union and Id. Advocate as well as pleading of parties, evidence adduced and documents produced. It is evident that
Sheojee Singh was initially posted as R.B. Crew and thereafter he underwent training as Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer
for six months. On the basis of letter dated 08/10.10.2013 (Exhibit W-1) he received his daily wages while he worked as
Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer (T) and he was paid difference of wages. By order bearing No. GM/IJNR/PER/2014/332
dated 05/06.06.2014 the workman was regularized as Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer in Tech. and Supvr. Grade ‘C’ w.e.f.
23/04/2014 and it was also provided in the order that his pay would be fixed by the Associated Finance of Unit. There is
no dispute that the workman was regularized to the new post as per office order (Exhibit W-2). From the pay slip of
May, 2014, it appears that basic pay of the workman was Rs. 23,529.22 and he received a gross pay of Rs. 48,423.75. In
the month of August, 2014, his basic pay was Rs. 20,814.31 and gross monthly pay was Rs. 55,703.61. It can be
gathered from the pleading and arguments of the management that workman has not been granted any increment in his
basic pay on being regularized to the higher post. At this juncture it would be appropriate to take recourse to the
provisions of Implementation Instruction No. 23 of NCWA-II. Referring to Implementation Instruction No. 23 and
decision taken at the Standardisation Committee Meeting held on 23/01/1980, it is submitted that in para fifty of Chapter
XI1 of the Coal Wage Board Report it is mentioned that when an employee of lower category temporarily works in place
of a higher category workman he should be paid an officiating allowance of ten percent of his total wages or statutory
pay of the higher category worker for whom deputises, whichever is higher. It is further laid down that where an
employee in a lower category works in the place of a workman of higher category, he should be entitled to payment of
officiating allowance which shall be the difference between his wage and the minimum of the higher category, if such
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minimum is “higher” than his existing pay and in case by this method of adjustment, he gets less than one increment in
the officiating scale, he should be given one increment of three percent in that scale. In the event of the existing pay of
the officiating workman being higher than the minimum of the scale of pay of the higher category in which he works,
than his existing pay should be adjusted into the next higher step in the higher category’s scale and he should be given
one increment in that scale.
11. It appears from the pay slips of the workman for the months of January, 2014, February, 2014, May, 2014, June,
2014 and July, 2014, produced as Exhibits W-5 to W-9 that basic pay of workman per day was Rs. 904.97. On
converting daily basic pay to monthly pay by way of multiplying basic pay with twenty six days, the monthly basic pay
of the workman would appear to be Rs. 23,529.22. Therefore, on regularization of the workman in higher category of
Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer, the pay of the workman in the post of R.B. Crew, in lower category appears to be higher
than the minimum scale of pay in the higher category where he was regularized subsequently. Therefore, according to
the recommendation of the Standardisation Committee Meeting dated 23/01/1980 workman would be entitled to a pay
with increment of three percent in the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer. Though the workman has been regularized
to the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer w.e.f. 23/04/2014 | find that there was reduction in pay, which has been
simply fixed by summing up basic daily wage for twenty six days of working period in monthly rated and without taking
into consideration of decision of the Standardisation Committee Meeting. Management of ECL has placed details of
monthly basic, DA rate and increment amount in respect of Sheojee Singh, U. Man No. 129420, which has been
admitted in evidence as Exhibit M-5. Workman was regularized to the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer w.e.f
23/04/2014 as per order dated 06/06/2014. His basic pay at monthly rate was fixed at Rs.23,529.22 w.e.f. 01/08/2014. It
is true that the workman did not get any promotion on his posting as Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer, which is a selection
post at entry point and he is not entitled to any promotional benefit. However, on his regularization to the new post, the
workman is entitled to receive one increment of three percent of the minimum of the scale of pay of higher category in
which he is regularized. Management is ECL is therefore directed to fix his basic pay w.e.f. his date of regularization to
the post of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer w.e.f. 23/04/2014 and also pay him arrears of basic pay and DA within two
months from communication of order.
Hence,
ORDERED

that the Industrial Dispute is allowed on contest against the management of Jhanjra Project Colliery, ECL. Management
of ECL is directed to fix the pay of Sheojee Singh by granting him one increment of three percent of his basic pay in the
higher category of Mining Sirdar-cum-Shot Firer. Arrears towards basic and Dearness Allowance shall be disbursed to
the workman within two months from date of communication of Award. Let an Award be drawn up in the light of my
above discussion. Let copies of Award be communicated to the Ministry for information
and Notification.

ANANDA KUMAR MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer

T2 foeett, 9 s, 2025
FAM. 1652.— el fdare AMRR™H, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 B AJERU H, Dl
WHR T A TA & Jeuda & Adg AN 3R S dHaRl & 99, ey & fAfde sienfie fiae § a<ha

WHR Aenfie Afexor - 97 - o9 ey, AETE @ Udre (Wad " 50/2006) w1 g
IRAT T, Sl I WWHR DI 08/09 /2025 B UK AT T |

[/. Ta-22012/275/2005-3 R (HT.TH-11)]
AT, 3T Fger®

New Delhi, the 9th September, 2025
S.0. 1652.—1In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 50/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of M/s. ECL and
their workmen received by the Central Government on 08/09/2025

[No. L-22012/275/2005 — IR (CM-I11)]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM- LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL.

PRESENT: Shri Ananda Kumar Mukherjee,
Presiding Officer,
C.G.I.T-cum-L.C., Asansol.
REFERENCE CASE NO. 50 OF 2006
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PARTIES: Radha Nayak
(Represented by the legal heirs)
Vs.
Management of Amritnagar 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: 25.06.2025
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), the Government of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order No.
L-22012/275/2005-IR(CM-11) dated 17.08.2006 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer,
that is the Management of Amritnagar Colliery under Kunustoria Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited and their workman
for adjudication by this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“ Whether the action of the Management of Amritnagar Colliery under Kunustoria Area of M/s. ECL in
dismissing Shri Radhya Nayak, U.G. Loader w.e.f. 17.5.2002 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief is the
workman enitled ? ”

1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/275/2005-IR(CM-I1) dated 17.08.2006 from the Government of India,
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case was registered on 18.09.2006 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. H. L. Soni, Assistant General Secretary, Koyala Mazdoor Congress filed written statement on 22.01.2007
on behalf of Radha Nayak, the dismissed workman. The fact of the case is that Radha Nayak was a permanent employee
at Amritnagar Colliery under Kunustoria Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited. The workman served as an Underground
Loader, bearing U. M. No. 476745. Due to prolonged illness Radha Nayak remained absent from duty from 19.07.2001
to 24.10.2001 which was beyond his control. At the relevant time he was under the treatment of Medical Practitioner and
after recovery he reported for his duty on 24.10.2001 along with medical certificate. Management did not permit him to
join and issued a Charge Sheet against him bearing No. M/4100/01/316 dated 24.10.2001. The workman did not receive
any Notice of enquiry and could not participate in the enquiry proceeding. The Enquiry Officer held ex-parte enquiry
without giving adequate opportunity to the workman to defend his case. Gross injustice was caused to the workman by
denying principles of natural justice. The General Manager, Kunustoria Area thereafter issued a letter of dismissal of the
workman bearing letter No. AKNT/P&IR/26A/1036 dated 17.05.2002. It is claimed by the union that the past record of
the workman is good and he did not face any punishment on previous occasion. It is therefore claimed that dismissal of
Radha Nayak was illegal and unjustified and prayed for setting aside the order of dismissal and payment of full back
wages along with other consequential benefits.

3. On 07.08.2017 an order was passed whereby the legal heirs of Radha Nayak were substituted due to his death
on 01.05.2011.

4. In this case no written statement was filed by the management, after several opportunity.

5. Union examined Dilip Kumar Nayak, son of Radha Nayak as Workman Witness No. 1. He filed an affidavit-in-

chief wherein he stated that his father was continuously sick and remained absent from duty from 19.07.2001 to
24.10.2001 due to his illness, which was beyond his control and he was undergoing medical treatment during that period.
After he was declared medically fit, he went to resume duty on 24.10.2001 but on that date a Charge Sheet was issued
to him. The witness further stated that his father attended work for 246 days in the year 1999, 176 days in the year 2000,
and 94 days in the year 2001 and he was neither a habitual absentee nor any punishment was awarded against him on
earlier occasion. The witness also stated that the enquiry proceeding was held against his father keeping him in the dark
and he could not attend enquiry proceeding to defend his case. In spite of such facts the General Manager issued an order
of dismissal against him. The witness asserted that the punishment of dismissal passed against his father is harsh and
disproportionate to the nature of misconduct and that during pendency of the Industrial Dispute his father died on
01.05.2011. The witness produced the following documents :

(i) Copy of the Death Certificate of Radha Nayak is produced as Exhibit W-1.
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(i) Copy of the Fitness Certificate of Radha Nayak dated 24.10.2001, as Exhibit W-2.

(iii) Copy of the Chargesheet dated 24.10.2001, as Exhibit W-3.

(iv)  Copy of the Enquiry proceeding dated 09.03.2002, as Exhibit W-4.

(v) Copy of the Enquiry Report, as Exhibit W-5.

(vi)  Copy of the second Show Cause Notice dated 26.03.2002 / 02.04.2002, as Exhibit W-6.
(vii)  Copy of the Letter of dismissal dated 14/17.05.2002, as Exhibit W-7.
(viii) Copy of the Legal Heirship Certificate dated 21.06.2023, as Exhibit W-8.

6. In cross-examination the witness deposed that his father was medically treated by Dr. Senapati Mondal and then
left for his native village. The witness cold not state if his father received any medical treatment at any colliery hospital.
Nothing was produced by the witness to prove that Radha Nayak informed the management of ECL about his absence
from duty. Witness stated that his father submitted reply to the second Show Cause Notice. He denied that Charge
Sheet and Notice of enquiry were served upon his father or that he intentionally stayed away from the enquiry
proceeding.

7. The case of the management, as disclosed in the affidavit-in-chief of Mr. Dinabandhu Mondal, the Management
Witness No. 1 is that the workman was chargesheeted for his unauthorized absence form 19.07.2001 to 24.10.2001.
Workman failed to submit any reply to the Charge Sheet and a domestic enquiry was held. In spite of issuing several
Notice of enquiry to the charged employee he failed to appear before the Enquiry Officer to defend his case and the
enquiry proceeding was held ex-parte. The charge of misconduct by unauthorized absence was established and the
Disciplinary Authority after considering relevant documents dismissed the workman from service. The witness denied
that the workman suffered from illness or he underwent medical treatment from any medical practitioner. Management
averred that the dismissal of the workman is totally justified. In course of his evidence management witness produced the
following documents :

0] Copy of the Charge Sheet dated 24.10.2001 is produced as Exhibit M-1.
(i)  Copy of the envelope containing Charge Sheet addressed to the workman, as Exhibit M-2.
(iii) Copy of the Notice of enquiry dated 20/21.02.2002, as Exhibit M-3.
(iv) Copy of the postal envelope used to send Notice of enquiry upon the workman, as Exhibit M-4.
(V) Copy of the Notice of enquiry dated 28.01.2002, as Exhibit M-5.
(vi)  Copy of the postal envelope used to serve Notice of enquiry upon the workman, as Exhibit M-5/1.
(vii)  Copy of the Notice of enquiry dated 22.11.2001, as Exhibit M-6.
(viii) Copy of the postal envelope used to serve Notice of enquiry upon the workman, as Exhibit M-6/1.
(ix) Copy of the Enquiry proceeding dated 09.03.2002, as Exhibit M-7.
x) Copy of the Enquiry Report dated 09.03.2002, as Exhibit M-8.
(xi)  Copy of the second Show Cause Notice, as Exhibit M-9.
(xii)  Copy of the Letter of dismissal of the workman, as Exhibit M-10.

8. In cross-examination the witness deposed that the Charge Sheet and Notice of enquiry were sent to the
workman at his address and they were returned unserved. The period of unauthorized absent was three months and the
workman was dismissed for unauthorized absence. The witness denied that the dismissal of the workman was
disproportionate to the nature of misconduct.

9. At the time of argument, the union representative as well as the legal heirs of the deceased employee remained
absent without steps. The case pending for nineteen years is taken up for disposal on the basis of material in the record.
10. Mr. P. K. Das, learned advocate for the management of ECL argued that Radha Nayak, the dismissed workman

has expired on 01.05.2011 and he could not adduce any evidence indicating the reason for his absence. It is argued that
Dilip Kumar Nayak, son of Radha Nayak, in his affidavit-in-chief stated that during the period of absence the workman
was under the medical treatment but no medical prescription has been produced. The Charge Sheet against him has been
issued on 24.10.2001 and it is a coincidence that a Medical Certificate, in the name of Radha Nayak, has been issued on
the same date. The workman was declared fit to resume his duty form 25.10.2001 and the Charge Sheet was issued on
24.10.2001, the same is presumed to have been served upon him on the date he reported for his duty i.e., on 24.10.2001.
Except a single medical certificate, issued by a Registered Medical Practitioner the union could not produce any other
document relating to his medical treatment.

11. It is further argued that the sole workman witness did not disclose the nature of illness suffered by his father.
The Medical Certificate (Exhibit W-2) states that Radha Nayak was treated for dislocation of his Right Hip. The
workman did not undergo any medical treatment at the colliery hospital or central hospital of ECL. No medical
document has been produced to prove that the workman actually had suffered dislocation of his Right Hip. Under such
facts and circumstances, | am not inclined to place reliance upon the Medical Certificate of Radha Nayak (Exhibit W-2)
produced by the union. The workman remained absent for three long months without any intimation to the employer
company. At the time of evidence management produced a copy of postal envelope addressed to Radha Nayak at his
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native place at Ganjam (Odisha) bearing Ref. No. M/4100/01/316 dated 24.10.2001. The document produced as Exhibit
M-2 bears an endorsement “Left”. Subsequently, a Notice of enquiry dated 22.11.2001 was sent at the same address
under registered post with A/D. The copy of the postal envelope has been produced as Exhibit M-6/1. From the face of
the document it appears that the addressee had left the place and the same has returned unserved. Thereafter, a Notice of
enquiry dated 28.01.2002 was issued to the workman under registered post with A/D but the same returned unserved.
Copy of the postal envelope has been produced as Exhibit M-5/1. Lastly, a Notice of enquiry dated 20/21.02.2002
(Exhibit M-3) was sent to the charged workman under registered post with A/D at his home address. Copy of the postal
envelope is marked as Exhibit M-4 and the same was retuned unserved with an endorsement “Left”. The management
made several attempts to serve Notices of enquiry upon the absenting workman but failed to succeed. The enquiry was
held after extending several opportunities to the workman who had knowledge of the Charge Sheet. The Enquiry Officer
held the enquiry ex-parte and noted that after the workman started absenting himself i.e., from 19.07.2001, Charge Sheet
and three Notices of enquiry were issued to the charged employee out of which two Notices of enquiry were returned
with postal remark “Addressee left all days absent”. The Enquiry Officer noted that in seven months of his absence the
workman did not send a single letter communicating the management of his absence. After providing opportunity to the
workman, he did not participate in the enquiry on his own accord. The Enquiry Officer held a proper enquiry and found
him guilty of the charge. A second Show Cause Notice dated 26.03.2002 / 02.04.2002 was issued to Radha Nayak
(Exhibit M-9). The Disciplinary Authority i.e., the General Manager, Kunustoria Area by his letter dated 14/17.05.2002
thereafter dismissed the workman from service. In my view the domestic enquiry though held ex-parte, the Enquiry
Officer made best efforts to serve Notice of enquiry upon the workman. It appears from the Enquiry Proceeding that the
workman did not make himself available in seven months, thereafter the enquiry was taken up ex-parte. The workman
has a reciprocal responsibility to attend his duty and place of work but in the present case the workman was unperturbed
about his long absence. A person cannot seek equity without him exhibiting equity. Therefore, the findings of the
Enquiry Officer and dismissal of the workman by the Disciplinary Authority cannot be faulted only due to the fact the
workman did not participate in the enquiry proceeding. The workman and the union have miserably failed to establish
the cause for long absence of the workman. No document relating to medical treatment of the workman has been
produced. A single document issued by a Registered Medical Practitioner, who himself has not been examined in this
case, does not evoke any confidence in the workman’s case. Under the facts and circumstances, I hold that the Industrial
Dispute raised by the union has no merit and the same is liable to be dismissed. The dependents of the deceased
workman are not entitled to any relief for his dismissal from service.

Hence,
ORDERED

that the Industrial Dispute is dismissed on contest. Let an award be drawn up in light of my above findings.
Management of Eastern Coalfields Limited is directed to pay the legal dues of the workman to his dependents / Legal
Heirs for the past service within two (2) months from the date of communication of the Award. 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 MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer

7% faeelt, 9 v, 2025
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[¥. Ter. 22012/90/2000-37E 3. (<. TH-11)]

AT, 39 R

New Delhi, the 9th September, 2025

S.0. 1653.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 89/2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
M/s. ECL and their workmen received by the Central Government on 08/09/2025.

[No. L-22012/90/2000 — IR (CM-I1)]
SALONI, 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.L.T-cum-L.C., Asansol.
REFERENCE CASE NO. 89 OF 2000
PARTIES: Babulal Kewat
(represented by the legal heirs)
Vs.
Management of Madhujore 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: 30.06.2025
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), the Government of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order No.
L-22012/90/2000-IR(CM-I11) dated 12/15.09.2000 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer,
that is the Management of Madhujore Colliery under Kajora Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited and their workman for
adjudication by this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Madhujore Colliery of M/s. ECL, in dismissing Sh. Babulal Kewat,
Stowing Mazdoor, from services is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is
entitled? ”

1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/90/2000-IR(CM-I11) dated 12/15.09.2000 from the Government of India,
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case was registered on 27.09.2000/
31.10.2001 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, the then General Secretary of Koyala Mazdoor Congress filed written statement on
11.12.2001 on behalf of Babulal Kewat, the dismissed workman. Management filed their written statement on
07.11.2017. Fact of the case disclosed in the written statement of the union is that Babulal Kewat was employed as
Stowing Mazdoor at Madhujore Colliery under Kajora Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited (hereinafter referred to as
ECL). He was dismissed from his service on the allegation of unauthorized absence from 23.11.1995 to 08.05.1996. A
domestic enquiry was started against the workman and he was dismissed from service on 20.10.1996 for his absence for
less than one year. According to the union the workman was suffering from illness which was beyond his control. It is
contended that the punishment awarded against the workman is disproportionate to the nature of misconduct. In the
instant case without issuing a second Show Cause Notice the workman was dismissed from service, in violation of the
decision of the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India as well as the Circular issued by Coal India Limited. According to the
union, workman and his family members are facing starvation as no other family member of the workman is employed.
The union prayed for setting aside the order of dismissal and prayed for reinstatement of the workman.

3. Management of ECL contested the Industrial Dispute by filing a written statement. The specific case of the
employer company is that Babulal Kewat is a habitual absentee. He remained absent from 23.11.1995 without any
intimation or sanctioned leave. A Charge Sheet was issued bearing No. MJ/Mgr/95/311 dated 08.05.1996 under Clause
17(i)(n) of the Model Standing Orders applicable to the Coal Mining Industry. Reply submitted by the workman against
the Charge was found unsatisfactory due to which a domestic enquiry was initiated to examine the charge. The domestic
enquiry was held following the principles of natural justice. The workman participated in the enquiry. According to the
management the company has qualified doctors in the Colliery Hospitals in the Area Level as well as two Central
Hospitals at Kalla and Sanctoria, where medical facilities are provided at company’s cost. It is contended that the
employee claiming to be sick did not avail any medical facility of the company and his plea of illness does not appear to
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be convincing. It is asserted that the workman has taken the plea of illness only to coverup his misconduct of long
absence. He failed to submit any document related to his medical treatment at the time of enquiry. Further contention of
the management is that the workman was a habitual absentee and during the past three years attended duty for only 132
days in the year 1993, 240 days in the year 1994, and 164 days in the year 1995. Therefore, the workman did not perform
continuous service during the year 1993 and 1995, as he worked less than 190 days in a calendar year. The management
asserted in the written statement that the employee did not take his duty seriously and the workman cannot be allowed to
work according to his whims and fancies. The management asserted that no leniency can be shown to a delinquent
workman, as it would send a wrong signal to the other employees of the company. It is urged that the Industrial Dispute
is liable to be dismissed.

4. On 18.04.2017 Droupati Kewat, wife of Babulal Kewat filed an application through the union, informing this
Tribunal that her husband Babulal Kewat died on 01.01.2016, leaving behind her as a widow, two sons and two
daughters. On her prayer for substitution an order was passed on 18.04.2017 substituting the legal heirs in place of the
deceased workman.

5. Droupati Kewat filed an affidavit-in-chief but did not appear for her evidence. After granting several
opportunities to Droupati Kewat to appear as a witness, union failed to produce the dependent of the dismissed workman
for her evidence. On 02.12.2022 evidence of Droupati Kewat was closed.

6. Mr. Proloy Dasgupta, Manager (Personnel), Madhujore Colliery was examined as Management Witness No. 1.
Management of ECL filed the following documents in support of their case :

0] Copy of the Charge Sheet dated 08.05.1996 has been filed as Exhibit M-1.
(i) Copy of the Reply to the Charge Sheet dated 11.09.1996, as Exhibit M-2.

(iii) Copy of the Enquiry Report and Findings of the Enquiry Officer, as Exhibit M-3 (collectively in two
pages).
(iv) Copy of the Letter of dismissal dated 28.10.1996, as Exhibit M-4.

7. Mr. Rakesh Kumar, Union representative cross-examined the witness. It transpires from his cross-examination
that in the Charge Sheet it has not been stated that Babulal Kewat was a habitual absentee but Clause 17(i)(n) of the
Model Standing Orders mentioned in the Charge Sheet speaks about habitual absence. Witness admitted that in reply to
the Charge Sheet, workman stated that he was under medical treatment at Khandra Hospital and informed the
management about his illness through registered post. In course of his cross-examination the management  witness
deposed that the workman did not communicate the management about his illness by any registered letter, as claimed by
him. Witness also deposed that in the Enquiry Report it has been mentioned that the workman was absent from duty for
eight (8) months and twenty-six (26) days, from 23.11.1995 to 03.09.1996 and there is no evidence that workman was
previously chargesheeted for his absence. The management witness deposed that the General Manager of Area did not
accept the recommendation in the Note sheet and the decision of dismissing the workman was exclusively his own. The
witness failed to produce any Second Show Cause Notice and denied the suggestion that the order of dismissal, passed
against the workman was harsh and disproportionate.

8. Mr. Rakesh Kumar, Union representative arguing the case on behalf of the dismissed workman submitted that
Babulal Kewat was unable to attend his duty due to illness which was beyond his control and had communicated the
reason of his absence to the management of Madhujore Colliery. The management did not consider the ground of his
absence and dismissed him from service in violation of the principles of natural justice. It is argued that no second Show
Cause Notice was issued to the workman before his dismissal. It is urged that the order of dismissal suffers from
illegality, as it is contrary to the principle laid down by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India, which requires that before
awarding the punishment of dismissal from service, the concerned workman should be given an opportunity to respond
to the findings of the Enquiry Officer, against him. It is urged that the order of dismissal is bad in law and the same is
liable to be set aside. The union representative submitted that since the workman died during the pendency of the
Industrial Dispute before this Tribunal, the legal heirs of the deceased workman are entitled to the back wages of Babulal
Kewat from the date of his dismissal i.e., 28.10.1996 till his death (i.e., 01.01.2016) or till superannuation, whichever is
earlier.

9. Mr. P. K. Das, learned advocate argued that in the instant case the union has not examined any witness. Since
raising of this Industrial Dispute neither Babulal Kewat nor any of his legal heirs have turned up denying the charge
levelled against the workman regarding his unauthorized absence for more than ten days and his habitual absence. In the
written statement there is no denial that the workman participated in the enquiry. According to the learned advocate for
the management reasonable opportunity was granted to the workman to produce treatment papers and medical
documents in support of his claim of remaining absent from duty on medical ground. It is asserted that the workman
participated in the enquiry proceeding but failed to established that he had remained absent due to illness. It is argued
that the Competent Authority after considering the Charge Sheet and enquiry proceeding, thought it appropriate to
impose a punishment of dismissal of the workman from employment who hampered the work of the employer company.
It is argued that there is no merit in the Industrial Dispute and the same is liable to be dismissed.
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10. | have considered the rival contentions of the union and management of ECL. Admittedly, Babulal Kewat was
an employee of ECL at Madhujore Colliery and he remained absent from duty w.e.f. 23.11.1995 till 08.05.1996. Charge
Sheet was issued to the workman which has been exhibited in the evidence as Exhibit M-1. The workman submitted his
reply dated 11.09.1996 i.e., 4 months after issuance of Charge Sheet and he took a plea that he was absent without
information as he was suffering from Tuberculosis and was under the treatment of B.M.O.1l. / M.O.C.H.S., Khandra. In
course of enquiry the charged employee replied that he had no papers to produce in support of his illness. The Enquiry
Report and findings of the Enquiry Officer have been marked as Exhibit M-3 (collectively). | find from the Enquiry
Report that the charge against the workman was proved. The Disciplinary Authority issued the order of dismissal after
considering the Charge Sheet as well as the enquiry proceeding. After careful consideration of the materials on record, |
find that the union has failed to prove that during long unauthorized absence from duty Babulal Kewat was suffering
from any kind of illness, which prevented him from attending duty. Therefore, | find no illegality in the findings of the
Enquiry Officer. Despite the fact that no second Show Cause Notice was issue it appears that the charged workman had
opportunity to represent his case. In order to set aside the order of dismissal the union or the dismissed workman or the
dependents of the dismissed workman are duty bound to establish that there was some cogent reason for the workman for
remaining away from his place of work or duty for nearly one year. It is only after such prima facie case is established, it
would be the bounden duty of the management to issue a second Show Cause Notice to the workman before dismissing
him from service. Since the workman and his dependent family members did not come forward to participate in this
Industrial Dispute proceeding there is no reason to presume that they have been prejudiced by the order of dismissal. It is
true that a second Show Cause Notice should have been issued to the workman before dismissing him. Non-compliance
of such mandate is a procedural lapse and not a violation of substantive provision.
11. In the case of State Bank of Patiala and Others Vs. S. K. Sharma [(1996) 3 SCC 364] it was held that :
“ Q) An order passed imposing a punishment on an employee consequent upon a disciplinary /
departmental enquiry in violation of the rules / regulations / statutory provisions governing such enquiries should
not be set aside automatically. The Court or the Tribunal should enquire whether (a) the provision violated is of a
substantive nature or (b) whether it is procedural in character.

2 A substantive provision has normally to be complied with as explained hereinbefore and the theory of
substantial compliance or the test of prejudice would not be applicable in such a case.
3) In the case of violation of a procedural provision, the position is this: procedural provisions are

generally meant for affording a reasonable and adequate opportunity to the delinquent officer / employee. They
are, generally speaking, conceived in his interest. Violation of any and every procedural provision cannot be said
to automatically vitiate the enquiry held or order passed. Except cases falling under 'no notice', 'no opportunity’
and 'no hearing' categories, the complaint of violation of procedural provision should be examined from the point
of view of prejudice, viz., whether such violation has prejudiced the delinquent officer / employee in defending
himself properly and effectively. If it is found that he has been so prejudiced, appropriate orders have to be made
to repair and remedy the prejudicate, including setting aside the enquiry and/or the order of punishment. If no
prejudice is established to have resulted therefrom, it is obvious, no interference is
called for.”

In the present case if order of dismissal of the workman is found unsustainable for non-issuance of second Show Cause
Notice, there is no further scope for doing so as the workman has died during pendency of the Industrial Dispute and the
charge against him has been proved by holding a fair enquiry into which he had participated. Under such facts and
circumstances, | find no reason to interfere with the Order of Dismissal passed against Babulal Kewat. Therefore, the
order of dismissal passed by the management does not appears to be disproportionate to the nature of misconduct proved.
The Industrial Dispute is therefore dismissed on contest. Management of the Eastern Coalfields Limited is directed to
disburse all dues to the legal heirs on account of past service of the workman.

Hence,
ORDERED

that the Industrial Dispute is dismissed on contest. The dependents of the workman are not entitled to any relief.
Let 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 MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer
2 feeett, 9 RrawaT, 2025
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New Delhi, the 9th September, 2025

S.0. 1654.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 40/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of M/s. ECL and
their workmen received by the Central Government on 08/09/2025

[No. L-22012/121/2018- IR(CM-I1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM- LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL
PRESENT: Shri Ananda Kumar Mukherjee,
Presiding Officer,
C.G.I.T-cum-L.C., Asansol.
REFERENCE CASE NO. 40 OF 2018
PARTIES: Suresh Shaw
Vs.
Management of Tilaboni Colliery, ECL

REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Union/Workman: Mr. Rakesh Kumar, President, Koyala Mazdoor Congress.
For the Management of ECL: Mr. Mani Padma Banerjee, Advocate.
INDUSTRY: Coal.
STATE: West Bengal.
Dated: 27.06.2025
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), the Government of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order No.
L-22012/121/2018-1IR(CM-I1) dated 22.11.2018 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer,
that is the Management of Tilaboni Colliery under Bankola Colliery of Eastern Coalfields Limited and their workman for
adjudication by this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of management of Tilaboni Colliery of Bankola Colliery, M/s. E.C.Ltd in termination of
service of superannuation on attaining the age of 60 years in respect of Sri Suresh Shaw, Fitter and non-
payment of wages for the period from 06-05-2010 of 14-09-2011 is justified? If not, what relief the workman is
entitled to? ”

1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/121/2018-IR(CM-II) dated 22.11.2018 from the Government of India,
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case was registered on 10.12.2018 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. Suresh Shaw, the aggrieved workman filed written statement on 08.02.2023 through Mr. Rakesh Kumar,
President, Koyala Mazdoor Congress. Management filed written statement on the same date. The fact of the case, in
brief as disclosed in the written statement of the union is that Suresh Shaw was posted as a Fitter at Tilaboni Colliery
under Bankola Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited (hereinafter referred to as ECL). In the Service Record Excerpt,
issued to the workman in the year 1987 his date of birth was mentioned as 06.09.1956. Suresh Shaw did not raise any
objection against his date of birth recorded in the Service Record Excerpt. As per date of birth his date of superannuation
was due on 30.09.2016. On 14.09.2011 management issued a letter bearing No. TC/Ag/PD/ Retire/11-12/337, informing
that his service was terminated with immediate effect on 14.09.2011. According to the guidelines of the company Notice
of superannuation is required to be issued to the workman six months prior to his superannuation but in the instant case
management did not issue any Notice of superannuation to Suresh Shaw within the time prescribed by the company.
Management mentioned that the date of superannuation of Suresh Shaw is 06.09.2010 and terminated him from service
on 14.09.2011. The grievance of the workman is that though he worked up to 14.09.2011, wages were not paid to him
from 06.09.2010 to 14.09.2011. It is contended that the workman is entitled to get wages from 06.09.2010 to 14.09.2011
for twelve months and three days with all other consequential benefits. The workman as well as union raised a dispute
before the management for correction of date of birth in the Service Record and that the workman should be allowed to
continue his service till 30.09.2016 and payment of wages to the workman for the period he rendered service.
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3. Initially, the proposal was sent to the Area Office and in turn it was sent to the Headquarters of ECL but
management did not approve. An Industrial Dispute was thereafter raised before the Assistant Labour Commissioner
(Central). The dispute ended in a failure and the Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India, referred the
dispute before this Tribunal for adjudication. It is the case of the workman that he was allowed to continue his work
till his termination on 14.09.2011, as such he is entitled to get his wages for the period, he rendered service from
06.09.2010 to 14.09.2011. According to the workman his date of birth has been recorded as 06.09.1956 in the Service
Record Excerpt and according to such date of birth his date of superannuation is 30.09.2016 but the management of the
company retired him in a premature manner on 14.09.2011. The union therefore has prayed for allowing him to continue
his duty up to 30.09.2016 and for payment of wages for the period. Union has prayed for payment of wages to Suresh
Shaw, Fitter, Tilaboni Colliery for the work done by him for the period from 06.09.2010 to 14.09.2011, with all
consequential benefits on the basis of his date of birth, 06.09.1956.

4. Management contested the Industrial Dispute and stated in their written statement that Suresh Shaw was
transferred from Ningha Colliery under Sripur Area to Tilaboni Colliery under Bankola Area. As per Form ‘B’ Register
of Tilaboni Colliery date of birth of Suresh Shaw was recorded as 06.09.1956 and according to such date of birth his
superannuation is 30.09.2016. Further, case of ECL is that subsequently, it was found that the date of birth of Suresh
Shaw was recorded as 06.09.1950 in the Service Record Excerpt and accordingly the workman was required to
superannuate on 30.09.2010. During verification of date of birth by the system department, it was found that the date of
birth was 06.09.1950. However, the workman continued his work beyond his date of superannuation i.e., from October,
2010 to September, 2011. The order of termination was issued w.e.f. 14.09.2011 as advised by the Senior Manager
(Personnel) / IC, Bankola Area. Further case of the management is that a Note sheet was initiated for payment of wages
to Suresh Shaw vide Ref. No. TC/Ag/PD/NS/11-12/370 dated 23.09.2011. The total wages payable to the workman in
Rs. 3,94,049.35/- (Rupees three lakh ninety-four thousand forty-nine and thirty-five paisa only), an advance payment
was made to him to the extent of Rs. 1,97,000/- (Rupees one lakh ninety-seven thousand only) and an amount of Rs.
1,97,049.35/- (Rupees one lakh ninety-seven thousand forty-nine and thirty-five paisa only) is yet to be paid.
Management claimed that petition filed by the union is vexatious and baseless and the same is liable to be rejected.

5. Suresh Shaw was examined as Workman Witness No. 1. He filed his affidavit-in-chief and produced the
following documents :

(i)  Copy of the Service Record Excerpt dated 30.03.1987 is produced as Exhibit W-1.
(i) Copy of the letter of termination date 14.09.2011, as Exhibit W-2.
(iii) Copy of the Form PS-3, as Exhibit W-3.

In his evidence-in-chief the workman deposed that his date of birth is 06.09.1956 and the employer company
superannuated him on 14.09.2011 in a premature manner, while six years of service was remaining. The workman stated
that he was informed that he attained the age of sixty years on 06.09.2010 but he rendered service till 14.09.2011. The
workman claimed that the company did not make payment of wages for the service rendered by him and that the
management paid part of his wages for nine months.

6. In course of cross-examination the witness deposed that at the time of his appointment in the year 1973 he
appeared before an Interview Board where he was asked about his date of birth and on their own assessment, they
recorded 06.09.1956 as his date of birth. Workman deposed that he was 17 years and 10 months old at the time of his
appointment in the year 1973. Witness stated that he has no document in support of his age and his date of birth was
recorded as 06.09.1956 on their own guess. The workman did not submit any application before the company for
claiming unpaid wages, but raised a complaint before the union.

7. Management of Tilaboni Colliery examined Mr. Sunil Kumar, Assistant Manager (Personnel), Tilaboni
Colliery as Management Witness No. 1. An affidavit-in-chief has been filed wherein the witness stated that the date of
birth of Suresh Shaw was recorded in his Service Record Excerpt as 06.09.1950 and according to the date of birth, his
date of superannuation would be 30.09.2010. The management of ECL permitted the workman to continue his work
beyond the date of superannuation from October, 2010 to September, 2011. The letter of termination was issued on
14.09.2011. Thereafter a Note sheet was initiated for payment of wages to Suresh Shaw vide Ref. No. TC/Ag/PD/NS/11-
12/370 dated 23.09.2011. It further transpires from his affidavit-in-chief that total wages due to the workman was
Rs.3,94,049.35/- and out of the said amount Rs.1,97,000.00/- has been paid to the workman and an amount of
Rs.1,97,049.35/- is due. In course of his evidence the management witness filed the following documents :

(i) Copy of the Service Register is filed as Exhibit M-1.
(i) Copy of the Service Record Excerpt of ss, as Exhibit M-2.
(iii) Copy of the Letter of termination dated 14.09.2011, as Exhibit M-3.

(iv) Copy of the Letter dated 13.09.2011 issued by Sr. Manager (P)/IC, Bankola Area to the Agent,
Tilaboni Colliery, as Exhibit M-4.



[T 1l—ame 3(ii)] AT T TS0« Frawas 20, 2025/97% 29, 1947 6137

8. In his cross-examination the witness admitted that the payment of balance amount of Rs.1,97,049.35/- has not
been made to the workman for want of approval by the Competent Authority. It is gathered from his evidence that the
management permitted the workman to continue his work as relevant documents relating to his date of birth and
superannuation were not available at that time. The witness also stated that the workman is entitled to receive wages for
the extra period of service rendered by him.

9. In the present case Service Record Excerpt of the workman reveals that his date of birth is 06.05.1956 (Exhibit
W-1). Management produced Service Register of the workman as Exhibit M-1. The date of birth of the workman in the
Service Register is recorded as 06.09.1950, therefore his date of superannuation is 30.09.2010. The evidence of
management witness reveals that the workman was permitted to continue his service after 30.09.2010 as documents
regarding his date of birth was not available at that time. It appears from relevant material on record that the workman
had served for an extra period after attaining the age of superannuation. From the cross-examination of Witness
Workman No. 1, it appears to me that there was no basis of recording is date of birth as 06.09.1956 in the Service Record
as it was recorded on the basis of presumptions made by the members in the interview board at the time of appointment.

10. Mr. Rakesh Kumar, Union representative argued that at this stage the only question which needs to be
addressed is whether the workman is entitled to the payment of remaining portion of the wages for the service rendered
by him.

11. Mr. Mani Padma Banerjee, learned advocate, fairly argued that the management witness has already provided
the answer to the question by deposing that the payment of Rs. 1,97,000/- could not be made to the workman for the
want of approval from the Competent Authority.

12. Considered the argument advanced on behalf of the management and union in the backdrop of the pleadings of
the parties and evidence adduced. Undisputedly, Suresh Shaw has worked for an extra period of one year after attaining
his age of superannuation as per his Service Record. He has received Rs. 1,97,000/- out of total due of Rs. 3,94,049.35/-
towards wages for the period of one year. Therefore, the superannuated workman is entitled to Rs.1,97,049.35/- from the
management of Tilaboni Colliery under Bankola Colliery of Eastern Coalfields Limited. The Industrial Dispute is
accordingly decided against the management.

Hence,
ORDERED

that the Industrial Dispute is allowed on contest against the management of Tilaboni Colliery under Bankola
Colliery of Eastern Coalfields Limited. Management is directed to pay Rs. 1,97,049.35/- (Rupees one lakh ninety-seven
thousand forty-nine and thirty-five paisa only) to Suresh Shaw within a period of one (1) month from the date of
communication of the Award. Let 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 MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer
T2 foeett, 9 s, 2025
F1M. 1655l faare MfAFRA, 1947 (1947 &1 14) B ORT 17 & AT H, D
WHR T A TA & Jeads & Adg HanTdl 3R S dHaRl & 99, sy # fifde senfie faae & o<a
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[5. Td-22012/88/2012- a1 3R (H.0H-11)]
AT, 37 Feers

New Delhi, the 9th September, 2025

S.0. 1655.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 29/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of M/s. ECL and
their workmen received by the Central Government on 08/09/2025.

[No. L-22012/88/2012- IR(CM-I11)]
SALONI, 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.
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REFERENCE CASE NO. 29 OF 2012

PARTIES: Somesh Das
(dependent son of Late Jogi Das)
Vs.
Management of J. K. Ropeways, ECL
REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Union/Workman: None.

For the Management of ECL: Mr. P. K. Das, Advocate.
INDUSTRY: Coal.

STATE: West Bengal.

Dated: 30.06.2025

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), the Government of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order No.
L-22012/88/2012-1R(CM-I1) dated 25.07.2012 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer,
that is the Management of J. K. Ropeways and their workman for adjudication by this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of J.K. Ropeways is fair, just and based in the justice to not providing
employment to Sri Somesh Das, dependent son of Late Jogi Das who died in service leaving family in harness?
To what relief management can provide to Sri Somesh Das? ”

1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/88/2012-IR(CM-I11) dated 25.07.2012 from the Government of India,
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case was registered on 13.08.2012 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. C. B. Mishra, General Secretary, United Koila Mazdoor Sangh (UTUC) field written statement on behalf of
the dependent son of the deceased employee on 26.06.2013. Fact of the case in brief as per written statement of union is
that Jogi Das was employed a J. K. Ropeways under Eastern Coalfields Limited. He died in harness 16.11.1986 due to a
fatal accident at his place of work leaving behind Suren Kamin his wife and Somesh Das, son. Somesh Das, submitted an
application for his employment in the year 1996. Since the son of the deceased workman was only eleven years of age at
the time of death of his father his claim for employment was not processed and the wife of the deceased was verbally
communicated that her son will be provided with employment on attaining majority. Subsequently, management
regretted the claim for employment of the dependent son by issuing letter No. ECL/JKR/Employment/675 dated
19/23.07.1996, on the ground that he was a minor at the time of death of his father. Union contended that the denial of
employment on the ground of age is not justified and he was more than eighteen years on 19.07.1996. Therefore, the
candidate was eligible for employment on compassionate ground. The union prayed issuing necessary direction to the
management for providing employment to the dependent son.

3. Management contested the case by filing written statement on 04.06.2015. It is their specific case that
provisions of National Coal Wage Agreement (hereinafter referred to as NCWA) is binding upon both the parties and
under Clause 9.4.1 and 9.4.2 of NCWA-III and the Mines Act there was no scope for providing employment to the
dependent below the age of eighteen years. It is claimed that on the date of death of Jogi Das, the age of Somesh Das was
9 years, 10 months and 15 days. According to the provisions for maintaining the name of the male dependent in the Live
Roster, a male dependent had to be above the age of 15 years and it was introduced for the first time in NCWA-V which
was in force from 01.07.1991 to 30.06.1996. It is asserted by the management of ECL that denial of employment to the
minor son of deceased is consistent with the provisions of the bipartite agreement and the management did not commit
any illegality.

4. In support of the dependent’s claim for employment Somesh Das has been examined as Workman Witness No.
1. He has filed his affidavit-in-chief where he claimed that he is entitled to get employment on account of his father’s
death but admitted that his age at the time of accident was ten years.



[T 1l—ame 3(ii)] AT T TS0« Frawas 20, 2025/97% 29, 1947 6139

5. In cross-examination witness deposed that his mother was alive at the time of accident of his father and his
mother applied before the employer company for his employment. Witness was unable to state on which date the
application was made. He deposed that after attaining the age of majority his mother again applied for his employment
but the company did not consider his case as he was a minor at the time of his father’s death.

6. Management examined Mr. Navnit Raj Verma, Senior Officer (Personnel), Kajora Area, as Management
Witness No. 1. He filed an affidavit-in-chief and deposed that for providing employment to the dependent of ex-
employee, in case of death either in mines accident or for other reason or medical unfitness of the employee of Coal
India Limited and its subsidiary companies they are governed by the terms of National Coal Wage Agreement
(hereinafter referred to as NCWA). It is further averred in the affidavit-in-chief that on the date of death of Jogi Das on
16.11.1986, the age of Somesh Das, claiming employment was 9 years, 10 months and 15 days. He further stated that
under the rules and relevant provisions of NCWA-I1I under Clause 9.4.1 read with 9.4.2 there was no scope to provide
employment to the eligible dependent below the age of eighteen years. In course of evidence management witness
produced the following documents :

(i)  Copy of the application for employment submitted by Somesh Das is produced as Exhibit M-1.
(i) Copy of the Form ‘B’ of Jogi Das, as Exhibit M-2.

(iii) Copy of letter dated 19/23.07.1996 issued by the Dy.CME, J.K. Ropeways to the wife of the deceased
employee, regretting the employment proposal of her son, as Exhibit M-3.

7. When the case was taken up for argument none is appeared for the workman. On a perusal of the record, I find
that at the time the case was fixed up for peremptory hearing the union representative did not turn up to cross-examine
the management witness and the witness was discharged.

8. Mr. P. K. Das, learned advocate for ECL argued that only question for considering in this case is whether
Somesh Das fulfilled the conditions under NCWA for providing employment to him. It is argued that there was no
provision under NCWA-III to maintain the name of the minor in the Live Roster or to provide employment on attaining
majority. It is submitted that the provision of maintaining the name of dependent was introduced in NCWA-V, which
came into effect from 01.07.1991, is after the death of Jogi Das.

9. Considered the argument advanced in the light of the facts and circumstances of this case and the evidence on
record. Undisputedly, Somesh Das, is the dependent son of the workman Jogi Das, was a minor at the time of his father’s
death on 16.11.1986. At the relevant time there was no provision in NCWA for maintaining the name of minor son in the
Live Roster, so that employment could be provided to him on his attaining majority. As per written statement of the
union, application claiming employment was submitted by the wife of the deceased employee in the year 1996, which is
ten years after the date of death of the employee. Apart from the fact that the dependent son was a minor at the time of
his father’s death and there was no provision for maintaining his name in the Live Roster for providing employment,
there was delay on the part of the dependents of the deceased workman in submitting their application for employment. it
also appears that the family of the deceased has been able to wade over their financial crisis since 1986. Considering
such facts, | hold that Somesh Das, the son of the deceased employee is not entitled to compassionate employment on the
death of his father. The Industrial Dispute is without merit and the same is dismissed.

Hence,
ORDERED

that the Industrial Dispute is dismissed on contest. Somesh Das, the dependent son of the deceased employee,
Jogi Das is not entitled to any employment on compassionate ground. Let 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 MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer
T2 feeett, 9 RrawaT, 2025
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New Delhi, the 9th September, 2025

S.0. 1656.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 34/2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of M/s. ECL and
their workmen received by the Central Government on 08/09/2025.

[No. L-22012/3/2007- IR(CM-I1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM- LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL.
PRESENT: Shri Ananda Kumar Mukherjee,
Presiding Officer,
C.G.I.T-cum-L.C., Asansol.
REFERENCE CASE NO. 34 OF 2007
PARTIES: Sant Kumar Harijan
Vs.
Management of Jhanjra 1 and 2 Incline, 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: 26.06.2025
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), the Government of India through the Ministry of Labour, vide its Order No.
L-22012/3/2007-1R(CM-11) dated 25.06.2007 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer, that
is the Management of Jhanjra 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 Limited in dismissing the service of Sri Sant
Kumar Harijan w.e.f. 10.05.2002 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief is the workman entitled? ”

1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/3/2007-1R(CM-11) dated 25.06.2007 from the Government of India, Ministry
of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case was registered on 03.07.2007 / 11.07.2007 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. Koyala Mazdoor Congress filed written statement on 06.05.2015 on behalf of Sant Kumar Harijan, the
dismissed workman. Fact of the case, in brief, is that Sant Kumar Harijan is a permanent employee of Eastern Coalfields
Limited (hereinafter referred to as ECL) and was posted as a Fitter at 1 and 2 Incline Jhanjra under Jhanjra Area of
ECL, bearing U. M. No. 101407. Due to unauthorized absence of the workman from duty for more than ten days,
management issued a Charge Sheet to him. The workman explained the circumstances under which he was unable to
attend his duty. it is his case that he was serving as an Underground Loader since 1987 and his work was very risky and
hazardous due to which he was unable to adjust himself and frequently fell ill and could not attend his duty. He requested
the management to allow him to join his job but he was not allowed and a Charge Sheet was issued to him and after
enquiry management awarded the punishment of dismissal. According to the union a Memorandum of Settlement dated
22.05.2007 was signed whereby management agreed to reconsider the cases of dismissal where the period of absence
was up to nine months and age of the workman was within 45 years. It is contended that the workman only absented for
a period of one month and five days only but the punishment of dismissal awarded against him is harsh and
disproportionate to the nature of misconduct. Union contended that dismissal of Sant Kumar Harijan is illegal and he
should be allowed to join his duty with other consequential benefits.

3. Management filed their written statement in this case on 29.01.2025. According to the management the
workman absented from duty without information and permission w.e.f. 30.08.2001 for which a Charge Sheet bearing
No. AGT/JNR/1&2/P/CS/2001/604 dated 04.10.2001 was issued under Clause 26.29 of the Certified Standing Orders
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applicable to the company. Further case of the management is that the concerned workman did not submit any reply to
the Charge Sheet, as such a domestic enquiry was held into the charge. An Enquiry Officer was appointed who issued
four Notice of enquiry addressed at his home. The workman failed to appear in the enquiry and the same was held ex-
parte. The Enquiry Officer after concluding the enquiry proceeding submitted his report, holding Sant Kumar Harijan
guilty of the charge mentioned in the Charge Sheet. A second Show Cause Notice bearing No.
GM/JNR/PER/08/2002/115 dated 18/23.04.2002 was issued to the workman, seeking reply within three days. The
workman did not respond to the second Show Cause Notice and finally he was dismissed from service vide Order No.
GM/JNR/PER/08/2002/249 dated 07/10.05.2002 issue by the General Manager. Management claimed that the order of
dismissal passed by the Disciplinary Authority, against the charged workman is proportionate and consistence to the
gravity of the misconduct. It is the case of the management that the principles of natural justice were followed at all
stages and reasonable opportunity was given to the workman to defend his case. The enquiry proceeding was fair and the
management is justified in dismissing the workman from his service.

4, In order to substantiate his case union examined Sant Kumar Harijan as Workman Witness No. 1 who filed his
affidavit-in-chief where he disclosed that he could not attend his duty from 30.08.2001. After recovery from illness, he
reported for duty but management disallowed him. The management issued Charge Sheet but the Charge Sheet was not
served upon him by the colliery management. Workman witness further stated in his affidavit-in-chief that management
issued Charge Sheet to him on 04.10.2001 but he did not receive the same. The enquiry was held ex-parte and no Notice
of enquiry was served upon him. The witness denied receipt of second Show Cause Notice issued to him. It is asserted
that he was absent from duty for one month and five days i.e., 30.08.2001 to 04.10.2001 and after his absence for such
short period highest punishment of dismissal should not be awarded. The workman claimed that he should be allowed to
join duty with full back wages because his dismissal from service is illegal and not justified.

5. In cross-examination the witness deposed that he was absent from duty due to illness but he was unbale to file
any document in support of his illness, claiming that the same were already submitted before the management. The
witness further deposed that he intimated the management about his illness but he did not have any proof in support of
the same. It transpires from his evidence that he did not receive Charge Sheet or Notice of enquiry from the management.
It is denied that the management served Charge Sheet and Notice of enquiry upon him.

6. Mr. Abhijeet Chakraborty, Assistant Manager (Personnel), Jhanjra Project Colliery has been examined as
Management Witness No. 1. He filed his affidavit-in-chief wherein it is stated that Sant Kumar Harijan was
chargesheeted by the management vide letter No. 604 dated 04.10.2001. In course of his evidence the management
witness filed the following documents :

0] Copy of Charge Sheet dated 06.06.2001 is produced as Exhibit M-1.
(i) Copy of the Reply to the Charge Sheet dated 17.07.2001, as Exhibit M-2.

(iii) ~ Copy of the letter dated 18.07.2001 by which he was allowed to resume his duty w.e.f. 18.07.2001, as
Exhibit M-3

(iv) Copy of the Notice of enquiry dated 02.08.2001, as Exhibit M-4.
(V) Copy of the Enquiry Proceeding in two pages, as Exhibit M-5.

(vi) Copy of the Enquiry Report prepared by the Enquiry Officer, Mr. D. Das by filling up the blanks in the
printed Form, as Exhibit M-6.

(vii) Copy of the Charge Sheet dated 04.10.2001, as Exhibit M-7.

(viii) Copy of the Notice of enquiry dated 22.10.2001, 13.11.2001, 10.12.2001 and 03.01.2002 have been
produced collectively as Exhibit M-8 series.

(ix) Copy of Enquiry Proceeding, as Exhibit M-9.
(x)  Copy of Enquiry Report, as Exhibit M-10.
(xi) Copy of the second Show Cause Notice dated 18/23.04.2002, as Exhibit M-11.
(xii) The postal envelope along with A/D for communicating the second
Show Cause Notice is produced as Exhibit M-12.
(xiii)  Copy of letter of dismissal dated 07/10.05.2002, as Exhibit M-13.

(xiv)  The postal envelope along with A/D for communicating the letter of dismissal is produced as Exhibit
M-14.

7. In cross-examination the witness deposed that the enquiry proceeding commenced on 12.01.2002 and denied
that during enquiry the principles of natural justice was not followed by the Enquiry Officer or that the workman was
held guilty in biased manner. Witness also denied that the punishment of dismissal of the workman is disproportionate to
the nature of misconduct of unauthorized absence.
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8. Mr. Rakesh Kumar, Union representative argued that the workman was absent for a shorter period and the only
charge levelled against the workman was of unauthorized absence. There is no charge of habitual absence against the
workman. It is further argued that neither Charge Sheet nor Notice of enquiry was served upon the workman but on the
basis of ex-parte enquiry the workman was arbitrarily dismissed form service. It is argued that initially management had
produced a wrong Charge Sheet which has been marked as Exhibit M-1 in the name of Sant Kumar Harijan which is
dated 06.06.2001. Subsequently, Exhibit M-7 has been produced, which is Charge Sheet No. 604 dated 04.10.2001. Mr.
Rakesh Kumar, Union representative argued that the dismissal of the workman without holding a fair enquiry amounts to
violation of principles of natural justice. It is argued that the punishment imposed is disproportionate and the same is
required to be set aside and the workman deserves to be reinstated in service along with back wages.
9. Mr. P. K. Das, learned advocate argued that the workman remained absent for more than ten days without any
intimation or prior permission of the Competent Authority. Due to such unauthorized absence the workman caused
disruption of work of the employer company. Management made several attempts to serve the Charge Sheet and Notice
of enquiry upon the workman but failed. Enquiry was held providing opportunity to the workman to appear and contest
the charge during enquiry proceeding but he remained absent. The workman in his written statement disclosed that he
could not attend his work due to illness but the workman neither submitted any document relating to his medical
treatment before the management of the company nor did he produce any document in support of his illness at the time
of hearing. Learned advocate argued that the second Show Cause Notice along with a copy of Enquiry Proceeding and
Report were sent at the home address of the concerned workman under registered post with A/D but he had not
responded to the same. The postal envelope with A/D has been produced as Exhibit M-12. Learned advocate urged that
the workman is not entitled to any relief and considering his date of birth, he already attained the age of superannuation
in January, 2018. Therefore, there is no scope for his reinstatement.
10. On a conspectus of the pleading of parties, evidence adduced by the union and management and on considering
argument advanced on behalf of both the parties, it is crystal clear that the workman voluntarily had fled his place of
work on the pretext of illness. Management made best efforts to serve copy of Charge Sheet disclosing the nature of
misconduct, which the workman was already aware of but there was not attempt on his part to inform the management
about the reason of his absence. His only plea is that no Charge Sheet and Notice of enquiry was served upon him for
which he could not participate in the enquiry. As the workman had left his place of work, he was not amenable for
ensuring his participation in the enquiry. Documents filed by the management revealed that Charge Sheet (Exhibit M-7)
and Notice of enquiry dated 22.10.2001, 13.11.2001, 10.12.2001 and 03.1.2002 (Exhibit M-8 series) were issued in the
name of Sant Kumar Harijan. The Enquiry Officer observed that the enquiry proceeding was held on 12.01.2002. Mr.
A. Adhikary and Mr. R. S. Singh were examined as management witnesses. Mr. A. Adhikary stated that Sant Kumar
Harijan absented from duty since 30.08.2001 and produced ‘Form IV A’ of August, 2001. Mr. R. S. Singh corroborated
the statement of Mr. A. Adhikary regarding absence of Sant Kumar Harijan from 30.08.2001 to 12.01.2002. He produced
‘G & H Register’ of the Time Rated Employees. The enquiry proceeding has been produced as Exhibit M-9. Enquiry
Report dated 12.01.2002 (Exhibit M-10) reveals that the charge levelled against Sant Kumar Harijan in Charge Sheet
dated 04.10.2001 had been proved beyond doubt. A second Show Cause Notice 18/23.04.2002 has been produced as
Exhibit M-11. Management produced a postal envelop, which was admitted in evidence as Exhibit M-12, which
contained a second Show Cause Notice along with copy of Enquiry Proceeding and Report, transmitted to Sant Kumar
Harijan under registered post with A/D. The postal envelope was returned unserved with postal endorsement. On a
scrutiny of the document, it appears that the management was steadfast in their attempt to communicate the outcome of
proceeding to the absenting workman and finally the workman was dismissed from his service on the strength of order
dated 07/10.05.2002, issued by the General Manager, Jhanjra Area, who is the Disciplinary Authority in this case. The
order of dismissal has been produced as Exhibit M-13. The only plea of the workman is that he did not receive the
Charge Sheet and Notice of enquiry, which prevented him from participating in the enquiry proceeding. He has not come
forward with clean hands and remained silent about his absence. In the written statement the workman is absolutely
silent regarding his absence from duty for more than one month. In the affidavit-in-chief, he has stated in paragraph no. 3
that after recovery from illness he reported for duty before the management but was not allowed him to join duty. The
workman did not disclose the nature of illness he experienced nor did he produce any document in support of his
illness. Therefore, 1 hold that the workman has miserably failed to prove any cogent reason for his absence from duty
without any information to the management. He has raised this Industrial Dispute five years after his dismissal. In view
of the facts and circumstances of this case | find and hold that the dismissal of Sant Kumar Harijan on the ground of his
long absence from duty is just and legal. There is no merit in the Industrial Dispute and he is not entitled to any relief
from the employer. It may be noted that the workman has already crossed the age of superannuation in January, 2018.
The workman did not find out the detrimental consequence for his long absence form duty. Therefore, the ex-parte
Enquiry Proceeding held against him cannot be vitiated only for his non-participation, which appears to be a conscious
act on his part.
Hence,
ORDERED

that Industrial Dispute is dismissed on contest. Let 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 MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 9th September, 2025

S.0. 1657.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 111/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of M/s. ECL and
their workmen received by the Central Government on 08/09/2025.

[No. L-22012/378/2004- IR(CM-I1)]
SALONI, 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. 111 OF 2005
PARTIES: Ranjit Tapadar

(represented by the legal heirs)
Vs.
Management of Sonepur Bazari Project, ECL

REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Union/Workman: Ms. Debarati Konar, Advocate.
For the Management of ECL.: Mr. P. K. Das, Advocate.
INDUSTRY: Coal.
STATE: West Bengal.
Dated: 25.06.2025

AWARD

In exercise of power 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-22012/378/2004-1R(CM-11) dated 18.08.2005 has been pleased to refer the following dispute between the employer,
that is the Management of Sonepur Bazari Project, Sonepur Bazari Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited and their
workman for adjudication by this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of Sonepur Bazari Project in dismissing Sh. Ranjit Tapadar from
services w.e.f. 20.6.2001 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and
from which date? ”
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1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/378/2004-1R(CM-I11) dated 18.08.2005 from the Government of India,
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case was registered on 09.09.2005 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. In the instant case Mr. S. K. Pandey, the then General Secretary of Koyala Mazdoor Congress filed written
statement on 31.10.2005 on behalf of Ranjit Tapadar, the dismissed workman. The fact of the case, in brief is that Ranjit
Tapadar, bearing Man No. 859400 was a permanent employee of Eastern Coalfields Limited (hereinafter referred to as
ECL) and was posted as E.P. Helper at Sonepur Bazari Project under Sonepur Bazari Area of ECL. A Charge Sheet
bearing No. ECL/SBP/Pers/HC/2K/1769 dated 04/06.10.2000 was issued to him. It is contended by the union that
Charge Sheet and Notice of enquiry were not served upon the workman. Ranjit Tapadar was finally dismissed from
service of the company w.e.f. 20.06.2001 on the strength of order of dismissal issued by the General Manager, Sonepur
Bazari Area vide order No. GM/SBA/Pers/01/9/789 dated 20.06.2001 after holding an ex-parte enquiry. The workman
was aggrieved as he did not get the opportunity to represent his case and the enquiry was held in violation of principles
of natural justice. On such ground the union has prayed for directing the management of ECL to reinstate the workman
and pay him full back wages from the date of his dismissal with all consequential benefits.

3. Management contested the case by filing their written statement on 01.04.2015. According to the management
the workman was chargesheeted for his unauthorized absence. He failed to submit any satisfactory explanation in the
reply to the Charge Sheet and a Domestic Enquiry was held. The Enquiry Officer issued a Notice of enquiry to the
workman and extended reasonable opportunity to defend his case according to the principles of natural justice. After
conclusion of enquiry the workman was found guilty of the charge and the Disciplinary Authority considering all
connected papers and gravity of the misconduct dismissed the workman from service. Management claimed that the
order of dismissal is totally justified and the punishment awarded is proportionate. It is further contended that illegality
has been committed by dismissing the workman. Management urged that the Industrial Dispute is liable to be dismissed.

4. On 01.04.2015 it was informed to the Tribunal that Ranjit Tapadar has expired on 13.11.2006, leaving behind
his wife Latika Tapadar and two sons, Somnath Tapadar and Debnath Tapadar, who were substituted in place of the
deceased employee.

5. Latika Tapadar was examined as Workman Witness No. 1. She filed her affidavit-in-chief wherein she stated
that her husband Ranjit Tapadar was illegally dismissed while in service of the company and she is entitled to the
financial benefits of wages dues, Provident Fund and Pension, Life cover scheme payment, Gratuity and other dues in
respect of her deceased husband. The witness further stated that Somnath Tapadar, their son is entitled to employment in
place of her husband as per provisions of National Coal Wage Agreement.

6. In course of cross-examination the witness deposed that the management of the company had issued Charge
Sheet against her husband and a domestic enquiry had been initiated. She admitted that she had no knowledge about the
enquiry proceeding. She also stated that her husband died after dismissal from service.

7. An affidavit has been submitted by the two sons of Ranjit Tapadar, stating that their mother can be substituted
in place of their deceased father. The Affidavit has been marked as Exhibit W-1. Legal Heirship Certificate has been
produced as Exhibit W-2. Copy of Death Certificate of Ranjit Tapadar, as Exhibit W-3. Copy of the Post Mortem Report
of Ranjit Tapadar, as Exhibit W-4. It appears from the Post Mortem Report that the concern person died due to a road
accident on 13.11.2006. Copy of the Service Excerpt Record of the employee has been marked as Exhibit W-5.
Certificate issued by the Deputy Mayor, Durgapur Municipal Corporation, as Exhibit W-6.

8. Management filed affidavit-in-chief of Mr. Amit Kumar Gupta but the witness was not examined.
Subsequently, Mr. Pancharam, Assistant Manager (Personnel), Sonepur Bazari Project, filed an affidavit-in-chief. He
was examined as Management Witness No. 1. It is stated therein that the workman remained absent without prior
information to the management establishment and was a habitual absentee. He violated provisions of Clause 26.23
and 26.29 of the Certified Standing Orders. A Domestic enquiry was held against the workman and he has been found
guilty and was punished by the Disciplinary Authority. The management witness in support of their case has produced
the following documents :

(i) Copy of the Charge Sheet dated 04/06.10.2000 has been produced as Exhibit M-1.
(i) Copy of the Notice of enquiry dated 19.12.2000 / 03.01.2001, as Exhibit M-2.
(iii)  Copy of the Last and Final Notice of enquiry dated 05.04.2001, as Exhibit M-3.
(iv) Copy of the Enquiry Proceeding, as Exhibit M-4.

(v) Copy of the Enquiry Report, as Exhibit M-5.
(vi) Copy of the order of dismissal, as Exhibit M-6.
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9. In course of cross-examination management witness is unbale to produce any document to show service of
Charge Sheet and Notice of enquiry upon the workman before initiating the enquiry proceeding. There is no evidence of
service of second Show Cause Notice. It also appears that in the order of dismissal the appropriate authority did not
mention service of any second Show Cause Notice upon the workman along with a copy of enquiry proceeding. It is
admitted that in the enquiry proceeding, the Enquiry Officer did not record service of Charge Sheet and Notice of
enquiry upon the workman.

10. The dispute referred for adjudication is whether dismissal of Ranjit Tapadar from service w.e.f. 20.06.2001 is
legal and justified and to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to.

11. Ms. Debarati Konar, learned advocate appearing for the dependent of the deceased employee argued that the
enquiry proceeding culminating to the dismissal of the workman is vitiated due to non-service of Charge Sheet and
Notice of enquiry upon the workman. It is asserted that the workman did not have any opportunity to defend his case and
was totally in the dark about the enquiry held. It is further argued that the enquiry proceeding was held in an illegal
manner where the principles of natural justice was not followed. Accordingly, it is argued that the order of dismissal
passed against Ranjit Tapadar is not sustainable and is liable to be set aside. Learned advocate claimed that back wages
should be paid to Latika Tapadar, the dependent wife of the deceased employee from the date of his dismissal dated
20.06.2001. Learned advocate submitted that Ranjit Tapadar died an unnatural death on 13.11.2006. As such there is no
occasion for reinstatement of the deceased employee and in his place Somnath Tapadar, the elder son may be granted
employment on compassionate ground.

12. Mr. P. K. Das, learned advocate for the management of ECL argued that the workman was chargesheeted for
his habitual absence from duty as well as unauthorized absence beyond ten days. It is submitted that the workman
remained absent from duty from 06.06.2000 to 04.10.2000 without any intimation to the company and a Charge Sheet
was issued against him under Clause 26.29. and 26.23 of the Certified Standing Orders. The workman did not participate
in the enquiry proceeding though Notice of enquiry was issued to him. Subsequently, Notice of enquiry dated 05.04.2001
was sent under registered post at his home address at Nimcha, Dist.-Burdwan but the workman did not participate.
Referring to Exhibit M-4, the enquiry proceeding, held against the workman it is submitted that Notice of enquiry was
sent at the home address of the workman on 10.10.2000, 28.10.2000, 19.12.2000 and 05.04.2001, finally fixing the date
of enquiry on 16.04.2001 but the workman did not turn up. A fair enquiry was conducted to examine the charge framed
against the workman and after recording statement of Mr. G. Trivedi, management representative, it was found that the
workman neither applied for any sick leave nor was he referred to any hospital for treatment. It was found from the
office record that he was a habitual absentee and was previously punished for his past absence from duty from
17.01.1995 to 06.06.1995 and from 29.07.1995 to 07.08.1995 by stoppage of three annual increments with cumulative
effects for his unauthorized absence and his physical attendance was 179 days in the year 1997, 69 days in the year 1998
and only 28 days in the year 1999. The workman was found guilty of both the charges. Referring to Enquiry Report
produced as Exhibit M-5, learned advocate contended that the Notice of enquiry were returned unserved with
endorsement “Not known and return for sender”. Subsequently, Notice of enquiry dated 03.01.2001 was sent under the
registered post and the same was returned undelivered with remark “Addressee out of station, so return to sender”. The
fourth and final Notice of enquiry dated 05.04.2001 along with a copy of Charge Sheet was sent to the home address of
the workman under registered post but the same was returned undelivered with the remark “Addressee out of station”.
Learned advocate argued that the management made best efforts to serve Notice of enquiry and Charge Sheet upon the
workman but he was neither at his place of work nor at his home address due to which several Notice, issued to him were
returned unserved. It is argued that the workman had a reciprocal responsibility to his duty, but he not only remained
absent without information, he did not return to his place of work to participate in the enquiry. It is vehemently argued
that the workman who remained absent for four months from his place of work did not cite any reason for remaining
absent. It is not disclosed as to why the workman was absent for such a long period. He did not produce any document to
show that he was under medical treatment at any point of time. It is argued that though the enquiry proceeding was held
ex-parte, the Enquiry Officer had followed the principles of natural justice before holding him guilty of charge and the
Disciplinary Authority issued order of dismissal on 20.06.2001, which has been produced as Exhibit M-6. Learned
advocate concluding his argument submitted that there was no illegality or breach of the principles of natural justice in
the enquiry proceeding against the workman and full opportunity was granted to him but the workman remained away on
his own accord. Furthermore, the workman having expired, there is no scope for his reinstatement, as such the Industrial
Dispute which is being pursued by the union through the legal heirs has no merit and the same is liable to be dismissed.

13. Having considered the argument advance in the light of pleadings, evidence on record and facts and
circumstances of this case, | find that the written statement filed by the union on behalf of the workman does not disclose
any ground for long unauthorized absence of the workman. The case of the union is that the workman has died on
13.11.2006, leaving behind his wife and two sons. At the time of hearing this case Latika Tapadar, the wife of deceased
workman was examined as Workman Witness No. 1. She has not assigned any reason as to why her husband remained
absent for four months. In her affidavit-in-chief she claimed that Ranjit Tapadar was illegally dismissed by the
management, but in her cross-examination, she admitted that the company after issuance of Charge Sheet and holding
domestic enquiry has dismissed her husband. She contended that she has no knowledge about the enquiry proceeding,



6146 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA :SEPTEMBER 20, 2025/BHADRA 29, 1947 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

therefore it would not be correct to say that her husband was illegally dismissed. The management in this case has
produced a copy of the Charge Sheet dated 04/06.10.2000 as Exhibit M-1, copy of the Notice of enquiry dated
19.12.2000 / 03.01.2001, as Exhibit M-2, copy of the Last and Final Notice of enquiry dated 05.04.2001, as Exhibit M-3,
copy of the Enquiry Proceeding, as Exhibit M-4, copy of the Enquiry Report, as Exhibit M-5, and a copy of the order of
dismissal, as Exhibit M-6. It is an axiomatic that an employee has a reciprocal responsibility towards his employer. In the
instant case the union of behalf of workman did not assign any reason for his long absence for four months and harped
upon the fact that the enquiry was held ex-parte. The management made several attempts to serve Charge Sheet and
Notice of enquiry upon the workman but the workman was not found at his residence and the letters / notice issued by
the management were returned unserved. The Enquiry Officer held a domestic enquiry and based his findings on the
evidence adduced by the management representative. The Disciplinary Authority is therefore justified in holding the
charged employee guilty of dereliction of his duty and misconduct. It is a settled principle that equity begets equity. The
workman having accepted the responsibility of serving the employer company cannot enjoy long unauthorized leave in
casual manner. Under such facts and circumstances, | find and hold that the decision of management in dismissing the
workman for his long unauthorized absence as well as habitual absence is just and proper and there is no reason to
interfere with such decision. Since Ranjit Tapadar have expired on 13.11.2006, no purpose would be served by directing
the management to serve a second Show Cause Notice to the workman, seeking his response. The Industrial Dispute is
therefore dismissed on contest.

Hence,
ORDERED

that the Industrial Dispute is without merit and the same is dismissed on contest. Management of the company
is directed to pay the legal dues of Late Ranjit Tapadar to his wife, Latika Tapadar within three (3) months from the date
of communication of the Award. Let 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 MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer
% faeelt, 11 foawaw, 2025

T3, 1658.—=M=T faars At ==m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) FT &=T 17 F TTEI0 §,Fex T TR
AEIIEEH TLEAT, WA 91X (v frfiies, agmeas EER Fid, SSi  T6gd & dag st
e ofF ot A g faraa,Ssa F A9 aqay 7 Ay w07 e sdente afawr- 98- 99
AT, TITAYT AT (HEH TEAT ATSST AL AL/ TAHT /3/05/2015), FT ST o6 srqeras | fammar
TAT &, THRTTAT FLAT 8 |

[€. T -40012/87/2014-3T317 (F1)]

AT, 37 Feers

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1658.—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. CGIT/LC/R/05/2015), of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to The General Manager Telecom, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Office of General
Manager Telecom, Ujjain and Shri Om Prakash Shrivastava, Ujjain, Worker.

[No. L-40012/87/2014-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/05/2015

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)
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Shri Om Prakash Shrivastava,
154, Gandhi Nagar,

Agra Road,
Ujjain - 456001
Workman
Vs
The General Manager Telecom,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited,
Office of General Manager Telecom,
Ujjain - 456001
Management
(JUDGMENT)

(Passed on this 20" day of May- 2025)

As per letter dated 30/12/2014 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-
40012/87/2014 (IR(DU)) dt. 30/12/2014. The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the demand of promotion of Shri Om Prakash Shrivatava comparing with his junior is in
consistence with the Award passed in his favour in reference No. CGIT/LC(R)/35/1986 dated 27.02.86 of
Hon’ble CGIT Jabalpur which is enclosed herewith. If so, what relief Shri Om Praskash Shrivastava is
entitled to?”

The undisputed facts connected to the present dispute are mainly that, the Workman Omprakash Shrivastava
was firstly engaged by BSNL as a muster roll employee. He was disengaged in 1983. He raised a dispute against his
disengagement which was registered as R/35/1985.Award was passed in this Case by my Learned Predecessor on
27.02.1986. His termination from 01.10.1983 was held illegal and unjustified, he was also held entitled to reinstated as
casual labour with full back wages and other ancillary benefits from date of his termination which is 01.101983. He was
further held entitled to Rs. 100/- as litigation cost from the department. A writ petition No. MP 1094/1986 was preferred
by the Department which was dismissed and the Award of this Tribunal became final.

According to the Management, he was reinstated from 1910.1987 in compliance of the Award dated
27.02.1986 after dismissal of the Writ Petition by Hon’ble High Court and was paid back wages Rs. 25,000/- from
01.101983. Since, he had crossed the age regarding eligibility for regular appointment which was between 18 to 25
years, he was not regularized whereas another person Mohanlal who was engaged as Casual Labour after the present
Workman was regularized under a settlement on 13.11.1986 because he fulfilled the age limit criteria.

Later on, as it is the case of the Management, the present Workman was also regularized on 10.12.1989, in
compliance of order of Union of India, Ministry of Personnel, pay grievances and pension, OM No. 49014/1986, which
permitted regularization with respect to maximum age limit in regularization of Casual Labour.

The present Workman has claimed parity with his Junior Mohanlal Sahu and has further claimed consequential
benefits in this respect which has been denied by the Management Department on the pretext that Mohanlal Sahu was
regularized/ regularly appointed before regular appointment of the present Workman.

Both the sides have field their affidavits as their examination-in-chief, documents have been filed by parties
which are mainly Judgments and Awards not disputed.

I have heard arguments of Learned Counsel for the Department Mr. R.S. Kori, none was present for the
Applicant Workman. None of the parties have filed any written argument. | have gone through the record.

The reference itself is the issue for determination in the case in hand.

It is not disputed that, the Workman Mohanlal Sahu, who was undisputedly engaged as a Casual Labour
after the Applicant Workman, was engaged, was regularized in service in consequence of a settlement between him and
Management Department because he had fulfilled the eligibility criteria with regards to age limit, the Applicant
Workman was reinstated under order of Tribunal, but since he did not fulfil the eligibility criteria with regards to age, he
was not offered regular appointment and it was only he was offered regular appointment in 1988 after the O.M. of 1988
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was issued which relaxed the maximum age limit. There is nothing on record to show that, the period a Workman spent
in engagement of the Management as a casual labour will be accounted for granting benefits in promotion etc.. Hence,
naturally, the date of regular appointment shall be the date from which benefits of regular services shall be given. Since,
the Workman Mohanlal was regularly appointed earlier than the Applicant Workman; there can be no parity between the
two only on the ground that, the Applicant Workman, was earlier a Casual Labour senior to Mohanlal.
In the light of above discussion and findings, the reference is answered as follows.
AWARD

Holding the demand of promotion of Shri Om Prakash Shrivatava comparing with his junior is in
consistence with the Award passed in his favour in reference No. CGIT/LC(R)/35/1986 dated 27.02.86 of Hon’ble
CGIT Jabalpur is held unjustified and arbitrary, he is held entitled to no relief.

No order as to cost.
DATE:- 20/05/2025
P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T faeet, 11 awae, 2025

F.3. 1659.—=f=e faars afa==m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) Ft &T=T 17 F FATEI0 H,Fel T qLFHT
eI AR A<H, AAHE FHAd, TAYR (BAE8); Togw/[Aees, 7 wiq-d-giaas, TR
(STaTe); Y/, st sl R afdas, T @fwR) T&uds F dag Faset =i
HETEE, ST #orge |9, N, T, (Sxhg) F fi= saqay #§ [y =0T g srenfies afasor- ag-
T AT, TaAYL =T (HIT HCAT St da< HisHsmeet/aerdt /3m/20/2018), F1 J47 & e #
T T &, TR e g |

[€. T -42011/31/2018 -=MET (S1)]

AT, 3 Feers

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1659.—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. CGIT/LC/R/20/2018), of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to The Chief Commissioner of Income Tax, Income Tax Office, Raipur (Chhattisgarh); The
Manager/Director, M/s. Call-Me-Services, Raipur (Chhattisgarh); The Manager/Director, Bombay Intelligence
Security Services, Raipur (Chhattisgarh) and The General Secretary, Theka Mazdoor Sangh, Bhilai, Durg, (CG),
Worker.

[No. L-42011/31/2018-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/20/2018
Present: P.K.Srivastava
H.J.S.(Retd.)
The General Secretary,
Theka Mazdoor Sangh,
BMS, Akash Ganga,
Rain Basera, Supela,
Bhilai, Durg, (CG) - 492002

Workmen
Vs
1. The Chief Commissioner of Income Tax,
Income Tax Office, Central Revenue Building,
Civil Line Raipur (Chhattisgarh) — 492001
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2. The Manager/Director,

M/s. Call-Me-Services,

C-101/5, Taigor Nagar,

Raipur (Chhattisgarh) — 492001
3. The Manager/Director,

Bombay Intelligence Security Services,

210-A Block, I1-Floor, Crystal Arcade,

Pandari, Raipur (Chhattisgarh) - 492001

Management
(JUDGMENT)
(Passed on this 05"day of AUGUST - 2025)

As per letter dated 10/04/2018 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference has
been made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’) as per Notification No.
L-42011/31/2018 (IR(DU)) dt. 10/04/2018. The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action of the management of Income Tax Department, Raipur, Government of India and its
Contractors M/s Call-Me-Service and Bombay Intelligence Security Services in terminating the services of
22 contract labour as per annexure "B' w.e.f. 31/08/2017 who were working as contract labours w.e.f.
01.09.2012 is legal and justified? If not, what relief these contract labour are entitled to?"'

Notice were issued to the parties, they appeared and filed their respective statement of defense and claims.

Case of the Workmen Union is mainly that 22 workers as per the list attached with the reference, are members
of the Union. The Union resolved to fight for their cause. They were engaged by the Department directly on the post of
Data Entry Operator/ Computer Operator after an oral interview and were posted in the Department on different dates
mentioned in Para 4 of the Statement of Claim ranging from 1999 to 2015. They were paid wages at rate fixed by the
Collector. They continuously worked till 31.08.2017 and were disengaged by the Department without any notice or
compensation. They had acquired status of permanent employee by working 240 days in every year till the date of their
disengagement. The Department started hiring workers through outsourcing which was sham and a camouflage to avoid
their liabilities under law and to deprive the benefit admissible to the Workmen. The Union raised a dispute with the
concern Labour Commissioner. After failure of conciliation, the reference was sent by the appropriate government to this
Tribunal. According to the Workmen Union the Management has acted unjustly, illegally and arbitrarily by disengaging
the Workmen without any notice or compensation and by not granting them permanent status by taking work of
permanent and perennial nature through discharging and engaging the Workmen on daily basis on the post of permanent
and perennial nature. The Management has adopted unfair labour practice which prohibited in the Act. The Union has
thus prayed that holding the action of Management in discharging the Workmen from 31.08.2017 they be held entitled to
be reinstated with back wages and benefits.

The Department filed Vakaltnama of their Learned Counsel. They raised preliminary objection against the
maintainability of the reference with the case that they are engaged in tax collection hence not an ‘industry’ as defined
under the Act. They have also stated that, these workmen did not have any right to be regularized or reinstated because
they are not appointed regularly.

The outsourcing agency M/s Bombay Intelligence Security India, filed their statement with the case that,
they were awarded contract for supply of man power to the Department. Since the number of the man power to be
supplied was limited, they discontinued these workmen.

The preliminary objection of the Department has been decided after hearing vide order dated 12.05.2022.
This order is part of this judgment.

At evidence stage, none turned from any of the Management, hence, the reference preceded ex-parte
against the Management that is the Department and Outsourcing Agencies.

In evidence, the Workmen Union has filed affidavits of Workmen Deepak Kumar Sahu, Mithlesh Kumar Sahu,
and Om Prakash Sahu as their examination in chief. There was no cross-examination on behalf of any of the
Management. The Workmen side has also filed documents relating to order of appointment, copies of attendance
register, copies of statements of Bank Accounts of the Workmen. | have heard Mr. Arun Patel Learned Counsel for
Workmen Union. None was present for any of the Management. | have gone through the record as well.

On perusal of record in the light of arguments, the reference itself appears to be the issue for
determination.

In the uncontroverted affidavits the Workmen have corroborated their case stated in the statement of claim as
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detailed above. These affidavits further supported by appointment orders, attendance registers and Bank Accounts of the
Workers. Hence, the continuance of the Workmen by the Department is held proved. Management has not filed any
evidence to rebut the evidence, in form of outsourcing agreement etc. The muster rolls filed did not have any reference
that these Workmen are outsourced employees.

Since, it is established that, these Workmen have been disengaged without notice or compensation, this
action of the Department is held in violation of Section 25G and 25F of the ‘Act’.

Following provisions of the ‘Act’ require to be reproduced and are being reproduced as follows -

11A. Powers of Labour Courts, Tribunals and National Tribunals to give appropriate relief in case of
discharge or dismissal of workmen.—Where an industrial dispute relating to the discharge or dismissal of a Workmen
has been referred to a Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal for adjudication and, in the course of the
adjudication proceedings, the Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal, as the case may be, is satisfied that the
order of discharge or dismissal was not justified, it may, by its award, set aside the order of discharge or dismissal and
direct reinstatement of the Workmen on such terms and conditions, if any, as it thinks fit, or give such other relief to the
Workmen including the award of any lesser punishment in lieu of discharge or dismissal as the circumstances of the case
may require: Provided that in any proceeding under this section the Labour Court, Tribunal or National Tribunal, as the
case may be, shall rely only on the materials on record and shall not take any fresh evidence in relation to the matter.

2(ra) “unfair labour practice” means any of the practices specified in the Fifth Schedule;

THE FIFTH SCHEDULE See section 2(ra) UNFAIR LABOUR PRACTICES |.—On the part of
employers and trade unions of employers

1. To interfere with, restrain from, or coerce, workmen in the exercise of their right to organise, form, join or
assist a trade union or to engage in concerted activities for the purposes of collective bargaining or other mutual aid or
protection, that is to say:— (a) threatening workmen with discharge or dismissal, if they join a trade union;

(b) threatening a lock-out or closure, if a trade union is organised;

(c) granting wage increase to workmen at crucial periods of trade union organisation, with a view to
undermining the efforts of the trade union organisation.

2. To dominate, interfere with or contribute support, financial or otherwise, to any trade union, that is to say:—
(a) an employer taking an active interest in organising a trade union of his workmen; and

(b) an employer showing partiality or granting favour to one of several trade unions attempting to organise his
workmen or to its members, whether such a trade union is not a recognised trade union. 3. To establish employer
sponsored trade unions of workmen.

4. To encourage or discourage membership in any trade union by discriminating against any Workmen, that is
to say:—

(a) discharging or punishing a Workmen, because he urged other workmen to join or organise a trade union;

(b) discharging or dismissing a Workmen for taking part in any strike (not being as strike which is deemed to
be an illegal strike under this Act);

(c) changing seniority rating of workmen because of trade union activities;
(d) refusing to promote workmen to higher posts on account of their trade union activities;

(e) giving unmerited promotions to certain workmen with a view to creating discord amongst other workmen,
or to undermine the strength of their trade union;

(f) discharging office-bearers or active members of the trade union on account of their trade union activities.
5. To discharge or dismiss workmen—

(a) by way of victimisation;

(b) not in good faith, but in the colourable exercise of the employer's rights;

(c) by falsely implicating a Workmen in a criminal case on false evidence or on concocted evidence;

(d) for patently false reasons;

(e) on untrue or trumped up allegation of absence without leave;

(f) in utter disregard of the principles of natural justice in the conduct of domestic enquiry or with undue haste;
for misconduct of a minor or technical character, without having any regard to the nature of the particular misconduct
or the past record or service of the Workmen, thereby leading to a disproportionate punishment.
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6. To abolish the work of a regular nature being done by workmen, and to give such work to contractors as a
measure of breaking a strike.

7. To transfer a Workmen mala fide from one place to another, under the guise of following management policy.

8. To insist upon individual workmen, who are on a legal strike to sign a good conduct bond, as a pre-condition
to allowing them to resume work.

9. To show favouritism or partiality to one set of workers regardless of merit.

10. To employ workmen as “badlis”, casuals or temporaries and to continue them as such for years, with the
object of depriving them of the status and privileges of permanent workmen.

11. To discharge or discriminate against any Workmen for filing charges or testifying against an employer in
any enquiry or proceeding relating to any industrial dispute.

12. To recruit workmen during a strike which is not an illegal strike.

13. Failure to implement award, settlement or agreement.

14. To indulge in acts of force or violence.

15. To refuse to bargain collectively, in good faith with the recognised trade unions.
16. Proposing or continuing a lock-out deemed to be illegal under this Act.

25T. Prohibition of unfair labour practice.—No employer or Workmen or a trade union, whether registered
under the Trader Unions Act, 1926 (18 of 1926), or not, shall commit any unfair labour practice.

25U. Penalty for committing unfair labour practices.—Any person who commits any unfair labour practice
shall be punishable with imprisonment for a term which may extend to six months or with fine which may extend to one
thousand rupees or with both.

The second argument of learned counsel for the Workmen is that the outsourcing agreement itself is bad in law
and is sham agreement because it is a prohibited agreement under Contract Labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970,
he has referred to section 10 of the Act which is being reproduced as follows:-

“10. Prohibition of employment of contract labour.-

(1) Notwithstanding anything contained in this Act, the appropriate Government may, after consultation with the
Central Board or, as the case may be, a State Board, prohibit, by notification in the Official Gazette,
employment of contract labour in any process, operation or other work in any establishment.

(2) Before issuing any notification under sub-section (1) in relation to an establishment, the appropriate
Government shall have regard to the conditions of work and benefits provided for the contract labour that
establishment and other relevant factors, such as-

(@) whether the process, operation or other work is incidental to, or necessary for the industry, trade, business,
manufacture or occupation that is carried on in the establishment ;

(b) whether it is of perennial nature, that is to say, it is so of sufficient duration having regard to the nature of
industry, trade, business, manufacture or occupation carried on in that establishment;

(c) whether it is done ordinarily through regular workmen in that establishment or an establishment similar
thereto;

(d) whether it is sufficient to employ considerable number of whole-time workmen.
Explanation.- If a question arises whether any process or operation or other work is of perennial nature, the
decision of the appropriate Government thereon shall be final.”

The learned counsel submits that it is established that there is a vacancy of permanent nature with the
DEPARTMENT, hence, contract labour could not be engaged for it, secondly, there is nothing to show that
DEPARTMENT are registered as a principal employer, hence, not authorized to engage contract manpower on
outsourcing basis through outsourcing agency, also that he has been working firstly as contract employee of Department
for two years and thereafter as outsourcing employee through outsourcing agency on the same post for another five
years.

Learned counsel also submits that engaging Badli, Casual or Temporaries employees on permanent post is
unfair labour practice as defined in the Act and is prohibited in the Act, hence, outsourcing agreements are sham
contracts and contractors are sham contractors engaged just to flout law in this respect in fact, outsourcing agreements
itself are sham agreement. Learned counsel also submits that it has to be kept in mind that he has been working at the site
of DEPARTMENT and under direction as well control of Department officers.
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From the evidence on record ,it is established that in case in hand, the Department has adopted unfair labour
practice.

Learned counsel as further referred to following paragraphs of the judgment Sudarshan Rajpoot v/s U.P. State
Road Transport Corporation (2015) 11, SCC 317 which are being reproduced as follows:-

“I1. 1t has been contended by the learned counsel for the appellant Workmen that the High Court has erred in
placing reliance upon the decision of this Court in Umadevi (3) case [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC
1: 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] , which was distinguished inasmuch as the said case is not applicable to the case on hand for
the reason that the appellant Workmen is a “Workmen” as defined under Section 2(z) of the UPID Act and the
respondent is the statutory corporation which is an undertaking of the State Government and therefore, as it is an
instrumentality of the State Government, it will come within the definition of “industry” as defined under Section 2(K) of
the UPID Act. Therefore, the said provisions of the UPID Act are applicable to the appellant Workmen as he is a
“Workmen” as defined under Section 2(z) of the UPID Act and Section 2(s) of the ID Act, 1947.

12. Further, it is contended that the High Court has failed to consider the “unfair labour practice” as defined under
Section 2(ra) of the ID Act, 1947 read with Sections 25-T and 25-U and Schedule V of the ID Act. Item 10 of Schedule V
of the ID Act prohibits the employer to employ workmen as badlis, casuals or temporaries and to continue them as such
for years in the Corporation, with the object of depriving them of the status and privileges of permanent workmen is
prohibited. It is further contended that the respondent Corporation is liable for penal action under the provisions of
Section 25-U of the ID Act. In support of the above contention, reliance was placed on the three-Judge Bench decision of
this Court in Chief Conservator of Forests v. Jagannath Maruti Kondhare [Chief Conservator of Forests v. Jagannath
Maruti Kondhare, (1996) 2 SCC 293 : 1996 SCC (L&S) 500] .

13. On the other hand, the learned counsel appearing on behalf of the respondent Corporation sought to justify the
correctness of the finding and reasons recorded by the High Court in the impugned judgment [U.P. SRTC v. Sudarshan
Rajpoot, Writ-C No. 21553 of 2005, order dated 5-3-2008 (All)] . Alternatively, it is contended that even if the order of
termination is bad in law, the Workmen who is working on the contract basis is not entitled for reinstatement with full
back wages as per the view taken by this Court in several decisions. Therefore, the learned counsel for the respondent
Corporation submits that the impugned judgment [U.P. SRTC v. Sudarshan Rajpoot, Writ-C No. 21553 of 2005, order
dated 5-3-2008 (All)] and order need not be interfered with by this Court in exercise of its appellate jurisdiction.

14. With reference to the abovesaid rival legal contentions the following substantial questions would arise for our
consideration:

14.1. (i) Whether the High Court is justified in passing the impugned judgment [U.P. SRTC v. Sudarshan Rajpoot,
Writ-C No. 21553 of 2005, order dated 5-3-2008 (All)] , order and reversing the award passed by the Labour Court?

14.2. (ii) Whether the order of termination passed against the appellant Workmen amounts to retrenchment as
defined under Section 2(s) of the UPID Act, 19477

14.3. (iii) Whether non-compliance with the statutory provisions under Sections 6-N and 6-Q of the UPID Act which
are analogous with Sections 25-F and 25-H, respectively, of the 1D Act, 1947 renders the order of termination void ab
initio in law?

14.4. (iv) What relief is the appellant Workmen entitled to?

15. To answer the above substantial questions of law it is necessary for this Court to extract the order of termination
passed by the Assistant Regional Manager of the Corporation, which reads thus:

“OFFICE OF ASSISTANT REGIONAL MANAGER,

U.P. TRANSPORT CORPORATION, AZAD NAGAR DEPOT

Letter No. ARM/A. Ngr/Bus Accident 0582/2000/3591 dated 29-7-2000
OFFICE ORDER

On 7-6-1999 vehicle bearing No. 8582 which had met with an accident which was being driven on 7-6-1999 by
Shri Sudarshan Rajpoot, contractual driver and conductor Shri Kamta Prasad on Deoria to Kanpur route and
accident occurred on the way at 1.30 a.m. in the night at Village Palhari, Barabanki near Police Station Safdarganj
and due to negligent driving of the driver, Department suffered heavy loss.

Hence, in order to meet Departmental loss, forfeiting security of driver Shri Sudarshan Rajpoot, | pass the
order to strike off his name from the contract roll with an immediate effect. His name be struck off from contract
roll.In the aforesaid order of termination it is specially mentioned that the appellant Workmen was appointed as a
driver on contractual basis. It has been further stated that the accident occurred on 7-6-1999 due to the negligent
driving of the appellant Workmen resulting in heavy loss to the Department of the respondent Corporation. In order
to meet the Departmental loss, security amount of driver was forfeited and Assistant Regional Manager had struck
off the name of the appellant Workmen from the contract employees roll with immediate effect.
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16. The respondent Corporation has neither produced documentary evidence nor showed before the Labour Court
that the appellant Workmen was appointed on contract basis. The fact that he deposited Rs 2000 towards security
amount with the respondent Corporation indicates that he was working as a driver on a permanent basis. In view of
Schedule V, Item 10 of the ID Act, 1947 the respondent Corporation is prohibited from engaging the appellant Workmen
as a badli, casual or temporary Workmen to work on permanent basis. The fact that he had been continuously working
for more than 3 years and he had rendered more than 240 days of service as the driver in a calendar year until his
termination order and yet he is being engaged on a contractual basis in the respondent Corporation is statutorily
prohibited. The same amounts to an unfair labour practice as defined under Section 2(ra) read with Section 25-T, which
action of the Corporation is punishable under Section 25-U of the ID Act. This legal position is settled by this Court
in Chief Conservator of Forests case [Chief Conservator of Forests v. Jagannath Maruti Kondhare, (1996) 2 SCC 293 :
1996 SCC (L&S) 500] wherein it was held as under : (SCC pp. 302-03, para 22)

“22. ... In our opinion, it would be permissible on facts of a particular case to draw the inference mentioned in
the second part of the item, if badlis, casuals or temporaries are continued as such for years. We further state that
the present was such a case inasmuch as from the materials on record we are satisfied that the 25 workmen who
went to the Industrial Court of Pune (and 15 to the Industrial Court, Ahmednagar) had been kept as casuals for long
years with the primary object of depriving them of the status of permanent employees inasmuch as giving of this
status would have required the employer to pay the workmen at a rate higher than the one fixed under the Minimum
Wages Act. We can think of no other possible object as, it may be remembered, that the Pachgaon Parwati Scheme
was intended to cater to the recreational and educational aspirations also of the populace, which are not ephemeral
objects, but par excellence permanent. We would say the same about environment-pollution-care work of
Ahmednagar, whose need is on the increase because of increase in pollution. Permanency is thus writ large on the
face of both the types of work. If, even in such projects, persons are kept in jobs on casual basis for years the object
manifests itself; no scrutiny is required. We, therefore, answer the second question also against the appellants.”

25. This Court in the later judgment in Hari Nandan Prasad v. Food Corporation of India [Hari Nandan
Prasad v. Food Corporation of India, (2014) 7 SCC 190 : (2014) 2 SCC (L&S) 408] , after adverting to the law laid
down in U.P. Power Corpn. Ltd.v.Bijli Mazdoor Sangh [(2007) 5 SCC 755 : (2007) 2 SCC (L&S) 258]
and Maharashtra SRTC [Maharashtra SRTC v. Casteribe Rajya Parivahan Karmchari Sanghatana, (2009) 8 SCC 556 :
(2009) 2 SCC (L&S) 513] wherein Umadevi (3) case [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC
(L&S) 753] is adverted to in both the cases, held that on a harmonious reading of the two judgments, even when there are
posts available, in the absence of any unfair labour practice the Labour Court cannot give direction for regularisation
only because a worker has continued as daily-wage worker/ad hoc/temporary worker for number of years. Further, such
a direction cannot be given when the worker concerned does not meet the eligibility requirement of the post in question
as per the recruitment rules:

25.1. It was held at para 32 in Hari Nandan Prasad case [Hari Nandan Prasad v. Food Corporation of India, (2014)
7 SCC 190 : (2014) 2 SCC (L&S) 408] as under : (SCC p. 211)

“32. However, the Court in Maharashtra SRTC case [Maharashtra SRTC v. Casteribe Rajya Parivahan
Karmchari Sanghatana, (2009) 8 SCC 556: (2009) 2 SCC (L&S) 513] found that the factual position was different
in the case before it. Here the post of cleaners in the establishment was in existence. Further, there was a finding of
fact recorded that the Corporation had indulged in unfair labour practice by engaging these workers on
temporary/casual/daily-wage basis and paying them paltry amount even when they were discharging duties of eight
hours a day and performing the same duties as that of regular employees.”

25.2. Furthis, Hari Nandan Prasad [Hari Nandan Prasad v. Food Corporation of India, (2014) 7 SCC 190 : (2014)
2 SCC (L&S) 408] referred at para 36, LIC v. D.J. Bahadur [(1981) 1 SCC 315 : 1981 SCC (L&S) 111 : (1981) 1 SCR
1083] in which the relevant para 22 of LIC case [(1981) 1 SCC 315 : 1981 SCC (L&S) 111 : (1981) 1 SCR 1083] is
extracted as under : (Hari Nandan Prasad case [Hari Nandan Prasad v. Food Corporation of India, (2014) 7 SCC 190 :
(2014) 2 SCC (L&S) 408], SCC p. 213)

“36. ... ‘22. The Industrial Disputes Act is a benign measure which seeks to pre-empt industrial tensions,
provide the mechanics of dispute resolutions and set up the necessary infrastructure, so that the energies of the
partners in production may not be dissipated in counterproductive battles and the assurance of industrial justice may
create a climate of goodwill.” (D.J. Bahadur case [(1981) 1 SCC 315 : 1981 SCC (L&S) 111 : (1981) 1 SCR 1083],
SCC p. 334, per Krishna lyer, J.)

In order to achieve the aforesaid objectives, the Labour Courts/Industrial Tribunals are given wide powers not only
to enforce the rights but even to create new rights, with the underlying objective to achieve social justice. Way back
in the year 1950 i.e. immediately after the enactment of the Industrial Disputes Act, in one of its first and celebrated
judgment in Bharat Bank Ltd. v. Employees [1950 SCC 470 : AIR 1950 SC 188 : 1950 LLJ 921 at p. 948] this
aspect was highlighted by the Court observing as under : (AIR p. 209, para 61)

‘61. ... In settling the disputes between the employers and the workmen, the function of the Tribunal is not
confined to administration of justice in accordance with law. It can confer rights and privileges on either party
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which it considers reasonable and proper, though they may not be within the terms of any existing agreement. It
has not merely to interpret or give effect to the contractual rights and obligations of the parties. It can create
new rights and obligations between them which it considers essential for keeping industrial peace.””

25.3. And again at para 37, observing that the aforesaid sweeping power conferred upon the Tribunal is not
unbridled and is circumscribed by this Court in New Maneck Chowk Spg. & Wvg. Co. Ltd. v. Textile Labour Assn. [AIR
1961 SC 867] , the relevant para 6 of which is extracted as under : (Hari Nandan Prasad case [Hari Nandan
Prasad v. Food Corporation of India, (2014) 7 SCC 190 : (2014) 2 SCC (L&S) 408], SCC p. 213, paras 37-38)

“37. ... ‘6. ... This, however, does not mean that an Industrial Court can do anything and everything when
dealing with an industrial dispute. This power is conditioned by the subject-matter with which it is dealing and also
by the existing industrial law and it would not be open to it while dealing with a particular matter before it to
overlook the industrial law relating to that matter as laid down by the legislature or by this Court.” (Textile Labour
Assn. case [AIR 1961 SC 867] , AIR p. 870)

38. It is, thus, this fine balancing which is required to be achieved while adjudicating a particular dispute,
keeping in mind that the industrial disputes are settled by industrial adjudication on principle of fair play and
justice.”

26. In view of the aforesaid statement of law laid down by this Court after adverting to the powers of the Industrial
Tribunal and the Labour Court as interpreted by this Court in the earlier decisions referred to supra, the said principle is
aptly applicable to the fact situation of the case on hand, for the reason that the Labour Court recorded a finding of fact in
favour of the Workmen that the termination of services of the appellant herein is not legal and valid and further
reaffirmed the said finding and also clearly held that the plea taken in the order of termination that he was appointed on
contract basis as a driver is not proved by producing cogent evidence. Further, we hold that even if the plea of the
employer is accepted, extracting work though of permanent nature continuously for more than three years, the
alleged employment on contract basis is wholly impermissible. Therefore, we have held that it amounts to an
unfair labour practice as defined under Section 2(ra) of the ID Act, 1947 read with Section 25-T which is
prohibited under Section 25-U, Chapter V-C of the ID Act, 1947. We have to hold that the judgment of the High
Court in reversing the award is not legal and the same is set aside by us.

21. In the order of termination, it is alleged that on account of negligent driving of the bus by the appellant
Workmen the accident of the vehicle happened, the said allegation was neither proved in the inquiry required to be
conducted nor producing evidence before the Labour Court by the respondent Corporation. Therefore, the High Court
has failed to examine the above vital aspects of the case on hand and erroneously interfered with the award passed by the
Labour Court in exercise of its extraordinary and supervisory jurisdiction under Articles 226 and 227 of the Constitution
of India. This exercise of power is contrary to the law laid down by this Court in Harjinder Singh v. Punjab State
Warehousing Corpn. [(2010) 3 SCC 192 : (2010) 1 SCC (L&S) 1146] , wherein this Court held thus : (SCC p. 205, para
21)

“21. Before concluding, we consider it necessary to observe that while exercising jurisdiction under Articles
226 and/or 227 of the Constitution in matters like the present one, the High Courts are duty-bound to keep in mind
that the Industrial Disputes Act and other similar legislative instruments are social welfare legislations and the same
are required to be interpreted keeping in view the goals set out in the Preamble of the Constitution and the
provisions contained in Part IV thereof in general and Articles 38, 39(a) to (e), 43 and 43-A in particular, which
mandate that the State should secure a social order for the promotion of welfare of the people, ensure equality
between men and women and equitable distribution of material resources of the community to subserve the common
good and also ensure that the workers get their dues. More than 41 years ago, Gajendragadkar, J. opined that:

‘10. ... the concept of social and economic justice is a living concept of revolutionary import; it gives
sustenance to the rule of law and meaning and significance to the ideal of welfare State.’

(State of Mysore v. Workers of Gold Mines [AIR 1958 SC 923], AIR p. 928, para 10.)”

24. We are of the opinion that the view taken in Maharashtra SRTC [Maharashtra SRTC v. Casteribe Rajya
Parivahan Karmchari Sanghatana, (2009) 8 SCC 556 : (2009) 2 SCC (L&S) 513] at para 36 after
distinguishing Umadevi (3) case [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] is the
plausible view. Therefore, we have to hold that the finding of the High Court in setting aside the finding of fact recorded
by the Labour Court in its award by applying Umadevi (3) case [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 :
2006 SCC (L&S) 753] is wholly untenable in law. Therefore, the same is set aside by this Court.

23. Further, the reliance placed upon the decision of this Court on Umadevi (3) case [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi
(3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] by the High Court to reverse the finding of fact recorded in the award in
favour of the Workmen in answering the points of dispute in the negative, is not tenable in law in view of the judgment
of this Court inMaharashtra SRTCv. Casteribe Rajya Parivahan Karmchari Sanghatana [Maharashtra
SRTC v. Casteribe Rajya Parivahan Karmchari Sanghatana, (2009) 8 SCC 556 : (2009) 2 SCC (L&S) 513] , wherein,
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this Court after adverting to Umadevi (3) case [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S)
753] at para 36, has held that the said case

“does not denude the Industrial and Labour Courts of their statutory power under Section 30 read with Section 32 of
the MRTU and PULP Act to order permanency of the workers who have been victims of unfair labour practice on
the part of the employer under Item 6 of Schedule IV where the posts on which they have been working exist”.
(SCCp.574)

Further, this Court held that : (SCC p. 574, para 36)

“36. ... Umadevi (3) case [State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (3), (2006) 4 SCC 1 : 2006 SCC (L&S) 753] cannot
be held to have overridden the powers of the Industrial and Labour Courts in passing appropriate order under
Section 30 of the MRTU and PULP Act, once unfair labour practice on the part of the employer under Item 6 of
Schedule IV is established.”

It is a established from evidence that the applicant Workmen was first appointed by Department on contract
basis extended on year to year basis and thereafter, his services were taken by Department as an outsourced employee
supplied by the outsourcing agencies who had employed the Workmen on contract extended on yearly basis.

By not employing a person on permanent regular basis against the permanent vacancy and engaging contract
labours for a work of permanent perennial nature either directly or by outsourcing agencies, the management Department
is held adopting unfair labour practice which is prohibited under the Act.

Reference may be taken of judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Jaggo v/s Union of India
reported in (2024) SCC Online SC 3826 , the relevant paragraphs of this judgment are being reproduced as follows:-

“22. The pervasive misuse of temporary employment contracts, as exemplified in this case, reflects a broader
systemic issue that adversely affects workers' rights and job security. In the private sector, the rise of the gig economy
has led to an increase in precarious employment arrangements, often characterized by lack of benefits, job security,
and fair treatment. Such practices have been criticized for exploiting workers and undermining labour standards.
Government institutions, entrusted with upholding the principles of fairness and justice, bear an even greater
responsibility to avoid such exploitative employment practices. When public sector entities engage in misuse of
temporary contracts, it not only mirrors the detrimental trends observed in the gig economy but also sets a concerning
precedent that can erode public trust in governmental operations. .........

25. It is a disconcerting reality that temporary employees, particularly in government institutions, often face
multifaceted forms of exploitation. While the foundational purpose of temporary contracts may have been to address
short-term or seasonal needs, they have increasingly become a mechanism to evade long-term obligations owed to
employees. These practices manifest in several ways:

» Misuse of “Temporary” Labels:- Employees engaged for work that is essential, recurring, and integral to
the functioning of an institution are often labelled as “temporary” or “contractual,” even when their roles mirror
those of regular employees. Such misclassification deprives workers of the dignity, security, and benefits that regular
employees are entitled to, despite performing identical tasks.

« Arbitrary Termination:- Temporary employees are frequently dismissed without cause or notice, as seen in
the present case. This practice undermines the principles of natural justice and subjects workers to a state of constant
insecurity, regardless of the quality or duration of their service.

« Lack of Career Progression:- Temporary employees often find themselves excluded from opportunities for
skill development, promotions, or incremental pay raises. They remain stagnant in their roles, creating a systemic
disparity between them and their regular counterparts, despite their contributions being equally significant.

» Using Outsourcing as a Shield:- Institutions increasingly resort to outsourcing roles performed by
temporary employees, effectively replacing one set of exploited workers with another. This practice not only
perpetuates exploitation but also demonstrates a deliberate effort to bypass the obligation to offer regular
employment.

« Denial of Basic Rights and Benefits:- Temporary employees are often denied fundamental benefits such as
pension, provident fund, health insurance, and paid leave, even when their tenure spans decades. This lack of social
security subjects them and their families to undue hardship, especially in cases of illness, retirement, or unforeseen
circumstances.”

The principle laid down in the case of Jaggo (Supra) has been followed by Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case
of Shripal Vs. Nagar Nigam Ghaziabad in Civil Appeal No. 8157/2024 (2025 INSC 144). The relevant portion of the
said judgment is being reproduced as follows:-

“12. The evidence, including documentary material and undisputed facts, reveals that the Appellant
Workmen performed duties integral to the Respondent Employer’s municipal functions specifically the upkeep of
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parks, horticultural tasks, and city beautification efforts. Such work is evidently perennial rather than sporadic or
project-based. Reliance on a general “ban on fresh recruitment” cannot be used to deny labor protections to long
serving workmen. On the contrary, the acknowledged shortage of Gardeners in the Ghaziabad Nagar Nigam
reinforces the notion that these positions are essential and ongoing, not intermittent. By requiring the same tasks
(planting, pruning, general upkeep) from the Appellant Workmen as from regular Gardeners but still compensating
them inadequately and inconsistently the Respondent Employer has effectively engaged in an unfair labour practice.
The principle of “equal pay for equal work,” repeatedly emphasized by this Court, cannot be casually disregarded
when workers have served for extended periods in roles resembling those of permanent employees. Long-standing
assignments under the Employer’s direct supervision belie any notion that these were mere short-term casual
engagements.

14. The Respondent Employer places reliance on Umadevi (supra) to contend that daily-wage or temporary
employees cannot claim permanent absorption in the absence of statutory rules providing such absorption. However,
as frequently reiterated, Uma Devi itself distinguishes between appointments that are “illegal” and those that are
“irregular,” the latter being eligible for regularization if they meet certain conditions. More importantly, Uma Devi
cannot serve as a shield to justify exploitative engagements persisting for years without the Employer undertaking
legitimate recruitment. Given the record which shows no true contractor based arrangement and a consistent need for
permanent horticultural staff the alleged asserted ban on fresh recruitment, though real, cannot justify indefinite
daily-wage status or continued unfair practices.

15. It is manifest that the Appellant Workmen continuously rendered their services over several years,
sometimes spanning more than a decade. Even if certain muster rolls were not produced in full, the Employer’s
failure to furnish such records—despite directions to do so—allows an adverse inference under well-established
labour jurisprudence. Indian labour law strongly disfavors perpetual daily-wage or contractual engagements in
circumstances where the work is permanent in nature. Morally and legally, workers who fulfil ongoing municipal
requirements year after year cannot be dismissed summarily as dispensable, particularly in the absence of a genuine
contractor agreement. At this juncture, it would be appropriate to recall the broader critique of indefinite
“temporary” employment practices as done by a recent judgment of this court in Jaggo v. Union of India

16. The High Court did acknowledge the Employer’s inability to justify these abrupt terminations.
Consequently, it ordered re-engagement on daily wages with some measure of parity in minimum pay. Regrettably,
this only perpetuated precariousness: the Appellant Workmen were left in a marginally improved yet still uncertain
status. While the High Court recognized the importance of their work and hinted at eventual regularization, it failed
to afford them continuity of service or meaningful back wages commensurate with the degree of statutory violation
evident on record.

17. In light of these considerations, the Employer’s discontinuation of the Appellant Workmen stands in
violation of the most basic labour law principles. Once it is established that their services were terminated without
adhering to Sections 6E and 6N of the U.P. Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, and that they were engaged in essential,
perennial duties, these workers cannot be relegated to perpetual uncertainty. While concerns of municipal budget and
compliance with recruitment rules merit consideration, such concerns do not absolve the Employer of statutory
obligations or negate equitable entitlements. Indeed, bureaucratic limitations cannot trump the legitimate rights of
workmen who have served continuously in de facto regular roles for an extended period. 18. The impugned order of
the High Court, to the extent they confine the Appellant Workmen to future daily-wage engagement without
continuity or meaningful back wages, is hereby set aside with the following directions:-

1. The discontinuation of the Appellant Workmen’s services, effected without compliance with Section 6E
and Section 6N of the U.P. Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, is declared illegal. All orders or communications
terminating their services are quashed. In consequence, the Appellant Workmen shall be treated as continuing in
service from thereof their termination, for all purposes, including seniority and continuity in service.

I1. The Respondent Employer shall reinstate the Appellant Workmen in their respective posts (or posts akin
to the duties they previously performed) within four weeks from the date of this judgment. Their entire period of
absence (from the date of termination until actual reinstatement) shall be counted for continuity of service and all
consequential benefits, such as seniority and eligibility for promotions, if any.

I11. Considering the length of service, the Appellant Workmen shall be entitled to 50% of the back wages
from the date of their discontinuation until their actual reinstatement. The Respondent Employer shall clear the
aforesaid dues within three months from the date of their reinstatement.

IV. The Respondent Employer is directed to initiate a fair and transparent process for regularizing the
Appellant Workmen within six months from the date of reinstatement, duly considering the fact that they have
performed perennial municipal duties akin to permanent posts. In assessing regularization, the Employer shall not
impose educational or procedural criteria retroactively if such requirements were never applied to the Appellant
Workmen or to similarly situated regular employees in the past. To the extent that sanctioned vacancies for such
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duties exist or are required, the Respondent Employer shall expedite all necessary administrative processes to ensure
these longtime employees are not indefinitely retained on daily wages contrary to statutory and equitable norms.”

In the light of above discussion and findings the reference is answered as follows:-
AWARD

1--The action of the Department in disengaging the workmen in without notice or compensation in violation
of section 25G & 25F of the Act, the workmen are held entitled to be reinstated but without back wages and benefits.

2-Holding that the Department has adopted unfair labour practice with respect to the applicant Workmen by
taking work from his for years firstly as contract employee of the Department and thereafter as a outsourced employee
on contract when the vacancy is of permanent nature and is still available, the Department is directed to initiate a fair
and transparent process for recruitment for the position on which, the applicant Workmen has been working, within
six months from the date of publication of award in the Gazette Appellant Workmen shall be granted age relaxation
for the period he has worked on contract basis with Department or as outsourced employee. The Department shall
expedite all necessary administrative processes to ensure that such longtime employees are not indefinitely retained
on contractual assignments or through outsourcing, contrary to statutory and equitable norms.

Copy of this judgment be sent to the Ministry as per rules for publication in official Gazette.
DATE:- 05/08/2025
P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

% faeelt, 11 foawa, 2025

F.3. 1660.—==TH faars afa==m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) F¥ &=T 17 & ATEI0 §,Fel T G
g e, WG QU@ 999, W (Fed Jo9)  Taeds & da4 [asat 6 g, S
T qaeT HtHE g9, fAfeer (7e7 yoer) F Si= srqay #§ Afde Fwy 9w i st ag- 99
AT, AT TATE(HTH HCAT AT A< HISHAMEN/TAET /371%/27/2018), T ST I SAqeae 7 feaman
TAT &, THRTTAT FLAT 8 |

[€. Ta-42011/18/2018 -7 (1))

AT, 37 Feers

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1660.—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. CGIT/LC/R/27/2018), of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to The Regional Director, Archeological Survey of India, Bhopal (M.P.) and The Secretary,
Archeological Survey of India Worker’s Union, Vidisha (MP) Worker.

[No. L-42011/18/2018- IR(DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/27/2018

Present: P.K.Srivastava

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

Archeological Survey of India Worker’s Union
R/o Kila Andar, Near Water Tank, Bais Darwaja Marg
Vidisha (MP) - 464001

Workman
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Vs
The Regional Director,
Archeological Survey of India,
1% Floor, Office Gall, Inner Court Building,
Bhopal (M.P.) - 462003
Management
(JUDGMENT)

(Passed on this 11"day of AUGUST - 2025)

As per letter dated 03/05/2018 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference has
been made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’)as per Notification No.
L-42011/18/2018 (IR(DU)) dt. 03/05/2018. The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the demand of Archeological Survey of India Employees Union (ASIEU) for regularization or
granting 1/30 status at par with MTS in respect of the workmen Sh Sanjay Dwivedi & 154 others
(annexed in A/1), is fair, just & legal? If so, what directions are necessary in the case?”

Notice were issued to the parties, they appeared and filed their respective statement of defense and claims.

The Workman Union has taken a case in their statement of claim that they are a registered trade Union and his
affiliated with Bhartiya Mazdoor Sangh, it has resolve to raise dispute in hand on behalf of its members, name mention
in the list attached to the reference who have been engaged by the Department as Monuments Attendant in the respective
Monuments situated at different places in the State of M.P. These applicants have been continuously working at the
different monuments with outmost honesty and to the satisfaction of their superiors. They are getting minimum wages @
1/30"™ of the pay at minimum of relevant pay scale plus dearness allowances for Working of 8 hours as directed by the
Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances and Pension (Department of Personnel and Trainee) vide its letter dated
07.06.1988. According to the Workman Union these applicants have been working continuously for 240 days in every
year. There are 201 Monuments Attendants working against sanctioned strength of 447 to look after the Monuments of
290 Monuments, hence total 246 posts of regular Monument Attendants are lying vacant at present. There are total 631
daily wagers working in the various Officess/Monuments in the Bhopal Circle of the Department. Since, the work of
Monuments Attendants could not be done by the existing strength, the Department has engaged daily wagers/ casual
labors for this. The Ministry of personnel, public grievances and pension (Department of Personnel and Trainee) has
framed a scheme known as Casual Workers (grant of temporary status and regularization) scheme, 1993. According to
which the Casual Workers working with the Department are entitled to get temporary status and regularization of their
services if they had worked 240/206 days in one year. The Casual Workers who were illegible have also been granted
temporary status and benefit of regularization in other circles. The Department decide to discharge the services and
attempted to engage the applicants through outsourcing agencies which is unjust, illegal and arbitrary. The job of
Monument Attendant is of permanent and perennial nature, hence could not be discharged to contractors. Also, one set of
Casual Workers can be replaced only with regular employees and not with other set of causal workers, hence, the action
of the Department is unjust and arbitrary. The Union has prayed that, the Department be directed to regularize the
services of the applicants and the Department be restrained to change the service conditions of the Applicants.

Notices were served on the Department. They did not appear. A letter dated 05.08.2019 was sent to by the
Superintendent Archeologist of the Department to the Secretary stating that these workers have filed a case before the
Central Administrative Tribunal, Jabalpur, Indore and Gwalior regarding termination of their services and status quo has
been ordered. It is requested in this letter that the proceeding of the case be postponed till the final decision of the Central
Administrative Tribunal, Jabalpur Bench.

The Bunch of the cases before the Central Administrative Tribunal, at Jabalpur bench have been decided and a
photocopy of the Judgment has been filed by the Workman Union. The Tribunal has disposed the application directing
the department to grant the petitioners the status of 1/30"™ of pay at the minimum of relevant pay scale of Group D +
D.A., if they are similarly situated to persons who have already been extended this status in pursuance to orders by
different benches of the Tribunal. It was further directed that this exercise be completed within period of 3 years from the
date of receipt of copy of this order.

Since, the parties and the dispute before the petition/OA No. 200/600/2017 and connected objections are similar
as well has been heard and decided, this Judgment of Central Administrative Tribunal will operate as res judicata. Hence,
this reference is also answered as follows —

The Department is directed to grant status of 1/30"™ of pay at the minimum of the relevant pay scale of a
Group C + D.A. to the Applicants within 03 months from the date of publication of the Award in Gazette.

No order as to cost.
DATE:- 11/08/2025
P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer



[T 1l—ame 3(ii)] AT T TS0« Frawas 20, 2025/97% 29, 1947 6159

T2 feeett, 11 fawae, 2025

T, 1661. =M= faars safarf==m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &t =T 17 F AT H, Fea T TR
AETIS e THIL, = WIS SFISISA (A, WIS, HeT WA THeTT % Hag At e ot g g araq,
HETHAT, AZTA=T HUST FHATL G (33F), WIUT, HET VR F S orqay § e Fedir e shenfis
ATAFI- Fg- T/ ATATAT, TIAIE T (I G&AT ASST A9 Hisswsat/Tad/ sm/63/2020), T ST
o srera | famama 3 8, 9o #dt 2

[¥. T -42011/63/2020 -5 (317)]

T, 39 Aeers

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1661.—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. CGIT/LC/R/63/2020), of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to General Manager Incharge, New Bhopal Textile Mill, Bhopal, Madhya Pradesh and Shri
Phool Singh Yadav, Mahamantri, General Secretary Textile Employees Union (INTUC), Bhopal,
Madhya Pradesh, Worker.

[No. L-42011/63/2020-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/63/2020

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..(Retd)
Shri Phool Singh Yadav, Mahamantri,

General Secretary Textile Employees Union (INTUC),
Shed-B-141, Ashoka Garden,
Govindpura Bhopal, Madhya Pradesh — 462011

Workman
Vs
General Manager Incharge,
New Bhopal Textile Mill,
Chandbad, Bhopal, Madhya Pradesh -462011
Management
(JUDGMENT)

(Passed on this 05"day of AUGUST - 2025)

As per letter dated 11/09/2020 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference has
been made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’)as per Notification
No. L-42011/63/2020 (IR(DU)) dt. 11/09/2020. The dispute under reference relates to:

“FYT SFHCTZ CFCallaw I (3€F), SH9Ter & 97 a7 26.12.2017 FART dfnw At ilant Faiiat &)
RIRT FHATRIY 3 FAGT dceaT 0F 379 AIAGHET FT 7T 3 T~ & I § at 3w
FHararer frer A8 & 3% frer glaemsit & a1 3 gwar giah 47 3+ Jdw, I TH &t @ FH
FFTE & FTTeqFH &2
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Notice were issued to the parties, they appeared and filed their respective statement of defense and claims.
At evidence stage, none of the parties filed any evidences.
None appeared at the stage of argument. I have gone through the record.

The initial burden to proof its case is on the Workman Union in which they have failed. Hence, holding the
claim of the Workman Union, not proved they are held entitled to no benefit.

The reference stands answered accordingly.
No order as to cost.
DATE:- 05/08/2025
P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T faeet, 11 awae, 2025
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New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025
S.0. 1662.—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. CGIT/LC/R/103/2018), of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to The Income Tax Commissioner, Ayakar Bhawan, Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh); The Director,
M/s. Cleantech Services & Work Force, Raipur (Chhattisgarh) and Shri Narayan Prasad Shriwas, Bhaisma
Korba (Chattisgarh), Worker.

[No. L-42012/153/2018 -IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/103/2018

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..(Retd)

Sh. Narayan Prasad Shriwas
S/o Bajrang Lal Shriwas,
Add - Saliha Bhatha, Po- Barpali,
Via — Bhaisma Korba (Chattisgarh) - 495450
Workman
Vs

1.  The Income Tax Commissioner,

Ayakar Bhawan, Wapar Vihar

Bilaspur (Chhattisgarh) — 174001
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2. The Director,
M/s. Cleantech Services & Work Force
Shankar Nagar, Near Water Tanki,
Raipur (Chhattisgarh) - 490042
Management
(JUDGMENT)
(Passed on this 01" day of July - 2025)

As per letter dated 05/12/2018 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-
42012/153/2018 (IR(DU)) dt. 05/12/2018. The dispute under reference relates to:

“Whether the action on the part of the contractor M/s. Cleantech Service & Workforce, Raipur engaged by
the Income Tax Deaprtment, Bilaspur in terminating the workman Namely Sh. Narayan Prasad Shriwas in
the post of Data entry Operator and without paying the terminal benefits and without complying sec-25-f of
ID Act is appropriate and justified? If not, what relief the terminated workman Sh. Narayan Prasad Shriwas
is entitled to ?

2. Whether the workman in the dispute initially engaged by the Income Tax Department and later on
engaged under the contractor is entitled for regularization in the recruitment process?”

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

According to the Workman, he worked with the Department as a daily wager from November, 2007 to
05.03.2010 and was disengaged without any notice or compensation or enquiry under an oral order of the Management
on 18.4.2017, which is unjust, illegal and arbitrary.

The Management or the Outsourcing Agency never appeared in spite of services. They did not filed any
written statement of defense. The case proceeded ex-parte against the Management.

The Workman did file some photocopy documents which he did not care to prove. He did not file any
evidence in support of his claim. He did not appear at the stage of argument also. | have gone through the record.

The initial burden to prove his claim is on the Workman, in which he has failed.

Hence, holding the case of the Workman not proved, the reference deserves to be answered against the
Workman and is stands answered accordingly.

No order as to cost.
DATE:- 01/07/2025
P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T2 foeett, 11 frawae, 2025
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New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1663.—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. CGIT/LC/R/52/2019), of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to The Chief Post Master General, Hosangabad Road, Bhopal (M.P.); The Director, Postal
Services, Indore Region, Indore (M.P.); Senior Superintendent of Post Office, Jabalpur Division and Sh.
Magshood Ahmed, Jabalpur, Worker.

[No. L-40012/12/2019-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/52/2019

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)
Sh. Magshood Ahmed,

S/o Late Tasoor Hussain,
R/o0 474, Benisingh Ki taliya,
Mominpura, Gohalpur,
Jabalpur - 482001
Workman
Vs
1. The Chief Post Master General,
MP Circle Dak Bhawan,
Hosangabad Road, Bhopal (M.P.) — 462012
2. The Director, Postal Services,
Indore Region, Indore (M.P.) — 452001
3. Senior Superintendent of Post Office,
Jabalpur Division, Jabalpur - 482001
Management
(JUDGMENT)
(Passed on this 20" day of August - 2025)

As per letter dated 19/06/2019 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference has
been made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’) as per Notification No.
L-40012/12/2019-1R(DU) dt. 19/06/2019. The dispute under reference relates to:

" YT GTET AF GE AREY TG, HETTE T, 5T Hae, SI9Tel HoTo/SRRFEN, qive afdds, saiv
7, §aN Foqo/ FHAIT GHlrese JHih TN HI, TATYY BaloTa, TTeTIT Hoqo ¥ GaRT 4t AFHG
JHEHAG HAYd AHIT 5T HaF F AU A% 11.5.2016 F ZaRT #ar & q@ied 53 1 FT Frfawt
IR & Tl TH At AT HEGH [ HlT & gHar 87

In the case in hand, parties appeared and filed their pleadings. A preliminary issue i.e. as follows was decided
in favor of the Department holding the Departmental Enquiry legal and proper.

“1. Whether the departmental inquiry conducted is legal and proper ?.

There was found no illegality or material irregularity regarding procedure or substance in the inquiry,
hence holding the departmental inquiry legal and proper, preliminary issue was answered accordingly. This order
Dated 27/11/2024 is part of this judgment.
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The second issue framed was the maintainability of the reference before this Tribunal.

I have heard argument of Learned Counsel for the Workman Mr. Vijay Tripathi and for the Department Mr.
S.K. Mishra. | have gone through the record as well.

Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 defines workman as follows:

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

Q) who is subject to the Air Force Act, 1950 (45 of 1950), or the Army Act, 1950 (46 of 1950), or the Navy
Act, 1957 (62 of 1957); or

(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

(iv) 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.

Learned Counsel for Management has referred to judgment of Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Sub-
Divisional Inspector of Post Vaikam and Others V.s. Theyyam Joseph and Others reported in AIR 1996 SC 1271
wherein it has been held that the Postal Department is not an Industry as defined in the Industrial Dispute Act, and the
extra departmental agents are not workman under the Industrial Dispute Act, Hence, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to
entertain the claim.

Learned Senior Counsel for workman has referred to another full Court Judgment of Hon’ble Supreme
Court in the case of General Manager Telecom V.s. A. Srinivasa Rao Reported in (1997)8 SCC 767 in which three
Judge Bench of Hon’ble Supreme Court overruled its judgment in Telecom Case (supra) and held that the Postal
Department is also a Industry as defined in the Industrial Dispute Act. Learned Senior Counsel has submitted that in the
light of the Judgment in Srinivasa Rao case (supra) this Tribunal is within its power to entertain the reference. This
argument has been countered by Learned Counsel for Management with a argument that the observation of Hon’ble
Supreme Court in the case of Theyyam (supra) that since there are specific rules with respect to recruitment etc. of extra
departmental agents, they are not Workman as defined under Section 2(s) of the ID Act, 1947 has not been overruled, the
applicant is still not a Workman under the Act. The argument from the side of Management appears to be convincing and
is accepted because the finding in the previous judgement in the case of Theyyam (supra) that the extra departmental
agents are not Workman have not been overruled by the full Bench in the A. Srinivasa case (supra). Hence, the
Applicant is held not a workman as defined under Section 2(s) of the Act and the issue is answered accordingly.

Consequently, the reference is held not entertainable by this Tribunal.
AWARD

In the light of above discussion and findings, as mentioned above, the reference stands answered against
the Workman.

No order as to cost.
DATE:- 20/08/2025
P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1664.—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. CGIT/LC/R/71/2018), of the Central Government
Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to Ragistrar, Dr. Harisingh Gaur Visvidhayalaya (Cent. University), Sagar (M.P) and Shri.
Ajeet Jain, President Vishvidhyalaya Kamgar Union, Sagar (M.P.), Worker.

[No. L-42011/87/2018-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/71/2018
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S.(Retd.)

Sh. Ajeet Jain,

President Vishvidhyalaya Kamgar Union,
Padmakar School Gate, Namak Mandi,
Katra Bazar, Sagar (M.P.) - 470003

Workman
Vs
Ragistrar,
Dr. Harisingh Gaur Visvidhayalaya
(Cent. University)
Sagar (M.P.) - 470003
Management
(JUDGMENT)

(Passed on this 01* day of July - 2025)

As per letter dated 13/11/2018 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is
made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act’)as per Notification No. L-
42011/87/2018 (IR(DU)) dt. 13/11/2018. The dispute under reference relates to:

" FT G IAER, 3T g8 TN fAeafagarerd, (F=21¥ fagIer) IR HTo qo 3 GaRT A HTeT GANT

&fae ddst Hiaft fAFT Avft felfdsd / T@rad 35-3 &I faa7i 01.11.2011 & fAgIs7T & 7@ Goard &I75

PHART & AN G 777 40 [/ Geraeh 953 & 96 G FINART o FRA §U 37 el 9a #l

JAAHIT FGTA o FAT TG fasfieh 25.10.2017 & 37 HIATT FATT 52 Sl FI Hrafarg! ~arFifaa & e

g, & AGIET HHERT 3 I T gHar & 2"

After registering a case on the basis of reference, notices were sent to the parties. The Workman never
appeared and did not filed any statement of claim.

Management filed its written statement, wherein it was stated that the Workman Kapil Pachori was not
appointed against any vacant and sanctioned post. He was only engaged on contractual basis. His term was extended
from time to time. He was disengaged after his contract of employment was not extended.

None appeared at the stage of argument. | have gone through the record.

The initial burden to prove his case is on the Workman side. They did not appear and did not even file
statement of claim or any evidences.

Hence, holding the claim of the Workmen Union not proved the reference deserves to be answered
against the Workman and hence answered accordingly.

No order as to cost.
DATE:- 01/07/2025
P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1665.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 249/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court -2, Chandigarh, as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
General Manager, NHPC, Parbati HE Project, Stage-11, Nagwain, Sub-Tehsil Aut, Mandi (HP) and Sh. Jitender
Singh, Kullu (HP), Workmen.

[No. L-42012/177/2012-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, CHANDIGARH
(Present:- Mr. Kamal Kant, Presiding Officer).
ID No0.249/2013
Registered on:-08.04.2013
Sh. Jitender Singh S/o Sh. Rattan Chand Rana, Village Sarabai, PO Bhunter, Kullu (HP)
———————— Workman
Versus
General Manager, NHPC, Parbati HE Project, Stage-11, Nagwain, Sub-Tehsil Aut, Mandi (HP)
----Management
Present:- Ms. Archana Soni, AR for workmen.
Sh. Tarun Gupta, AR for management.

Award : 05.08.2025

Central Government vide Notification No.L-42012/177/2012-IR(DU) dated 07.03.2013, under 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 the action of the management of General Manager, NHPC, Parbati HE Project, Stage-1|
Nagwain in terminating the services of Jitender Singh S/o Sh. Rattan Chand w.e.f. 05.02.2008 is just and
legal? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to and from which date?”

1. The brief facts, related to the case are that the workman was given employment by the management as training
helper w.e.f. 04.05.2005. On account of his ill health from 07.02.2008 to 07.09.2008, he could not join his duty which is
evident from the medical certificate dated 06.09.2008 (Annexure W-1) issued by Govt. Medical Civil Health Centre,
Ratti. When the workman reported to join his duty on 09.08.2008 to the manager NHPC refused to take his joining report
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without any valid and legal reason by stating that he has been removed from the job. On this, the workman submitted
detailed representation along with medical certificate dated 06.09.2008 (Annexure W-1) to the managing director,
Parbati Project but the said representation was rejected in mechanical manner with the intention to deprive the workman
from the job. In the said representation, workman has narrated all the facts regarding his ill-ness and ill-health which is
supported by Medical Certificate. But even then the NHPC authority has rejected his request with intention to employee
some other person in his place and deprived him from his job for their vested interest. When the permission to start the
project in question was given by the State Govt. at the present place, it was specifically agreed by the NHPC Authorities
with state Govt. of H.P. to provide job to the land looser and Himachali persons at priority basis. Workman got the job
according to the definition of Rehabilitation Resettlement Plan. But now the NHPC has started to remove the employees
one by one on false and frivolous allegations and not considered grievances in the medical evidence when they could not
join duty on account of illness. This act of NHPC is totally illegal and against the principle of natural justice and they
have removed the workman without issuing any notice as required under Section 25-F of the Act. The Managing
Director has not cared to note the fact that the absence of the workman was neither intentional nor willful, but which
occurred due to his illness. NHPC be directed to allow the workman to join his services and absence period may be
treated as duty period for all intents and purposes. It is prayed that the present claim statement be allowed and the order
dated 24.11.2008 be set aside and the workman be reinstated in service along with all consequential benefits.

2. Notice of claim was given to the management, who filed reply thereof maintaining therein that the workman
was appointed as trainee helper on a total emolument of Rs.4000/- per month for a period of one year under the
Rehabilitation and resettlement plan on 04.05.2005. His training period was for a period of one year and then for another
year he was supposed to be on probation period. As per terms and conditions of his appointment letter, his services can
be terminated at any time without assigning any reason thereof. The workman was a habitual absentee. Since the date of
his joining, he never took his job seriously. After two months of his joining, he remained absent w.e.f. 04.07.2005 to
30.06.2006 unauthorizedly during the training period for 130 days. For this notices (Annexure I-A to I-G) were issued to
the workman. However, the absence period was regularized on humanitarian ground by sanctioning extra ordinary leave
i.e. leave without pay by the management. Despite this, the workman again remained unauthorized absent during training
period w.e.f. 24.07.2006 to 03.11.2007 for 82.5 days on different dates (Annexure —II). He was found absent from the
duties for a total of 212.5 days during his training period out of which the second portion of 82.5 days is still
unregularized. Consequently, memorandum dated 05.11.2007 was issued by the Assistant Manager (Admn.)-cum-
Disciplinary Authority to hold an enquiry against the workman under clause no.14 of the Model Standing Orders as
applicable in respect of management. The workman has accepted the charges (Annexure I11-A dated 18.01.2008) leveled
against him and inquiry officer after conducting the domestic inquiry submitted the inquiry report and the charges were
proved (Annexure IV dated 11.02.2008). It is further maintained that once again, the workman remained absent w.e.f.
05.02.2008 without prior permission/sanction of leave. Three notices (Annexure V to Annexure VII) were sent through
registered post to the workman to resume duty immediately, but were returned back with remarks that eh person
concerned is ill and admitted in the hospital. Thereafter, a last and final notice dated 10.04.2008 (Annexure-VIII) was
sent to the workman thereby directing him to resume duty within 20 days from the date of issuance of notice. In
response, a telegram dated 15.04.2008 (Annexure-1X) received intimating to extend leave on medical ground till
recovery. However, no medical certificate or information in support of illness had been sent. Notice of unauthorized
absent were also published in two local newspapers on 12.07.2008 (Annexure-X) and on 10.07.2008 (Annexure-XI)
directing him to submit his written explanation within a period of 10 days from the date of publishing of the notice.
However, the workman failed to submit his written explanation within the stipulated period. Pursuant to memorandum
dated 05.11.2007, the gravity of misconduct as well as past record, the facts and circumstances of the case, in
consideration of report of enquiry officer and notice dated 10.07.2008, it was presumed that he has left the services on
his own accord and accordingly, his name was struck off from the rolls of the management w.e.f. 05.02.2008 i.e. from
the date of absence vide order dated 02.08.2008(Annexure-XII). In response to the order dated 02.08.2008, a
representation dated 27.09.2008 was received for reinstatement. In reference to the letter of workman, he was called for a
personal hearing in the chamber of Chief (HR), where he was shown all the records pertaining to his conduct during his
tenure. Accordingly, a reply dated 24.11.2008 (Annexure-XIII) was sent by the Appellate Authority (Chief HR) at his
permanent address stating that his plea for reinstatement cannot be accepted taking into account the facts and
circumstances of the case. The matter regarding employment of workman was considered by the reviewing authority i.e.
Head of the Project and he agreed with the penalty so imposed and his appeal/request was disposed of by reviewing
authority, which was communicated to the workman office note dated 17.12.2008 and letter dated 15.01.2009 (Annexure
XIV & XV). Thus the services of the workman were terminated after conducting proper inquiry and procedure and
opportunity of personal hearing granted to the workman. Hence, there is no violation of Section 25F of the Act. It is
prayed that the present claim statement be dismissed along with cost.

3. Parties were given opportunities to lead evidence.

Evidence of workman:

4. Workman has examined himself as WW1 and filed his affidavit in evidence as ExX.Al and has been cross-
examined by the AR of management. He also tendered medical certificate dated 06.09.2008 (Annexure W-1) and notice
dated 21.05.2004 (Annexure W-2). AR for workman closed the evidence on behalf of workman on 16.02.2015.
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Evidence of respondents:-

5. The respondents have filed affidavit of Sh. Siraj Ahmad, Manager, who filed his affidavit in evidence as Ex.R-1
and has been cross-examined by the learned counsel of workman. He also tendered documents R-2. AR for respondents
closed the evidence on 16.09.2015 and the case is fixed for arguments.

List of documents relied upon by both the parties:-

Sr. No. Document Dated Annexure/Exhibit
1. Medical Certificate 06.09.2008 (Annexure W-1)
2. Notice 21.05.2004 (Annexure W-2)
3. Memorandum 05.11.2007 (Annexure-111)
4, Letter 18.01.2008 (Annexure 111-A)
5. Inquiry Report 11.02.2008 (Annexure-1V)
6. Notice 15.02.2008 (Annexure-V)

7. Notice 29.02.2008 (Annexure-V1)
8. Notice 10.03.2008 (Annexure-VII)
9. Final Notice 10.04.2008 (Annexure-VIII)
10. Telegram 15.04.2008 (Annexure-1X)
11. Publication 10.07.2008 (Annexure-X)
12. Publication 12.07.2008 (Annexure-XI)
13. Order 02.08.2008 (Annexure-XII)
14. Reply 24.11.2008 (Annexure-XI11)
15. Office Note 17.12.2008 (Annexure-X1V)
16. Order 15.01.2009 (Annexure-XV)

Submissions of workman:-

6. While arguing the case, AR for workman contended that in this case, workman was appointed as trainee helper
vide office order dated 04.05.2005 of the respondent. He became ill from 07.02.2008 to 07.09.2008 as per medical
certificate dated 06.09.2008 (Annexure W-1) and thereafter, he went to join duty on 08.09.2008 to the Manager, NHPC,
but he refused to take his joining report. Workman is a land less person and was given employment on the basis of RR
Plan. Thereafter, workman submitted detailed representation along with medical certificate to the Managing Director,
NHPC, but the said representation was rejected vide order dated 24.11.2018, which is totally illegal and without
following the procedure under the Act.

Submissions of respondents:-

7. AR for respondents reiterated the reply in his arguments. He stated that the workman was habitual absentee.
Therefore, he was served upon a memorandum dated 05.11.2007. The workman has admitted his charges vide letter
dated 18.01.2008 and thereafter, vide inquiry report dated 11.02.2008 (Annexure-I1V), he was found guilty. Thereafter,
he was served upon many notices and ultimately he was removed from service vide order dated 02.08.2008 (Annexure-
XII) and his representation dated 27.09.2008 was also decided vide order dated 15.01.2009 (Annexure-XV) after
receiving his reply and after giving him full opportunity.

Findings:-
8. I have given due consideration to the arguments advanced by the AR both the parties.

9. Admittedly as per submissions and written documents placed on file, the workman was appointed as trainee
helper on 04.05.2005 with one year of training and thereafter one year of probation. The workman after two months
started remaining absent and during the period 04.07.2005 to 30.06.2006, he remained absent for about 130 days.
However, on humanitarian ground, he was granted extraordinary leave. The workman joined the duty thereafter on
01.07.2016. But he again started remaining absent from 24.07.2006 till 03.11.2007 for about 82.5 days during his period
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of probation and training. He thereafter joined on 05.11.2007. Due to remaining absent, he was issued memorandum
dated 05.11.2007 (Annexure-111) by the disciplinary authority to hold enquiry against the workman under Clause 14 of
the Model Standing Order as applicable to the workman. He was also served upon the articles of charges and list of
documents relied upon by the management. On 18.01.2008, the workman accepted the charges through his letter dated
18.01.2008 (Annexure I11-A), in which he has stated that he is not physically and mentally fit and as and when he got
problem, he remained on leave without intimation and he sought pardon on the ground and stated that he would not
repeat it again. Thereafter, inquiry was conducted against him and enquiry officer vide his report dated 11.02.2008
(Annexure-1V) and found that the workman was habitual neglect of work and was in the habit of frequent repetition of
the misconduct of remaining absent from his duties despite repeated warning issued by the management and the enquiry
officer held him guilty. However, in the meanwhile, workman started remaining absent w.e.f. 05.02.2008 without leave
and intimation and remained as such absent till 23.07.2008 for about 170 days. He was sent notices Annexure-V dated
15.02.2008, Annexure-VI1 dated 29.02.2008 and Annexure-VI1I dated 10.03.2008 maintaining that you are absent w.e.f.
05.02.2008 and was directed to resume duty immediately. However, he did not join duty and thereafter final notice dated
10.04.2008 (Annexure-VI11) was issued seeking his explanation within 20 days from the date of issue of notice as to why
he should not be removed from the services. Thereafter, a telegram dated 15.04.2008 (Annexure-1X) was received from
the workman, requesting to extend leave on medical ground till recovery. Thereafter, notice of unauthorized absent was
also published in two newspapers dated 10.07.2008 (Annexure-X) and 12.07.2008 (Annexure-XI) regarding his absent
and ultimately, he was removed from service vide office order dated 02.08.2008 (Annexure-XII) w.e.f. 05.02.2008.
Thereafter, in response to the office order dated 02.08.2008, workman made representation dated 27.09.2008 for his re-
instatement and reply was sent on 24.11.2008 (Annexure-XII1) by appellate authority maintaining therein that he could
not be reinstated. His appeal was disposed of vide letter/order dated 15.01.2009 (Annexure-XV). Thus the workman was
terminated after holding proper enquiry and after affording full opportunity to the workman to defend his case. There is
no violation of Section 25F of the Act, since the workman has been removed from the service after holding enquiry in his
matter due to his absence. Nothing has been pointed out by the AR for workman that enquiry was not in accordance with
the procedure established by law. Mere argument is regarding the non compliance of Section 25F of the Act.

10. It is added here that in this case, there was no necessity of complying with Section 25F of the Act, as the
workman, after his holding guilty for misconduct of having unauthorized absent and even his representation dated
27.09.2008 was decided affording him opportunity of being heard and after receiving reply, was removed from service
on 02.08.2008 w.e.f. 05.02.2008. There is no ground to interfere in the order dated 02.08.2008 passed by the punishing
authority as well as appellate authority dated 24.11.2008.

11. Hence, the case is dismissed with above observations. The reference is answered against the workman.
12. 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

T2 foeett, 11 frawae, 2025

F.3AT. 1666.—=T= foare st ==, 1947 (1947 &7 14) ¥ &7 17 % TTAL H, Frald AT
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JAAATg, FEAR F S aqag § [y sienfs Gae § =07 a@r e Jfaawo- 9g- 99
T~ AE Gt (Had 9eaT 51/2022) FT STET T Fersrs § e 137 g, Tariard Fdr 2 |

[€. Ta-42025/07/2025/191-3TEA7-219]

TarT, 37 Feas

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1666.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 51/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court - Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The
Managing Director, Tentacle Square Squads Pvt. Ltd., Nolambur, Chennai; The General Manager,
M/s. NLC India Limited, Township Administration, Neyveli and Sh. D.Immanuvel Inbakumar, Mandarakuppam,
Neyveli, Cuddalore, Tamil Nadu, worker.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/191- IR DU]
SALONI, Dy. Director



[T 1l—ame 3(ii)] AT T TS0« Frawas 20, 2025/97% 29, 1947 6169

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
ID No. 51/2022
Present: SUSHIL KUMAR, PRESIDING OFFICER
Date: 15-07-2025
Sh. D.Immanuvel Inbakumar,
No.53, Balaji Nagar,
Mandarakuppam, Neyveli,
Cuddalore, Tamil Nadu-607 802 : 1% Party/Petitioner
AND
1. The Managing Director
Tentacle Square Squads Pvt. Ltd.
MIG-306, TNHB, Phase-11, 3" Main Road
Nolambur, Chennai 600037 : First Respondent
2. The General Manager
M/s. NLC India Limited

Township Administration

Neyveli — 607801 : Second Respondent
Appearance:
For the 1 Party/Petitioner : None
For the Respondent No.2 : M/s. N. Nithianandam
Award

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order No. 01/22/2021/PDY/ADJ/Al
dated 30.06.2022 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication.

The schedule mentioned in that order is:

“Whether the claim of Shri D.Immanuvel Inbakumar alleging termination of employment w.e.f. 18.08.2020 by
the management of Tentacle Sequre Squads P Ltd (NLC Contractor) is legal and justified? If not, to what relief
the workman is entitled to?

2. On receipt of the above reference dated 30.06.2022 from the appropriate Government, the dispute was
registered as ID No. 51/2022 and due notices were issued to both the parties for their appearance fixing the case to
01.09.2022. Neither the Petitioner nor any Counsel / Authorized Representative turned up resulting further adjournments
t0 17.10.2022, 28.11.2022 and 01.02.2023. The Petitioner did not turn up whereas the Second Respondent filed Vakalat
Nama. It reveals from the body of reference that while the appropriate Govt. sent the reference dated 30.06.2022 to this
Tribunal for adjudication, copies of the reference were sent to the Petitioner and all the opposite parties. It is therefore
well presumed that both parties must have received the reference. Even then, in the interest of justice, the Petitioner was
once again directed to appear and to file claim statement fixing the case to 01.06.2023. The Petitioner did not turn up nor
any authorized representative of the counsel on his behalf were present. The claim statement was not furnished in any
manner by the Petitioner. The R1 was not present, whereas R2 was present. It reveals the Petitioner, despite of sufficient
opportunity choose not to appear or to file claim statement and documents.

3. In the circumstance it deems proper not to re-list the case for the same purpose to any other date which would
be wastage of the valuable time of this Tribunal. The case was reserved for Final Order.
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4. In view of the discussion held supra, it is crystal clear that the petitioner has got no interest to proceed with the
case. Thus, the Tribunal is not in a position to adjudicate the dispute as referred by the Appropriate Government, as there
exists no Industrial Dispute for adjudication as per the reference.

5. Inthe result the reference is answered against the petitioner.
An Award is passed accordingly.
SUSHIL KUMAR-II, Presiding Officer
(Dictated and transcribed by PA and
corrected and pronounced in the open
court on this day the 15.07.2025)

e faeeft, 11 frawee, 2025

T, 1667.—3ir=nRd fare srfarfe=m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) &1 amT 17 F AqA0T |, Feald
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qH ATITAT- Jws G (T4 FeaT 53/2022) FHT ST o SAqawa § Famar 147 &, Tt Fdr ¢ |
[5. Ta-42025/07/2025/192-3mE7-31]
qarT, 39 Faers

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1667.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 53/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court - Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The
Managing Director, Tentacle Square Squads Pvt. Ltd., Nolambur, Chennai; The General Manager, M/s. NLC
India Limited, Township Administration, Neyveli and Shri B.Asokan, Marungur Post, Panruti, Cuddalore, Tamil
Nadu, worker.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/192- IR DU]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
ID No. 53/2022
Present: SUSHIL KUMAR-I1, PRESIDING OFFICER
Date: 16-07-2025
Shri B.Asokan
S/o. Balakrishna,
1178, Keezahakollai,
Kumbakonam Main Road,
Marungur Post, Panruti,
Cuddalore, Tamil Nadu-607 103. ; 1% Party/Petitioner
AND
1. The Managing Director
Tentacle Sequre Squads Pvt. Ltd.
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MIG-306, TNHB, Phase-11, 3" Main Road

Nolambur, Chennai -600037. : First Respondent
2. The General Manager

M/s. NLC India Limited

Township Administration

Neyveli — 607801. : Second Respondent
Appearance:
For the 1% Party/Petitioner : None
For the Respondent No.1 : None
For the Respondent No.2 : M/s. N. Nithianandam
AWARD

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order No. 01/24/2021/PDY/ADJ/A1
dated 30.06.2022 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication.

The schedule mentioned in that order is:

“Whether the claim of Shri B.Asokan alleging termination of employment w.e.f. 18.08.2020 by the management
of Tentacle Sequre Squads P Ltd (NLC Contractor) is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is
entitled to?

2. On receipt of the above reference dated 30.06.2022 from the appropriate Government, the dispute was
registered as ID No. 53/2022 and due notices were issued to both the parties for their appearance fixing the case to
12.09.2022. Neither the Petitioner nor any Counsel / Authorized Representative turned up resulting further adjournments
to 17.10.2022, 28.11.2022 and 01.02.2023. The Petitioner did not turn up whereas the Second Respondent filed Vakalat
Nama. It reveals from the body of reference that while the appropriate Govt. sent the reference dated 30.06.2022 to this
Tribunal for adjudication, copies of the reference were sent to the Petitioner and all the opposite parties. It is therefore
well presumed that both parties must have received the reference. Even then, in the interest of justice, the Petitioner was
once again directed to appear and to file claim statement fixing the case to 01.06.2023 and 02.08.2023. The Petitioner did
not turn up nor any authorized representative of the counsel on his behalf were present. The claim statement was not
furnished in any manner by the Petitioner. The R1 was not present, whereas R2 was present. It reveals the Petitioner,
despite of sufficient opportunity choose not to appear or to file claim statement and documents.

3. In the circumstance it deems proper not to re-list the case for the same purpose to any other date which would
be wastage of the valuable time of this Tribunal. The case was reserved for Final Order.

4. In view of the discussion held supra, it is crystal clear that the petitioner has got no interest to proceed with the
case. Thus, the Tribunal is not in a position to adjudicate the dispute as referred by the Appropriate Government, as there
exists no Industrial Dispute for adjudication as per the reference.

5. Inthe result the reference is answered against the petitioner.
An Award is passed accordingly.
SUSHIL KUMAR-II, Presiding Officer
(Dictated and transcribed by PA and
corrected and pronounced in the open
court on this day the 16.07.2025)
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New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1668.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 54/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court - Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The
Managing Director, Tentacle Square Squads Pvt. Ltd., Nolambur, Chennai; The General Manager, M/s. NLC
India Limited, Township Administration, Neyveli and Shri M.Vijayakumar,Abathanapuram, Vadalur,
Cuddalore, Tamil Nadu, worker.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/193- IR-DU]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
ID No. 54/2022
Present: SUSHIL KUMAR-I1, PRESIDING OFFICER
Date: 16-07-2025
Shri M.Vijayakumar,
S/o. P.Mutavel,
No.75, Panruti Main Road,
Abathanapuram, Vadalur,
Cuddalore, Tamil Nadu-607 303. ; 1* Party/Petitioner
AND

1. The Managing Director

Tentacle Sequre Squads Pvt. Ltd.

MIG-306, TNHB, Phase-11, 3" Main Road

Nolambur, Chennai -600037. : First Respondent
2. The General Manager

M/s. NLC India Limited

Township Administration

Neyveli — 607801. : Second Respondent
Appearance:
For the 1% Party/Petitioner : None
For the Respondent No.1 : None
For the Respondent No.2 : M/s. N. Nithianandam
Award

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order No. 01/25/2021/PDY/Adj/Al dated
30.06.2022 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication.

The schedule mentioned in that order is:

“Whether the claim of Shri M.Vijayakumar alleging termination of employment w.e.f. 18.08.2020 by the
management of Tentacle Sequre Squads P Ltd (NLC Contractor) is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the
workman is entitled to?
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2. On receipt of the above reference dated 30.06.2022 from the appropriate Government, the dispute was
registered as 1D No. 54/2022 and due notices were issued to both the parties for their appearance fixing the case to
12.09.2022. Neither the Petitioner nor any Counsel/Authorized Representative turned up resulting further adjournments
to 17.10.2022, 28.11.2022 and 01.02.2023. The Petitioner did not turn up whereas the Second Respondent filed Vakalat
Nama. It reveals from the body of reference that while the appropriate Govt. sent the reference dated 30.06.2022 to this
Tribunal for adjudication, copies of the reference were sent to the Petitioner and all the opposite parties. It is therefore
well presumed that both parties must have received the reference. Even then, in the interest of justice, the Petitioner was
once again directed to appear and to file claim statement fixing the case to 01.06.2023 and 02.08.2023. The Petitioner did
not turn up nor any authorized representative of the counsel on his behalf were present. The claim statement was not
furnished in any manner by the Petitioner. The R1 was not present, whereas R2 was present. It reveals the Petitioner,
despite of sufficient opportunity choose not to appear or to file claim statement and documents.

3. In the circumstance it deems proper not to re-list the case for the same purpose to any other date which would
be wastage of the valuable time of this Tribunal. The case was reserved for Final Order.

4. In view of the discussion held supra, it is crystal clear that the petitioner has got no interest to proceed with the
case. Thus, the Tribunal is not in a position to adjudicate the dispute as referred by the Appropriate Government, as there
exists no Industrial Dispute for adjudication as per the reference.

5. Inthe result the reference is answered against the petitioner.
An Award is passed accordingly.
SUSHIL KUMARK-II, Presiding Officer
(Dictated and transcribed by PA and
corrected and pronounced in the open
court on this day the 16.07.2025)
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New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1669.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 55/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court - Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The
Managing Director, Tentacle Square Squads Pvt. Ltd., Nolambur, Chennai; The General Manager, M/s. NLC
India Limited, Township Administration, Neyveli and Shri U.Murali Babu, Indira Nagar, Neyveli, Cuddalore,
Tamil Nadu, worker.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/194- IR -DU]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI

ID No. 55/2022
Present: SUSHIL KUMAR-II, PRESIDING OFFICER
Date: 16-07-2025
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Shri U.Murali Babu,

S/o. Uthandi,

No.55, B2 Block, Matru Kudiyiruppu,
Indira Nagar, Neyveli,

Cuddalore, Tamil Nadu-607 801. ; 1** Party/Petitioner
AND
1. The Managing Director

Tentacle Sequre Squads Pvt. Ltd.
MIG-306, TNHB, Phase-Il, 3" Main Road
Nolambur, Chennai -600037. : First Respondent

2. The General Manager
M/s. NLC India Limited
Township Administration

Neyveli — 607801. : Second Respondent
Appearance:
For the 1% Party/Petitioner : None
For the Respondent No.1 : None
For the Respondent No.2 : M/s. N. Nithianandam
AWARD

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order No. 01/26/2021/PDY/ADJ/A1

dated 30.06.2022 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication.

The schedule mentioned in that order is:

“Whether the claim of Shri U.Murali Babu alleging termination of employment w.e.f. 18.08.2020 by the

management of Tentacle Sequre Squads P Ltd (NLC Contractor) is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman
is entitled to?

On receipt of the above reference dated 30.06.2022 from the appropriate Government, the dispute was
registered as ID No. 55/2022 and due notices were issued to both the parties for their appearance fixing the case
to 13.09.2022. Neither the Petitioner nor any Counsel / Authorized Representative turned up resulting further
adjournments to 18.10.2022, 29.11.2022 and 01.02.2023. The Petitioner did not turn up whereas the Second
Respondent filed Vakalat Nama. It reveals from the body of reference that while the appropriate Govt. sent the
reference dated 30.06.2022 to this Tribunal for adjudication, copies of the reference were sent to the Petitioner
and all the opposite parties. It is therefore well presumed that both parties must have received the reference.
Even then, in the interest of justice, the Petitioner was once again directed to appear and to file claim statement
fixing the case to 01.06.2023 and 02.08.2023. The Petitioner did not turn up nor any authorized representative
of the counsel on his behalf were present. The claim statement was not furnished in any manner by the
Petitioner. The R1 was not present, whereas R2 was present. It reveals the Petitioner, despite of sufficient
opportunity choose not to appear or to file claim statement and documents.

In the circumstance it deems proper not to re-list the case for the same purpose to any other date which would
be wastage of the valuable time of this Tribunal. The case was reserved for Final Order.
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4. In view of the discussion held supra, it is crystal clear that the petitioner has got no interest to proceed with the
case. Thus, the Tribunal is not in a position to adjudicate the dispute as referred by the Appropriate
Government, as there exists no Industrial Dispute for adjudication as per the reference.

5. In the result the reference is answered against the petitioner.
An Award is passed accordingly.
SUSHIL KUMAR-II, Presiding Officer

T2 faeett, 11 Rawae, 2025
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[5. Te1-42025/07/2025/195-Ar$=17-217]
qeTHT, 37 e
New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1670.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 57/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court - Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The
Managing Director, Tentacle Square Squads Pvt. Ltd., Nolambur, Chennai; The General Manager, M/s. NLC
India Limited, Township Administration, Neyveli and Shri K.Kanagasabai,Indira Nagar, Neyveli, Cuddalore,
Tamil Nadu, worker.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/195- IR-DU]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI

ID No. 57/2022

Present: SUSHIL KUMAR-II, PRESIDING OFFICER

Date: 16-07-2025

Shri K.Kanagasabai,

S/o. Kaliyaperumal,

No. B2 Block-45, Matru Kudiyiruppu,

Indira Nagar, Neyveli,

Cuddalore, Tamil Nadu-607 801. : 1% Party/Petitioner

AND

1. The Managing Director

Tentacle Sequre Squads Pvt. Ltd.
MIG-306, TNHB, Phase-I1, 3" Main Road
Nolambur, Chennai -600037. : First Respondent
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2. The General Manager

M/s. NLC India Limited
Township Administration

Neyveli — 607801. : Second Respondent
Appearance:
For the 1% Party/Petitioner : None
For the Respondent No.1 : None
For the Respondent No.2 : M/s. N. Nithianandam
AWARD

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order
No. 01/28/2021/PDY/ADJ/AL dated 30.06.2022 referred the following Industrial Dispute
to this Tribunal for adjudication.

The schedule mentioned in that order is:

“Whether the claim of Shri K.Kanagasabai alleging termination of employment w.e.f.
18.08.2020 by the management of Tentacle Sequre Squads P Ltd (NLC Contractor) is

legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?

2. On receipt of the above reference dated 30.06.2022 from the appropriate
Government, the dispute was registered as ID No. 57/2022 and due notices were issued to
both the parties for their appearance fixing the case to 14.09.2022. Neither the Petitioner
nor any Counsel / Authorized Representative turned up resulting further adjournments to
03.11.2022, 26.11.2022 and 01.02.2023. The Petitioner did not turn up whereas the
Second Respondent filed Vakalat Nama. It reveals from the body of reference that while
the appropriate Govt. sent the reference dated 30.06.2022 to this Tribunal for adjudication,
copies of the reference were sent to the Petitioner and all the opposite parties. It is
therefore well presumed that both parties must have received the reference. Even then, in
the interest of justice, the Petitioner was once again directed to appear and to file claim
statement fixing the case to 01.06.2023 and 02.08.2023. The Petitioner did not turn up nor
any authorized representative of the counsel on his behalf were present. The claim
statement was not furnished in any manner by the Petitioner. The R1 was not present,
whereas R2 was present. It reveals the Petitioner, despite of sufficient opportunity choose

not to appear or to file claim statement and documents.
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3. Inthe circumstance it deems proper not to re-list the case for the same purpose to any
other date which would be wastage of the valuable time of this Tribunal. The case was
reserved for Final Order.

4. In view of the discussion held supra, it is crystal clear that the petitioner has got no
interest to proceed with the case. Thus, the Tribunal is not in a position to adjudicate the
dispute as referred by the Appropriate Government, as there exists no Industrial Dispute
for adjudication as per the reference.

5. Inthe result the reference is answered against the petitioner.

An Award is passed accordingly.

SUSHIL KUMAR-II, Presiding Officer

% faeelt, 11 forawa, 2025

FT. 1671.—3=ni Fars Afefaae (1947 FT1 14) T =T 17 & AT H, Fra T TR 6y
e, TeheT ST TIgH TR fafAde, AEqy, Jw; A, d9d gauadEr $fear fofies, aeatag
TATE, At & Ted = F dag et o = faftesy, e T, [Rusew, s, e,
TR o a1 qad H [Afae s @ere & F g =i Afgso- 98- 960 FAEed- Iw90s
TETE(HEY HEAT 58/2022) T ST T sqeys § @ T 8, T w2 |

[7. Te-42025/07/2025/196-A$AZ-S17]
TerT, 37 Feas

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1671.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 58/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court - Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The
Managing Director, Tentacle Square Squads Pvt. Ltd., Nolambur, Chennai; The General Manager, M/s. NLC
India Limited, Township Administration, Neyveli and Shri B.Manivannan, Muthanai Post, Viridhachalam,
Cuddalore, Tamil Nadu, worker.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/196- IR-DU]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL
TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI

ID No. 58/2022
Present: SUSHIL KUMAR-II, PRESIDING OFFICER

Date: 16-07-2025
Shri B.Manivannan,
S/o. Balakrishnan,
No.272, Sengundhar Street,
Muthanai Post, Viridhachalam,
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Cuddalore, Tamil Nadu-607 804. : 1* Party/Petitioner
AND

1. The Managing Director

Tentacle Sequre Squads Pvt. Ltd.
MIG-306, TNHB, Phase-Il, 3" Main Road
Nolambur, Chennai -600037. : First Respondent

2. The General Manager

M/s. NLC India Limited
Township Administration

Neyveli — 607801. : Second Respondent
Appearance:
For the 1% Party/Petitioner : None
For the Respondent No.1 : None
For the Respondent No.2 : M/s. N. Nithianandam
Award

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order
No. 01/29/2021/PDY/ADJ/AL dated 30.06.2022 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this

Tribunal for adjudication.
The schedule mentioned in that order is:

“Whether the claim of Shri B.Manivannan alleging termination of employment w.e.f. 18.08.2020 by
the management of Tentacle Sequre Squads P Ltd (NLC Contractor) is legal and justified? If not, to

what relief the workman is entitled to?

2. On receipt of the above reference dated 30.06.2022 from the appropriate Government, the
dispute was registered as ID No. 58/2022 and due notices were issued to both the parties for their
appearance fixing the case to 14.09.2022. Neither the Petitioner nor any Counsel / Authorized
Representative turned up resulting further adjournments to 03.11.2022, 26.11.2022 and 01.02.2023.
The Petitioner did not turn up whereas the Second Respondent filed Vakalat Nama. It reveals from
the body of reference that while the appropriate Govt. sent the reference dated 30.06.2022 to this
Tribunal for adjudication, copies of the reference were sent to the Petitioner and all the opposite
parties. It is therefore well presumed that both parties must have received the reference. Even then,
in the interest of justice, the Petitioner was once again directed to appear and to file claim statement
fixing the case to 01.06.2023 and 02.08.2023. The Petitioner did not turn up nor any authorized
representative of the counsel on his behalf were present. The claim statement was not furnished in
any manner by the Petitioner. The R1 was not present, whereas R2 was present. It reveals the
Petitioner, despite of sufficient opportunity choose not to appear or to file claim statement and

documents.
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3. In the circumstance it deems proper not to re-list the case for the same purpose to any other
date which would be wastage of the valuable time of this Tribunal. The case was reserved for Final
Order.

4. Inview of the discussion held supra, it is crystal clear that the petitioner has got no interest to
proceed with the case. Thus, the Tribunal is not in a position to adjudicate the dispute as referred by
the Appropriate Government, as there exists no Industrial Dispute for adjudication as per the
reference.

5. Inthe result the reference is answered against the petitioner.

An Award is passed accordingly.
SUSHIL KUMAR-II, Presiding Officer

% faeelt, 11 fowa, 2025

T, 1672 —3=AIRE foars AterfaaT (1947 FT1 14) & =T 17 F TTA0T |, Fea 1T G 6
e, e R wped weae Rifies, Tidsy, A=E; agmeys, fad gaoad sRar ifas, aeafaw
TTE, AT F Taerd = F Tag et =i = s awmant, demheas T, qEnTR ares, aiedTs,
FAMR & d9 aqad #§ [y et Faw § F=07 996 @S Jigwm- 98- 99 Faed- 99
AT (HEH ST 60/2022) FT STET T ey § R T g, TRTierd wdt g |

[7. TeT-42025/07/2025/197-A$AZ-S7]
TerT, 37 Feas

New Delhi, the 11th September, 2025

S.0. 1672.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 60/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court - Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to The
Managing Director, Tentacle Square Squads Pvt. Ltd., Nolambur, Chennai; The General Manager, M/s. NLC
India Limited, Township Administration, Neyveli and Shri R.Ramasamy, Manjakollai Post, Bhuvnagiri Taluk,
Tamil Nadu, worker.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/197- IR-DU]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL

TRIBUNAL- CUM - LABOUR COURT
CHENNAI
ID No. 60/2022
Present: SUSHIL KUMAR-I1, PRESIDING OFFICER
Date: 16-07-2025

Shri R.Ramasamy,
S/o. S.Rajakannu,
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Vathanayan Street,
South Veli-470, Manjakollai Post,
Bhuvnagiri Taluk, Tamil Nadu-608 601 : 1** Party/Petitioner

AND

1. The Managing Director

Tentacle Sequre Squads Pvt. Ltd.
MIG-306, TNHB, Phase-I1, 3" Main Road
Nolambur, Chennai -600037. : First Respondent

2. The General Manager

M/s. NLC India Limited
Township Administration

Neyveli — 607801. : Second Respondent
Appearance:
For the 1% Party/Petitioner : None
For the Respondent No.1 : None
For the Respondent No.2 : M/s. N. Nithianandam
AWARD

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & Employment vide its Order
No. 01/31/2021/PDY/ADJ/AL dated 30.06.2022 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this

Tribunal for adjudication.

The schedule mentioned in that order is:

“Whether the claim of Shri R.Ramasamy alleging termination of employment w.e.f. 18.08.2020 by
the management of Tentacle Sequre Squads P Ltd (NLC Contractor) is legal and justified? If not, to
what relief the workman is entitled to?

2. On receipt of the above reference dated 30.06.2022 from the appropriate Government, the
dispute was registered as ID No. 60/2022 and due notices were issued to both the parties for their
appearance fixing the case to 15.09.2022. Neither the Petitioner nor any Counsel / Authorized
Representative turned up resulting further adjournments to 02.11.2022, 26.12.2022 and 01.02.2023.
The Petitioner did not turn up whereas the Second Respondent filed Vakalat Nama. It reveals from
the body of reference that while the appropriate Govt. sent the reference dated 30.06.2022 to this
Tribunal for adjudication, copies of the reference were sent to the Petitioner and all the opposite
parties. It is therefore well presumed that both parties must have received the reference. Even then,
in the interest of justice, the Petitioner was once again directed to appear and to file claim statement
fixing the case to 01.06.2023 and 02.08.2023. The Petitioner did not turn up nor any authorized
representative of the counsel on his behalf were present. The claim statement was not furnished in
any manner by the Petitioner. The R1 was not present, whereas R2 was present. It reveals the
Petitioner, despite of sufficient opportunity choose not to appear or to file claim statement and

documents.
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3. In the circumstance it deems proper not to re-list the case for the same purpose to any other
date which would be wastage of the valuable time of this Tribunal. The case was reserved for Final
Order.
4. Inview of the discussion held supra, it is crystal clear that the petitioner has got no interest to
proceed with the case. Thus, the Tribunal is not in a position to adjudicate the dispute as referred by
the Appropriate Government, as there exists no Industrial Dispute for adjudication as per the
reference.
5. Inthe result the reference is answered against the petitioner.
An Award is passed accordingly.
SUSHIL KUMAR-II, Presiding Officer

% faeelt, 12 forawaw, 2025

FI.3T. 1673.—FalT TLRIL, FHATLN T S HT ATATHAH, 1948 (1948 =T 34) ¥ &1 91 F AT
TfSd g7 88 BT TaT TRl T AN FXd U, AT T 6 A AT USRI HATAT 6T ATILAAT H&ATH
T, 1290, @ 3 FTs, 2025, ST AT & TSI, 9N 2, @< 3, ITE< (ji), § qJrE 12 JAT2, 2025 FHT
TR gs o, § Referfaa derreae Fadt g, i -

2. I ATSREAT |, YA 17§, “FE i ity oftw S fofaes” st o asat F s
¥, e (3f2an) forfies” oeg 3w Frgs @ S

[®T. €. TH-38014/03/2021-THTH-]

1,09, G, {a¥ AT

feoqor: g [Fem, 9T & T, 9 2, 9 3, I9ET (i) § A 12 TS ,202 55T "t & .3.1290
TRTTAT gT A

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2025

S.0. 1673.— 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 makes the following amendments to the notification
of the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour and Employment, number S.0. 1290, dated 3™ July, 2025,
published in the Gazette of India, Part 11, Section 3, Sub-section (ii), dated the 12" July, 2025, namely:-

2. In the said notification, in the opening paragraph, for the letters and words “M/s Gas Authority of India
Limited”, the words and brackets “GAIL (India) Limited” shall be substituted.

[F. No. S-38014/03/2021-SS-1]

D.M. KHARE, Under Secy.

Note: The principal notification was published in the Gazette of India, Part I, Section 2, Sub-section (ii), vide number
S.0. 1290, dated the 12" July, 2025.

T2 foeett, 12 frawae, 2025
FLIT. 1674, —s=s fFame afa@aw, 1947 (1947 &1 14) F¥ =T 17 F ATECT H, Fexld
ALEH TASICHAT TS ATSH 7T Hudt fiffies & yaad= & dag et o off g7 o=t & =
ey # Ay srenfis siftmewr o sw e, fer, = (R 7.-Gwi) 04/2012 (FHferévg-
50/2014)) 1 ST fF qews | R@ET TIT 8, THIAT Al § ST heald GEhE Hl qiFe Fidr 6 a1
15.09.2025 =T 9T g T |

[€. T@-17012/3/2011-3rE3MZ(TH)]
AT, 37 A2erw
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New Delhi, the 12th September, 2025

S.0. 1674.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. (Central) 04/2012 (C1S-50/2014)) of the Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Kota as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
HDFC Standard Life Insurance Company Limited and Shri Sudeep Arora which was received along with soft copy
of the award by the Central Government on 15.09.2025.

[No. L-17012/3/2011-IR(M)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
el 1d

TN, IS ~ATATRIBRYT (w1 )Pl (]T91.)
WO SR W HAR 2, JIRTF.O.GE. (R Sl |ai)
fcer WepvoT HHi:SN =T (F10)—04 /2012 (FMETH—50 / 2014)
(ATTI3TR—3TR S ¢ 1060000302012)
faTie ITiUa: 17.04.2012

IRA WRER, 3 F31e/, 78 foeeil $ MY .
Ta-17012,/12 /3 /2011 3MER(TH) f3.23.02.2012
fidwr /faarg sreria amT 10(1)(6) Ud SUHRT 2(F)
sirenfie faarg s, 1047

ol

Prer ..ol

w

AR HoR, M AT RERIS, TaENwel, Keedsh sWRE HRHl fol, I, 3fffta
T B4, AT UNE AW, 169—9dhd, Rae=2, 7 Ie, TRg—400020

......... CIPIREDIEE
IuRerd
rIfToT 1 3R ¥ wlR— o geuierH e
areff e @1 SR & wffe— TP
Ffrfora: fa: 27.12.2024

ORI WEHR, 39 [T @ g g e 23022012 & gR1 e e /faare, sienfire fdare sfdfam,
1947 (RO &mT “arfSxferer” < TS fopam SIawT) o &1 10(1)(6) & Sl 39 ~ITSas T Sffaforaref  \wifdd fomm ar &

"Whether Shri Sudeep Arora working as Sales Development Manager, can be treated as workman under Sectino
2-S of the ID Act, 1947 ? If yes, whether the action of the management of HDFC standard Life Insurance Co.
Ltd., Mumbai in terminating the service of Shri Sudeep Arora w.e.f. 01-06-2020 is legal and justified? What
relief the workman is entitled ?"

237 AT & AT H YR B W Uolieg X WIER Bl IURART areq Afewd Iy forg 7| e o wrer # weft sifiw g
SURT Bl AN WeHe 3 T AT & qHel Igd PR Aieee: I8 B a1 T 8 6 gl & AR TR, S
T RN, TIEIHH RUeE i 39N Hrel for. I St e Es, Tl URG A, 169-ddd, Raew=e, 79 e
, o 39 fdare o o geiex FrRloe e & |aIed fbar S | Fgfad o fid 07.07.2007 & GRT Hed SaegHe HAOR
78 W Piel FRed H Fid 17.05.2007 § PR fbar wm o1| I8 (M 6 716 & WaeE W o7| wefi FRive & F8
E@ﬁmﬁﬂ? BT B PR Ve AT | Yril B FRIGS & I8l il deanl &1 (Mgfad <, ol eiarl & f[ieg gl eridre]
A a6l FHAN BT WA A TS B PIs ANPR UG TE A1| T AIRF e & qgi el & R A @i o
HHAR 1 T or| W # ureft duie wu 9§ SRfRm 1 eRT 2(T9) & ' JoRd @) uRMT # omar B fRiNTe gRT weft @
f&Aie 01.06.2010 & TF gRT YA U3 faAle 07—07—2007 & Faifel 10(T) & STAR o WG 9 T 1 11 ST 31y @ | S

|




[T 1l—ame 3(ii)] AT T TS0« Frawas 20, 2025/97% 29, 1947 6183

Fairol ¥ 3ifdd 8 b GedR 3 18 BT Ay Gl N qHY AR Sfra1 AIF HIE BT I YA IR Iad ([T FaRel B IR
WW%lB‘cﬁMdEﬁd@Wﬁulvlcbﬁmﬁfaﬁfﬁﬂwwﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁmmﬁﬁﬁwa}maﬂﬁwwﬁml?R?
PR ATE gRT I T a1 & idy ©Y | gern T4 €, S 6 i o or 20e) & s ge @ aRare J T s
& | e & # gl @ el § ge’ 9 & g9 12 W A 1 oﬁmmﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁaﬁwwmﬁwaﬁ
R 25 U7 & WG a8 & A1 & Faes o sc’l o 9 qd aRwdr gt &1 yarer fon € 0 # el 9 5 o0 me M
?BR1=gfda%s+qsc4-1|mrncm“lﬁscwlW%|%ﬁﬁﬁﬁm%mﬁmﬁwaﬁ3®ﬁa%‘®mﬁﬁﬁww
90 |fed e § FeTell B1 A e fbdr o |

3-3mef} ST @ AR | P SURYT el oM R aeft & fawg f3Ad 04.07.2013 B VHUely driae! el § arll Wi |

4—ameg H yft ue @t QiR F i g RIS &1 W@E 1 w0y WRd A | el & fing veued erial g 9 Re
e o | weff @ SiR W gwdraeh e f TR @ TS & e 3T 99 Seord T S |

5-989 T Uhueid WU G TS O S0 SR W IR U S apATael & 3wy & < 8| weft ufoff & we 9@ e ® fo
frgfda w3 feid 07.07.2007 & R A1l @1 Hew SacUHC HTOR & UG W faAie 17.05.2007 W RIS fom oo | ol R
& I81 FelRebel TR BT PR IR Y@l o1 | Wil Bl fareid & I8 el e a1 Frgfad <o, foodll Sam & faveg SrqRmaaTers
SRIGTE! B FaT bl FHAR] S AT | B BT Blg AUBR UG T8l AT | $9 AN Ao & Jgi well & o 4§ a5
I AR A1 TE | U W el Qe wu 9 iftfem @Y eRT 2(T9) & TG d@ne @) gReTT # omar 2 | FRTeie gRr weft @
f&P 01.06.2010 & U3 §RT YT U= &l 07—-07—2007 & Fellal 10(T) & STAR GOl YW ¥ BT faar 1 il fdy & | i A
it @I W& § qErel d e 9ad a9 @1 (aed fem | s FRl & wwels H uell @ oiR ¥ feEfoRad =ie
T UK (63 T, T R Aaciieb (bl T oI S ARTeH Ure fobar T [—

1- S.C. FLR Ved Prakash Gupta Vs. M/s. Delton Cable India (P) Ltd. Page 417
2- Vijay Gautam Vs. Union of India & ors. S.B. Civil Writ Petition No. 12584/2010 Decided on 04-02-2011

6-39 YRV H IR B I8 <@ ¢ fob a@ weff sienfie faare afdfem o oRT 2(09) & od “HHGR (Workman)™ @t
ol H ST © 1T el ?

grfi o o WeHe i Fo Ud e W R w9 UF H W I8 GO [ © b I uferwell 7 3 07.07.2007 & gRT
Ued SIATHC HIoR & UG W HaT H I fdar o | swawrd waRor H wrell sifie yenl sy, 1 FRyfad uF wRd d) Yeiid exr
T 2 o welf 1 W SaeT BOR @ Uq W fRAIe 17.05.2007 | PRy foar S oifdha foar mm 21 gwe aifiRed et
Pr 39Rll & AT gAHAT & e H SN UF &A1 01.06.2010 ST fo gl gRT yewl Sy, 2 & WU H USRI FRmm W g 4 A1 el
P! T SIATHC MR & IS W 9@ [Bd T & 3@ 7 | 390 AfaRad weft 7 W1 Ao ye $9e, 3 A 16 o]
3 FHHIA d 9T & HeY H IR PR YGRIG R T €, S WA A Ifl $1 U8 Hed Saauie HoR @ W A 3ifdd 7 | Wit A
U TSHE 31 do Ud |l H TR u-UF H A1 I8 U a1 ¢ 6 Il el 7 4o SadwHe HoR @ U8 W feHl® 07.
07.2007 & g w3 gRT fifora fopam Tram o RO 13740 /— w0 UROHIE I QT 12000/ — ®UY Wil Gfdem T 6000 /—
T TS B glawT Yar @ T off | siieife faarg ot Rm & gRT 2 (TH) & T8d HHER Bl RN fhar T § —

“PHBY W Bl VG e (o sa R 4 ST &) ST & Gl 13 ST A WIS 1§91 @ [y @ig IR,
G, T, BB, GISIHE, [1991T IT GHIE B FVT & [y [0 & Te (7797 @ [7967 SH@aT & a7 139k
IV e FlEifie [dare & G99 7 9 SRTT & SEfT ) [ Brarg & gl & 7§66 S dig Vel @lad S & o
99 e @ G977 I IGF GRIETHY TSR AT ST @Y 297 79 & a7 o) ged av & 7 & sar forga gawgla
G a7 B [V W @ 78 19a7e YT GOl & [y §vie S @i e @led 78l S & ol —

() TgETT SRTTE, 1950 (1950 FT 45) I7 HAT SETIH, 1950(1950 FT 46) I FHTT SJENTTH 1957 (1957 FT 62) B SFEfiT & Sorar
(1) gicrer war 7 a7 135 BRITR @ SR AT S FHAR @ &Y H 97100 & serar
(1) FE7a: ga=a)T a7 garaiTa SR 4 [t &) srerar

(V) gfaeiforE ga=mg I7 JEraE ST 7 AT & s waeE s 7 AT &id §v giaa (@ &) W SE
FAGY ST & AT I T UG W GorT FAS B GFHT @ T 97 F T TR @ BT U9 Gl @7 FIIT var & o T
TgEHT gl B &/

et gRT forfer ey & a1l 5 T 8 o) yeger yafa & SR T f6Y T B, 9 wdy § a8 ey weft @ o
H T W U TE @ W R

1% gwid Shrikant Vishnu Palwankar Vs presidingOfficer Firast Labour on 29 October, 1991 Equivalent
citation: 199211 LLJ 378 Bombay High Court # A+ dfF S@a <Imerd gRT I8 Rigra ufomfed fear mar & f& -
"Industrial Disputes Act, 1947-Secs. 2(s) and 10- Foreman-Receiving salary over Rs500/-p.m. - Foreman requered
to assign work and supervise 6 to 8 employees, to make recommendation regarding grant of leave and make

appraisal of workmen working under him- Whether Such Foreman is "workman" within the meaning of Sec. 2(s)
of the Act.
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Held: It is contended on behalf of the petitioner that he was mainly carrying out work of a technical nature
and only incidentally he was doing some supervisory work. If it is assumed that the petitioner was employed as a
technical workman, it is difficult to understand how duties, like allocation of jobs, assignment of work,
recommendation of leave, carrying out of promotional appraisal leave, carrying out of promotional appraisal could
be incidental to his main work.The expression "incidental” necessarily means that it is an appendage or a part of
something which is larger and substantial

It is not disputed that the petitioner's monthly wages were in excess of Rs. 500/- p.m. The Labour Court, in
my opinion, has rightly come to the conclusion that the petiioner was not a workman within the meaning of Sec.
2(s) of the Act. The reference was therefore incompetent and the Labour Court rightly rejected the same.

% geid S.K Maini Vs Carona Sahu Co. Ltd AIR 1994SC 1824 #H A Seacd <RI §RT I8 RIgT
yfomifed fesar T 2 f& Industrial Dispute Act (14 of 1947) S. 2(s)-Workman - Definition of - Test to determine whether
an employee is workman - Shop Manager/Incharge of a local shop of a big company- Discharging duties of
administrative and managerial nature - He is not a workman though either incidentally he is required to do some clerical
work or is not vested with power to appoint or discharge employees under him.

RIDE gid Arkal Govind Rai Rao Vs. Ciba Geigy of India Ltd. Bombay-1985 LAB I.C. 1008=AIR 1985 S.C.
985, H AMHIY Swad T gRT I8 Mg ufauifed fdar € f& Industrial Dispute Act (14 of 1947) S. 2(s)-
"Workman"- Who is - determination - Test - Primary and basic duties constitute the criterion and not incidental duties.

1% g=fd  Mcleod and Co. Vs. Sixth Industrial Tribunal, West Bengal and Others-AIR 1958 Calcutta 273 (V
45 C 69) H AM-I Foldhal Sod IAed gRT I8 Rigra ufquifed fdm mam & f—  “"Where it is found that a particular
employee belongs to the covenanted staff of officers; that all the privileges and conditions of officers apply to him; that
the condition and privileges of services applicable to clerks did not apply to him that he draws a salary of Rs. 575/- p.m.
and that he does some supervisory work, he is not workman within S. 2(s) of the Act.

7-31: Sad A0l fId9s 9 I8 ydc BT @ & oeff 9o Sadwc HOR @ U # Javd YaManagerialys ST @1 ARG
TRAT AT TAT SHBT I TeTHd TR 10000 /—%. J 31fd o Wl Reifd § a1y Seaqq IRITerd U4 Ied <ol gy A=
% grerdt § ufowfea Rigial & uRien & meft i R afifem & arr 2(09) & oFwia “&HeR (Workman)* @t siofy # =&
QT | el ad wrefl @1 SR | URd e gid Vijay Gautam Vs. Union of India & ors. S.B. Civil Writ Petition ~ No.
12584/2010 Decided on 04-02-2011 @& Y & @I Igd WG LI H FHIR G MATGS & Fael I 90 IR I T el
fo5d ST T gaten fear W & W 6 g yaRw & = vl 9 wwg T8 21 gue sfiRed welf @ oR W wea e
Tl S.C. FLR Ved Prakash Gupta Vs. M/s. Delton Cable India (P) Ltd. Page 417 & @& Wfiduried Rigid S&Td Yaxu &
el g uRRefRl & =1 89 @ el o1 {5l TR 1 P Feridl UeH T8 el © | o Wil b i [ A yeR
BT BIS TRET I AL B W I8 el QAT BT I Gl BT BRI ST B Ay e § ok Yo ff g oy SwiRd fo
T A 2 |

IRUTRAHY IR WRER, 319 HATe, 93 fooell §RT URAifI® ey foid 23.022012 & IR FRIRT fAcer /vo= faare
PI U 3T S bt S & b wrell gaw oRier gRT ol WR HOR, WM &g RARI, THeIUhHl, Wes e
SN B o, JF. S o 819w, Tadl IR A, 169—dhd, Rae=2r, 7 e, g & (R ¥ dod Sadwic H1oR &
UE TR ARG eRIT YManagerial Capacitylz ¥ &1 duifed fby oM & Ud qoamg ST da+ UiaTg 10000 /6. 3 3@
B9 ¥ I8 ARFRM @ 9RT 2 (T9) B SFd “HHGR (Workman)” @1 Sioft # T8 amea v Rerfay # ureff, armeft & et vaR @
PIS IAY U B BT BN T 2 |

[T HAR I, R

RO 3T TP 27.12.2024 FT Yol RSO H FAAT SR A& (b A1 foR1 FHgaR qyferd TR B
JHIRITR] ST 37 |

T2 foeett, 15 fawae, 2025

HLAMT. 1675.—=iEfies  faare =™, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @ ORT 17 & RO H,  Hd
WHR THLH.TA. S Jeads & ddg Haod! AR S96 dHeR & 9, agey # ffd< sienfie faae

e R Aenfie AWdor - T - g9 WEEd, TIAE duAe(TAH-AT /118/2012) B
BT BT &, Gl dal AGR B 8,/09,/2025 B UK AT T |

[€. Ta1-22012/134/2012-3m23¥ (. 07-11)]
AT, 3T 29T
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1675.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference.LC/-R/118/2012) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management
of S.E.C.L,and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 8/09/2025.

[No. L-22012/134/2012 — IR (CM-11)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/118/2012

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..(Retd)

Shri Jamuna Prasad,
S/o Radhika Prasad,
Purani Basti,
Distt. — Annupur (M.P.)
Workman
Vs

1. The General Manager,

Sohagpur Area of SECL,

PO - Dhanpuri,

Distt. — Shahdol (M.P.)
2. The Sub-Area Manager,

Amlai-Bangwar SA of SECL,

PO- Bemhouri, Distt. Shahdol (M.P.)

Management
(JUDGMENT)
(Passed on this 22" day of July- 2025)

As per letter dated 22/10/2012 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference has
been made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’)as per Notification No.
L-22012/134/2012(IR(CM-I11)) dt. 22/10/2012. The dispute under reference relates to:

“"Whether the action of the Management of the Sohagpur Area of SECL (through Dy. General Manager,
Amlai-Bangwar-Damini Sub-Area of SECL) in terminating the service of Shri Jamuna Prasad is legal and
justified? To what relief the claimant is entitled for, and from which date?”

Notice were issued to the parties. They appeared and filed their respective statements of claim and defense.

The case of the Workman is mainly that, he was a general Mazdoor, and was transferred along with other 49
workers to Bangwar Mine vide order of management dated 17.05.1994. According to him, he approached the
management of Bangwar Colliery to permit him to join his duties and file six applications within 18.05.1994 to
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13.09.2000 but management did not issue any joining letter then he filed an application to Director Personnel on
09.11.2005 and to the Chairman on 24.02.2009 in this respect. Management issued a charge-sheet dated 04/11.05.2011
under Clause-26.24 and 26.30 of Certified Standing Orders which is as follows -

26.24- Habitual absence without any sufficient reason.
26.30- Absence without any sufficient reason and without getting any leave sanctioned or over staying while on leave.

He submitted his reply on 13.05.2011. Being not satisfied with his reply, management instituted a Departmental
enquiry with respect to the charges vide order dated 20.05.2011. It is further the case of workman that the charges were
vague, the enquiry officer acted as a prosecutor and conducted enquiry without following the procedure and also in
violation of Principles of Natural Justice. The workman was awarded punishment of removal from service vide order of
management dated 25/26.08.2011. The Disciplinary Authority did not issue him show cause with respect to the findings
in the enquiry report and also did not supply copy of the enquiry report.

Case of management is that the workman has been habitually absenting himself from duty without any reason
and without getting any leave sanctioned. His attendance was 120 days in 1991, 74 days in 1992 and 62 days in 1993. He
further absented himself without any sufficient reason from 1994 till date of issuing charge-sheet i.e. 04/17.05.2011. He
was issued a charge-sheet and after considering his reply on charge-sheet, disciplinary enquiry was ordered against him.
The enquiry was held in five dates. The workman participated in the enquiry with his representative both the parties
adduced evidence. The Enquiry Officer submitted report of the enquiry holding him guilty of charges of misconduct
under Clause 26.24 and 26.30 of Certified Standing Orders. He was awarded punishment of removal from service by
Disciplinary Authority.

Following issues were framed on the basis of pleadings :
1. Whether, the enquiry conducted against the Workman is just, proper and legal?
2. Whether, the charges alleged against the Workman are proved from evidence?
3. Whether, the punishment of terminating the services of Workman is legal and proper?
4. What relief the Workman is entitled to?

Issue No. 1 was taken as preliminary issue and was decided vide order dated 20.03.2024 against Management
holding the departmental enquiry vitiated in law. This order is part of this judgment.

The Management was given opportunity to prove the charges before this Tribunal.

Management filed affidavit of its witness Aman Kumar Namdeo as his examination in chief. He filed and
proved the original enquiry documents. He was cross-examined by the Workman side. Management also filed
affidavit of it’s another witness Parth Chatterjee as his examination-in-chief. The Workman did not turn up to cross-
examine him. Hence opportunity of cross-examination was closed.

Workman has not filed any evidence.

I have heard argument of Learned Counsel for Management Mr. Neeraj Kewat. None was present for Workman
at the time of argument. | have gone through the record as well.

Issue No. 1 is answered accordingly.
Issue No.2 -

Charges against the Workman have been detailed earlier in this judgment. The management witness Parth
Chatterjee has stated in his affidavit that the Workman was a habitual absentee. His attendance particulars were very
poor from the year 1992 onwards. He worked only for 120 days in 1991, 74 days in 1992 and 62 days in 1993. He
was transferred to Bangwar Underground Mines vide order dated 17.05.1994 and was relieved by Management to
join his duties, but he never reached there. He was issued a charge sheet on 14/7.05.2011. His reply was found not
sufficient hence a Departmental enquiry was held and a punishment order was passed after the Enquiry Officer
concluded that the charges were proved. This Affidavit of the management witness is uncross-examined.

From the uncross-examined affidavit of the Management witness, the unauthorized absence Workman is prima
facie established. The burden now was on the Workman to justify his absence. Since, he has not adduced any
evidence he has failed in discharging this burden. Hence, in the light of above discussion, the charges as stated
above are held proved.

Issue No. 2 is answered accordingly.
Issue No. 3 :

Keeping in view the fact that unauthorized absence is gross misconduct for which dismissal is also one of the
punishments and the fact of habitual unauthorized absence of the workman as done above, the punishment of
dismissal of the Workman from service appears to be a proper punishment.
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Issue No. 3 is answered accordingly.
Issue No. 4 :
On the basis of above discussion and findings the workman is held entitled to no relief.
Reference is answered as follows.
AWARD

Holding the action of the Management of the Sohagpur Area of SECL (through Dy. General Manager,
Amlai-Bangwar-Damini Sub-Area of SECL) in terminating the service of Shri Jamuna Prasad is legal and justified,
the claimant workman is held entitled to no relief.

No order as to cost.
DATE:- 22/07/2025
P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

7% feeety, 15 forawae, 2025

H1.3M. 1676.—3i=e  faa1g I, 1947 (1947 BT 14) BT ORI 17 B AR H, DT IRBR
TH.HL.UA.® ydads @ Wdg Maed! R S8 SR & 99, ey # fAfde sienfie faag & sy

WHR AMenfire AR@HT — T8 — 59 WTed, TaaI dudre(TAHI-3T/49/2018) B YHIRG Il
2 Sl B SR Bl 8,/09/2025 B UK I T |

[}, Te1-22012/91/2018-AE=R (F1.7H-11)]

qarT, 39 Faers
New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1676.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference.LC/-R/49/2018) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management
of S.E.C.L,and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 8/09/2025.

[No. L-22012/91/2018 — IR (CM-II)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR
NO. CGIT/LC/R/49/2018
Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..(Retd)
Shri Sanat Kumar Shukla,

Regional Coordinator,
Coal Mine Employees Struggle Committee,
Sheetaldhara Landfill Project,
South Eastern Coal Fields, 684,
Kapildhara Colony,
Post Bijuri, District- Anuppur (M.P.) — 484224
Workman
Vs
Deputy Regional Manager,
Kurja Sub-Area, South Eastern Coal Fields,
PO- Bijuri, Dist- Anuppur (M.P.)- 484224

Management
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(JUDGMENT)
(Passed on this 05"'day of AUGUST - 2025)

As per letter dated 05/11/2018 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference has
been made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’)as per Notification No.
L-22012/91/2018 (IR(CM-2)) dt. 05/11/2018. The dispute under reference relates to:

“IT GANT FAUF Forl ITEHA, FIFY §¥Ca ol BIesw [Afe1es GRT FHBR A FoAd FAR Adlawel fhev
Retra 26-05-2013 & 27-06-2013 % Ra1 58t #ROT & JaT 87 IIRYT glad & qrasqe 35 HJIRRYT
FAT FIT ~IINRAT 82 Ife T&}, 3 4 T FHAR YT, FIT HFANT 9173 % §HaR 82"

Notice were issued to the parties, they appeared and filed their respective statement of defense and claims.

Case of the workman is that, he is working with the Sheetal Dhara Project as Mechanical Fitter since 1993,
and is engaged in Union Activities. He is office bearer of Rashtriya Mazdoor Kishan Union, M.P. Unit. He had reported
on duty on 26.05.2013 and found that his absence was marked in the attendance register even on Sunday which was the
rest day. He was not allowed to work hence he filed an application before Mines Superintendent for allowing him to
work on is workplace which was not granted. He has not been paid his wages for this period since 26.05.2013. He raised
a dispute after failure of conciliation, the dispute was referred to this Tribunal.

According to the workman, this action of Management is unjust, illegal and arbitrary. He has prayed that
holding the action of Management illegal, he be wages for the period of absence and benefits.

Case of the Management is that, the Workman did not report on duty from 26.05.2013 to 27.06.2013, his
absence was marked in the Attendance Register, he reported on duty on 28.06.2013, thus he willfully absented himself
from duty without any intimation and authorization from 26.05.2013 to 27.06.2013, which is misconduct in the certified
standing orders. That his why his wages for the period he did not worked were not paid. He was put under no enquiry.
He was not awarded any other punishment.

At evidence stage, the Workman did not appeared. He did not file any evidence. He has filed letter of
Management dated 08.06.2015 which is admitted by Management. The other documents filed by him are notice by the
Labour Commissioner during conciliation, copy of reference etc.

Management has filed affidavit of its witness as his examination in chief and has proved documents Exhibit
M-1 to M-5, to be referred to as and when required.

The Workman did not appear at the stage of argument, hence argument of Mr. Neeraj Kewat Learned Counsel
for Management were heard. No written argument filed by any parties. | have gone through the record.

On perusal of record in the light of arguments, the reference itself appears to be the issue for determination.

The initial burden to proof his case is on the Workman, thus it is on him to proof that he was present on duty
and worked within the period 26.05.2013 to 27.06.2013. On the other hand, case of Management that the Workman was
absent from duty within this period is proved by uncontroverted affidavit and documents.

Hence, holding the claim of the Workman not proved, he is held entitled to no relief.
The reference stands answered accordingly.
No order as to cost.
DATE:- 05/08/2025
P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T2 foeett, 15 fawae, 2025

FMAM. 1677 —ienfiep  fdare AffH, 1947 (1947 &1 14) B GRT 17 & JFART H, D=l

WHR TAHLTA.S Jeuds & g Maeidl IR S96 dHeRi & 49, ey # ffde sienfie fdag 4

ST e Aenfis Afrever — 97 - 59 ATy, STAYT dudre(TAHI-3Y/63/2018) BT UHI T
IRAT B, Sl DU WBR DI 8/09,/2025 DI UK T3l AT |

[€. Ta1-22012/79/2018-3r3E (. 7H-11)]

AT, 3 Feers
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1677.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference.LC/-R/63/2018) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management

of N.C.L,and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 8/09/2025.
[No. L-22012/79/2018 — IR (CM-II)]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR

NO. CGIT/LC/R/63/2018

Present: P.K.Srivastava

H.J.S..(Retd)

President,

Rashtriya Colliery Shramik Sangh,
Quarter No. HB 226,

NCL Colony,

Jhingurada Pariyojna,

Post Jhingurada, District Singrouli (M.P.)

Workman
Vs
General Manger,
Jhingurada Pariyojna, NCL.,
Post Jhingurada, District Singrouli (M.P.)
Management
(JUDGMENT)

(Passed on this 21% day of July- 2025)

As per letter dated 13/11/2018 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference has
been made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the ‘Act’)as per Notification
No. L-22012/79/2018-IR (CM-2) dt. 13/11/2018. The dispute under reference relates to:

“HETYIEH, frqver gRIIGTT TV FIVT FHBIY S TG FAY W B "IN BT Bl
ferfice (et el ver) @ 7T Blawlesw ferfdce (vaeivear) & wmaraver & gearq 7@ §
gieFwrT (se7 aaorAgoryas) T a1 W @7 Sfaa 8 ? dfe 78 @ s @ o g A vy
FqT AT g7 ® g7 8 7’

After registering the case on the basis of reference, notices were issued to the parties. They appeared and
filed their respective statements of claim and defence.

Case of the Workman is mainly that, he was first appointed as Pump Operator category- Il in Katras Area
BCCL in the year 1993. His initial pay was Rs. 153.72/-. He worked with BCCL till 29.04.2004. He was given an option
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by the Head Office of the NCL that he may be transferred as General Mazdoor Category-I as there was no post of Pump
Operator available in NCL. He was further assured of protection of his pay which he was getting in BCCL in case he
opted for transfer to NCL. He made representation on 10.12.2003 and consented to his transfer to the post of General
Mazdoor Category-I on condition of protection of his pay. He was relieved from BCCL to join NCL, the place of his
transfer. He was posted as General Mazdoor Category-I in NCL vide order of management dated 06.05.2004, he was not
held entitled to any travelling allowances as it was a transfer on his request. The management of NCL fixed his salary at
Rs. 126/- per day which is lesser than salary Rs. 153.72/- per day which he was getting while he was working in BCCL.

According to the workman, he had consented for transfer only in case of protection of his pay which the
management had agreed, but the management of NCL unilaterally and arbitrarily fixed his salary in breach of the
assurance and conditions of protection of pay which they had agreed earlier.

He made several representations in this respect but of no avail. Thereafter he raised dispute with Labour
Commissioner. After failure of conciliation the reference was made to this Tribunal.

The workman has further alleged that, this action of management is unjust, arbitrary and mala fide. He has
prayed that he was held entitled to protection of pay by directing the management of NCL to pay the difference of salary
between BCCL and NCL with interest.

Case of the Management is that, firstly, the claim is barred by inordinate delay and latches on part of the
workman, the claim related to year 2004 but the dispute was raised in the year 2018 for which there is no justification.
According to management, the workman submitted an application for transfer of his service from BCCL where he was
working to another company, NCL. He had given an undertaking that he would accept the post of General Mazdoor
Category-1 with initial pay scale. His request was granted and in these circumstances, he was released from BCCL vide
order dated 29-04/03.05.2004 and joined with NCL. Thereafter, he was placed at less scale admissible to General
Mazdoor Category-I on his transfer in NCL in the light of his consent in this respect, which was a condition of transfer to
his service. According to management, the workman filed an application on 05.01.2015 i.e., after 10 years on his
absorption in NCL, asking pay scale for Pump Operator category- Il which was not granted. Thus, according to
management, the workman had requested for transfer to NCL consenting that he will be posted as General Mazdoor
Category-1 and will not claim any protection of pay. Management has requested that the reference be answered against
the workman.

In evidence, the Workman has filed and proved, office order dated 29.04.2004 office order dated
06.05.2004, his salary slips, and his application dated 10.12.2003 before NCL, Singrouli for his transfer. Application
dated 05.12.2015 filed before General Manager, NCL and its reminder dated 19.05.2016, letter of the Union before the
Labour Commissioner which are Ex-W/1 to W/7

He has also filed his affidavit as his Examination-in-chief he has been examined by management.

Management has filed affidavit of its witness as his Examination-in-chief. This witness has been examined by
workman side, management has also proved documents Ex-M/1 to M/4 which are letter of management dated
02.01.2016, undertaking of the workman dated 10.12.2016, letter of management dated 13.12.2003, order dated 25-
26.02.2004.

I have heard argument of Learned Counsel for the workman Mr. K.B. Singh and Mr. Neeraj Kewat Learned
Counsel for the Management. | have gone through the record as well.

On perusal of record in the light of rival arguments, the reference itself appears to be the issue for
determination.

The peripheral facts in the case in hand are not disputed. Parties are at issue only on the point, whether any
undertaking stating that he will not claim any protection of pay in case of his transfer from BCCL to NCL is granted by
management was in fact given by the workman or not? Management has referred to application of the workman dated
10.12.2003 which according to them is the undertaking by the workman. This application shows that the workman has
specifically stated that he has been working as Pump Operator category- 111 in Katras Colliery of BCCL he is ready and
consenting to be transferred to NCL as General Mazdoor Category-1 if his basic salary is not affected. Hence, it is clear
that nowhere in this application the workman has relinquished his claim to pay protection rather the workman has
consented his transfer if his basic salary in BCCL is not affected in NCL.

The Learned Counsel for management has referred to order of management dated 13.12.2003. On perusal of
this letter goes to show that it was sent to Superintendent Engineer, Coal India by Personnel Manager of NCL. It
discloses that the management of NCL has communicated their inability to accept the transfer of the workman Manoj
Kumar Rai from BCCL vide its letter dated 20.11.2003 Shri Rai came to this office transfer and had given a written
undertaking to the effect that he agrees to work as a General Mazdoor Category-1 in the event of his transfer from BCCL
and requested the Director Personnel, NCL to reconsider his transfer, thereafter, as the letter reveals, his case was
reviewed and his request was granted. Order dated 25-26.02.2004 is the office order issued by Superintendent Engineer,
Coal India requesting the General Manager, BCCL at Dhanbad to arrange and issue the releasing order in respect to the
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workman Shri Rai with a direction to report to General Manager, NCL at Singrouli, also it comes out that this transfer
shall be treated as requested transfer. This letter also does not mention any such undertaking by workman giving up his
claim for pay protection.

Furthermore, vide order dated 13.01.2025 management was directed by this Tribunal to produce the said
undertaking or its duly authenticated copy reference of which has been taken by management in their letter dated
13.12.2003. Management could not produce any such undertaking rather they filed an affidavit of Manager (P) K.P.
Sharma stating that no such documents were traceable in their office. This leads to credence to the case of workman and
his statement that they had never filed any undertaking as claimed by management in which he has given up his claim
regarding protection of pay, rather his request letter dated 13.12.2003 clearly shows that he had consented on transfer if
his pay was not decreased on his transfer or in other words his pay was protected on his transfer.

In light of above discussion, holding the claim of the management that the workman had himself given up
claim of pay protection on his transfer not proved the case of workman that he had agreed to transfer only in case, his
pay was protected, is held proved. Consequently, the action of Management NCL in not granting the pay protection to
the workman in case in hand is held unjust, illegal and arbitrary.

As regards the arguments of Learned Counsel for Management that, since the workman has raised a
dispute after 10 years of transfer, his claim is liable to be rejected on the ground of delay on his part. The Industrial
Dispute Act, 1947, does not provide for any limitation for raising a claim to no doubt it should be raised within a
reasonable period. Keeping in view the facts that the workman is a Mazdoor category labour, normally not aware of his
rights in law, this delay can be overlooked.

In the light of above discussion and findings the reference is answered as follows:-
AWARD

“Holding the action of management of NCL in not granting pay protection to the workman Manoj Kumar
Rai on his transfer from BCCL to NCL, unjust and illegal, the workman is held entitled to pay protection and the
management is obligated to pay the difference of wages to the workman within 60 days from the date of publication of
award in Gazette failing which interest @ 6% p.a. from the date of award till payment.”

No order as to cost.

DATE:- 21/07/2025

P.K. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer

T2 feett, 15 fawae, 2025

HLAM. 1678 —=iEifies  faare =M, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @ ORT 17 & RO H, D=L
WHR THHLHLUA.S Yderda & Hag Faid! AR S0 dHeRI & 99, ey & fAfde sfenfie farg o
ARITRIE ATATIEFO-HE-9H ATATAT-Hg- ATAh| RET. Td 5 e, MREEH & vae (T4
&g 01/2025) &1 USRI &Rl 8, Sl bl ARSR DI 07 /09 /2025 DI UG 3T T |

[€. Ta-22013/01/2025-3r=31¥ (1. 7H-11)]

T, 37 Fes

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1678—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 01 / 2025) of the INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR
COURT-CUM- ADDL. DIST. & SESSIONS COURT, GODAVARIKHANI as shown in the Annexure, in the
industrial dispute between the Management of S.C.C.L. and their workmen, received by the Central Government
on 7/09/2025.

[No. L-22013/01/2025 — IR (CM-I1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

BEFORE THE CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-CUM- ADDL. DIST. &
SESSIONS COURT, GODAVARIKHANI.

PRESENT:- SRI Dr.T.SRINIVASA RAO,
CHAIRMAN-CUM-PRESIDING OFFICER.
WEDNESDAY, ON THIS THE 06" DAY OF AUGUST, 2025.
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1.D.No.01 of 2025

Between:-

Gare Prabhakar Ex-Coal Cutter, E.C-2838548, RKNT Mine, H.N0.9-31, Arunakka Nagar,
Poshamma Gudi back side lane,

SRIRAMPUR, District: Mancherial — 505 303 (T.G)
... Petitioner/Workman.
AND
1. The Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Rep. By its General Manager, Srirampur Area,
Naspur Mandal, Mancherial District 504 303.
2. Colliery Manager/Dy. General Manager, RKNT Incline,
The Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Srirampur Area, Naspur Mandal, Mancherial District 504 303.
3. Chairman and Managing Director,
The Singareni Collieries Company Ltd, Singareni Bhavan,
Red Hills, Khairathabad, Hyderabad 500 004.
...Respondents/Management.

This case coming before me for final hearing in the presence of S/Sri K.Srinivas Rao, A.A.Shareef and
R.Rajender, Advocates for the Petitioner/Workman and of Sri  T.Ravinder Singh, Advocate for
Respondents/Management and having been heard and having stood over for consideration till this day, the Tribunal
delivered the following:-

AWARD

This petition is filed U/Sec.2-A(2) of I.D. Act praying to set aside the dismissal order dt.27.09.2021 passed by
the Respondent No.l1 and direct the Respondents’/Company to reinstate the petitioner into service with continuity of
service, together with all attendant benefits and full back wages.

2. The alpha and omega of the case of the petitioner is as follows:-

2(a). The petitioner was appointed as Badli-Coal Filler on 1988, he was confirmed as regular worker and he used to
discharge his duties to the best of his ability and up to the satisfaction of superior Officers. He worked at SRP-1, RK-5
and RKNT mines and while he worked as Coal Cutter at RKNT Mine, charge sheet dt.08.10.2020 was issued under
company's standing order 25.1, 25.23 and 25.39 alleging that the petitioner had collected an amount of Rs.4,00,000/-
from one Ramineni Ramaswamy, Trammer, RK-5 Incline, in the guise of mediating for his Medical Unfit. Basing on the
charge sheet formal enquiry was conducted with prefixed mind and petitioner was not provided any opportunity and he
petitioner was dismissed from services vide Proc. dt.27.09.2021.

2(b). While the petitioner was working as Coal Cutter at RKNT, SRP Area, two persons came to the RKNT Mine on
11.09.2020, stating that they are from Vigilance Department of SCCL and asked him whether he borrowed any amount
from any of his colleagues as hand loan. The petitioner clearly stated that he has not borrowed any amount from any one
and immediately, one of the Officers called one person by name Anumandala Kumar, General Mazdoor of RKNT
Incline and gave a dictation to the said Kumar. After that they have asked the petitioner to sign on the said paper. When
the petitioner requested to read out as to what was mentioned in the said paper, the Vigilance Officer stated that it is not
necessary to the petitioner and stated that the petitioner collected an amount of Rs.4,00,000/- from one Ramineni
Ramaswamy, Trammer, RK-5 Incline under the guise of mediating his medical Invalidation. The said officers have
forcefully taken the signatures of the petitioner on the said paper and the said allegation is totally wrong.

2(c). The petitioner is an illiterate and except signing, he is unable to read and write and not known any Doctor or higher
Officers in the Respondents’/Company. If the petitioner took any amount from Sri. Ramineni Ramaswamy, he has to
give complaint to the Police as well as Vigilance Department. But, as per the document dated 27.09.2019 shown to
petitioner in the enquiry which was said to be given by Ramineni Ramaswamy, it seems that to book a case against the
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petitioner the Vigilance Officers have obtained a false complainant to save the officers who were involved in the Medical
Scam. At the time of enquiry, the petitioner requested the Enquiry Officer to call the said Ramineni Ramaswamy/alleged
Complainant to examine him and Sri. Bandi Mallaiah. But, the Enquiry Officer not called the Complainant or any one on
behalf the Management as their witness. In this case, neither complainant nor any other witness was examined even
though the petitioner requested for their examination.

2(d). The enquiry was conducted with a biased manner and with a malafide intention and the petitioner believed them
and signed. The petitioner did not know any Doctor of the main Hospital, Kothagudem or any higher Officers in the
company and it is not possible to a common man to manage the Medical Board for Medical invalidation, without support
of either Doctors or Higher Officers. The enquiry was conducted by fixing to prove the allegations against the petitioner
and made him a scapegoat. Even the complaint or his witnesses were not produced before the enquiry Officer though the
petitioner requested and the same was also not entered in the enquiry proceedings. Even though the petitioner submitted
written request, the request letter was also not taken by the enquiry Officer and not considered. The enquiry Officer has
not examined the officers who investigated the case and also not examined the complainant or his witness who said to
have given statements on 27.09.2019. No opportunity was given to cross- examine them and the Vigilance officer had
approached, after one year of the alleged complaint by Ramineni Ramaswamy. During the enquiry, the petitioner
categorically submitted that he did not take any amount from any one including the alleged complainant. But,
surprisingly enquiry officer held the charge as proved and basing on such perverse findings of the enquiry officer, the
Respondent No.1 imposed the extreme penalty of dismissal from service. The action of the respondent No.l in
dismissing the petitioner from service is illegal, arbitrary and in violation of the principles of natural justice.

2(e). Further, the petitioner is the sole breadwinner in his family and as a result of his dismissal, his whole family
rendered without any livelihood. The punishment of dismissal from service is too harsh, excessive and disproportionate
to the charges alleged and he has no other employment or any other source of livelihood. He and his family members
have become burden to one and all, on account of his dismissal from service. As such, the petitioner craves indulgence of
this Court to modify the punishment of dismissal from service to that of any other lesser punishment, so as to survive
himself and his family members. Therefore, he prayed to set aside the dismissal order dt.27.09.2021 issued by the
Respondent No.1 and direct the respondents to reinstate the petitioner into service with all other consequential benefits,
such as continuity of service, back wages and other attended benefits.

3. On the other side, the Respondents’’Company have submitted rejoinder by admitting the employment of the
Petitioner/Workman with the Respondents’’Company and inter-alia contended that the Respondents’/Company is a
Government Company incorporated under the provisions of Companies Act, 1956 for carrying out the business of
winning and selling the coal. Since the coal mining industry is a central subject, the Appropriate Government for this
Respondents/Management is Central Government. The Central Government established an Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court at Hyderabad from 29.12.2000 for adjudication of industrial disputes and the petitioner ought to have
approached said tribunal for the redressal of grievance, if any. But, petitioner conveniently avoided filing his petition
before the Tribunal established by the Central Government for the reasons best known to him. Hence, the petition is not
maintainable under law and same may be dismissed on this ground alone. The maintainability of the dispute raised by the
Petitioner before this Court may be decided as preliminary issue before proceeding with the trial.

3(a). The Respondent Company without prejudice to its rights in respect of the above preliminary objection submits that
this is a case of corruption, obtaining illegal gratification and cheating other employees, which is a grave misconduct
under Company Standing Orders. The petitioner having voluntarily admitted his guilt, the Respondent Company has
rightly dismissed the petitioner from services, after conducting disciplinary proceedings in accordance with Law and the
I.D is liable to be dismissed in limini. Petitioner was initially appointed as Coal Filler on 09.01.1989 and he worked as
Coal Cutter. He is a dishonest person who played fraud and  collected money for getting the workmen medically
invalidated and a chronic absentee too. With regard to dishonesty and fraud and absenteeism, he was issued the (5)
Charge Sheets. But, he failed to change his attitude and committed misconduct under Company's Standing Order Nos.
25.1, 25.23 and 25.039 for collecting a sum of Rs.4 lakhs on the guise of mediation in the medical invalidation process
and on absenteeism. The petitioner having continued his corruption, fraud and dishonesty, he was issued with charge
sheet No.SRP/RKNT/RK007/20/3844, dt.8/15.10.2020 and the relevant clause of standing orders reads as under:

25.1: Theft, Fraud or Dishonestly in Connection with employers, business and Property.

25.23: Any willful and deliberate act which is subversive of Discipline or which may be detrimental to the
interest of the Company.

25.39: Abetment of any of misconduct.

3(b). The Respondent Company has issued enquiry notice dated: 10.02.2021 informing him to attend the enquiry on
18.02.2021 at 4.00pm. The petitioner has attended the enquiry and admitted his guilt vide explanation dt.18.02.2021 and
it is evident that he has taken bribe of 4.00 Lakhs. In his deposition before the Enquiry Officer, the petitioner himself
admitted the charges leveled against him in the charge sheet and admitted his mistake. The enquiry was conducted
according to the principles of natural justice on 18/02/2021, 24/02/2021, 05/03/2021 & 10/03/2021. The Enquiry Officer
gave the petitioner opportunity to adduce evidence and to produce documentary evidence, witnesses in support of his
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claim, but the petitioner failed to submit documentary evidence and not produced witness and admitted that he is guilty
of the charges. The copies of enquiry report, proceedings of enquiry were sent to the petitioner vide show cause Lr.
dt.01.04.2021, giving another opportunity to the petitioner to submit his representation within seven days from the
receipt of the report. The petitioner has submitted his explanation on 03.04.2021 admitting his guilt. Accordingly the
competent authority after going through the evidence on record, statement/application admitting guilt the past record of
petitioner, found that the petitioner was issued charge sheet previously on 23.08.2019 for the misconduct for collection
of amounts on the guise of mediating in Corporate Medical Board (CMB) and as the charges were proved fully and
finding no extenuating circumstances to take a lenient view, the petitioner was imposed the penalty of dismissal from
service w.e.f., 28.09.2021 vide Proc. dt.27.09.2021.

3(c). The petitioner admitted his guilt on the charges of taking 4.00 Lakhs from Sri. Ramineni Ramaswamy, on the
pretext of mediating in the Corporate Medical Board. The same is evident from the letter dt.11.09.2020 wherein the
petitioner voluntarily stated and accepted his guilt and affixed his signatures before A.Kumar and Vigilance Officer. The
enquiry was conducted duly following all the principles of natural justice as stated supra and the Petitioner was given full
and fair opportunity to defend his case. In his deposition before the Enquiry Officer also, the petitioner himself admitted
the charges leveled against him in the charge sheet and admitted his mistake. The enquiry officer gave him opportunity
to adduce evidence and to produce documentary evidence, witnesses in support of his claim, but the petitioner did not
submit documentary evidence and nor produced any witness nor choose to cross examine the witness and admitted his
guilt. The averment of the petitioner that the action of the first respondent in dismissing the petitioner from service in
wholly illegal, arbitrary, violation of principles of natural justice is false and denied. Further the averment that the appeal
was filed against the dismissal order before the Director (PA&W)-cum-appellate authority is false and denied. He failed
to approach the Appellate Authority within the stipulated period as per the company's standing orders and after lapse of
3.5 years, he has knocked the doors of the Hon'ble Court and approached the Hon'ble Court by suppressing all material
facts with malafide intention to obtain favourable orders. Therefore, the respondent prayed to dismiss the petition
without granting any relief to the petitioner.

4. In support of the claim of the Petitioner/Workman, he got marked Ex.W-1 to Ex.W-6 and on the other side for the
Respondents/Company Ex.M-1 to Ex.M-13 were marked.

5. Heard the learned counsel for Petitioner/Workman as well as learned Standing Counsel for the Respondents/Company,
besides written arguments on both sides.

6. Now the points for consideration are:-

1. Whether this Industrial Dispute is maintainable before this Tribunal or not?

2. Whether the domestic enquiry conducted by the respondents is held valid or not?

3. Whether the charges leveled against the petitioner are proved basing on evidence or not? If so, whether the
punishment is disproportionate or not?

4. Whether the dismissal order dt.27.09.2021 is liable to be set aside, if so, the petitioner is entitled to

reinstatement with continuity of service with all attendant benefits and full back wages?
5. If not to what relief is the worker entitled to?

7. From the pleadings of the Petitioner/Workman and Respondents’ Company, these are the admitted facts that the
petitioner worked as Coal Cutter in the respondent’s company and he was dismissed from service. Now coming to the
documentary evidence on both sides, on behalf of the Respondents’/Company, Ex.M-1 to Ex.M-13 were marked,
wherein, Ex.M-1 is charge sheet issued to petitioner for mediating in medical invalidation and Ex.M-2 is enquiry notice
served and duly signed by the petitioner. Ex.M-3 is enquiry proceedings for the charge sheet dt:08/15.10.2020 and Ex.M-
4 is enquiry Report. Ex.M-5 is Show Cause Notice along with enquiry report addressed to petitioner. EX.M-6 is reply
representation from the petitioner to enquiry proceedings. Ex.M-7 is dismissal order of petitioner and Ex.M-8 is Name
Removal letter of the petitioner. Ex.M-9 is charge sheet issued to petitioner for absenteeism in 2019 and Office Order of
punishment of suspension of 10 days from duty against petitioner. EX.M-10 is charge sheet issued to petitioner for
mediating in medical invalidation and Office Order of punishment of reversion of lower stage by reducing three (3)
increments against petitioner. Ex.M-11 is charge sheet issued to petitioner for absenteeism in 2016 and Office Order of
punishment of reversion of lower stage by reducing two(2) increments against  petitioner.
Ex.M-12 is charge sheet issued to petitioner for absenteeism in 2015 and Office Order of punishment of reversion of
lower stage by reducing two (2) increments against petitioner. Ex.M-13 is statement of the petitioner before
the G.M, Vigilance.

7(a). On the other side, the petitioner/workman has got marked Ex.W-1 to Ex.W-6 on his behalf, wherein, Ex.W-1 is
Dismissal order issued by R-1. Ex.W-2 is Enquiry Proceedings and Ex.W-3 is Postal receipt. Ex.W-4 is Show cause
notice. Ex.W-5 is Postal acknowledgement and Ex.W-6 is O/c of Demand notice. The above documents of both sides are
not in much dispute by either side.
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8. Here, the learned standing counsel for the respondents’-company has strenuously put forth and set forth that since the
coal mining industry is a central subject, the Appropriate Government, which established Central Govt. Industrial
Tribunal at Hyderabad for adjudication of Industrial Disputes and the Petitioner ought to have approached the said
Tribunal for the redressal of grievance, if any. But, the Petitioner conveniently avoided filing her petition before the
Tribunal established by the Central Government and hence this 1.D is not maintainable before this Tribunal and and the
same is liable to be dismissed on this ground alone.

8(a). The learned standing counsel for the respondent’s-company further strenuously put forth and set forth that this is a
case of corruption, obtaining illegal gratification and cheating other employees, which is a grave misconduct under
Company Standing Orders. The petitioner having voluntarily admitted his guilt, the Respondent Company has rightly
dismissed the petitioner from services, after conducting disciplinary proceedings in accordance with Law and the I.D is
liable to be dismissed in limini. The petitioner is a dishonest person who played fraud and collected money for getting
the workmen medically invalidated and a chronic absentee. With regard to dishonesty and fraud and absenteeism, he was
issued the (5) Charge Sheets, but he failed to change his attitude and committed misconduct under Company's Standing
Order Nos. 25.1, 25.23 and 25.039 for collecting a sum of Rs.4,00,000/- on the guise of mediation in the medical
invalidation process and on absenteeism. The petitioner having continued his corruption, fraud and dishonesty, he was
issued with charge sheet dt.15.10.2020. The petitioner attended the enquiry and admitted his guilt t that he has taken
bribe of 4.00 Lakhs. The copies of enquiry report, proceedings of enquiry were sent to the petitioner vide show cause Lr.
dt.01.04.2021, to which submitted his explanation on 03.04.2021 admitting his guilt. Further, he was issued charge sheet
previously on 23.08.2019 for the misconduct for collection of amounts on the guise of mediating in Corporate Medical
Board. Hence, the petitioner was dismissed from service w.e.f., 28.09.2021 vide Proc. dt.27.09.2021. Therefore, he
prayed to dismiss the petition, without granting any relief to the petitioner.

9. Per contra, on the point of jurisdiction, the learned counsel for the Petitioner has put forth and set forth that as per the
Division Bench Judgment of the Hon’ble High Court reported in 1997 (IIT) LLJ (Supp.) 11, Between: U. Chinnappa Vs.
Cotton Corporation of India, this Tribunal has jurisdiction over Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., to entertain the
Industrial Dispute raised by the petitioner though the appropriate Govt. is Central Govt., The petitioner need not raise the
Industrial Dispute compulsorily before the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal, Hyderabad alone, as contended by the
respondents’ company. Hence, this I.D petition filed by the petitioner is well maintainable before this Tribunal for
adjudication of the dispute on merits.

9(a). The learned counsel for the Petitioner further put forth and set forth that the Petitioner is an illiterate and except
signing, he is unable to read and write. The petitioner has not taken any amount from Sri. Ramineni Ramaswamy and it
seems that to book a case against him, Vigilance Officers have obtained a false complainant to save the officers who
were involved in the Medical Scam. The enquiry was conducted with a biased manner and it is not possible to a common
man to manage the Medical Board for Medical invalidation, without support of either Doctors or Higher Officers. During
the enquiry, the petitioner categorically submitted that he did not take any amount from any one including the alleged
complainant. But, surprisingly enquiry officer held the charges as proved and the Respondent No.1 imposed the extreme
penalty of dismissal from service. The petitioner is the sole breadwinner and he has no other source of livelihood the
punishment of dismissal from service is too harsh, excessive and disproportionate to the charges. Further, the petitioner
was born on 12.11.1962 and he already attained superannuation age by 30.11.2023 itself, he prays to set aside the
dismissal order and direct the respondent’s company to treat the petitioner as if she was retired from service with
continuity of service, together with all attendant benefits and full back wages.

POINT No.1:

10. Here, on the point of territorial jurisdiction of this Tribunal, it is settled Law that as per the Division Bench Judgment
of the Hon’ble High Court reported in 1997 (II) LLJ (Supp.) 11, Between: U. Chinnappa Vs. Cotton Corporation of
India, this Tribunal has got every jurisdiction to entertain the Industrial Dispute raised by the petitioner/workman who
was an employee of Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Even though, the Central Govt. is appropriate Government for
the respondents’-Company, the petitioner need not compulsorily raise the Industrial Dispute before the Central Govt.
Industrial Tribunal, Hyderabad, as contended by the respondents’ company; and he can file this I.D. case before this
Tribunal as well. Hence, the contentions of the respondents’-company on the point of jurisdiction of this Tribunal are not
sustainable under Law. Accordingly, it is answered in favour of the petitioner and against the respondents’ Singareni
Collieries Company Limited.

POINT No.2:

11. Further, in this matter, initially the petitioner/workman denied the validity and legality of the enquiry report. But on
29.07.2025, the learned counsel for petitioner filed Memo U/Sec. 11-A of 1.D.Act by accepting the procedure of
domestic enquiry. Now the next question is whether the misconduct is proved in the facts of the case and the findings are
not perverse. So, this Tribunal is to re-appreciate the evidence and come to its own conclusion with regard to finding
guilty or not based on evidence. Accordingly, the Point No.1 is answered.

POINT No.3 & 4:

12. In view of the pleadings of the Petitioner/Workman as well as Respondents/Company as well as in view of the rival
arguments of their respective counsel now this Court will go into the evidence on record. Admittedly, the petitioner was
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dismissed from service by Proc. dt.27.09.2021 for misconduct under Company’s Standing Order Nos.25.1, 25.23 &
25.39 for collecting Rs.4.00 Lakhs amount on the guise of mediating in the medical invalidation process of Sri Ramineni
Ramaswamy, Trammer. From a perusal of the record, it shows that Charge Sheet dt.08/15.10.2020 was issued to the
petitioner, which is marked as Ex.M-1. It is evident from the charge sheet that the during Vigilance enquiry it was found
that the petitioner collected Rs.4.00 Lakhs money from Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy, Trammer of RK-5 Incline in the
guise of mediating for his medical invalidation. Later, he and his relative B.Mallaiah have attended the CMB held from
26.09.2019 to 27.09.2019 at Main Hospital, Kothagudem. He informed to Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy, Trammer that his
medical invalidation process was completed and thus, cheated Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy, Trammer by taking Rs.4.00
Lakhs amount under the guise of mediating in the medical invalidation process. The petitioner’s above acts amount to
misconduct under company’s Standing Order Nos.25.1, 25.23 & 25.39 which reads as follows:

25.1: Theft, Fraud or Dishonestly in Connection with employers, business and Property.

25.23: Any willful and deliberate act which is subversive of Discipline or which may be detrimental to the
interest of the Company.

25.39: Abetment of any of misconduct.

13. The petitioner had acknowledged the charge sheet on 16.10.2020 and the enquiry notice dt.10.02.2021 is marked as
Ex.M-2. The enquiry proceedings are marked as Ex.M-3, wherein the petitioner deposed his statement. He deposed that
he made an agreement with Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy, Trammer that she should pay an amount of Rs.4,00,000/- for his
medical invalidation. As a part of agreement, the petitioner took Rs.1,00,000/- in the month of July 2019 and again on
22.09.2019 & 23.09.2019, he has taken balance amount of Rs.3,00,000/- from Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy, in the form of
cash. The petitioner further categorically deposed that:

“Later Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy along with his relative Sri B Mallaiah went to Kothagudem. On 27.09.2019 at
around 02.00PM | made a call to Sri B.Mallaiah and enquired about medical examination pertaining to Sri
Ramineni Ramaswamy. To make this call | have used mobile number 9985675414 which belongs to Smt Gare
Shobhana who is my Daughter-in-law and called Sri B Mallaiah (who accompanied Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy for
medical invalidation at Main Hospital, Kothagudem) to the mobile number 9949271752 and made a call on 27.09
2019 at 02.00P.M. After | have given instructions to Sri B Mallaiah and | told him that he would receive a phone
call from Big doctor. Later | have arranged my younger brother Sri Naresh kumar to make a call to Sri B Mallaiah
posing himself as Singareni Official. |1 have used Mobile N0.9010792220 to speak to Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy. |
admit that I have done all this to make him believe that | only was responsible for his medical unfit. If by any chance
if he is made unfit due to his ill health I wanted to get easy money by telling that | made him unfit. However, | agree
that it is my mistake and I deeply regret for what was happened now | have left all this false means and | regularly
attending for my duties. I have strongly decided not to repeat any such acts in future. | plead the management to
excuse for this time and give me a chance to prove myself. With this I conclude my statement.”

14. Apart from the above, during the course of his cross-examination by the Presenting Officer the petitioner
categorically admitted and answered as under:-

Q.1 Have you understood the contents of the statement explained by E.O. in Telugu?

Ans: Yes, | understood my statement explained by E.O. in Telugu and | fully accept the same recorded as stated
by me.

Q. Do you know Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy?

Ans: Yes, | know Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy.

Q. Do you have any agreement with Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy on medical invalidation?

Ans: Yes, we have made an agreement on his medical invalidation.

Q. How much money did Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy agreed with you regarding medical invalidation?

Ans: Yes, Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy made an agreement of Rs.4,00,000 (Rupees for Four Lakhs Only)

Q. Did Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy paid the total amount to you at once?

Ans: As a part of our agreement | have taken Rs1,00,000(Rupees one Lakh only) in the month of July, 2019,

Again on 22.09.2019 and 23.09.2019 | have taken balance amount of Rs.3, 00,000(Rupees three Lakhs
only) from Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy in the form of cash.

Q. Have you made any phone call to Sri B. Mallaiah on the date of medical examination?
Ans: Yes, | made a call and spoke to Sri B. Mallaiah.

Q. Which mobile phone did you use for the purpose of medical invalidation?
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Ans:

Q.

Ans:

Q.

Ans:

Ans:

Ans:

Ans:

Ans:

Q.

Ans:

I have used Mobile N0.9985675414 which belongs to Smagare Shobhane who is my Daughter-in-law.
Whom did you arrange to make a phone call posing himself as a Singareni official?

I have arranged my younger brother Sri Gare Naresh Kumar to make a call posing himself as Singareni
official.

Earlier you were guilty in the similar charges in the case of Sri Lankala Lachaiah isn't it?
Yes, | was guilty in that case. Company imposed punishment on me.
Isn't it your serious misconduct repeating the same mistake again?

Yes, it is my mistake to repeat the same misconduct, however | realized my mistake and strongly decided to
not to repeat this in future.

Do you accept that the statement dt.11.09.2020 submitted to vigilance department which were signed by
you?

Yes, | accepted that the statement dt.11.09.2020 was signed by me.

Do you accept the statement while conducted the enquiry on 05.03.2021 by the enquiry officer?
Yes, | accepted the statement enquiry conducted by the enquiry officer on 05.03.2021.

Do you accept the charges mentioned in the charge sheet?

Yes, | admit the charges leveled against me. But | pleased the management not to take any drastic steps on
me.

Do you accept your mistake with freewill?

Yes

Hence, it is clearly evident that when the petitioner was cross-examined by Sri Kotte Ramesh, Dy. Manager/Presenting
Officer, wherein, he (petitioner/workman) clearly admitted that he made an agreement with Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy
for an amount of Rs.4,00,000/- and that he received Rs.1,00,000/- in the month of July 2019 and again on 22.09.2019 &
23.09.2019, he has taken balance amount of Rs.3,00,000/- from Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy, in the form of cash. He
further clearly admitted the charges leveled against him, accepted his mistake with freewill and requested the
management not to take drastic steps on him.

15. Further, a perusal of Ex.M-6 proceedings of enquiry shows that Sri Kotte Ramesh, Dy. Manager/Presenting Officer

was

examined by the enquiry officer. He categorically deposed in support of the charges framed against the petitioner

and deposed as under:-

“l am working as Dy. Manager at RKNT Incline since last (02) year. | have been appointed as Presenting Officer
vide Lr. No. SRP/RKNT/R007/20/3969, dt.28.10.2020, to lead the evidence for the charge sheet
No.SRP/RKNT/R007/20/3844, dt.15.10.2020, issued to Sri Gare Prabhakar, Coal Cutter, E.C.N0.2838548 of RKNT
Incline. In this connection It is reported by Company Vigilance department that Sri Gare Prabhakar,
E.C.N0.2838548, Coal Cutter, RKNT Incline has collected Rs.4,00,000/- (Rupees four Lakhs only) money from Sri
Ramineni Ramaswamy, E.C.No. 2609842. Trammer, RK-5 Incline. SRP in the guise of mediating for his medical
invalidation Later Sri Ramineri Ramaswamy accompanied by his relative, Sri B Mallaiah attended the CMB held
from 26.09.2019 to 27.09.2019 at Main Hospital, Kothagudem. Sri Gare Prabhakar arranged a person to make a
phone call on 27.09.2019 by posing himself as an officer to Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy that his medical invalidation
work is completed successfully. Later Sri Gare Prabhakar informed through phone call to Sri Ramineni
Ramaswamy that his medical invalidation process is completed. Thus, Sri Gare Prabhakar cheated Sri Ramineni
Ramaswamy by taking Rs.4,00,000/- (Rupees Four Lakhs only) amount on the guise of mediating in the medical
invalidation process Ramineni Ramaswamy.

During enquiry by vigilance department the C.S.E admitted that he has made an agreement with Sri Ramineni
Ramaswamy for Rs.4,00,000/- (Rupees Four Lakhs only) amount for getting medical unfit. The C.S.E has also
admitted that during July, 2019 he has received for Rs.1,00,000/- (Rupees One Lakh only) amounts as first
installment from Ramineni Ramaswamy for getting unfit in medical board. The CSE has also admitted that on 22.09
2019 and 23.09.2019 he has received 3,00,000(Rupees three lakhs onlyj amount in the form of cash. The C.S.E
further admitted that he has used mobile Number 9985675414 which belongs to his daughter in law Smt Gare
Shobhana and called Sri B Mallaiah (who) accompanied Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy for medical invalidation at
Main hospital, Nothagudem) to the mobile number 9949271752 and made a call on 27.09.2019 at 02.00P.M and
gave instructions as if he has arranged everything for medical unfit. Later he informed that he would receive a call
from big doctor on medical unfit. He arranged his younger brother Sri Gare Naresh Kumar to act as a Singareni
officer and made him call from the mobile number 010792220 to speak to Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy, he spoke to
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Sri Ramineni Ramaswaly posing himself as Singareni official. He admitted that he did all this things only to make
Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy believe that he was responsible for medical unfit. By any chance if Sri Ramineni
Ramaswamy was made unfit he wanted to get easy money in the guise mediating for medical invalidation.The above
act of cheating Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy by taking Rs.4,00,000/- (Rupees Four Lakhs only) amount on the guise of
mediating in the medical invalidation process of Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy amounts to misconduct under company's
standing orders: C.S.0 25.1: Theft, fraud or dishonesty in connection with employer's business or property. CSO
25.23: Any willful and deliberate act which is subversive of discipline or which may be detrimental to the interest of
the company. C.S.0 25.39: Abetment of any of misconduct.”

16. Apart from the above, the Enquiry Report dt.20.03.2021 is marked as Ex.M-4 wherein it shows that the Enquiry
Officer held and concluded that the charges were amply proved against the petitioner basing on the statements and
records produced during enquiry; and the petitioner Gare Prabhakar has cheated Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy, Trammer for
an amount of Rs.4,00,000/- in the guise of mediating for his medical invalidation and hence, the petitioner/charge
sheeted employee is found guilty of misconduct under the Company’s Standing Order Nos.25.1, 25.23 and 25.39. Hence,
the charges were held proved against the petitioner, basing on record and own admission of the petitioner. Therefore, it
can be said that the respondent’s-company has no axe to grind against the petitioner. Hence, this Tribunal has no
hesitation to hold that the charges leveled against the petitioner/ workman are proved and misconduct of the workman is
established basing on the evidence and the findings of enquiry officer are not perverse.

17. Now the question is whether the punishment of _ dismissal from service is_disproportionate or not?

17(a). It is settled law that the object of 1.D. Act is to give succor to weaker sections of the society and it is a social
welfare legislation. Here, there is no “Plumb-line Precision” for deciding the proportionality of punishment, which
depends upon the facts and circumstances of each case. The Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court is empowered to exercise
discretionary powers Under Sec.11-A of Industrial Disputes Act for judicious adjudication of the industrial disputes.
Several factors like nature of duty, past service and plea of petitioner/workman and the punishment must be
commensurate with the gravity of charges against the petitioner/ workman etc., by considering the relevant factors and
mitigating circumstances of each case are to be taken into consideration so as to mould the relief appropriately and
reduce the punishment imposed on the workman.

18. Here, the contention of the Petitioner is that he was appointed in the year 1989 and worked for more than (32) years
without any remarks. Further, the respondents’ company failed to initiate any criminal proceedings by lodging police
complaint against the petitioner. The petitioner hails from a very poor family, he has got no other livelihood and facing
untold financial problems, already attained superannuation age as he is aged about 63 years and prayed to consider the
case U/Sec.11-A of I.D. Act. Therefore, the learned counsel prayed to set aside the dismissal order and direct the
respondents’ company to pay full back wages and all other consequential benefits, as if the petitioner/workman retired
from service on attaining the superannuation age on 30.11.2023.

19. Per contra, the learned counsel for the respondents’ company strenuously contended that filing a criminal case
against the petitioner is not mandatory and the respondents’ company can initiate disciplinary proceedings. Further in the
enquiry statement, the petitioner/Sri Gare Prabhakar clearly admitted that he has done all misconduct of taking bribe of
Rs.4,00,000/- from Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy for his illegal gain of easy money. Further, the petitioner also admitted
that if by any chance, if Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy is made unfit due to his ill-health, he wanted to get easy money by
telling that petitioner made him unfit. The enquiry statement of the petitioner/Sri Gare Prabhakar clearly indicates that he
voluntarily with full consciousness has admitted his guilt i.e., collecting money from Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy in the
mediating the process of Corporate Medical Board (CMB), which is a serious misconduct and the petitioner deserves no
sympathy. Further, after his dismissal from service on 27.09.2021, the petitioner waited for more than 3 ¥z years and only
attaining the superannuation age, he filed the 1.D petitioner before this court in the month of August 2024. The relief of
reinstatement into service has already become infructuous and therefore, he prayed to dismiss the petition without
granting any relief to the petitioner.

20. In view of the above rival contentions of both sides and the peculiar facts and circumstances this court once again
gone through the entire record. Here, it is clearly evident from the enquiry proceedings that the Presenting Officer has
categorically deposed in support of the charges framed against the petitioner and produced the following documents,
before the Enquiry Officer:

Copy of GM(Vigilance) vide Lr.No.CRP/VIG/ 2020/ F(CMB)/429, Dt:22.09.2020.

Copy of GM(Personnel)IR RC & PM vide Lr.No.CRP/PER/IR/D/96/1197,Dt:29.09.2020.
Copy of Charge sheet vide Ref.No.SRP/RKNT/ R007/20/3844,Dt: 15.10.2020.

Copy of Written explanation, Dt: 18.02.2021.

Copy of Enquiry notice vide Ref. No. SRP/RKNT/ R007A/21/487, Dt:10.02.2021.

o~ e
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6 Copy of appointment of P.O vide Ref.No.SRP/ RKNT/R007/20/3969, Dt: 28.10.2020.
7 Copy of appointment of E.O vide Ref. No. SRP/PER /13-002/20/6453, Dt: 22.10.2020.
8. Copy of statement of Sri Gare Prabhakar, Dt:11.09.2020.

9 Copy of statement of Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy, Dt:27.09.2019.

10. Copy of statement of Sri B Mallaiah, Dt: 27.09.2019.

11. Copy of photo of Sri Gare Prabhakar certified by Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy.

21. Further, the Enquiry Officer clearly held and concluded that the charges were amply proved against the petitioner
basing on the statements and records produced during enquiry. The Enquiry Officer further categorically held that the
petitioner Gare Prabhakar has cheated Sri Ramineni Ramaswamy, Trammer for an amount of Rs.4,00,000/- in the guise
of mediating for his medical invalidation and hence, the petitioner/charge sheeted employee is found guilty of
misconduct under the Company’s Standing Order Nos.25.1, 25.23 and 25.39. Hence, the charges were held proved
against the petitioner, basing on record and own admission of the petitioner. Here, it is settled law that filing criminal
case is not a prerequisite for initiating disciplinary proceedings, and these two processes can occur simultaneously or
independently.

22. Apart from the above, the petitioner was dismissed from service vide Proc.dt.27.09.2021 which is marked as Ex.W-1
and Ex.M-7. Here, it is not dispute that he was born on 12.11.1962 and attained (61) years superannuation age by
30.11.2023 and this 1.D. petition was filed before this Tribunal on 22.08.2024 seeking the relief of reinstatement into
service with full back wages, continuity of service and other consequential attendant benefits. Thus, even prior to filing
this 1.D, the petitioner already attained the superannuation age of 61 years and the relief of reinstatement into service has
become infructuous. Further, is clearly evident from the record that the petitioner/workman himself admitted that he is
guilty of the charges framed against him. This is a case of moral turpitude and the petitioner/workman being involved in
fraud and corruption, he is guilty of grave misconduct; and hence, does not deserve any sympathetic consideration.
Therefore, in view of the above facts and circumstances of the case, this Tribunal is of the considered opinion that there
are no mitigating circumstances which require any reduction of punishment imposed by the Respondent No.l.
Consequently, petitioner/workman is not entitled to any relief. Accordingly, the Point No.3 & 4 are answered against the
petitioner/workman and in favour of the respondents/ Company. However, it is made clear that the petitioner is entitled
to his terminal benefits from the respondents’ company as per his eligibility, if not already paid.

23. IN THE RESULT, the petition is dismissed. However, it is made clear that the petitioner is entitled to his terminal
benefits from the respondents’ company as per his eligibility, if not already paid. Copy of the Award be sent to the
appropriate Government for publication. Both parties shall bear their own costs.

Typed to my dictation, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court, on this the 06" day
of August, 2025.

Dr.T.SRINIVASA RAO, Chairman-cum-Presiding Officer

APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE
WITNESSES EXAMINED

FOR WORKMAN:- FOR MANAGEMENT:-
-Nil- -Nil-

EXHIBITS MARKED

FOR WORKMAN:-

Ex.W-1 Dt. 27.09.2021 Dismissal order issued by R-1.

Ex.W-2 Dt. 10.03.2021 Enquiry Proceedings

Ex.W-3 Dt. -- Postal receipt

Ex.W-4 Dt. 01.04.2021 Show cause notice

Ex.W-5 Dt. 04.09.2024 Postal acknowledgement

Ex.W-6 Dt. 31.09.2024 Of/c of Demand notice.
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FOR MANAGEMENT:-

Ex.M-1 Dt. 08/ Original/ Attested Copy of charge sheet for mediating in medical
15.10.2020 invalidation issued to petitioner vide Lr.No. SRP/ RKNT/RKO0OQ7/
20/3844
Ex.M-2 Dt. 10.02.2021 Original/Attested copy of enquiry notice served and duly signed by the
petitioner vide Lr.No. SRP/RKNT/R007A/21/487.
Ex.M-3 Dt. 18.02.2021 Original/ Attested copies of enquiry proceedings for the charge sheet
24.02.2021 dt:08/15.10.2020.
05.03.2021
&
10.03.2021
Ex.M-4 Dt. 20.03.2021 Original/ Attested copies of enquiry Report
Ex.M-5 Dt. 01.04.2021 Original/Attested copy of Show Cause Notice along with enquiry
report addressed to petitioner vide Lr.No.SRP/RKNT/R0072/21/1330.
Ex.M-6 Dt. 03.04.2021 Original/ Attested copy of reply representation from the petitioner to
enquiry proceedings.
Ex.M-7 Dt. 27.09.2021 Original/ Attested copy of dismissal order of petitioner vide Lr. No.
SRP/ PER/13.008/6441.
Ex.M-8 Dt. 11.11.2021 Original/ Attested Copy of Name Removal letter of the petitioner vide
Lr.No. SRP/RKNT/W0/2021/4848.
Ex.M-9 Dt. 20.02.2020 Original/ Attested Copy of charge sheet issued to petitioner for
& absenteeism in 2019 vide Lr.No. SRP/RKNT/RO07A/ 20/2178 &
Office Order of punishment of suspension of 10 days from duty against
05/ petitioner vide SRP/RKNT/ R0O07A/20/434.
10.12.2020
Ex.M-10 Dt. 20.08.2019 Original/ Attested Copy of charge sheet issued to petitioner for
& mediating in medical invalidation vide Lr.No. SRP/ RKNT/ R007A/19/
3085 & Office Order of punishment of reversion of lower stage by
20.07.2020 reducing three(3) increments against petitioner vide SRP/PER/13.008/
4414
Ex.M-11 Dt. 03.02.2017 Original/Attested Copy of charge sheet issued to petitioner for
& absenteeism in 2016 vide Lr.No. SRP/RKNT/R007A/ 17/591 & Office
Order of punishment of reversion of lower stage by reducing two(2)
09.11.2018 increments against petitioner vide SRP/PER/13.008/7560
Ex.M-12 Dt. 09.02.2016 Original/Attested Copy of charge sheet issued to petitioner for
& absenteeism in 2015 vide Lr.No. SRP/RKNT/R007A/16/ 670 & Office
Order of punishment of reversion of lower stage by reducing two(2)
10.09.2016 increments against petitioner vide SRP/PER/13.008/5026
Ex.M-13 Dt. 11.09.2020 Original/ Attested copy of statement of the Petitioner before the GM,
Vigilance.
T2 faeett, 15 ez, 2025
FIT. 1679.—sf=ts fFame afa=aw, 1947 (1947 &1 14) F¥ =T 17 F ATECT H, Fexld

ALHTT AT FErtergw ware fiffes; aed &, <. 99T U3 e@t Tafuey & Ta9de & ga5 st
A R F A AqEy § Wi denfis afgwr d aw e, feT, =@ (R 9.-(GE0)

05/2007 (H=rEwe-107/2014)) F ST 36 sqerares & @ T 8, Tiferd F3dT § S Feald TEhIT T
qie AT % 17 15.09.2025 FT ITH g3 o7 |

[¥. Ta-30012/70/2006-ArE A (TH)]
AT, 3 Feers
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1679.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. (Central) 05/2007 (C1S-107/2014)) of the Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Kota as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited; M/s K.R. Bedamutha & Techno Associates and Shri Dayaram
which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 15.09.2025.

[No. L-30012/70/2006-1R(M)]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ITAAD
RIRCIRAEIE UEAIR EEaCRA R CAHASS)
dIoRIA STPRI— |aU HAR M, AR.oTE. (e STof )
QT YT BHIEST T (H1)— 05 /2007 (FMETHE—107 / 2014)
(FITTRIR—3TROI$E1060002192007)
fee wenfid: 06.07.2007

T MR WRER, 9 HAeH, -8 fooell & MY B.

Te—30012 /70 /2006 3MERIR(TH) f3.14.05.2007

e / faare st amT 10(1)(8) U9 SWIRT 2(a)
e faare s, 1947

Y

IR G341 STaTe] olel, §RT1 Wgad HerHal fe
AR |1, ATell BIAM, BTaI, HIET (]191.)

wd
1- The Territory Manager (LPG) Bharat Petroleum Corpn., Ltd. Bharat GasPlant Vill-Lavera
Nasirabad, Ajmer

2- The Manaer M/s. K.R. Bedmutha & Techno Associates, 10 Poornima Mahatma Phoole Road,
Mulund/East Mumbai-400081

........ i/ T
SuRerd
il sfie @1 SR W Ul A gl <
rffrT 1 SR | wiR- M ARD T T 5 BB, T
e f3: 27.01.2025

IR TRER, 59 HAY, 75 ool & YIRS MY foid 14.05.2007 & WIRY e faare, aienfie faare aifdfrm, 1947
(=Y omt s & wIfRT o Saw) @t aRT 10(1)(8) B S §9 ARIRGRY B AfRifviared wEifd faar wan
g

“Whether Sh. Dayaram S/o. Sh. jawaharlal has worked with M/s. K.R. Bedmootha & Associates, Mumbai-81
contractor of BPCL, Talwandi from 22-02-2005 to 16-12-2005 and has thus completed more than 240 days / If
yes whether the action of the management in terminating the service of the workman w.e.f. 16-12-2005 is legal
and justified ? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled to ?**
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23 faaTe, SAAIRERYT # YR B R Uollag a) GAGRT B SURIRT qrad Afed TRy forg g | e a1 arer # wreft sifvw gw
SURYT BIAR WTHT 3 Foi RIGRY & FHel URqq PR Glereia: I8 Ho fobar T & 6 wiefl ol yeerss Wk Ugiforrs SioRer
fo1. Uore efeR, 41105, §% fIER, qoavel, diel [ §9 fdag o o Jeax e v § FaIide & S o faid 22.02.2005
Y AR UTEY ATe favaR ORI W 9 3 &1 $1 o 5q a1 # 3200/ — w0 9fd AR W A far or ) weff @ e @
& 9% FRIGS o 9 & el @ J6d Jeud, BaR. dSH TS ool TRINed g diwdck & A'dd o o, o
T A B | FRNE & SR gearst | wrefl B srEe fo B8 BRoT g O fe 9d gEe & R 16.12.2005 | A
Y g faar & 1 oy & | Wl 7 fRATe 19.12.2005 T ITES UL @ gRT AT UF FRISS $ UG IR UF 9| B B 3 A |
SIS W o BT AN B AT A FAG B W FEH B D SR B BRIATE] DR a6 e 1ot | FRISie BT a8 0 o
B 901 & | Teft @ fare Silelifie fdare iR 1947 1 aRT 2(30087) & SfRIa B @1 URMT # omar 8| el 7 feie & I8 W
f& 22.02.2005 ¥ &A1 15.12.2005 TF FRTR BRI A1 © TN 59 3@ H 240 7 4 P+ 31l G99 T H1 x foran & | Wi 9
P fFRE & iRy faRal gRT € form & o a9 o faee T & e 21 e 3 meff a1 el ¥ ger I 9
Sl fdare SR 1047 @1 ORT 25 U6 & UIGEMI & QR U A1 Allcd el (93 & 3R 7 39@ 98cl # VB A18

P18 PN a1 2 | 59 sifoRad fee o ol 31 G160 § ge’ 9 W qd Bl a1 gonaen A Tel T © o 7 of febam
fFTel ST & qd ORI SiEnfe e wed, 1957 & RH-77 @ YradHl & AR
GIEA

:{
L W gl O & 9wt 9 eS [eg e @ e § ANR o 39 UeR e
Tefl B ARE B M B G S Agecl dRd A1 | Fbrel © Gl IRFRH B GRT 25 S @ graEAl B
WA W € TH @ a8 Yl & M W Hrodrare qeudiel bl qal § I $) forar @ g9 i f6Y o @
7d orft @1 e 3 P SRR UeM el fhar 8| o siefie faare s 1047 @ ORI 25 vA & WrT Ufed IoRe aieifie
faare ®ed, 1957 & Wl 78 B UGHMI B Wl Jfdee © dA1 PRI T I8 I ATHIR ofR Yfded BI URHTT H AT 8 | of 7 WA
@1 & FrReie & Il W o WYY 90 |ied 99 T U ami @ el R 98Tel BRI o |

3-3urell BH—1 B AR W SR Fold P WA TR R IS Wlare (AT T & b el $E—1 gRT Aurei 4T 2 B f&AIE 03.11.2004
P Th Pindc Jas AHIS AT URTaed @1 ORI TRATAT & Fag H SRS MR TR ALY, IO, ITRYe, SR g
focell # CUSR f3H1e 08.10.2004 & AR WAl A WIh SUey PR =g (a1 AT o e 3@l v v off | ugy ogd &
foRaR 1 RATSIT BT B quidt: arRerTs w1 or | ol @r 59 et # wfuel | 2 grr PRI fosar T o | fdueh #9—2 gr
TE AT I 2004 W TG 2005 TF DI AA B ford ST aw1g T3 A 3R ITS W T FE A @ T SR el Fw-2
& 6l A FHA D AGTIHAT TEl @ € | 3 UK IR G fdare AREE B Sl e I AT # T8l 3| ufued
T 1 7g gefl & 7 R N UeR @ iR @ ey T8l %8 3R g8 ghivel W 1 a1 dHar) qel ot | wredl | e M
Y B e uRare A yiuell -2 & favg e 03.02.2006 BT YR (baT o1 SraH Ufcruell |1 1 Pl UedR el S AT o
T % 03.11.2006 BT T GRT YR il ardl & IR g RIIgUey # 1 Swivardl Jhovel en 1 &l UedR T8l a1 3R
AT ATl S BRIATE H 41 ScRaw Uil W 1 & 9% IS B9 el § 3@ A GEIGTaY 99T A1 § | Uuell R 1 gwT
faaT e 03.11.2004 FUfSd <UR AMCH fITid 08.10.2004 GRT 495 AR URU oled @& fuaren / fosiaras fiedR &1l & ey o
3RS HAT Mgl HHAR! I S YA ol B BRI fadm T o Rl 7@l U Ay off | 98 PRl FaRR 2005 W FHIG @ AT
it ol wfuef W 1 gRT g Wy # < o o) weft A vfoueh dew 1 & wdderr v fRiE § e erd T8 fo | swa add @
YA 1 el Fe 2 gR febar T S wicuell $H—2 a1 IR o | 3T H WA @ 6wl B weHe St gom wRiTE qe
g e S |

i BH—2 B AR W I Fel $ WA TR I} I8 Yrare A1 7 & b omell $H—1 gRT ufuel | 2 @ feArd 03.11.
2004 BT T Dlgde qas ATATS HAICRT URUCTSA $ [RR URATST & Fag H 3RS YR TR ALY, IO, ITRYST], R
g focell # CUeR faid 08.10.2004 & STAR HAING Yo=Y Wb IUAeY G- 8q faal T o ! 3@ v av off | gy Tawr
2005 ¥ FHI & g1 ¢ | Uil BT 39 Wed H R forar T o | ufkiuel | 2 §RT I8 WAl JJdCaR 2004 H AGRR 2005 DI AT b
ford Suerer oE ¥ off AR SHe YA IE B FEG B AT AR ufuel w2 @ R 6 FHa @ snawddr et @y | weff |
o orafr & 240 fo7 a1 S o art T fohar | ureft 7 ufouely e 2 & wider vd A # & SR far of S ddW @
T gfouell w2 g1 far o)yl &1 FRIGH s e ol & e B W w9d: @ @ T | el Swied affd
wfer &Ry @ wfd @ gead e & amue fEne #§ R veT 7)1 ofd # IRga Wede ot dom @R R I @ faed
foar |

4— ey ¥ Y yiell AR g SAurefivTor el ISR e iR Ud WO Wl & WU-UH YR gU o R fRE @1 |
YL B AR Y Aol Wed A ARG B T I G Seerd AT ST |

5-SvIUe & WM Y 98w G T, S qEd: S SR W URGd QU310 SPITdeH! @ oY € %E | welf 9 SR 9 ol
989 H T WU Y TS q@ <@l © b Uil ol W 2 divae] & AegH W el /ar 1 Feie @ F8 A% 22022005 | AT &
Pl 7 IR a1l welt a1 e 16122005 I AN W €T o AT & W4 wefl gR1 FRIGS & gl fiAid 22022005 ¥
e 15.12.2005 b 240 oot ¥ 3ifdiep ofafel dep bR febar AT € | g fawiet afneliver 1 I8 e el & fb yrefl waR argay amwreff
W 2 B AR W Wl W1 1 B PR g PRI W1 © O 3eY &1 3@l § B W ger foar wan| well A ennefivr I
wfaarere e & w0 A FREd oaf & fow e 16.12.2005 T& P foar & | weft &1 a1 wa1fd v & ufdmar # 8 omh &,
wieft 1 9% faare QMR @ aRT 2 (3NeN)(@E) @ orrta I & | Wl @ War weifd ve wfdsiois At aHitd & v welt &1 9
JaRYT WIRG 8 A 2 |

§
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6—BRATT YR H Il B U1 g3 &, SAH Ay 39 g & oy H fAdw fhar S smawds & fb wn welt o) darfed st
BT RT 2(3M) & ST “BeAl” BT GRATET H ST & JfrAT el (fad wWfaed  (Contractual) 3R R Ue (REd s@fy @
T W UG IR W Bl B X uare GRT 2(303M) (@) & T8 o 87

7-39 oy # gril B AR Qe H W BT AU YR (a1 AT 2 R I AT o Fold H aftid qedl b1 TR @l 8
AR foRe # P o & &5 78 981 ¢ o yeel Seg 1 § W gRT wfrwell WRn 2 B AfCH HST TN oA | G3 UG el I ¢ |
Sy 5 W e AW AYed d=id & I8l W gRI Ulwell 2 & favwng & Rierd o 8 df § ue o el a1 Wl 8| I Wl © (b
wed S 4 o R Reray afed @1 ¢ dford s0d 9 Ao Tl & G 9 el & o afmed 1 g ofded 2 o e s

2l

ql T PRl A FHS B T afed W BT AIBY | T T AT| YT FEAl TeAd © b A 240 & P AR BT BT | OGS Pl b
i e 22022005 9 fiFid 15.12.2005 TF FR<R PRI 6A7 &1 I8 L1 & 16 WA UHR0T T e 1 gwell 2 & g &1 o
oI |

8— wey # ol W 1 B AR § Frd TR BT A9 U WA (B M1 7 O IR S weeHe s dom | aftfa qeat @
TR @ & T forg # T 7 G far € 6 9% 9E ® % over o @ faefa e @ o SveR fwrer ot fasfia w2 § 1 SW
T 78} 8 b SR & fofy fhae SdeR MU O | S Hael s/ I § IRREIH @7 T UF S AT # o «ifh 98 wEnden W U
TeI | 39 9 e SheR S& @ folg 3T O SN UqT Tel 8 | 98 el © fb ufouel 9. 2 o oar fear o | el . 2 @ 3o W
BM FRAM BT ORI T1del W UL 78] & | I8 e & b Afera IR Ao & & ge o | Sad 1l f3Aid 22.02.2005 ¥ 15.
122005 TP Tl AT| S UaT -Tal & & Urff &1 &9 o of Ud &9 g T o G I8 ShER BT FHan off, yreff § SHa g
T ST TRT AT| UE TR B P O aqH § S USueed @ S9! Wy @ forg iR e 9E T WId & a4 SheR gRT &
T S 2 | AR UEUGTST & LI 2007 & MU g off gHlol 39 W R@IRS ME 99 2007 & 918 & SHIR gRT g
HRATY MU | 2 22022005 F 15.12.2005 Th EOR) SHER & Tgl EoR! el off Rra) 5= B3 THGRY 78l & T STHT ST DIy
Wéﬂﬂﬁ%l%ﬂaﬁ%ﬁﬁzz.oz.zoosﬁ15.12.2005%&%@3@@@6@@%3%%@@%%ﬁwmwﬁﬂﬂ
AT Pide o SAfelY SHeR & BN BT I8 Bls SHGNI Tal 8 | f3id 22.02.2005 F 15.12.2005 TF A BT SHER I© SHAD T8I
B PR aret fddl o T 1 faaver 6 Ao o1 | fAAI® 03.11.2004 BT GIUEN FRRAT 2 B @leR 36 g fAT TAT o Wyl UH 1
| ST i @ fafy el v 1 @ fifd 9 te 99 @t ot | I8 FE Tod ® fb Tod 8 f et | 1 7 urff 9 o 9w @
IWRIT Pls BRI forT B 3ogE del © fb St rafy & off ureff ¥ ammeft 9. 1 & 918 orf T2 form, wreft 1 arwneff &, 2 7 & wnd
PNATAT B | SBT FawR 2005 DT TATC & AT o7 | 31 AT 721 8 fob fobsd ARG BT 3BT TAIG 83l | I8 Tordl © b ol <6, 1 5 o1fe
T 15.12.2005 T6 B foram & | T8 Teid & o el e &1 gron) ammedt 9. 1 @7 wre o ar on| U8 WE) § 6 Sder @r st 4. 1
o 6w 9 T YA A1 98 Swein wAhel W U eI (Gar| I8 e 98l & fd sl W 2 Swer gy sl 9. 1 @l foa
T et Tl WYY e A1 8| I8 e & fb e o amedl 1 9 2 & FHT IR 10 A B AT B SR S Bl BT JaaeT
feu gk e fear 2, arf v 8 @ 91e sife a1 el 6. 2 & U $Ig arf A o |

e H el T 2 B AR Y HAIR] YA ecildR BT ¥ UF YR (AT T & T SIS WeHe 3% dold W afid
a2l B R 1 & U9 oRe # TaTe 7 B 5T & b SORM 7 999 U fiAid 22022005 W 15.12.2005 T FRAGR BRI fhAT
& | I T Bl ASTR W A S o7 | 9% 91 9El © b a9e) wAEel § U9 e @ i daq @1 fae @ e § | Uey Sy, 4 H
T 2005 ¥ TR &7 A Y 2 | 9<Y T, 1 T A BN W I A T 8| T8 e Tad @ & A 16122005 1 weft F1 I
gRT Bl Bl Al @1 gafery garat < B Ue € UeT 8 Bl © | IR 2005 H SG1 BRI WA & TN AT| SR SDT 1 Y Bl
oT| 3% §RT ¢e* B U UAGell # U el &1 T © | Ig Wel © fb URIeN $H—1 §RT I Ia ¢} UG fhAT AT | I§ FE Ted ©
fep orell 1 &R TR BHredTellel HadTed I BH TR I o7l 81| I8 9el € fdb S Ui febernl FHaR) BRI @R 8 o Sa! Al U
T A 2 ol weff 7 e die e o) v R R e W 2 |

9-TFTaC W SUC Wed & fAq9T 7 fwener 9 78 yahe & W@ 2 6wt v 7 e wede offe go # vd ey # weqa Ive uF
# o fbar 2 6 S sl W 2 dicack & WY surRll W@ 1 @ 8l B @xA Bg fadle 22.022005 B g AT o SR
il & g I AP 22022005 §  15.12.2005 T AR BRI B4 Y 240 feq 9 off¥ep a7 T P o © | wiafeh symedroy
B AR A IR & Iad B b FeU H gg S (b1 M1 B b urell sfe @1 [REd oafy & foy Seer sl Wewn 2 & A g
el Wr 1 & PRl g (R forar T o | gefi @1 e i Wfaeers dR RSN | vl @ uRu § e o & weff @
B ORT 2 (BT (@) & ot amar 21 Wl g o wel & el # veel Sy, 6 omeft W 2 gRr wwgiar AReR & et
TR STarg H Wil BT AT UreR U dRE G g 39l 9@ 1 & {7 SR 204 W AGRR 2005 TP @ (oY HfIRT AMER W e
& A W FIARG B Sifed 8 | Wil gRT YARY § AU BUAl & GHT H BIg awddull el YRgd el @l T | uRll 3 AR | W
w&um@aaﬁmﬁ%‘wﬁma%awwﬁ#mmﬁm%ﬁﬁ wwﬁﬁ%wﬁq&ﬁm1§mqﬁu&ﬁwzaﬁ§@§
HTATE Ao UISUTed @1 IR URAHT & e # 3R 3R W ReRR WY Wih SUael dvar &g ool fadl 81| I8 9el &
fo5 TaTael # VAT BREewdEY T & f5 S ufduel W 1 gRT SR W @ T 8| 98 W6 2 o URqd Wawor a1 X% ufvedt den

a0
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2 % fowg & mar oT| I 9§ 5 S9e g3 o ™ il I &R Rierad @ w g ufoueht w2 @ fowg @ TE 21 3@
yeR weff gRT o AiRed e # o U R o qel @1 vae T T @ S e WiaarTd 1 @ Ul Bl TeRd! 8l | 98l dd
i B AR W el A1 S 2005 @ IR WX @ TR B q1 $ UH S Bl Prs U bl T B, T Ui B R SRl @ g
HRRT B B e TR €, olfdi Iaa Swddol e I8 WAed B 2 g e e fd weft e & ¥'i W e & ded wrika
A 81| el gRT oo Bl B gl A IS vy ey TR el @l T3 & s S9e bl ¢l g il g g well & ok |
TR FCTHE 3T Fold T WYY UF ¥ I§ Y oIl © 1o el omelt W 1 & I ol W 2 & gw ffaer & A 9 wan
SUSTel TR O & Fae # el Fwr 1 & I8 drRa of &R Sad R¥Ed e W B @ uvard Sadl A H wa: & g
& AT | 39 AR eI gRT S WA WeHe o dor # e Wy 9 yreit @ fgfi MRed ey @ fo wfier & agd
foar ST S far 2 1 59 SfaRad smelt e 2 @ iR W SuRfe el 7 R § W duF fhar ® 6 v 2005 # SA@T
B TATC & AT AT| TN SAGT 1 9 BT AT| JE DBEA ol & b Wil Y EeraR Sd §RT HredTelel WHdle B B W ¥ fordr
B 30 ifaRad smmlt F@n 1 & g8 W @ A ke § FUF 5 6 aitae #OeR T 2ex A dfgae o 39l SaheR &
BT B IT DI THGN &l 2 | i 03.11.2004 BT TfUel T 2 BT Iex A6 T8 AT T o W YSS TH 1 8 | ST FHIT b
fafr west 1 1 [l & v ¥ @1 off | S&HT TaRR 2005 FT A BT T AT| S U T o B ARG BT ST GG Nl | AT HEAl
T B b Af® | 15.12.2005 T B foram & S o1 G Surelt WA 2 W o7 39 IR H SN TGN T & 39 UBR 3rwneft
T 1 RT BIeliid S SHl TawR 2005 I FAIG B FT U (BT © WY I9P LA & SHl e ARG I A ol g Al
AT @ad B & WG 39 T H YSY WA, 1 & SIRY Sl U AR B fbar & b Q16 03.11.2004 FT gavel w1 2 @1 ey
3ff 3T faar T o1 | 39 UGR A 03112004 BT A T AR A IS H A 1 W TG B foly A T @1 HH o M B,
e ey # yesf 1. 1 & a8 diwde fIRTs & |y # W= 3@ 2 fF The overall contractual period for the providing the
services shall be 1 year from the date of LOI (letter of indent) subject to renewal for the subsequent period on mutually
agreed terms. 39 YR Sda Sxrdon TeT W W & & Afaer dfdw S gee @ S o Sue forw o 3R 98 olex 3if 35S @ 1
Ty I Al TP & o7 AT | W H Tl ofex b gsT Qi 03.11.2005 P GRI Gl & IAU U gy &I 3yl § ISR FATG eIl o
R g o1 Al T o1 AT S S R T B IH G FRAT A1| §9 Fag H i FEA 1 B A Hor a4 ORE # W
S fooar & & g W2l © {5 ufiuell d@ar 1 &1 =i o a7 o | 39 & fEAIS 22022005 | 15.12.2005 T ol A1 VH H Sad
Hr fAIE 15122005 BT IoH & ULAN Sad B & e H N ST T wHell 9 @ e | o oeR off §5e st ua. 1 A
WE 3 ¢ | 39 THR Sad (Rad @l T 2 & wearq weft @ dfiee fgfed o fiie 16.122008 & | & wA @S,
Vo il 7 AW IETAR Bedl & (Iuare” I @1 aRT 2(afen)(dd) | S T awT 2(efiel) & A’ @1 e o ARRE &
3MSTYd e o grerr rmeff e @ forg fva S emavas W o)

10—310: SWRIGd T 9 & 98 e 8 5 wefl o smeff | 2 ke 9 o @ ue W Rl w9 ve MfYad wHaray S
e W ARed off & fofv “dfderem@ (Contractual)” Fgad fam o Saa @ o ¥4t @ wrl o1 Fwifts § grff &1 Jard ammeff
T 1 g el WA 2 & Ay gU WidaT PRI i Aumeil |er 2 9 uell & #ed RE) Ha-wwl & ™R f3. 16122005 W @0 HHIG
2 T o o SRR T a7 2(efe)(dd) & “oraTe” & Yed gU RT 2(3030) & T8 “BeA” B AN H FE A S Gl 3R Y
Rerfy # amneft fraere @ forg aiftfaam @ Rt 25 ¥ afdfa asmue WA @ UTeT @ Big SMavTdar el ot | o ureff, armeffrer &
fowg forell W TR 31 A um @ SfER Bfid B ara T8 ? ok Iad Ve S 3wy IaRd R I ard B |

1—rgl d@ wreft & areft W 2 & WEl fAid 22.02.2005 W 16.12.2005 TF b AafR H 240 faw 7 aifder <l aw wH Ry I T
U © a1 59 |ay # wefl 9 oiefl & gRT YR Sirdoll e Ud HiRad e H el YR F1 Ade el ¢ 3R I (e awana
@ R 6 T S I smriiue o AR A el gR1 fdar ST WeR a1 71 & W 9 Saa el Med e qon MRed
o o i 9@ & fhar o o O H ureft @ gRr ol W 2 @ W'l 240 7 ¥ afvw w fhar S fRh o wu F weft @
TS TERA YSM eI xar € @it wefl & War | g R I @l fdfRm @ ar 2(eiem)@d) & “emare” & e g eR
2(3M13M) & T el B A0l H e AM O bl § AR bW M [ [TIIIER SR HU A A g |

IRUTRGRY YRT WRGR, 39§36, T3 ool gRT UNKAG ey fAie 14.052007 & SR w8IRT 4w /X%~ e &1 3ot
IHY SedRa fbar orar & fb el s SaRm @1 Wil 7 99 @ Ue W SRR WY 4 MREd qeael & o “dfdere
(Contractual)” FRIgd fdar o Saq @l @ wafta & well o Jari I9uel & 7ed 381 Ha-vdi & AR e 16.12.2005 W W@
AT &1 T oft, U Reafr § ureff 1 wawer iR @ Ot 2(37e) Bt B uRf H 7L e gRT 2(30eM)(dd) S & “ergarg” #
o & it #if, ST @ R UER @1 B oAy we de ot Sty T 2|

A AR T, I

A0 ot faich 27.01.2025 BT Gl AR § FARA TR SRAGING b1 7 oI FRIATTER o TR BT GHTerred
fyTar < |
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T2 feeett, 15 fawae, 2025

FT.3M. 1680.—si=Nfrw fBare sfdf@aw, 1947 (1947 #7 14) #it 4T 17 % srqaeor &, FH
IR ST AR TSEd F THGdT F Hag FASER ST @ @ #E gAaE, ot far [y, dedt
AT 1% (A1), Fasmar () de Fard g F = ey 7 Ffee sl sttt wg s =,
Fier, dute (R 71.-(F=h) 09/2008 (HisrEua-81/2014)) Fr ST & srqeas & R w3 g, s
FIAT & ST hea i T FLHTL T A% HIUT 6 917 15.09.2025 FT I gAT T |

[5. Ta1-29011/3/2006-3ATET(TH)]
AT, 3T 29w

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1680.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. (Central) 09/2008 (C1S-81/2014)) of the Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Kota as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to Shri
Omsingh Rajawat and Stone Mines Workers Union, Shri Kuka Singh, Smt. Surati Bai (wife), Vijaya (daughter)
and Km. Geetu which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 15.09.2025.

[No. L-29011/3/2006-IR(M)]
SALONI, Dy. Director

SHCGANED

e, SieEnfie SATRIHRI (@ g)Pler, (]T1.)
Ao JIEPRI— HAU HAR M, ARASITE, (e oo |avi)
fceT yaRoT BHIdSH =T (@1)—-09 / 2008 (H1ATSTH—81 / 2014)
(FTTTRIR—IRSId ¢ 1060001722008)
fastier werfUe: 02.04.2008
T IR WRAR, 5 FAeH, 78 ool & ey .
Ta—29011 /3 /2006 (3MSAR(TH))fS. 31.05.2006
e / faare st Rt 10(1)(8) Ud SUEIRT 2(a)
SiENfire fdare arfdifram, 1947
HEY
1—aa! g T3 81 791 (SR faRor 97)
1/1- 918, 1/ 2—faw,
1/3-GAR) el 918, 1/4 GARY Mg,
(5% 4% & PRGN 7 I, TH-TAT)

o

ERT A, TR WM SR I3, dUTell Bicti!,

BT, DIt
—reit s
wd
SARYE RIS, AE ool Bleey, FHAYRI, BT
—3relf feraeTen
Suferd
et #iffe B AR W - oM g S

il RIS @1 AR |l o HeRTe 48
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3Rty fam1e:20.01.2025

IR IR, 3 730, 78 feaht & yifies ey feeis 31052006 & WIRY e faare, sifenfie faare srfdrfaem,
1947 (191 oW e & TR foram Sam) @ aRT 10(1)(8) Ud SUHRT 2(@) @ QR §9 ORISR @l it
AR uTeT g8 |

"Whether Sh. Kuka S/o Sh. Mana is in regular service of the management of Sh. Om Singh Rajawat

S/o Sh. Kalayan Singh, Mines Contractor, Saketpura, Distt. Kota w.e.f. 01/01/97 to 12/10/2004 for 240 days? If

yes, whether the action of the Mines Contractor in terminating the service of Sh. Kuka S/o Mana
W.e.f. 12/10/2004 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?"

2-3 faare, IrRTRERT H§ Y0R8 R Uolldg PR UHGR| H IURART a9 AfeH IR fhy M0 i &1 e § wefi sfve
ERT SURYT BIaR WeHT A Fold IRATHEGRY & el IR ] ierere: I8 U b1 77 € b St amumeff o1 2. 010197 9
ORI AE R T $ex BT PRI B o da1 A (i far| sifve fam &m e axar o, e &1 g2 e !
TAR forgaR <l o I W SR TR e @ UM A ©, 90 JAiRed Mare | Sifd Bl 3000/ —%. HINE da9 oA
T fom gam o | Sifie Aferl & 3id § 9T B AN FRAT o W] HHG B RIS I8 FEan o7 & RAE a8 § W o, @R &
forg TR ol <@, S1%d BT 200/ —%. YRS Qe [N G $T &A1 S o | 06 | YR & A | AeT d o a faars
[T S YT () DICT S FHE UK [T ZaT © | IR 2004 ¥ WG T A0F & WIg beryl o Aod ¥ Uve 999 &
fEarg &1 @1 AT B A 1—2 {7 1 Feie e <81 a2 12.10.2004 B1 e, I6@ 31 G 37 ¢V AN | A5 R BRI
PRI §Y ARUIC IR 9T o | &% & Tid /T $T Teld W IR N ARUYIC BT 701 HAP 9 SAS UNGR FT WG H & GRE &
T T 2. 16.10.2004 BT Yo Aelierd qal B R @1 g 3. 18.11.2004 BN R, 961 B Rirad @1 6 TR AHd 9 IqD
kIR & a1 faers @1 aRdle o 48 gon | e o sffe @ f2 12102004 | A9 W g oA © S o B e A
FRIS® & I8 W 3 01.01.97 H 11102004 TF 240 & ¥ 37l FRAR F1 fobam = | aywmedl =1 wreff &7 <68l & et &9 AR,
A 9T T Bl JaTaaT Tal <R JRH BT °9RT 25 T, el | FS Sl BT A H @R qeii $1 geraR A 9
R 25 Sff Td Ueff @1 g1 R SHe WM W AU A 31 R dR AREE B gRT 25 T & Uaw @) s@ee @l § gd
fIei® BT I8 I SFTHIR olaR Yfdeq S uRHTT H 37T & | FRos 1 e @1 f2. 010197 | B W BN AM TP GHR
270600 /—%. BT A el BT § TN 4% & favg Iec 57,369 /—%. Tear R o (ardl 3@ @ iR wrefar @ & o omeff
PI fUTel TRl o9 AT War H geTel BT AAN YaT A1 9 |

33l RIS 1 3R | Sad Fold BT OId1d G I} IE Ufcrare fbar T & 6 well S9e Frite # a1 ) BRia T2 <@ @
T 8 S SHA I I8 I B PR BAT E | G 90 A FHOR—FRIGE d Hay MU [2 7 | g9 weff @1 gom wefA
73 @Ik 6y 9 a1 2|

4—areg # yredl ver @1 AR W faoy 9wl @ AR W W R @ quY-ud Wd §¢ o WReR RE @ WY |yl 9f R 9
STl el N I B T T G Seeld B ST |

5—SAGET B e AT TS, O o ITT AR W IR AT-37U FTGHT B Y & W& B |

6—THT YAROT H eI TR <@l o & 5 @ weft s e A seff & e # Swe gy aftfa War gerdar 3. 12102004
U Yd & TP Felve” gy [MR=R 240 {7 BRI fobar a1 & arerar E?

2198 97 98 R 5 9wy 99 Aaeh @M W) oW aRd 9 39 9% 98 9§ T YEd 9T g8 aEl 6 adE
fIaR T 98 AN & T WA AT| 59 db NSl B B O G99 T6 98 981 W 8] whdl AT| Bad 98 IAAR B & A o
aife TGTS AT AT| W9 IS9P fUdToll Bl SR, S=i+ S¥ I9I HRIAR] BR of oY | I§ el Tad © & I fudrei!
fooar Sam feF a1 =R < <1 =1

el B SR W ey § W RiE BT U uF UK A1 T & O I W WeHe ot Folw H aftld dedl
IR 1 3R /e 4 78 doF a1 & {6 I8 910 98l & & A WA 03 & 9o UW &1 U7 R 5 H fordl U W gaRa
e 8| I8 91 e © b A e u5 & g US o1 OR7 FwR 1 fa9y due a1 ¥ W W WE €| U8 9 R R P HeR
J Be-hd B fbar e Rele 39 U™ T2l 89 W U9 T8 ) T 21 wefl o9 ff &M a=+ 3rr o SudT 9l A @
T FRD AT PR AT ST o i SR S UM IS Saldo] SUAe] -8 € | 9 A5 BT G-Ikl BT g1 18] (b
ST o | T Tive Wi @1 9ar o S € <d O | 98 -y @1 AR SR fauET BF 7t <d U | I 91d Fel © b SHar
ISR ME ¥ WH B G SR Al o1 | Jd (&7 B av arel Aoe” &l AN Fall o@d) Sl a7 I 9% od o | I8 a1
e & & i SRR & wwe eyl ey 2 IS g1 & U T T o7 | ¥ 91 Wel © 6 oAy uF @ 0 AR 3
T TR 2 B U@ 9 9 € I8 9d 98 @ b 9 o wreft @1 o wif¥ € € Swer fAwRr S e § uw e fhar 2
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T A fTF 01.01.1997 H 11.10.2004 T FRIMT T A ITS T4 BM Tel (AT €| TP @ I3 be¥ o M Iqd U IgT ATS
f&=7 @ a1 o1 | 8 e o § 6 fTid 12102004 T SHS XN T FB AN T ARYIC IR W AT 81| Ig FEdl Ted ©
e el 7 SR araaR 2004 PTG A B SR S W AT 81| A& FEAl Teid & [ wefl BT 270,600,/ — F YA TE DR
9P acl 57369 /1A ART FT A I q@] 92 IR S A Tel BT 8 | I8 Fel Tad © b 5P 7 TR IeT 8 91l
TR &M fbam &1 | jIRT 57,369 /— 1 AT Il A3 Al # fobar & WReg ST fdaRor wamaell # Uer 81 e & | 5
fIIT &1 A0 1 [TCS TAIT U3 U el a1 Hiifes Ag Iqd A9 H WSS el © 1

7-WIed & IWIed fddeq W I8 Yabe B Vel & (b Ui sfe gR awell & FRieH # f2 01.01.97 | 11102004 T 240 faT 9
BRI B BT GUA BT A1 & 71 I8 A B fobar € fb swreli o1 wnell sl @1 el | ser W gerT 99 &1
fooar 1 & I=H T & omEE wrauEl @1 e @ | smefl ug &1 A e W@ 7 6 et afe 9 S we
FHFR—FTS & e @i 78 = 8 1 & I ueft afve &1 o i e @ 1 & weft sfve 3 She a7 e e
g afe = A oefl s g1 S ael P PSS a1 T BN A S0 §RT 99 S WHY AN a) e T 8,

gafere wrell ver a1 dor R f6U O Ay 2| el ver @ SR W Ul WG SRl e YR @1 T3 89 Yayl Sy 1
grefi T T SR & T YR WA UF, Uey Sy 2 Wil @1 WA W ud, veel sy 3 weft ue &1 goaR, uedl
BT ST SFIANY UK PR B foly I8 JAIOR BRAT G © b I ! HaT AT

fed 12102004 ¥ Yd & TP Peivek qy Al {3 12.102003 | 11.102004 Tb H R 240 7 F fobar &1 | yreff 51 W 240
f&T AR &M $71 & T8 BT AT SR BT S IR 8, SAH Wil s¥eT gRT dadd 413 310 U3 § I8 forg < fob S
240 &7 T IOR &M fbar, wafe TE &M, Jifig I el S Aifae vd ol /SRSl Wied W g9 a2d I i Rl
o W & 9a | fog weft v gRT o Tl @ W H o) Bon IoReR, da9 Wi, Wekid 3afe

Ranip Nagar Palika Vs. Babuji Gabhaji Thakore-1X(2007) SLT 805 SC # AM-N Wdied <IATe §RT I8
Rrgia wfoufea fevar € 7 LABOUR LAW- 240 days completion of service- Burden of proof lies on workman to show he
worked continuously for 240 days for preceding one year - It is for workman to adduce evidence apart from examining
himself to prove factum of being in employment of employer.

State of Gujrat vs Pratamsingh Narsinh Parmar, (2001) 9 SCC 713. # #F+1g wdie
TR g7 98 Rigia faufed fdar & & In our opinion the Tribunal was not right in placing the onus of 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
appeallant. It was them for the claimant to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked for 240 days in the year
preceding his termination. Filling 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.

Rajasthan State Ganganagar Sugar Mills Ltd. Vs State of Rajasthan and Anr. v(2004) LST
686=2004(8)SCC161, (IR 6) ¥ A Faea RITeTd gRT I8 gia ufrwifed fm & i "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 in fact worked up to 240 days in the year preceding his termination. He has
filed an affidavit. It is only his own statement which is in his favour and that cannot be regarded as sufficient evidence
for any Court or Tribunal to come to the conclusion that in fact the claimant had worked for 240 days in a year. These
aspects were highlighted in Range Forest Officer vs S.T. Hadimani, 2002 (3) SCC 25. No Proof of receipt of salary or
wages for 240 days or order or record in that regard was produced. Mere Non-production of the muster roll for a
particular period was not sufficient for the Labour Court to hold that the workman had worked for 240 days as claimed."

Manager Reserve Bank of India Bangalore Vs S. Mani and Others 2005 (5) SCC page 100 ¥ AR iz
TR g1 98 Rigia yfawfed fdar & f& The Initial burden of proof was on the workman to show that he had completed
240 days of service. Tribunal's view that the burden was on the employer was held to be erroneous.

R.M. Yellatti Vs The Asst. Executive Engineer (2006 (1) SCC 1006) 2005 AIR SCW 6103 # H=+R {ared
T g7 8 Rigia yfawfed fdar & & “Analysing the above decisions of this court, it is clear that the provisions of the
Evidence Act. in terms do not apply to the proceedings under section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. However,
applying general principles and on reading the aforestated judgements we find that this court has repeatedly taken the
view that the burden of proof is on the claimant to show that he had worked for 240 days in a given year.
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8-39 UBR SWIA (99 g faveiyor & SR W Uil uel Ul |ied ¥ I8 Rig R UM H md el © 4 Uil sie Fer o
it & AR TG GRT IS TS AT FAG fAF 12.102004 W P Y & TH Dolve IY, AT 12 Folvek AE H R 240 A
P fobar & | el vet g7 wAeell W U A IS |ied TR el @l T3 ¢ forad I8 g 81 b ol A ureff st @ e W
AR & Bl oS WA B ofgee T @ &l | g wefl e, orefl | PIS oA UK dd @l AeN " g A
T & v FRRT e /Yo 0 oY IRd B A B |

TROTARERRY WA TRER, 59 F3ed, g faeell §RT WIS e f&A16 31052006 & WY FRIfa fder /o= faare
BT 31 AHY Sd fan T & o ot ver oo e 9 Iz g e § quicRn srimd <eT © 5 el sfe @@ 7 S6e gw
aftfa dar geredT fRTid 12102004 W GE & TP FHelvex 9¥ # fReR 240 o7 a1 Sw e w7 d@ wrd e g1 o e
G & BTG, I 3 el YHR G AT I B B IRERT L R |

[T FAR I, IR

SRR ot faid 20012025 BT Gol RGO H FARA AR SAEINRG fbar T KBy AR Tgfa WaR
TR} Ferar S |

% faeelt, 15 forawaw, 2025

F.IT. 1681.—sf=ns fFame afa=aw, 1947 (1947 #1 14) F¥ =T 17 F ATELT H, Feald
T T Hie aod fRifiee & yauds & dag Aaest sfi¥ sreqet, s @1, JTarad S 99 5§19
gy ¥ [Afde sienfis afdaor & 9w =, @i, 99 (R 9.-(F) 17/2007 (Hereud-
04/2014)) &1 SHET & sqeras & @@ 7 8, TR Fdl § S heald GYR ®l qiFe Fdr & a1
15.09.2025 =T 9T g T |

[5. Ta1-29012/40/2007 - (TH)]
A, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1681.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. (Central) 17/2007 (C1S-04/2014)) of the Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Kota as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to ACC
Cement Works Limited and President, Pathar Khan, Yatayat Labour Union which was received along with soft
copy of the award by the Central Government on 15.09.2025.

[No. L-29012/40/2007-1R(M)]
SALONI, Dy. Director

SRS

e, fEnfie SARTRIERI (@) Per, (]T91.)
HIoRIA FfIPRI— |y AR I, FRYSGH. (R ool Hav)
Q9T YaROT BHIdSH =T (G1)—17 / 2007 (HI3TSTH—04 / 2014)
(ATTRIR—2IROTd ¢ 1060000112007)
fa=tier ¥eImfie: 22.10.2007

AT MR IRER, 9 Ao, 78 fooell & MY B

Tel—29012 /40 /2007 (MSR(TH)) :10.09.2007
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e / fare orrd Rt 10(1)(8) TG IWIRT 2(F)
sirenfe faarg s, 1047

HEg
3T, TR WM, I ofdk (I, AR, gl
—reft sif
wd
TEIEe®, THIH. Wrie 9o for, A, g4
——3mmeff feiroTes
SuRerd
meff s1fe @ SR & ufaff— PIg IYRT el
el FTd @1 SR | - $ . Tl
3Tty 13 09.01.2025

IRA TR, 3 FAed, T3 Qe & UNIAG QY faid 10.09.2007 & WINY T faare, fenfie faarg s,
1947 (11 o " & TR fopam S @ aRT 10(1)(8) T4 SWIRT 2(6) & SId 39 ARG B siferfoaned
TR T gaT &

"Whether the demand of Pathar Khan yatayat Labour Union for payment of bonus for the year 2004-2005 from

the ACC Ltd., Lakheri and its various contractors engaged for transportation of Lime Stone namely, S/Sh.
Rambabu Sharma, Proprietor, M/s Sharma Brothers and M/s Garima Trading Company, Lakheri, Shyam

Purohit, Chiranjilal Shrimal, Proprietor M/s Giriraj Brothers, Bundi is just and fair? If so, to what relief the
workmen are entitled?"

2-39T faaTe, =ArARERT § Y B W UGieg o] UHeRl B SURYM qed Afed Wy fby | Aifew @ e # weff sifve
&R SUReT BIaR RHT 3 qoif IIRIRT & WHe W Y Wi 78 wor fhar wr @ & gl ve foifics S @

E[
a?rﬂﬁﬁa‘cﬁé’raﬁ?r%‘ ?{é’r%ﬁ?ﬁ@aﬁﬁqdﬁmaHltdlf%éi@l%lﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ%\é%ﬁ?ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁ? g, da
T SN © SR A SfeRergd e e 2| afced wraRal B W e S sk fuiRa s | s Zh‘ra‘
ﬁmﬁmaﬁ%%m&ﬁ%ﬁm@ﬁmmmﬁﬁfﬁww,Wag’sﬁﬁ%ﬁmﬂmaﬁmaﬁgﬁw
SR [SAIY S BT AN USH fbar o |

33t oI P SR | S Ford PTG IRqd PR I yfara foar w2 5 faved e 4 wEiar e @

& I fauell el # @l vd 99 a1 {6 geR @ a8 Wey el 2| 7 A f[Queh e 3 I e Frged fen, 1@

N fauelt Su @1 FREY e fauelt FRe Ui off 9 ae 3RMaT Biwide diedT YHT 3ft dulel Ude 3frdr 3 fodT ot fafdr
@ e & AR Weff I & el a1 G G I w S oy IaRer T R | SaheR! gRT 3 Sfd! B W ae
U &R & AN 9 I SbaR| gRI A SIRT BT A (BT AT € G AN BT FeHe 1 FHsil SN & THer URd fbam
T | fuelt R A SaheR! BT U Wl ¥ FREM T6 AlRA WM UgaM & oY SiAUICe @1 Ol < Y@l o7 9 39 G & oy
SHRI A 30 HHAR) W gY O, O b weft gfRE @ sfienr g weft gfRe @ SHaiRal @1 e daeR © gafo afvae
AR (VeI TUS o) Tae & YadHl & J|R fauell Brsl & fdeg g voed U T8 fbar o |ehdn © 9 fdare g
T e S wadr & v wreff gfree SR 9 20042005 @ forT AN @) IR Sl 3 B A UG e @) ARYBRY T B &R
T @1 & & Tefl @1 dor FRIER B 9 Wy AR fbar o |

4-9f1 A BT SR W e H SFge THER BT WG YK o1 T & fbeg FORE B AR & IURT el 3 & BRI AR .
19.07.2024 W SAS! WET §< DI T3 Vg I §RT WET KA 6] IR & BRI A [Qlb  26.12.2024 GRT AWl vef BT ey 4
@ |

5—T1ft UeT B AR W ARRT U S 221024, 28.11.2024, 13.12.2024, 26.12.2024 U4 27122024 BT fbeil & SURAM & I & RO
aurll uer & U @ 989 g | well v @1 SR W fel & SuRerd T8I 8 @ BRUI UAdel el |l ud el
IR @7 989 & MR W YaR0T BT FRAROT fhar S T R |
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6—T T, YAl $ d@ld fBar T | gfh wreil YA BT $1 I8 AHG a¥ 2007 W 39 RIS H Al § iR GHRT
f&ATe 19.05.2022 ¥ e wieff & FRIG 7l o W& &, ford Wi uet g1 I ofawR A 9 & SwRid i weft ver 1 Tar® foRe
2 T ¥ IURT g3 e $ROT 3T fadlee  19.07.2024 GRT Uil U&7 &1 W&y §€ I T3 Ua il gRT 4l e IR T8l
B B D N eI A fI. 26.12.2024 §RT 93 P TS G WAl Dl 959 SifcH 2 FrRIa b a8 | oefl uer Y ok 9 aii
el . 22.10.24, 28.11.2024, 13.12.2024, 26.12.2024 TG 27.12.2024 B! ¥l & IR &I M & HROT YT H UTfi UeT &1 IQRITAT
P ghe PRA1 & AR SO Ude ol & b wefl IR o oM @ Ui giiaged Wi el Ed g 1wl g IRre & e
AT B YT A cibR AT & o 39 YO ARGl O | AU eI IE B Y Il 3 A ufY Bl grerd o
T Ul R SuRerd ﬂtelWWHlHdﬁWﬁ@FﬁﬂT@H%ﬁ %mﬁqﬁwaﬁaﬁﬁwaﬁﬁ%ﬁwﬁaﬁé
YR el AT | TTald Ig YA 59 A & oferd 100 YbRol H BH E. 58 W afad & U4 Ig B 59 AR §
T 17 T AT & TAT AR 9. Ie IR §RT U Al Bl @id Wi MR 5 S eg e ue §Y 2 |
U Rty # gawor 1 aifREd F1a & fog affed e o siifeegel 981 @ ok Saa faea @ uRued § weff fee &1 98 aman
“fare e & 9 & 9 9T fde /Yo A g agwy SaRd B I T o 2|

IRUTRERY MRA TRBR, 31 716, T8 ool §RT WIS 3 &b 10.09.2007 & SR FRINT fider /X faarg
PI T FTHY IR fobam Sl & fob ool (0T Sfeier Wk W ofeR g, ARG, 41 gRT IS Wed Y 81 byl va ol
TeT B R F el & SuRerd 8 89 & ot yreft gf R @ g Amen “faare JRa” @1 o § |

[T HAR I, R

SRR TS & 09.01.2025 BT Tol IRAMVHRYT H FART SR SWIIRG b T o/t FREAER. T WRaR
el frsarm W |

% faeelt, 15 forawaw, 2025

FLAT. 1682.—i=nrF g afafmm, 1947 (1947 F1 14) ¥ 4wy 17 F sqaeor &, F=5
AL Y THAT F FAeTT F G HAShT AT T ASGL 89 (359) & 919 ey § [y sienfs
e Td w9 ST, er, 99re (R 9.-(FERE) 03/2019 (HsrEud-05/2019)) #1 SET
aeaE H @ A g, T AT § S Feald GEhTE & 9% w6 97 15.09.2025 F AT
g AT |

[H. ©e1-28011/1/2018-3TE3%(TH)]
qAT, IT 9w

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1682.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. (Central) 03/2019 (C1S-05/2019)) of the Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court, Kota as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to Shri
Ramsharan and Rashtriya Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC) which was received along with soft copy of the award by the
Central Government on 15.09.2025.

[No. L-28011/1/2018-IR(M)]
SALONI, Dy. Director

SRS

T, SNENfId AR (@i1), Prer
WO SRy W HAR 2, IRYF.O.GE. (e Sl |ai)
Qe yaxvT BHiId: 3103 / 2019(AMETH—05 / 2019)
(AITRIR—SIROTd 1060000522019)
faTia wnfia: 24.01.2019
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U ¥R WRER, SH UG /IGAIR HATed SIfeRgeT S L-28011/1/2018-IR(M) fasia 13-12-2018
fder / fdare st aRT 10(1) (@) Sienfie farg sfdfRm, 1947

faicl

S AR A (§Sh) TARY HAT AN T, IS, fS7elr Bier (791,

.............. il st
v
. IFRRY 3 A1 SRR Sff Aidl, @aM 9 gRAT, GRS, Wil Aot HHM A, 17, 18, WHAU fda, derds!, dier (1)
............. arrefi—frrrere
Suferd
Treft s @1 SR W uff- o T=AE a
et FrIeTs @1 ok 9wl PIg SURTT TEI
R fa=ie 30.05.2025

RO WRER, 5 [T @1 Uil aftRge fadie 13422018 & gRT e w1 / faare, silelfie faare sz,
1947 (Y T “rffEm” & FRIfe fobar STram) &t a7 10(1)(8) & SFRTa $9 Aol B rffviare wRfd famRm T g—

"N S IR YA S REAGIER A6, Wl Aifeld, AHM A, 1718, WHSUN [, Terdel, ieT @ e (9 gRa),
AUl WeM H HRIRG Sl Td BHaNAl & ford wrefl e I AR WY (§Th) B 9¥ 2016—17 B foR) 20 e
P R Y A YA A I AN S vd A 9w © 2 3fe gl df @ee H PR S (B9 Ed & 8dER © 2

2w / faare, <rTexer H 9| B W USiieg SWRI UEERI Bl a1/ Afed [Affad SR @R 37 dxara T |

3-gwTd (e /X%, (RIS #7 IFRR Q3 471 IEeier Hidl, ollol A1ferd, J6M 1. 17-18, WHSUN e, Todel, icT &1 &M
(9 TR, RIS e H FRRG AHd! g FHAING] B aY 2016—17 & o) 20 U @I R 999 YA B dI Sferaar va
T B T & AT §9 AR B U gon e dRw § il Ue @1 3R W IO SPITde WA (AT TR § |

4— yaRor et Y Al g R gem o <er 8| weff 7 e & @ i3 30052025 B wE w9 gl SuRefy R
YR U3 YR $] B BT & T YRvr H Ufuell FERV o1 Hog B gl © H @er A My B gal &, el siie ue @l
AR ¥ o Rl ST @ Wt S =rEd AY T F SR YA B g B R W FRARG $1 $1 (de o 2 |

5—4 IWIUE BT G TGl B Fgai fbar ffb wrft 7wy i =i § SuRerd graR I8 @ R f 98 v &
A0 T ATEdT € U4 3T 78l delT aredl & ot ureft &1 9% Aer s “fdare kA 1 orar @ 9 wRiftd Ak /Res o ¥
ITEU IR B A & |

IRVTRGRY IR WRER, 59 O gRT Uiifiie ey fasie 13122018 & WRY w8Id fFcer /e=1 faare o gl
HFTOU TN b ST € b ST Yebwor bl grefl ATt o =rEet & ol N el el Aree ¢ o gewr “fdarg wfed” @
EINI

RO T TP 30.05.2025 BT Yol RSO H FAAT SR A& fbar A1 fo/1 FHgaR qyfed TR B
TR ST S |

T2 foeett, 15 fawae, 2025

F.3M. 1683.—3r=t T foare stferfaam, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) &1 a1 17 F AT |, Feald

ALEH I Hed ATAIAT, SCHUATs, anrHle, Ser-=wuy, 959X (TH.09); AgTIau®, SI0quaud, 95
(TH.UE.) & Jaeras & Hag A o off TWmeR, @6 R (W.uh.) & &9 aqay § [y w07 9w



6212 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA :SEPTEMBER 20, 2025/BHADRA 29, 1947 [PART II—SEC. 3(ii)]

ST STfAor- @8- W =TT AR (Fas dear-Hist et/ uasidi/04/2019-20) = ST 3 srqers
H fe@maT AT 8, T it g |

[€. Ta-40012/10/2019-3mE=¥ (317)]

T, 39 Aeers

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1683.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/04/2019-20) 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 Sub Divisional Engineer, BSNL, Chandrapur (M.S); The General Manager, BSNL, Chanderpur
(M.S) and Sh. Gangadhar, Chanderpur (M.S).

[No. L-40012/10/2019 -IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/04/2019-20 Date: 04.07.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Sub Divisional Engineer,

BSNL, Nagbhid, Distt-Chandrapur,
CHANDRAPUR (M.S) - 442401
2. The General Manager,
BSNL, Chandrapur, Tah & Distt - Chandrapur
CHANDRAPUR (M.S) — 442401
Vis.

Party No.2: Sh. Gangadhar S/O Devaram Chanekar
R/o Chikmara, Tah & Dist — Chandrapur
CHANDRAPUR (M.S.) - 442401

AWARD
(Dated: 04" July, 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 BSNL and their Workman Shri Gangadhar Devaram
Chanekar for adjudication, as per letter No. L-40012/10/2019 (IR(DU)) dated 11.04.2019, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the action of the management of M/s Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Nagbhid Distt —
Chandrapur in terminating the service of Sh. Gangadhar Devaram Chanekar, worker, should reinstate
him on his usual work and along with back wages from 09.01.2016 to till his actual joining in his service,
is just, fair or legal? if not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?”

2. Case called out. Representative of the respondent is present before the Court. None is present on behalf of the
petitioner. The petitioner is not coming to the court since 02/04/2020. 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 further more. Claim of
the petitioner is not proved, so it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered.
ORDER

“The action of the management of M/s Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Nagbhid Distt — Chandrapur in
terminating the service of Sh. Gangadhar Devaram Chanekar, worker, is just, fair and legal. The workman is not
entitled to any relief.”

(Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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T2 feeett, 15 fawae, 2025

FLIAT. 1684.—3fr=ntrs foare srfefaaw, 1947 (1947 #71 14) &1 =T 17 F A0 |, Feald
qLHTT BEE FTATS THIRUEH, AN, FAaers, frsssaam g senfieht 960, TR  JaedT & 998
ATt s sreger, fuAsmEdt Ferfa ASgT |9, AN F S ey § [y F=T g st
ATTFI- HE- A7 AT AR (3 ST HiSersdl/uasid/10/2023-24) F1 S47 o stqeras &
T 7 g, weRrfora e 2 |

[€. Ta-42025/07/2025/199-3T3X (S1)]

qAT, 3T e
New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1684.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/10/2023-24) 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 M/s Balaji Associates, Nagpur; The Director, Visvesvariya National Institute of Technology, Nagpur
and The President, VNIT Kantrati Majdoor Sangh, Nagpur.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/199-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/10/2023-24 Date: 03.07.2025.
Party No.1: 1. M/s Balaji Associates,

Contractor, GS-37, Amar jyoti Palace,
Lokmat Square, Wardha Road, Nagpur,
Pin-440012.
2. The Director,
Visvesvariya National Institute of Technology,
South Ambajhari Road, Gopal Nagar, Nagpur
Pin-440022.
VIs.
Party No.2: The President,
VNIT Kantrati Majdoor Sangh,
BMS Office, Behind Apana Bhandar,
Mandir Marg, Sitabuldi, Nagpur (MH).
Pin 440012.
AWARD
(Dated: 03" Jully, 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 Visvesvaraya National Institute of Technology Nagpur
through its Director, M/s Balaji Associates, Nagpur, and their workmen/ The President, VNIT Kantrati Majdoor Sangh,
Nagpur, for adjudication, as per letter No. NGP/8(02)/2023-ID(RLC(C) dated 20.05.2023, with the
following schedule:-
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“Whether the action of the management of Balaji Associates in not allowing 15 workmen (List of
workmen mentioned below) to resume their work in the premises of Visvesvaraya National Institute of
Technology, Nagpur w.e.f. 05/09/2022 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workmen are
entitled to?”

List of workmen: 1. Naresh Sayam, 2. Dinesh Shende, 3. Mahesh Raut, 4. Amar Patil, 5. Mahendra Singh
Parihar, 6. Akash Khadse, 7. Chudaman Thavkar, 8. Amit Takit, 9. Dhiraj Bhelkar, 10. Omkar Thavkar, 11.
Eknath Patil, 12. Rajesh Raut, 13. Sanjay Raut, 14. Sushil Pandhare, 15. Niketan Thakur.

2. Case is called out. Both parties absent. From perusal of record, it is apparent that petitioner is not coming to the
Court since 23.02.2024. 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 Balaji Associates in not allowing 15 workmen (List of workmen
mentioned below) to resume their work in the premises of Visvesvaraya National Institute of Technology, Nagpur
w.e.f. 05/09/2022 is legal and justified. The workmen are not entitled to any relief.

List of workmen: 1. Naresh Sayam, 2. Dinesh Shende, 3. Mahesh Raut, 4. Amar Patil, 5. Mahendra Singh
Parihar, 6. Akash Khadse, 7. Chudaman Thavkar, 8. Amit Takit, 9. Dhiraj Bhelkar, 10. Omkar Thavkar, 11.
Eknath Patil, 12. Rajesh Raut, 13. Sanjay Raut, 14. Sushil Pandhare, 15. Niketan Thakur.

(Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
¢ faeett, 15 frqe=re, 2025

F.3T. 1685 —3=RT foare sfefaaw, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) &1 a1 17 F T |, Feald
TLHY H&T Agiaes, UL 0T.€T. |iaT, IR, ST sEaRl e, SesnEt vt [iftes, |33,
way Ao, TS wegaed fifiee, ool AgTveys, TASl segae f[Afies, AN & Y94daa & 995
At =T steger, wiaT fasr woheq ASQR @9, AWML & A9 aqay § Ay F=07 awww shente
ATTFI- FE- A7 AT AR (3 ST HiSiemsa/aasidi/11/2022-23) &1 s47 & Tqeas &
T T &, TeRTtard et g |

[€. Ta-42011/181/2022-3r=317 (S17)]
AT, 3T A9
New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1685.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/11/2022-23) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relationto The Chief General Manager, N.T.P.C. Mouda,Nagpur; The Regional Executive Director, IRD NTPC
Ltd., Mumbai; The Managing Director, Energo Construction Ltd., Delhi; The General Manager, Energo
Construction Ltd.,Nagpur and The President, Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh, Nagpur.

[No. L-42011/181/2022 -IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/11/2022-23 Date: 03.07.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Chief General Manager,
N.T.P.C. Mouda,

Tah. Mouda, Nagpur-441104.
2. The Regional Executive Director, IRD
NTPC Ltd.,
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2" Floor, Samradhi Venture Park,
MIDC Marol, Andhrei (East) Chakla,
Mumbai-400093.
3. The Managing Director,
Energo Construction Ltd.
Regd. Office-Flat No. 906-907, Hemkunt
Tower 6, Rajendra Place, New Delhi Central
Delhi-110008.
4. The General Manager,
Energo Construction Ltd.,
NTPC Mouda, Tah-Mouda, Nagpur-441104.
VIs.
Party No.2: The President,
Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh,
House of Sh. Prem Rodekar, Tarsa Road,
Kanhan, Tah-Parseoni,
Nagpur-441404.
AWARD
(Dated: 03 Jully, 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 NTPC Mouda, M/s Engro Construction Limited,
Nagpur, and their workman Shri. Ritesh Dadarao Shende, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-42011/181/2022 (IR(DU)
dated 02.06.2022, with the following schedule:-

“Whether the claim of Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh, Nagpur vide letter dated 18.02.2021 that
employment of Shri Ritesh Dadarao Shende is illegally terminated w.e.f. 23.12.2020 by the management
of M/s Energo Construction Limited, Nagpur (contractor) at NTPC, Mouda, Nagpur, is proper, legal and
justified? If yes, to what relief the disputant worker entitled? What other directions, if any, are necessary
in this matter?”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent. Both parties are not responding and attending the Court since
15.05.2023 despite service of notices. No statement of claim and written statement have been filed by the parties
respectively till today. 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 claim of Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh, Nagpur vide letter dated 18.02.2021 that employment
of Shri Ritesh Dadarao Shende is illegally terminated w.e.f. 23.12.2020 by the management of M/s Energo
Construction Limited, Nagpur (contractor) at NTPC, Mouda, Nagpur, is improper, illegal and unjustified. The
workman is not entitled to any relief.

(Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
T2 foeett, 15 fawae, 2025

FT.3T. 1686, AT e wfafam, 1947 (1947 7 14) 1 917 17 % Aqaww §, Feg
ava e, 8, TR A9 I A7rE, 73 dRE T TE R, IR F YEHaT & g9g st
3T AgTEf=E, AT & A0EH G5, AN 6 o= qae § [IEE Fegd T satrs Afeaheor- 98-
TH ATATAT AN (HTH TE&T- S rarsel/aasiid/18/2024) T SrET & stqaws & @ w7 §, e
Fel g |

[€. Ta-42025/07/2025/167-3E< (1))
AT, 3T A9
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1686.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/18/2024) 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 Director,NEERI, Nagpur; M/s. Great Sherlok, Ex- Serviceman’s Facility & Security, Nagpur and
The General Secretary, Surasha Rakshak Shramik Sangathan, Nagpur.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/167-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No. CGIT/NGP/18/2024 Date: 21.08.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Director,

NEERI, Nehru Marg,
Wardha Road, Nagpur - 440025
2. M/s. Great Sherlok,
Ex- Serviceman’s Facility & Security,
Management Pvt. Ltd. 3, Suyog Apoartment,
Opp. Bank of Baroda, Trimurti Nagar,
Bus Stop, Nagpur- 440022
VIs.
Party No.2: The General Secretary,
Surasha Rakshak Shramik Sangathan,
(Vidarbha Pradesh), 5/2, Somwaru Quarter,
Near E.S.1. Hospital, Nagpur — 440024.
AWARD
(Dated: 21* August, 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 NEERI Nagpur, M/s. Great Sherlok Ex- Serviceman’s Facility & Security Management Pvt. Ltd and the
applicant, Shri. Uma Pratap Sharma for adjudication vide No. NGP-8(04)/2024-ID(ALCNGP) dt. 31/03/2024, with the
following issues framed: -

“Whether the action of the management of the Great Sherlok Ex-Servicemen facility & Security
Management Private Limited (Contractor of National Environment Engineering Research Institute,
Nagpur) in terminating the service of their workman Shri. Uma Pratap Sharma & others workmen, is
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the Union/Workmen are entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Both the parties absent despite service of notices. No Statement of Claim and Written
Statement have been filed by the parties till today. No other evidence has been filed by the petitioner to prove his
case. The petitioner is not coming to the court despite service of notices. It appears that the petitioner is not
interested to contest the case further more. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered.
ORDER

“The action of the management of the Great Sherlok Ex-Servicemen facility & Security Management
Private Limited (Contractor of National Environment Engineering Research Institute, Nagpur) in terminating
the service of their workman Shri. Uma Pratap Sharma & others workmen, is legal and justified. The
Union/Workmen are not entitled to any relief.”

(Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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S.0. 1687.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/20/2022-23) 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 Superintending Archaeologist (I/C), Archaeological Survey of India Nagpur;The
Sr. Conservation Assistant Archeological Survey of India and Shri. Maroti L. Choudhary, Maharastra.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/201-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No. CGIT/NGP/20/2022-23 Date: 29.08.2025.
Party No.1: The Superintending Archaeologist (1/C),

Archaeological Survey of India Nagpur &
The Sr. Conservation Assistant Archeological
Survey of India, Purtatva 2" Floor Bunglow
No. 11, Seminary Hills.
VIs.
Party No.2: Shri. Maroti L. Choudhary,
Gautam Nagar Ward Near Mahakali,
Temple, Chandrapur, MH -442401
AWARD
(Dated: 29" August, 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 The Superintending Archaeologist (I/C), Archaeological Survey of India Nagpur & The Sr. Conservation
Assistant Archeological Survey of India & and the applicant, Shri. Maroti L. Choudhary for adjudication vide No.
ALCH-8(05)/2022-1D dt. 16.06.2022, with the following issues framed: -

“Whether the demand of the workman Shri Maroti L. Choudhary for re-instatement in services as
Casual Labour (in the establishment of Archaeological Survey of India), is legal and justified? If yes, to
what relief the Union/Workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent. From perusal of record, it is apparent that both parties are not
responding and attending the court since 04.04.2023. Accidently, on 13.11.2024 leaned counsel for the petitioner
was present but today both parties are absent. The petitioner has not filed his Statement of Claim till today. No other
evidence has been filed by the petitioner to prove his case. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered.
ORDER

“The demand of the workman Shri Maroti L. Choudhary for re-instatement in services as Casual Labour
(in the establishment of Archaeological Survey of India), 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 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1688.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/27/2024) 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 Human Resource Officer, M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Nagpur and The President, Center
of Indian Trade Union, Amrawati.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/202-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No. CGIT/NGP/27/2024 Date: 28.08.2025.
Party No.1: The Human Resource Officer,

M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd.,

17/2, IT Park, Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar

Road, Nagpur - 440022

Vis.
Party No.2: The President,
Center of Indian Trade Union,
2" Floor, Jaipurwala Tower, Gandhi,
Square, Amrawati - 444605.
AWARD
(Dated: 28" August, 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 M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar Road, Nagpur and the applicant, Shri. Prakash
Surpaithankar and Shri. Anil Pradhan for adjudication vide No. NGP-8(08)/2024-1D (RLCNGP) dt. 01/10/2024, with the
following issues framed: -

“Whether the action of the management of M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar
Road, Nagpur in terminating the service of their workman Shri. Prakash Surpaithankar and Shri. Anil
Pradhan W.E.F. 05.10.2023 is just, fair and legal? If not, to what relief the Union/Workmen are entitled
to?”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent despite service of notices. The petitioner has not filed his
Statement of Claim till today. No other evidence has been filed by the petitioner to prove his case. Claim of the
petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered.
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ORDER

“The action of the management of M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar Road,
Nagpur in terminating the service of their workman Shri. Prakash Surpaithankar and Shri. Anil Pradhan W.E.F.
05.10.2023 is just, fair and legal. The Union/Workmen are not entitled to any relief.”

(Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1689.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/28/2024) 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 Human Resource Officer, M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Nagpur and The President, Center
of Indian Trade Union, Amrawati.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/204-1R (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,

CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No. CGIT/NGP/28/2024 Date: 28.08.2025.
Party No.1: The Human Resource Officer,

M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd.,
17/2, IT Park, Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar
Road, Nagpur - 440022
VI/s.
Party No.2: The President,
Center of Indian Trade Union,
2" Floor, Jaipurwala Tower, Gandhi,

Square, Amrawati - 444605.
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AWARD
(Dated: 28™ August, 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 M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar Road, Nagpur and the applicant, Shri.
Washim Khan Pathan for adjudication vide No. NGP-8(10)/2024-1D (RLCNGP) dt. 01/10/2024, with the following
issues framed: -

“Whether the action of the management of M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar
Road, Nagpur in terminating the service of their workman Shri. Washim Khan Pathan W.E.F.
01.08.2023 is just, fair and legal? If not, to what relief the Union/Workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent despite service of notices. The petitioner has not filed his
Statement of Claim till today. No other evidence has been filed by the petitioner to prove his case. Claim of the
petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered.
ORDER

“The action of the management of M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar Road,
Nagpur in terminating the service of their workman Shri. Washim Khan Pathan W.E.F. 01.08.2023 is just, fair
and legal. The Union/Workman is not entitled to any relief.”

(Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1690.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/29/2024) 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 Human Resource Officer, M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Nagpur and The President, Center
of Indian Trade Union, Amrawati.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/205-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No. CGIT/NGP/29/2024 Date: 13.08.2025.
Party No.1: The Human Resource Officer,

M/s. Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd.,
17/2, IT Park, Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar
Road, Nagpur - 440022
Vis.
Party No.2: The President,
Center of Indian Trade Union,
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2" Floor, Jaipurwala Tower, Gandhi
Square, Amravati - 444605
AWARD
(Dated: 13" August, 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 M/s. Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd and the applicant, Shri. Hemant Shilankar and Shri. Sanjay Mohadikar
for adjudication vide No. NGP/08(07)/2024-1D (RLCNGP) dt. 01/10/2024, with the following issues framed: -

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd in terminating the service
of the workman Shri. Hemant Shilankar And Shri. Sanjay Mohadikar W.E.F. 05.10.2023 is just, fair and
legal? If not, to what relief the union/workmen are entitled to?

2. Case is called out. Both the parties are absent. From perusal of record, it is apparent that the
notices have been served to the parties respectively but despite service of notices they are not present before the
court. The petitioner has not filed statement of claim till date. The petitioner has also not filed any other evidence to
prove his case. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered.
ORDER

“The action of the management of M/s. Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd in terminating the service of the
workman Shri. Hemant Shilankar And Shri. Sanjay Mohadikar W.E.F. 05.10.2023 is just, fair and legal. The
workman is not entitled to any relief”.

(Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1691.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/30/2024) 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 Human Resource Officer, M/s Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Nagpur and The President, Center
of Indian Trade Union, Amrawati.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/206-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No. CGIT/NGP/30/2024 Date: 19.08.2025.
Party No.1: The Human Resource Officer,

M/s. Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd.,
17/2, IT Park, Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar
Road, Nagpur — 4400022.
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VIs.
Party No.2: The President,
Centre of Indian Trade Union,
2nd Floor, Jaipurwala Tower, Gandhi
Square, Amravati - 444605
AWARD
(Dated: 19" August, 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 Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Prasodi, Gayatri Nagar Road, Nagpur and the applicant, Shri. Laxman
Marode for adjudication vide No. NGP/8(05)/2024-ID(RLCNGP) dt. 01/10/2024, with the following issues framed: -

“Whether the action of the management of Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar Road,
Nagpur in terminating the service of the workman Shri. Laxman Marode W.E.F. 05.10.2023 is just, fair
and legal? If not, to what relief the Union/Workman is entitled to?

2. Case is called out. Both parties are absent, despite service of notices, petitioner has not filed his Statement of
Claim till date. No other evidence has been filed by the petitioner to prove his case. Claim of the petitioner is not proved.
So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered.
ORDER

“The action of the management of Pratap Technocrates Pvt. Ltd., Parsodi, Gayatri Nagar Road, Nagpur
in terminating the service of the workman Shri. Laxman Marode W.E.F. 05.10.2023 is just, fair and legal. The
workman is not entitled to any relief.

(Justice (RETD.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
¢ fawelt, 15 v, 2025
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1692.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/39/2022-23) 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 HR Head, Tata Consultancy Services Ltd., Nagpur and Shri. Pawan Singh, Nagpur.

[No. L-42025/07/2025/203-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,

CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No. CGIT/NGP/39/2022-23 Date: 29.08.2025.
Party No.1: The HR Head,

Tata Consultancy Services Ltd.,

Mihan SEZ, Village — Dahegaon,
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Survey No. 72, Post — Khapri,
Nagpur - 440013.

VIs.
Party No.2: Shri. Pawan Singh,
Plot No. 61 Narmada Society,
Mahadev Ashram, Gorewada,
Nagpur - 440013
AWARD

(Dated: 29" August, 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 The HR Head, Tata Consultancy Services Ltd., Mihan SEZ, Village — Dahegaon, Survey No. 72, Post —
Khapri, Nagpur & and the applicant, Shri. Pawan Singh for adjudication vide No. NGP/7(02)/2023-1D dt. 07.02.2023,
with the following issues framed: -

“Whether the workman (Shri Pawan Singh) was terminated from the services or forced to resign without
assigning any reason on 15.12.2021 by the management (Tata Consultancy Services Ltd.)? If so whether
the action of the management is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

2. Case is called out. Shri. Rahul Pulewar, Legal Compliance Officer is present on behalf of respondent today
in court but on repeated calls no one is present on behalf of petitioner. Although, Statement of Claim and Written
Statement has been filed by the parties respectively but no other evidence has been filed by the petitioner to prove
his case. The 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 termination of workman Shri Pawan Singh on 15.12.2021 was legal and justified. The workman is
not entitled to any relief.”

(Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1693.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP/12/2022-23) 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 Regional Executive Director, IRD, Mumbai; The Chief General Manager, NTPC, Nagpur; The
General Manager, M/s Utility Powertech Ltd, Ground Floor, Nagpur; Shri S.K. Singh, Chief Medical Officer,
Ayush Hospital, Nagpur;The Manager, M/s Gauri Infotech, Nagpur;The Manager, M/s Gauri Infotech, Nagpur
and The President, Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh, Nagpur.

[No. L-42011/184/2022-1R (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No.CGIT/NGP/12/2022-23 Date: 03.07.2025.
Party No.1: 1. The Regional Executive Director, IRD,

NTPC Ltd., 2" Floor, Samradhi Venture Park,
MIDC Marol, Andheri (East), Chakla,
Mumbai — 400093.

2. The Chief General Manager,

NTPC, Mouda, Tah. — Mouda,
Nagpur — 441104,

3. The General Manager,

M/s Utility Powertech Ltd, Ground Floor,
Shopping Complex, Utkarsh Nagar, Mouda,
PO: Mouda, Nagpur — 441104,

4. shri S.K. Singh, Chief Medical Officer,
Ayush Hospital, NTPC Mouda, Nagpur,
Pin —441100.

5. The Manager,

M/s Gauri Infotech,
73, Shrikrishna Nagar, Nagpur — 440008.

6. The Manager,

M/s Gauri Infotech,

NTPC Mouda, Tah. — Mouda,

Nagpur — 441104,

Vis.

Party No.2: The President,
Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh,
House of Sh. Prem Rodekar, Tarsa Road,
Kanhan, Tah-Parseoni,
Nagpur-441404.
AWARD
(Dated: 03" July, 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 NTPC Mouda, M/s Gauri Infotech, Nagpur, and their
workman Miss Shabnam Khan, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-42011/184/2022 (IR(DU) dated 03.06.2022, with
the following schedule:-
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“Whether the disengagement of Miss Shabnam Khan as physiotherapist w.e.f. 29.11.2020 by the
management of M/s Gauri Infotech, Nagpur as raised by Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh, Nagpur
vide letter dated 10.02.2021 is proper, legal and justified? If not, to what relief including reinstatement
the disputant is entitled and what directions, if any, are necessary in the matter?

2. Case is called out. Learned Counsel for the respondent No. 3 Shri A.K. Neware is present before the Court. No
one is present on behalf of the petitioner as well as rest of the respondents despite service of notices. No statement of
claim and written statement have been filed by the parties respectively till today. Petitioner is not coming to the Court
since 07.07.2022 It appears that petitioner is not interested to contest the case further more. Claim of the petitioner is not
proved. So, it is closed.

Hence, it is ordered.
ORDER

The disengagement of Miss Shabnam Khan as physiotherapist w.e.f. 29.11.2020 by the management of
M/s Gauri Infotech, Nagpur as raised by Mouda Vij Prakalp Mazdoor Sangh, Nagpur vide letter dated
10.02.2021 is proper, legal and justified. The disputant is not entitled to any relief.

(Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
¢ fawelt, 15 foawarT, 2025

FIT. 1694, —3=trT foars sfefaam, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) & =T 17 F A0 |, Feald
v #ad gde Refaea ve fntds weae f[iftes, e, ghamm, Sroasme, agr swem, et +
THEA F Hag A e T e AR, et F S sy § iy =0 aw st atdwr-
8- 90 AATad-1 95 faodt d=e(H@aH §=a1 106/2018) 1 SiET o stqeus & fe@mar = 8, Teraa
FAT |

[F. ©ei-42012/76/2017-ArE17 (317)]

T, 3T Fes

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1694.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 106/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court — I New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
M/s Varsed Detective and Securities Pvt. Ltd., Gurgaon, Haryana; DMRC, Metro Bhawan, Delhi and
Sh. Kapil Kumar, Delhi.

[No. L-42012/76/2017-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT DELHI -1,
NEW DELHI.
1D No0.106/2018

Sh. Kapil Kumar S/o Sh. Nand Lal, R/o H.No. 144, First Floor, Gali No.5, Nehru Gali, F-2 Block, West Sant Nagar,
Buradi, Delhi-110084.

...Claimant
Versus

1. M/s Varsed Detective and Securities Pvt. Ltd., Plot No. 61, First Floor, Sector-18, Maruti Industrial Area Opposite
HIPA, Gurgaon, Haryana.

2. DMRC, Metro Bhawan, Fire Brigade Lane, Barakhamba Road, Delhi-110001.

...Management
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AWARD

1. In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No-L-42012/76/2017
(IR(DU)) dated 29.01.2018 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Act, for
adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under:

SCHEDULE

‘Whether the services of Sh. Kapil Kumar S/o Sh. Nand Lal from establishment of Delhi Metro Rail
Corporation (DMRC) have been terminated illegally and/or unjustifiably by M/s Varsed Detective and
Securities Pvt. Ltd. and if so, what relief is he entitled to and what directions are necessary in this respect?’

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file statement
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of
the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute.
Claim statement was filed on behalf of the claimant.

3. rebuttal written statement was also filed by both the managements. Thereafter, issues were framed. After that,
none appeared on behalf of the claimant despite serving notice to substantiate his claim.

4. Hence, in these circumstances this tribunal has no option except to pass the no dispute award. No dispute award
is passed accordingly. File is consigned to the record room. A copy of this award is hereby send to the appropriate
government for notification under section 17 of the 1.D. Act, 1947.

Date: 18.07.2025
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

7% feeety, 15 forqwae, 2025

FTT. 1695 —r=iirs Brara sfaffow, 1947 (1947 #1 14) ¥ 4T 17 %A@ §, Fedl
T e, qEa g oo s, a2 Rt e, 799 e R, 1ene; e aikEser
wereeh, faeeft AT X ST, 7% fawft F Jaed? & dag Harsh i =T goare f6g a7 37, ket &
= aqay § [y =g 9w swnte afgwr- gg- 9w AEer-1 92 Gt 99 (@ad
H=AT 169/2018) T ST o Sqera H R@TET 47 8, TRTiad el g |

[€. Ta-42011/154/2017-3=3 (317)]

T, 3T Feas

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1695.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 169/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court — I New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
The Director, Larsen & Toubro Ltd., New Delhi ; The Director, M/s Excel Security, Gurgaon; Chief Project
Manager, Delhi Metro Rail Corporation, New Delhi and Sh. Brijpal Singh & 7 others, Delhi..

[No. L-42011/154/2017-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT DELHI -1,
NEW DELHI.
ID No0.169/2018
Sh. Brijpal Singh & 7 others Through Pragatisheel Mazdoor Sangh 1-148 & 161, Karampura, Delhi-110016.
...Claimant
Versus
The Director, Larsen & Toubro Ltd., CC-17 Project, 15, Shivaji Marg, New Delhi-110015.
The Director, M/s Excel Security, Excel House, MG Road, Sukrali, Gurgaon, Haryana-122001.

Chief Project Manager, Delhi Metro Rail Corporation, Opp. Inderlok Metro Station, Shahzada Bagh,
New Delhi-110035.

...Management
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AWARD

1. In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter
No-L-42011/154/2017 (IR(DU)) dated 06.04.2018 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10
of the Act, for adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under:

SCHEDULE

“Whether the workmen Sh. Brijjpal Singh and seven others (Listed in Part-11 of FoC), employed as Security
Guards/Gunmen from 01.08.2014 to 28.07.2015 by M/s Excel Security under the contract with M/s Larsen &
Toubro Ltd. in the establishment of CPM-2, Delhi Metro Rail Corporation have been illegally and/or
unjustifiably terminated? If so, what relief is the workmen entitled to and what directions are necessary in this
respect?”

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file statement
of claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of
the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute.
Claim statement was filed. Rebuttal written statement was also filed Management No. 1 and 3.

3. After that, none appeared on behalf of the claimant to substantiate his claim.

4. Hence, in these circumstances this tribunal has no option except to pass the no dispute award. No dispute award
is passed accordingly. File is consigned to the record room. A copy of this award is hereby send to the appropriate
government for notification under section 17 of the I.D. Act, 1947.

Date: 30.05.2025
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

7% feeety, 15 forawae, 2025

F.IT. 1696.—3=TRT faars stferfaam, 1947 (1947 FT1 14) &1 a1 17 & TTA0T |, Feald

T YA, TFATY Fq B TROT wiwsy, T8 Reell F waerd= F dag [t o siwdt i, 78
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241/2018) =T ST o srqaw® | @ =T 8, 19T et g |

[F. Tei-42012/66/2017-ArE3T (317)]

T, 3T Feas

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1696.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 241/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court — I New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
The Principal, Raj Kumari Amrit Kaur College of Nursing, New Delhi and Mrs. Roji, New Delhi.

[No. L-42012/66/2017-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT DELHI -1,
NEW DELHI.
ID No0.241/2018
Mrs. Roji W/o Sh. Pradeep Sahota, R/o House No. 8-A/93, DDA, Janta Flats, Trilokpuri, New Delhi-110024.

...Claimant
Versus
The Principal, Raj Kumari Amrit Kaur College of Nursing, Lajpat Nagar-1V, New Delhi-110024.
...Management
AWARD
1. In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No-L-42012/66/2017

(IR(DU)) dated 28.08.2018 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Act, for
adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under:
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SCHEDULE

‘Whether the services of the workman Mrs. Roji W/o Sh. Pradeep Sahota who was working on the post of
warden w.e.f. 16.08.2013 have been terminated w.e.f. 21.12.2015 illegally and/or unjustifiably by the
Management (Principal, Raj Kumari Amrit Kaur College of Nursing Lajpat Nagar, New Delhi), and if so to
what relief is she entitled and what directions are necessary in this respect?’

2. In the reference order, the appropriate Government commanded the parties raising the dispute to file statement of
claim, complete with relevant documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of
the reference order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim to the opposite parties involved in the dispute.
Claim statement was filed on behalf of the claimant.

3. Rebuttal written statement was also filed by the management. Thereafter, claimant stopped appearing to substantiate
her claim.

4. Hence, in these circumstances this tribunal has no option except to pass the no dispute award. No dispute award is
passed accordingly. File is consigned to the record room. A copy of this award is hereby send to the appropriate
government for notification under section 17 of the 1.D. Act, 1947.

Date: 21.07.2025
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

7% feeety, 15 forawae, 2025

F.IT. 1697 —3i=trT foars sfefaaw, 1947 (1947 F1 14) &1 a1 17 F TA0T |, Feald
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[€. TaI-42011/69/2018-3mET (31)]

AT, 3T Feers

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2025

S.0. 1697.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 297/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum
Labour Court — I New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to
Regional Director, Indira Gandhi National Open University, Regional Center-Il, Raj Ghat, New Delhi and Sh.
Pardeep Kumar, Delhi.

[No. L-42011/69/2018-IR (DU)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT DELHI -1,
NEW DELHI.
ID No. 297/2018

Sh. Pardeep Kumar S/o Sh. Sohan Lal, rept. through General Udyog Karamchari Union, B-82, Gali No. 7, West Karawal
Nagar, Delhi-110094.

...Claimant
Versus
Regional Director, Indira Gandhi National Open University, Regional Center-11, Raj Ghat, New Delhi-110002.
...Management
AWARD

1. In the present case, a reference was received from the appropriate Government vide letter No-L-42011/69/2018
(IR(DU)) dated 25.10.2018 under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Act, for
adjudication of a dispute, terms of which are as under:
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SCHEDULE

““Whether the claim of the union against the termination of services of Sh. Pardeep Kumar, attendant group D
w.e.f. 25.04.2017 (Working since 2.5.2013) upon the management of Regional Center-I1, Raj Ghat, New Delhi
and demand of reinstatement with full back wages with continuity of services along with all other attendant
benefits is legal and justified? If so, what benefits he is entitled to and what directions are necessary in the
case?”

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

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was sent to the workman as well as the management. Both parties had put
their appearances through Shri Pradeep Kaushik and Ms. Harsh Chachra respectively. However, claimant had not filed
statement of claim. On 30.01.2019, it was submitted on behalf of the claimant that claimant had filed an application
before the appropriate Government for correction of name of the union. However, no corrigendum has been received.
Claimant has not been appearing in this tribunal since the year 2021 though, notice was issued to him for appearance.

4. In these circumstances, when the claimant is not pursuing his case, this Tribunal is left with no choice, except to
pass a ‘No Dispute/Claim’ award. Let this award be sent to the appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 of
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication.

Date: 05.08.2025
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

7% faeelt, 16 forawaw, 2025

FIM. 1698.—=ilEifies  fdare Srf0-=™, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @I ORI 17 & R H, D=
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[€. Ta-22011/7/2017-3T<31< (F. TH.-11)]

AT, 3T Feers

New Delhi, the 16th September, 2025

S.0. 1698.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 20/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, Chandigarh-2 as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of Food
Corporation of India and their workmen received by the Central Government on 08/09/2025

[No. L-22011/7/2017—- IR (CM-I1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1l, CHANDIGARH
(Present:- Mr. Kamal Kant, Presiding Officer).
ID No0.20/2017
Registered on:-21.03.2018

Food Corporation of India Shramik Union, through its General Secretary, 2715, 2™ floor, Gali No.7, Chuna Mandi, Near
Sangatrashan Police Chowki, Paharganj, New Delhi-110055.
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Versus
1. The General Manager, Food Corporation of India, Regional Office, Sector 31-A Bay No0.34-38, Chandigarh.
2. Area Manager, FCI, District Office, SCO 48, Ladowali Road, Jalandhar City-144001.

----Respondents
Present:- Sh. S C Gupta, AR for union.
None for respondent no.1 and 2.

Award : 25.07.2025

Central Government vide Notification No.L-22011/7/2017 (IR(CM-I1I) dated 28.02.2018, under 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 the action of the management of FCI in converting FCI, FSD, Banga and its concerned Rail Head
and Nawanshahar railhead working under departmental workers system into contract labour system and
removing departmental labour from there is legal, fair and justified? If not, what relief the union and
workmen are entitled to and from which date?”

1. The matter is fixed for cross examination of witness of union. However, today, AR for union vide his separate
statement stated that as per telephonically instructions from the General Secretary of the Union Mr. Umesh Gupta, he
withdraws the present reference. The same may be returned to the Ministry as withdrawn.

2. In view of the statement of AR for union, 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

T2 faeelt, 16 Aawaw, 2025
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New Delhi, the 16th September, 2025

S.0. 1699.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.No. 80/2014,81/2014,82/2014,83/2014,84/2014/85/2014,86/2014 and
87/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court,Chandigarh-1 as shown in the
Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of Military Hospital,Ambala Cantt, and their workmen
received by the Central Government on 08/09/2025

[No. L-14012/06/2014-IR (DU)]
[No. L-14012/07/2014-IR (DU)]
[No. L-14012/08/2014-IR (DU)]
[No. L-14012/09/2014-IR (DU)]
[No. L-14012/10/2014-IR (DU)]
[No. L-14012/11/2014-IR (DU)]
[No. L-14012/12/2014-IR (DU)]
[No. L-14012/13/2014-IR (DU)]

SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I, CHANDIGARH.
Presiding Officer: Sh. Brajesh Kumar Gautam, H.J.S.

1. ID No. 80/2014, Registered on 09.05.2014, Tila Rani W/o Sh. Vishnu Bahadur, R/o H.N0.658, Housing Board
Colony, Sector 7, Ambala City, Haryana. Arising out of Reference No.L-14012/06/2014-1R (DU) dated 30.04.2014.

2. 1D No. 81/2014, Registered on 09.05.2014, Sunita W/o Sh. Vinod Kumar R/o H.No0.249, B.C, Bazaz, Ambala City.
Avrising out of Reference No.L-14012/07/2014-IR (DU) dated 30.04.2014.

3. ID No. 82/2014, Registered on 09.05.2014, Meena W/o Sh. Raj Kumar R/o H.N0.152, Durand Road, Near Church,
MES Pain Tanki, Ambala Cantt, Ambala, Haryana. Arising out of Reference No.L-14012/08/2014-IR (DU) dated
30.04.2014.

4. 1D No. 83/2014, Registered on 09.05.2014, Kirna W/o Sh. Naresh Kumar R/o H.No.751, Sikligar Mohalla, Ram
Bag Road, Ambala Cantt, Ambala, Haryana. Arising out of Reference No.L-14012/09/2014-IR (DU) dated
30.04.2014.

5. ID No. 84/2014, Registered on 09.05.2014, Seema W/o Sh. Rajesh Kumar R/o H.No0.47, Shalimar Bag Road,
Ambala Cantt, Ambala, Haryana. Arising out of Reference No.L-14012/10/2014-IR (DU) dated 30.04.2014.

6. ID No. 85/2014, Registered on 09.05.2014, Soma Devi W/o Sh. Ramesh Kumar R/o H.No0.101, Topkhana Bazar,
Ambala Cantt., Ambala Haryana. Arising out of Reference No.L-14012/11/2014-IR (DU) dated 30.04.2014.

7. ID No. 86/2014, Registered on 09.05.2014, Sushma W/o Sh. Rajesh Kumar R/o H.No0.733, Sikligar Mohalla,
Ambala Cantt, Ambala, Haryana. Arising out of Reference No.L-14012/12/2014-IR (DU) dated 30.04.2014.

8. ID No. 87/2014, Registered on 09.05.2014, Geeta Rani W/o Sh. Arun Kumar R/o H.No.747, Ram Bag Road,
Ambala Cantt, Ambala, Haryana. Arising out of Reference No.L-14012/13/2014-IR (DU) dated 30.04.2014.

........... Workmen
Versus
The commandant, Military Hospital, Ambala Cantt., Ambala (Haryana).

........ Management

Sh. Bir Singh Pathania AR for Workman

Ms. Veena Bhutani AR for Management
Judgment reserved on 17" July, 2025
Judgment Pronounced on 14™ August, 2025
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JUDGMENT/ AWARD

1. Above noted all industrial dispute cases have arisen and registered on the basis of similar nature of References
as received from the Government of India, Labour Ministry. In all these cases the opposite party is same, cause of action
also similar and same set of facts have been pleaded in respective claim statements of the workmen, therefore these all
seven Industrial Dispute cases are being decided by a common Judgment/ Award.

2. It is also important to be noted that all these cases which were registered on ot May in the year 2014 on the
basis of separate references of similar nature and of same date i.e. 30.04.2014 raising same issue of legality and fairness
in respect of termination of services of above noted workmen by the management of Military Hospital, Ambala Cantt,
Haryana. It is to be noted that vide order dated 25.08.2015 above noted all the Industrial Dispute Cases were
consolidated making ID Case No0.80/2014 titled as Tila Rani Versus Military Hospital as leading case.

3. The case of Workmen/ Petitioners- From the perusal of individual claim statements in these cases it appears
that workmen Tila Rani was appointed on 01.01.2007 , Sunita appointed on 05.06.2008, Meena appointed on
01.08.2006, Kirna appointed on 01.08.2006, Seema appointed on 01.08.2006, Soma Devi appointed on 03.09.2006,
Sushma appointed on 02.02.2007 and Geeta Rani appointed on 03.08.2006 as Ward Sahayika on different dates noted
hereinabove on temporary basis. The services of workmen with the respondent/ management were on daily wages basis
but they worked without any break for several years and were paid less than the prescribed rates. They were assured at
the time of initial appointment/ joining that they could be regularized as and when vacancies sanctioned. The Military
Hospital was taking work for 9 hours a day from 8:00 AM to 17:00 PM. No steps were taken to regularize their services
although regular post of Ward Sahayikas were existing. The workmen/ petitioners made several representations before
Military Hospital Authorities from time to time to enhance the wages and regularize but refused. Military Hospital
Authorities were requested several times for enhancement of wages and regularization of services as promised at the
time of joining but every time instead of taking any action on the repeated request the workman were threatened
termination of their services. Further case of workman has been that they approached Labour Welfare Officer cum
Reconciliation Officer and Authority appointed under Minimum Wages Act, 1948, Ambala with a prayer to direct the
Military Hospital to pay minimum rates of wages but prayer has been dismissed for want of jurisdiction by the concerned
authority. Vide letter dated 19.05.2009 a cyclostyled agreement was directed by Military Hospital to be signed by these
workman but said agreement was not signed and submitted, whereupon the workman were threatened with non
regularization and termination of their services. It is further case of workman that on 01.06.2009 these workman received
one line order that their services were terminated w.e.f. 19.05.2009 and they were not allowed to enter into Military
Hospital premises. Neither salary for the month of May, 2009 was given nor any show cause notice was issued and
without holding any enquiry with malafide intention, taking arbitrary action practicing unfair labour practice the
workmen were terminated in gross violation of principle of natural justice. According to these workmen there is no
compliance of provisions contained in Section 25 (F) of the Industrial Dispute Act as neither any notice nor any pay in
lieu of notice was given to them. It is stated in the claim petition that Ward Sahayika who were employed subsequent to
the appointment of these workmen and were junior to them in service have been retained which is in violation of
provisions contained in Section 25 G, 25 H of the Industrial Dispute Act. According to these workmen the termination of
their services is wholly illegal, unlawful, arbitrary, discriminatory and against the Sections 25 F, 25 G, 25 H of the ID
Act as well as against the provisions of Minimum Wages Act and principles of natural justice. In all above noted
Industrial Dispute Cases the Workmen have sought relief of payment of their respective dues ranging from Rs.60,000/-
to Rs.70,000/-, except in case of ID N0.81/2014 (Smt. Sunita), wherein the claim of Rs.28,000/- has been made
alongwith interest @12% per annum from the date when the amount became due till actual payment. Reinstatement with
full back wages has also been prayed in all above noted Industrial Dispute Cases.

4. The case of Management- In response to the notices issued in above noted all the cases, the respondent-
management appeared and contested the claim of these workmen by filing reply/ written statement in all the cases. The
contents of reply/ written statements filed on behalf of contesting management is by and large same in all the above
noted cases. According to the management this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain and try the reference and claim
of the workman as Military Hospital, Ambala is not covered under the definition of Industry as per Industrial Dispute
Act. The claims of workmen are time barred. They were engaged only upto 18.05.2009 as contractual labourer and claim
has been raised in year 2014 which is hopelessly time barred. The further case of management has been that the claim of
workmen is also barred by doctrine of res-judicata, as they have preferred different petitions before different Judicial
Forums and they could not get any relief. According to management these applicants had previously filed a petition
before Central Administrative, Tribunal Bench, Chandigarh on same cause of action and it was dismissed by Central
Administrative Tribunal Bench vide order dated 09.05.2013. Labour Welfare Officer cum Reconciliation Officer and the
authority appointed under Minimum Wages Act, 1948, Ambala had also dismissed the applications of these workers/
workmen for payment of minimum wages vide order dated 30.11.2010. These workmen also approached Assistant
Labour Commissioner, Karnal and the said Assistant Labour Commissioner Central vide order dated 21.02.2014
recorded that no amicable settlement could be arrive between the parties, hence the conciliatory efforts ended in failure.
It is also stated by management that earlier these workmen had filed claim petition under Section 33 C (2) of ID Act,
1947 and same have also been dismissed. While replying to the para wise contents of claimants workman it is stated by
the management in its reply that the workman were engaged purely on temporary and contractual basis. They wilfully
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became absent without any prior intimation and therefore their engagement was terminated. It has been denied by the
management that working hours from 08:00 Hours to 17:00 Hours daily. It is denied by the management that less
payment was made to them. According to management as per agreement the amount was being paid to them. At no point
of time respondent management had promised to regularize them. Further case of management has been that the worker/
workmen were never engaged on regular basis and they were never selected as per rules of Government of India.
Management has denied making of any applications/ representations to the Military Hospital Authorities by these
workmen for enhancement of wages. It is denied that at any point of time Military Hospital Authorities has threated the
workmen for terminating their services as alleged by them in their respective claim petitions. According to contesting
respondent management Military Hospital is not Industry and therefore, question of compliance of Section 25 Industrial
Dispute Act does not arise. It is denied that workmen were terminated with malafide intentions and they were cheated.
The worker/ Workmen had already been paid as per Agreement and work done by them for the period they remained
engaged on temporary basis no cause of action is there in favour of these workmen and they are not entitled for any relief
as prayed by them in respective claim petitions.

5. Notably against the reply/ written statement filed on behalf of contesting management, replications on behalf of
these workmen have been filed reiterating the same factual contents in all the respective replications. It may be however,
noticed that above noted workmen have admitted in their respective replications that they had approached various
judicial forums for redressal of their grievances including application under Section 33 C (2) of the ID Act which were
dismissed.

6. Issues- Since all these cases have arisen on the references received from Ministry of Labour, Government of
India and therefore, the terms of reference itself is the issue for adjudication in present case which may be recast as
follows:-

“Whether the action of the management of the commandant, Military Hospital, Ambala Cantt, Ambala in
terminating the services of above noted workmen w.e.f. 19.05.2009 is just fair & legal? If not, to what relief the
workmen are entitled to?’

7. Evidence- During hearing of these cases although all the above noted workmen have filed their respective
affidavited examination in chief but cross examination of only Tila Rani the workman in leading case ID N0.08/2014 has
been done. Therefore, the evidence of only Tila Rani on behalf of all the workman shall be treated as evidence on record
for the purpose of deciding the present case. It appears that despite the opportunity given no evidence has been adduced
on behalf of management. It may be mentioned that on direction of this Tribunal on an application for summoning
certain records which were in possession of management some of the records have been produced and brought on record
by the management which are marked as Ex. R-1 i.e. (Order of Central Administrative Tribunal dated 09.05.2013), Ex.
R-2 i.e. (Order of Authority under Minimum Wages Act, 1948, Ambala dated 30.11.2010), Ex. R-3 i.e. (Report of
Assistant Labour Commissioner, Central dated 21.02.2014) and Ex. R-4 i.e. (Letter dated 19.05.2009 by Military
Hospital and attendance sheets of all the workman).

8. Arguments of Parties: It has been submitted by Ld. Counsel appearing on behalf of claimants-workmen in all
these cases that the relationship of employer-employees is not denied by respondent management and management has
admitted that these workers/ workmen worked from their date of appointment till they were terminated in May, 20009.
According to Ld. Counsel the services of these workers have been illegally terminated in violation of Section 25 F, 25 G
of the Industrial Dispute Act. The Ld. Counsel for these workmen has heavily placed his reliance upon reported
decisions of Supreme Court reported as Dharangadhara Chemicals Works Ltd. Versus State of Saurashtra, AIR 1957,
Supreme Court Page 264; Ram Singh and Others Versus Union Territory Chandigarh and others, Civil Appeal
No0.3166/2022, decided on 07.11.2003 and in Steel Authority of India Ltd. Versus Union of India and others (2007) 1,
Supreme Court Cases, Page 630. The Ld. Counsel for the workman further argued that Military Hospital is well covered
under the definition of term Industry as the triple test laid down by the Supreme Court in Bangalore Water Supply case
to determine whether an establishment is an Industry or not completely satisfied in the present case. According to Ld.
Counsel the Military Hospital is performing systematic medical and administrative services and hence it is qualified to
be an industry under the Industrial Dispute Act. It is further argued that principle of respondent No.-judicata does not
apply because of dismissal of claim by Central Administrative Tribunal as the order has not been passed on merits.
According to Ld. Counsel similarly before Assistant Labour Commissioner dispute regarding termination and
regularization was raised but no decision has been given on merit only failure of conciliation process has been reported
and therefore principle of res-judicata is not permissible in present case. It is also argued that despite the opportunity
given management has not examined any evidence against the claim of above noted workman. It is also argued that
payment of salary of these claimants have been made out of regimental funds and this fact is admitted by respondent
management and therefore, they cannot deny the due payment of workman for the work they had done. It is further
argued that although the claimants were engaged on a temporary basis as contractual laborers but as per the Government
of India, Ministry of Defense Policy contained in Office Memorandum dated 12.11.2010 casual workers could be
engaged for casual seasons and for which regular post cannot be created. According to Ld. Counsel the respondent
management was adopting unfair labour practice and was not giving equal pay for equal work to these workmen. It is
also argued that Supreme Court decision in Uma Devi case does not override power of Labour Court under Section 30 of
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the Industrial Dispute Act, where violation has been done. According to Ld. Counsel in view of the available material on
the record Act of management be declared as unjust, unfair and illegal and these workmen may be ordered to be
reinstated with full back wages.

9. Per Contra Ld. Counsel appearing on behalf of management argued and submitted that these workers/
workmen are only contractual labourers and not regular appointees. Their services came to an end because of their
absence from duty in year 2009 itself and they have raised dispute in year 2014 which is highly time barred. In addition
to this submission Ld. Counsel for respondent management has also pointed out that Military Hospital is not an Industry
and therefore the claim cannot be entertained by this Tribunal. It is also argued by the Ld. Counsel that the similar nature
of claim raised before Central Administrative Tribunal has already been rejected and these employees/ workman
concealing this fact of rejection by Central Administrative Tribunal has filed the claim petition before this Court which is
itself a ground for rejection of claim. The contract between workers and the management itself was very much clear that
they would be paid only that much amount mentioned in the said contractual agreement and it is wrong to say that there
has been violation of Minimum Wages Act. The Ld. Counsel has also argued that the authority under the Minimum
Wages Act has rightly rejected the claim of these workers. It is further argued that in the evidence on behalf of these
workmen there had been admission of the fact of dismissal of cases by CAT and by Minimum Wages Act-Authority and
there is no other evidence against these documents. It is also pointed out that even one of the workmen who has filed
claim before this Tribunal is already engaged as Peon in Session Court and it is admitted in the cross examination of
Tilla Rani itself, how a claimant who is already in Government Job can raise a claim in the present case. The Ld.
Counsel appearing on behalf of Respondent Management has placed his reliance on reported decisions of Supreme Court
of India the Fertilizers and Chemicals Tranvancore Ltd. & Anr. Versus General Secretary FACT Employees
Association & Ors, Punjab & Haryana High Court decision Avtar Singh Versus State of Punjab, Supreme Court
decision in Rajasthan State Road Transport Versus Bharat Singh Jhala and Supreme Court decision in Nanu Ram
Versus Mahesh Chander. According to Ld. Counsel for the respondent management reference may be dismissed and
workmen in above noted cases are not entitled for any relief.

FINDINGS

10. It is admitted fact that above noted all the workmen were initially given appointment as a Part Time female
Para Medical Staffs on daily wages basis provided they accept the conditions stipulated in the recommendation of the
Board dated 29.07.2006. In the said recommendation of the Board dated 29.07.2006 name of all the above noted
workmen in above noted cases were mentioned. As per the condition No.1 daily wages rate was fixed as Rs.50/- per day.
Other conditions in the said recommendation of Board show that there were no entitlement of any leave or weekly off
and as per condition No.4 all the female Para Medical Staff employed on daily wages were employed for few days only
and appointment will not be converted into temporary/ adhoc/ daily basis or permanent appointment. Further condition in
the said recommendation of appointment shows that these workers were not entitled for any T.A., D.A., House Rent or
any patient care allowance except daily wages fixed by the Hospital Authorities. They were also not entitled for any
service gratuity, Insurance etc. As per stipulation No.7 of the conditions, the job can be terminated without any prior
notice. It appears that knowing all these conditions, the workmen have accepted these terms and conditions and
thereafter, they have been appointed as female paramedical staffs by the Military Hospital. As per documents which are
attendance sheets of these workers it appears that some of them had worked from Month of September, 2006 and others
from January, 2007 but they worked only upto 20.05.2009. The attendance sheet of Month of May, 2009 shows that
workman Tila Rani became absent from 11.05.2009 before passing the Termination Order, so far as claim of payment of
less amount than minimum wage is concerned the recommendation for appointment itself shows that only Rs.50/- per
day shall be daily wages and therefore it can’t be said that it was payment against Minimum Wages Act. It appears that
the competent authority under Minimum Wages Act, 1948 Ambala had rejected claim of all these workmen for payment
of Minimum Wages vide order dated 30.11.2010 and this order of rejection has been brought on record as Ex.R-2 which
is admitted by all the workmen also. It further appears that all these workmen had approached Central Administrative
Tribunal by filing case N0.532-HR-2011 and they had pleaded before Central Administrative Tribunal that these
applicants are daily wagers and they had applied for quashment of steps under way at the hands of respondent to make
direct recruitment to the post on which they were working before their termination by impugned order dated 19.05.2009.
The Central Administrative Tribunal Bench, Chandigarh presided over by Hon’ble Justice Mr. S.D. Anand Judicial
Member and Hon’ble Mr. Ranbir Singh Administrative Member has held vide Paragraph 10 of the Decision dated
09.05.2013 that ‘there is plethora of documentation to prove that the applicants herein came to be appointed as Daily
Wagers. There is not even an averment, much less proof thereof, that their appointment came about in pursuance of a
public notice. By the very nature of things, ad-hoc/contractual/ daily wage appointment of the indicated category are
made in order to meet the requirement in a given case. Regularization of their services may come about only in
pursuance of a policy formulation at the hands of the Competent Authority. There is no such policy framed by the
competent authority in this case. For that reason as well, we do not find any merit in the claim raised by the applicant
herein’.

11. From the Judgment of Central Administrative Tribunal Bench Chandigarh it is clear that order of termination as
well as their prayer for prohibiting the respondent management from recruitment to the posts have been well considered
and has been rejected and therefore submission on behalf of workman that order of Central Administrative Tribunal was
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not on merit cannot be accepted. Not only this as pointed out hereinabove even their claim for minimum wages before
the competent authority under Minimum Wages Act is also rejected. It appears that the orders passed by competent
authority under Minimum Wages Act and the order of Central Administrative Tribunal became final as there is nothing
on record to show that these orders were further challenged before any Forum. So far as claim of workmen before this
Tribunal is concerned. It is not stated specifically or proved by these workmen that their initial appointment was in
pursuance to a public notice as the establishment where they were recommended to work as Ward Sahayika/ female Para
Medical Staff is a Central Government Defense Ministry controlled establishment and any appointment without any
public notice is in violation of Article 14 & 16 of Constitution of India. Apart from it the recommendation of Board
which is contained in Ex. R-4 shows that the recommendation for appointment as a part time female para medical staff
was made only for few days and was on a fixed daily wage basis at the rate of Rs.50/- per day. The recommendation
itself stipulated a condition that services can be terminated without any prior notice by the Hospital Authorities. In above
view of the matter these workmen/ claimants are not entitled to any relief and the action by respondent management in
terminating services of these workmen is held not to be illegal. In the reported decision of High Court of Punjab &
Haryana, Chandigarh-CWP N0.20093-2003 date of decision 05.04.2022 Avtar Singh Versus State of Punjab it has been
held that where employees appointed on contractual basis without any advertisement do not have right to regularization.
The office memorandum of Government of India, Ministry of Defense dated 12.11.2010 after referring earlier office
memorandum dated 11.12.2006 has clearly states that casual workers and persons on daily wages should not be recruited
for work of regular nature, however, they could be engaged only for work of causal or seasonal or intermittent nature or
for work which is not for full time wager for which regular post cannot be created. In the present case it appears that the
competent authorities has created regular posts and had taken step to make recruitment to those posts which were
challenged by these workmen before Central Administrative Tribunal but there challenge was rejected. It is clear from
the claim statements that concealing their earlier judicial proceedings taken by them for their grievance, the present claim
petition has been filed, however, they have admitted in their evidence that they had earlier approached Central
Administrative Tribunal also for the same relief. In above view of the matter it can be held that these workmen have not
approached this Tribunal with clean hands and on this ground itself their claim can be held to be not maintainable and
liable to be rejected.

12. In the light of discussion made hereinabove and in the facts and circumstances of the present cases, all the
references of similar nature of same date as noted in title of cases hereinabove are decided against the workmen/
claimants and it is held that no illegality has been committed by respondent management in passing the impugned
termination order dated 19.05.2009.

13. It is therefore-

ORDERED

That all the above noted ID Cases ID No. ID No. 80/2014- Tila Rani, ID No. 81/2014- Sunita, ID No. 82/2014- Meena,
ID No. 83/2014- Kirna, ID No. 84/2014- Seema, ID No. 85/2014- Soma Devi, ID No. 86/2014- Sushma, ID No. 87/2014
Geeta Rani are being dismissed without passing any award in favour of respective claimants-workmen.

14. Let copy of this award be sent to the Appropriate Government as required under Section 17 of the Act for
publication.

Dated: 14.08.2025
B.K. GAUTAM, Presiding Officer

T2 foeett, 16 frawae, 2025
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New Delhi, the 16th September, 2025

S.0. 1700.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 10/2022-23) 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 9/09/2025.

[No. L-22012/55/2022— IR (CM-II)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
BEFORE SHRI SHIV SHANKER PRASAD PRESIDING OFFICER,
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR

Case No. CGIT/NGP/10/22-23 Date: 18.08.2025.
Party No.1: The Sub Area Manager,

Silewara Sub — Area of WCL,
Po- Silewara, Distt. — Nagpur.
Pin- 441107
Vis.
Party No.2: The General Secretary, Rastrhiya Koyala
Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC),
Head Office — WCL Headquarter Complex,
Telankhedi Road, Nagpur- 440001
AWARD
(Dated: 18" August, 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 Western Coalfields Limited and the applicant, Shri. Nikhil Sudhakar Kakde for adjudication vide
No. L-22012/55/2022 IR(CR-I1) dt. 03/06/2022, with the following issues framed: -

for granting employment to Shri. Nikhil Sudhakar Kakde dependent Son of Late Sudhakar Ramjee on
compassionate ground under the provision s of the NCWA is legal and justified? If yes, to what relief
dependent of Late Sudhakar Ramjee is entitled to?

2. Case is called out. Shri. Shishir Dongre learned counsel has put his appearance on behalf of respondent
and filed his Vakalatnama today in court, which is taken on record but, none is present on behalf of petitioner. From
perusal of record, it is apparent that petitioner is not responding and attending the court since 13/10/2022 and no
statement of claim has been filed by the petitioner till date. The petitioner has not filed any other evidence to prove his
case. Claim of the petitioner is not proved. So, it is closed

Hence, it is ordered.
ORDER

“The demand of the Union {Rastriya Koyla Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC)} for granting employment to

Shri. Nikhil Sudhakar Kakde dependent Son of Late Sudhakar Ramjee on compassionate ground under the

provision s of the NCWA is illegal and unjustified. The dependent of Late Sudhakar Ramjee is not entitled to any
relief”.

Justice (Retd.) SHIV SHANKER PRASAD, Presiding Officer
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New Delhi, the 16th September, 2025

S.0. 1701.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Reference.l.D. No. 21/2019) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
E.C.L. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 8/9/2025.

[No. L-22012/24/2019- IR (CM-II)]
SALONI, 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. 21 OF 2019
PARTIES: Supal Bouri
Son of late Sital Bouri
Vs.
Management of Nabo Kajora Colliery, Kajora Area of M/s. ECL

REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Workman: Mr. Milan Kumar Bandyopadhyay, Advocate
For the Management of ECL.: Mr. P.K. Das, Advocate
INDUSTRY: Coal.
STATE: West Bengal.
Dated: 22.07.2025
AWARD

On failure of conciliation proceeding, the Government of India through the Ministry of Labour, 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), vide its Order No. L-22012/24/2019-IR(CM-I1) dated 19.03.2019 has been pleased to refer the
following dispute between the employer, that is the Management of Ghanashyam Colliery of Eastern Coalfields Limited
(hereinafter referred as ECL) and their workman for adjudication by this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management in denial of employment to Sri Supal Bouri Son of Late Sital Bouri,
Ex-Looseman of Ghanashyam Colliery of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Ltd. is justified or nor? If not, what relief
Sri Supal Bouri is entitled to? ”

1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/24/2019-IR(CM-I11) dated 19.03.2019 from the Government of India,
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case No. 21 of 2019 was registered on
02.04.2019 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. Supal Bouri, the dependent son of Sital Bouri, the deceased workman filed written statement on 13.06.2023.
Management contested the case by filing this written statement on 21.12.2022. Fact of the case in brief is that Sital Bouri
was employed as a Looseman, bearing U.M. No. — 564428 at Ghanashyam Colliery under Kajora Area, ECL. Sital Bouri
expired on 10.08.1990 at Kalla Central Hospital, Asansol while he was in the service of the company. According to the
National Coal Wage Agreement (NCWA), the dependent son of the deceased workman is entitled to employment. Supal
Bouri being the son of late Sital Bouri applied for employment under ECL, according to the provisions of clause 9.4.0 of
NCWA. Management held screening test and pre-employment medical examination of the dependent son. Proposal for
his employment was forwarded to the headquarters of ECL. However, the management regretted the claim for
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employment of Supal Bouri after 28 years from the death of his father by issuing letter No. ECL/CMD/C-6B/EMPL/ED-
1507/18/95 dated 19.03.2018. According to the dependent son of the workman, the management of ECL delayed the
matter by raising objection that Sital Bouri had two wives. Clarification sought for by ECL was submitted and screening
test was conducted, where relevant documents were filed by the dependent son. Police verification was held at the
instance of the management to establish the relationship between Sital Bouri and Supal Bouri. After being satisfied with
claim for employment, a medical examination was held and Supal Bouri was declared fit for employment. Clarification
was sought for by the authority through letter No. KA/Dy.CPM/C-6/35/1447 dated 10.11.2010 which was complied. The
management asked for further clarification vide letter No. KA/GM(P)/C-6/35/2038 dated 21.02.2012 which was also
complied. The management finally regretted the claim for employment on account of delay. The dependent son of Sital
Bouri, by raising this Industrial Dispute, has claimed for his employment under the company as per NCWA and back
wages from the date of submission of claim for employment.

3. The management of ECL filed this written statement through Agent, Ghanashyam Colliery wherein it is
admitted that Sital Bouri was a permanent employee of ECL and posted at Ghanashyam Colliery as a looseman. The
workman expired on 10.08.1990 in harness. According to the management, the Industrial Dispute has been raised before
the ALC in 2018 i.e. after lapse of twenty eight years from the death of Sital Bouri and the same having failed has been
referred to this Tribunal twenty nine years after the death of employee. Relying upon a decision of M/s.Eastern
Coalfields Limited vs. Anil Badyakar & Others (Civil Appeal No. 3597 of 2009), it is contended that Hon’ble Court
disapproved employment to the dependents on compassionate ground after passage of long years and held that such
dispute was a stale one and should not be considered for conciliation. According to the management of ECL, Supal Bouri
applied for his employment for the first time on 10.09.1996, six years after the death of his father. Further case of ECL is
that in the service record excerpt of Sital Bouri, name of his wives were recorded as Rati Bouri and Gedari Bouri. It is
inter alia contended that Supal Bouri initially submitted an affidavit that Rati Bouri and Gedari Bouri are same and
identical person and later he submitted documents where Gedari Bouri was mentioned as first wife and Rati Bouri as
second wife. Despite confusion regarding the number of wives left behind by the deceased, the proposal for employment
for Supal Bouri was processed and the dependents of Sital Bouri were directed to submit documents/clarifications
regarding certain irregularities/shortcomings by issuance of letter dated 21.02.2012 and the reply was submitted by the
dependents after lapse of five years on 07.04.2017, which indicates that dependents were not seriously interested with
any employment on compassionate ground. Management contended that the action taken by management in not
providing employment to the dependents of Sital Bouri is justified and the petitioner is not entitled to any relief.

4. The point for consideration in this case is whether Supal Bouri is entitled to employment as a dependent son of
Sital Bouri and whether the action of the management in denying employment to Supal Bouri is proper and justified?

5. In order to substantiate his case, Supal Bouri has filed an affidavit-in-chief and has been cross examined by the
management. Brief substance of his affidavit-in-chief is that his father expired on 10.08.1990 while he was in service of
ECL and his mother Gedari Bouri expired on 17.04.2011. Sunil Bouri, the brother of Supal Bouri expired on 12.11.2006.
He further stated that his name is recorded in Service Record Excerpt of the deceased employee. It is averred in
paragraph six (6) of his affidavit that in the beginning Gedari Bouri applied for her employment but the headquarters of
ECL issued a letter to her dated 29.12.1994 communicating their disability to provide her employment. Gedari Bouri
thereafter applied on 15.09.1995 before the Agent, Ghanashyam Colliery to provide employment to Supal Bouri, the son
as she was suffering from incurable disease. Supal Bouri also claimed employment in place of his father by submitting
an application and a letter dated 07.12.1996 was issued where he was called for Initial Medical Examination by Area
Medical Officer. The proposal for his employment was returned through letter dated 20.11.2007. Several queries were
made to which he submitted his replies. Ultimately through letter dated 19.03.2018, the proposal for employment of
Supal Bouri was regretted without any cogent reasons.

In course of his evidence, the workman witness produced the following documents:
(1 Copy of death certificate of Sital Bouri is produced as Exhibit W-1.
(i) Copy of death certificate of Gedari Bouri is produced as Exhibit W-2.
(iii) Copy of death certificate of Sunil Bouri is produced as Exhibit W-3.
(iv) Copy of Service Record Excerpt of Sital Bouri is produced as Exhibit W-4.
(v) Copy of Application dated 15.09.1995 submitted by Gedari Bouri is produced as Exhibit W-5.

(vi) Copy of Application dated 07.12.1996 for holding an Initial Medical Examination of Supal Bouri is
produced as Exhibit W-6.

(vii) Copy of letter dated 19.03.2018 regretting the claim for employment of Supal Bouri produced as
Exhibit W-7.

In cross-examination, the workman witness deposed that Rita Bouri is second wife of Sital Bouri. During lifetime of
Gedari Bouri, his father married Rati Bouri as the second wife. Witness denied that he is not entitled to employment as
the dependent son.
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6. Management examined Proloy Dasgupta as MW-1. An affidavit-in-chief is filed stating that Supal Bouri
applied for his employment in 1996, six years after the death of his father. It is further stated that in the Service Record
Excerpt of Sital Bouri, name of his two wives Gedari Bouri and Rati Bouri are mentioned. Initially, Sital Bouri
submitted an Indemnity Bond and later in an affidavit he submitted that Gedari Bouri and Rati Bouri are the same and
identical person. In paragraph six, the management witness averred that while the case for employment was under
progress, a legal notice was served in the office by one of the dependents of Sital Bouri which showed that the
dependents of Sital Bouri had a family dispute till 2011. Witness stated that some clarifications were sought for by the
higher authority on 21.02.2012 and reply was submitted by the dependents after five years on 07.04.2017. Witness
claimed that the Industrial Dispute has been raised twenty nine years after death of Sital Bouri and the action taken by
the management in regretting the claim for employment is proper and justified.

During his examination-in-chief, the management witness produced the following documents:
(i) Copy of death certificate of Sital Bouri is produced as Exhibit M-1.
(ii) Copy of Service Record Excerpt of Sital Bouri is produced as Exhibit M-2.
(iii) Copy of death certificate of Sital Bouri issued by Central Hospital, Kalla is produced as Exhibit M-3.

(iv) Copy of Application dated 10.04.1996 submitted by Gedari Bouri for providing employment to Supal
Bouri is produced as Exhibit M-4.

(v) Copy of Application dated 10.04.1996 submitted by Supal Bouri is produced as Exhibit M-5.
(vi) Copy of Indemnity Bond is produced as Exhibit M-6.
(vii) Copy of screening report dated 07.09.1996 is produced as Exhibit M-7.

(viii)  Copy of Affidavit dated 25.07.2008 of Gedari Bouri stating that Gedari Bouri and Rati Bouri are one
and same person is produced as Exhibit M-8.

(ix) Copy of legal notice dated 12.08.2011 issued on behalf of Gedari Bouri is produced as Exhibit M-9.

(x) Copy of Indemnity Bond dated 16.03.2017 submitted by Supal Bouri stating that Gedari Bouri and
Rati Bouri are two different persons is produced as Exhibit M-10.

(xi) Copy of letter issued by Manager (Pers.) (Empl.) dated 21.02.2012 seeking clarification is produced as
Exhibit M-11.

(xii) Copy of reply submitted by Rati Bouri, second wife of Sital Bouri dated 23.03.2017 is produced as
Exhibit M-12.

(xiii)  Copy of letter issued by Sr. Manager (Personnel)/Empl (ED) to the Sr. Manager (Personnel)/IC, Kajora
Area dated 19.03.2018 regretting the prayer for employment of Supal Bouri on the ground that the
claim for employment by children of second wife cannot be considered after twenty eight years from
the cause of action, is produced as Exhibit M-13.

In his cross-examination, the witness deposed that Gedari Bouri and Supal Bouri applied for employment of Supal Bouri
on 10.04.1996. He further deposed that there is a clear finding in screening committee’s report that Supal Bouri is the
son of Sital Bouri and denied that Gedari Bouri had ever applied for her own employment. The witness denied that the
management company deliberately denied employment to Supal Bouri or that Supal Bouri is entitled to get employment
in place of his father.

7. Mr. Bandyopadhyay, learned advocate for the dependent son argued that after death of Sital Bouri on
10.08.1990, the dependent son submitted application for employment on 15.05.1995 (Exhibit W-5). He argued that the
name of Supal Bouri appeared in Service Record Excerpt (Exhibit W-4) and management of ECL initiated the process
for employment of the dependent holding Initial Medical Examination (IME) as per letter No. KA/PM/C-6/35/2829/7159
dated 07.12.1996 (Exhibit W-6). Learned advocate submitted that the dependent son was found fit for employment. The
management accepted the indemnity bond from the dependent son, copy of which is produced as Exhibit M-10. The
management after waiting for several years regretted the prayer for employment by issuing a letter dated 19.03.2018
issued by Sr. Manager (Personnel)/Empl (ED) where it is stated that while the process for employment was under
process, a legal notice was served upon the office by one of dependents and it indicates that the dependents of ex-
employee had a family dispute till 2011 and that the ex-employee had two wives namely Gedari Bouri and Rati Bouri
and as per practice, the claim for employment of children of second wife could not be considered. It is argued that twenty
eight years have passed and the prayer for employment has been regretted on the ground of factual misrepresentation by
the dependents of the deceased. It is argued that management has failed to assign any cogent reason in their letter dated
19.03.2018 regretting claim for employment. It is prayed that Supal Bouri is entitled to employment as per provision
of NCWA.
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8. Mr. P.K. Das, learned advocate in his reply for the management of ECL argued that the deceased employee had
two wives and during the lifetime of Gedari Bouri, the workman married Rati Bouri. After his death, a family dispute
surfaced and the dependent son of the deceased delayed in submitting clarification to the management after five years as
to whether the deceased had two wives. It is further argued that Supal Bouri submitted his application six years after the
death of his father and the dependent son of the deceased workman is more than 53 years of age and the family has been
able to overcome the imminent family crisis after the death of Sital Bouri and thereafter for more than twenty nine years.
It is urged that the claim for employment has turned stale and the Industrial Dispute is liable to be dismissed, without any
relief to the son of the deceased employee.

9. I have considered the arguments advanced on behalf of the workman and management in the light of the facts
and circumstances of the case and the reliefs claimed in the written statement. | have also considered the evidence
adduced by both parties as well as documents produced. Sital Bouri was a permanent employee of ECL and was posted
at Ghanashyam Colliery at the time of his death on 10.08.1990. From paragraph six (6) of the affidavit-in-chief of Supal
Bouri, | find that Gedari Bouri, the mother of the petitioner applied for her employment but her prayer was declined
through letter dated 29.09.1994. It transpires from further averment in affidavit that Gedari Bouri was suffering from
incurable disease and she submitted an application on 15.09.1995 for providing employment to her son. The copy of
application by Gedari Bouri addressed to the Agent, Ghanashyam Colliery has been produced as Exhibit W-5. It is
evident that the application for employment was made five years after the death of Sital Bouri. Supal Bouri himself
submitted an application before the management on 10.04.1996 (Exhibit M-5). The dependents of the deceased
employee appeared before the screening committee of the company on 07.09.1996 for the purpose of employment of
Supal Bouri.

10. It is undisputed that a family dispute surfaced amongst the dependents of Sital Bouri which continued till 2011.
It is also admitted that the management while considering prayer for employment issued a letter dated 21.02.2012
(Exhibit M-11) whereby the file for employment was returned with some queries regarding the two wives of Sital Bouri
namely Gedari Bouri and Rati Bouri. The second wife, Rati Bouri replied to the queries only on 23.03.2017 (Exhibit M-
12). Much time was consumed in sorting out the ambiguities. It also appears that there were laches on the part of
dependent son in submitting his application after a long period, following a family dispute. The management of ECL
declined the proposal for employment to the dependent son by issuing letter No. ECL/CMD/C-6B/EMPL/ED-
1507/18/95 dated 19.03.2018 (Exhibit M-13). The Industrial Dispute has been raised after lapse of twenty eight years of
death of the person. This is a clear case where the claim for employment is defeated due to inordinate delay in claiming
employment. In his affidavit-in-chief he has disclosed his age as 53 years. Due to efflux of time, the claim for
employment has failed miserably. It appears to me that no purpose would be served by providing employment to the son
of the deceased employee who is very close to his age of superannunation. Therefore, | do not find any illegality in the
action taken by the management by regretting the claim for employment of the dependent son which is a fallout of their
own family dispute.

Hence,
ORDERED

The Industrial Dispute is dismissed on contest. The son of deceased employee is not entitled to any relief in this
case and | find no illegality in the action of the management. The management of ECL is directed to disburse the legal
dues of Sital Bouri to the legal heirs along with consequential benefits withintwo months from the award. Let an Award
be drawn up on the basis 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 MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer

T2 foeett, 16 frawae, 2025
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New Delhi, the 16th September, 2025

S.0. 1702.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award ( Reference.l.D.N0.20/2019 of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
E.C.L. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 8/9/2025.

[No. L-22012/17/2019- IR (CM-II)]
SALONI, 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. 20 OF 2019
PARTIES: Mahendra Roy
(dependent son of Late Dhodo Roy)
Vs.
Management of Bahula Colliery, ECL

REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Union/Workman: Mr. Basudev Choudhury, Advocate.
For the Management of ECL.: Mr. Mani Padma Banerjee, Advocate.
INDUSTRY: Coal.
STATE: West Bengal.
Dated: 08.08.2025

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-22012/17/2019-IR(CM-11) dated 13.03.2019 has referred the following dispute between the employer, that is the
Management of Bahula Colliery under Kenda Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited and their workman for adjudication by
this Tribunal.

SCHEDULE

“ Whether the action of the management of Bahula Colliery of Eastern Coalfields Ltd in rejection of claim of
compassionate appointment in respect of Sri Mahendra Roy, S/o Late Dhodo Roy, Ex-UG. Trammer of Bahula
Colliery is justified or not? If not, what relief Sri Mahendra Roy is entitled to? ”

1. On receiving Order No. L-22012/17/2019-IR(CM-I11) dated 13.03.2019 from the Government of India,
Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a Reference case was registered on 02.04.2019 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. General Secretary of Untied Koila Mazdoor Sangh filed written statement on 22.05.2019 on behalf of Mahendra
Roy, son of the deceased employee Dhodo Roy. Bare fact of the case is that Dhodo Roy was a permanent employee of
Eastern Coalfields Limited (hereinafter referred to as ECL) and was posted at Jambad (N) Unit of Bahula Colliery under
Kenda Area as Trammer bearing UM No. 519570. He died in harness on 28.09.2014. Mahendra Roy, the dependent son
applied for his employment on 06.11.2014 as per the provisions under Clause 9.3.2 of National Coal Wage Agreement
(hereinafter referred to as NCWA). The Apex Medical Board held on 30.08.2017 at Central Hospital, Kalla assessed the
age of Mahendra Roy as thirty-five (35) to forty (40) years. Therefore, his age on the date of submission of his
application on 06.11.2014 for employment was less than thirty-five (35) years and his claim for employment is genuine.
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3. Management contested the Industrial Dispute by filing their written statement on 20.12.2022. According to the
management Dhodo Roy expired on 28.09.2014. Mahendra Roy after the death of his father claimed for employment as
per provision of NCWA. He was advised to appear before the Medical Board on 30.08.2017. As per findings of the Apex
Medical Board the dependent was found over age for his employment. He was not eligible for being considered for
employment and a letter was issued to him regretting the prayer for employment. According to the management of ECL,
NCWA is a bipartite agreement and enforceable by law, as such no Industrial Dispute could arise on matters settled
under NCWA.. According to the management the Industrial Dispute is bereft of merit and it is liable to be dismissed.

4, The central point for consideration is whether rejection of claim for compassionate employment of Mahendra
Roy by the management of Bahula Colliery is justified and legal.

5. Union examined Mahendra Roy as Workman Witness No. 1. He filed his affidavit-in-chief and reiterated the
facts disclosed in the written statement. The dependent son further claimed that according to his Voter Identity and
Aadhaar Card his date of birth is 01.01.1984. He also contended that the assessment of age by the Medical Board is
erroneous and he is entitled to get employment in place of his father who died in harness. Witness produced the
following documents in support of his case:

() Copy of the application of Jhinkulia Devi, wife of the deceased workman dated 13.01.2015 for
employment of her son is produced as Exhibit W-1.

(i) Copy of the application for employment of Mahendra Roy dated 04.11.2014, as Exhibit W-2
(iii) Copy of the Identity Card of Dhodo Roy issued by the management, as Exhibit W-3.

(iv) Copy of the Certificate of death of Dhodo Roy dated 28.09.2014 issued from Central Hospital, Kalla,
as Exhibit W-4.

(V) Copy of the Death Registration Certificate of Dhodo Roy, as Exhibit W-5.

(vi) Copy of the application of Jhinkulia Devi, dated 08.10.2014 addressed to the Agent, Bahula Colliery,
informing him about death of Dhodo Roy as Exhibit W-6.

(vii) Copy of the letter dated 14/16.05.2015 issued by the Ch. Manager (P), Kenda Area regarding screening
of the dependents, as Exhibit W-7.

(viii)  Copy of the letter dated 29.08.2017 issued by the Area Personnel Manager, Kenda Area addressed to
the Asst. Manager (P), Bahula Colliery, regarding appearance of Mahendra Roy before the Apex
Medical Board, as Exhibit W-8.

(ix) Copy of the letter dated 28.01.2015 issued by the Manager (Pers.), Bahula Colliery addressed to
Mahendra Roy for his screening, as Exhibit W-9.

x) Copy of the letter dated 17.06.2015 issued by the Chief Manager (P), Kenda Area addressed to the
Area Medical Officer, Kenda Area for Initial Medical Examination of Mahendra Roy, as Exhibit W-
10.

(xi) Copy of the Report of Apex Medical Board dated 30.08.2017, as Exhibit W-11.

(xii)  Copy of the letter dated 19.06.2018 issued by the Asst. Manager (P), Bahula Colliery, informing
Mahendra Roy that he is not eligible for employment, as Exhibit W-12.

(xiii) Copy of the Medical Examination Form No. Il of Mahendra Roy, as Exhibit W-13.
(xiv) Copy of the Aadhaar Card of Mahendra Roy, as Exhibit W-14.

6. In his cross-examination the witness deposed that he did not attend school. It further transpires that the
management declined to provide employment to him on the ground that he was more than 35 years of age on the date of
examination. He could not produce any document in support of his age or date of birth except Aadhaar Card.

7. Management examined Mr. Rakesh Kumar Basant, Assistant Manager (Personnel), as Management Witness
No. 1. He filed an affidavit-in-chief stating therein that the management of ECL advised Mahendra Roy to appear before
the Chief Medical Officer’s office for his medical examination on 30.08.2017. On 23/24.03.2018 the Area Personnel
Manager, Kenda Area issued letter No. Pers/fKND/41/497 informing that the employment proposal of the dependent of
Dhodo Roy has been examined but could not be considered due to the reason that he was over age as per provision of
NCWA. The same was communicated to Mahendra Roy through letter No. Agent/BC/C-6B/20/18/476 dated 19.06.2018.
In course of evidence management placed the following documents :

(i) Copy of the letter dated 23/27.04.2015 issued by the Manager (Personnel), Bahula Colliery, forwarding
the employment proposal of Mahendra Roy to the Chief Manager (Personnel), Kenda Area is produced
as Exhibit M-1.
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(i) Copy of the letter dated 23.02.2016 issued by the Chief Manager (P), Kenda Area forwarding the
employment proposal of Mahendra Roy to the Sr. Manager (Pers) Empl/ED, ECL, Sanctoria, as
Exhibit M-2.

(iii) Copy of the letter dated 14.03.2018 issued by the Sr. Manager(P)Empl/ED addressed to the Sr.
Manager (P), Kenda Area, regretting employment proposal of the dependent of Dhodo Roy, as Exhibit
M-3.

(iv) Copy of the letter dated 23/24.03.2018 issued by the Area Personnel Manager, Kenda Area informing
the Agent of Bahula Colliery that the employment proposal of Mahendra Roy cannot be considered, as
Exhibit M-4.

(v)  Copy of the letter dated 19.06.2018 issued by the Asst. Manager (P), Bahula Colliery, informing
Mahendra Roy that he is not eligible for employment, as Exhibit M-5.

(vi)  Copy of the Service Book of Dhodo Roy, as Exhibit M-6.
(vii) Copy of the LTC Form of Dhodo Roy, as Exhibit M-7.

It is stated by the management witness that the petitioner is not entitled to employment as he has exceeded the upper age
limit for getting employment as per NCWA.

8. In his cross-examination the witness deposed that at the time of assessment of age on 30.08.2017 the age of
Mahendra Roy was between 35 and 40 years (Exhibit W-11). He further deposed that the age of Mahendra Roy was
assessed between 31 and 36 years at the time of his examination at Kenda Area on 08.07.2015. The management witness
further deposed that Mahendra Roy is not entitled to get any employment in place of his father.

9. Mr. Basudev Choudhury, learned advocate for the union argued that as per provision in Clause 9.3.4 of
NCWA the male dependent to be considered for employment should be physically fit and suitable for employment
and he should not be aged more than 35 years. There is no qualm that Dhodo Roy died in harness on 28.09.2014 and
Mahendra Roy, his dependent son submitted application for employment dated 04.11.2014 (Exhibit W-2). By letter
dated 14/16.05.2015 (Exhibit W-7), Mahendra Roy along with others were asked for appearing before Area Screening
Committee at Kenda Area on 20.05.2015 along with relevant documents. By letter dated 29.08.2017 (Exhibit W-8) he
was asked to appear before the Apex Medical Board at Central Hospital, Kalla on 30.08.2017. It is submitted that the
dependent complied the instruction and appeared for his medical examination on 30.08.2017 where after examination by
the Medical Board and holding X-Ray examination, bearing investigation No. 3759 dated 30.08.2017, it was found that
the age of the candidate was between 35 to 40 years as on the date of examination. Learned advocate argued that if
reliance is placed upon the report of the Apex Medical Board, the age of Mahendra Roy would be assessed as thirty-
seven and half (37 and %) years on 30.08.2017 and his age would be computed as thirty-four and half (34 and %) years
on 30.08.2014 and by no stretch of imagination the management of ECL can assume that on the date of submitting his
application for employment on 06.11.2014 the workman had crossed the age of 35 years, the maximum age for granting
employment in respect of a male dependent of the deceased employee under Clause 9.3.4 of NCWA. It is urged that the
management by regretting the prayer for employment has acted in an illegal and arbitrary manner and Mahendra Roy is
entitled to employment.

10. Mr. Mani Padma Banerjee, learned advocate appeared for the management of ECL simply argued that the
dependent son of Dhodo Roy had crossed the age of 35 years on the date of medical examination as such he is not
entitled to employment.

11. Having considered the argument advanced by the learned advocates on behalf of the dependent son of the
deceased employee and management of ECL and also considering the materials on record, it appears to me that the bone
of contention is whether the dependent son claiming employment after the death of his father in harness had crossed the
maximum age for employment on the date of his submitting application before the management. In the instant case
Mahendra Roy submitted his application before the Agent, Bahula Colliery on 06.11.2014, disclosing that his father
expired on 28.09.2014 at Central Hospital, Kalla and he claimed employment as a dependent son of the deceased
employee. According to Circular No. CIL/C-5B/JBCCI/9.4.3/163 dated 25.07.2003, the date for reckoning the age of a
dependent was the date of submitting application for employment. From the copy of Service Book of Dhodo Roy
(Exhibit M-6) it appears from Column No. 16 that Mahendra Roy is one of the sons of the workman. From the cross-
examination of the workman witness it appears that he did not attend any school for education and he was unable to
produce any document in support of his age. Be that as it may, admittedly, Mahendra Roy was referred for his medical
examination by the Apex Medical Board on 30.08.2017 and after holding scientific medical examination i.e., by
conducting X-Ray of various parts of the body, the Medical Board assessed the age of Mahendra Roy between 35 and 40
years on 30.08.2017 (Exhibit W-11). It appears from the report of Medical Board that the age of the dependent son on
the date of medical examination was thirty-seven and half (37 and %2) years. Therefore, his age requires to be reckoned as
34 years and 9 months on the date of submitting his application for employment and it can be declared without hesitation
that he is below 35 years on the date he claimed his employment, two months after the death of his father. At this
juncture it is worthwhile to reproduce the provision under Clause 9.3.4 of NCWA-IX, which lays down that :
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“the dependants to be considered for employment should be physically fit and suitable for employment and aged
not more than 35 years provided that the age limit in case of employment of female spouse would be 45 years as
given in Clause

9.5.0. In so far as male spouse is concerned, there would be no age limit regarding provision of employment.”

12. The law is well settled that the terms and conditions agreed upon between the representatives of the
management of the employer company and the representatives of the workmen laid down in the NCWA are binding
upon the parties. In the case of Sukumoni Hembram Alias Sukumoni Mejhan Vs. The Union of India and Others
[MAT 27 of 2024], the Hon’ble High Court at Calcutta while referring to the binding nature of the NCWA observed :

“21. NCWA is a negotiated agreement that has been arrived at between the employer and the employees. It is a
settlement under section 2 (p) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and has binding effect on the parties thereto under
section 18 (3) of the Act of 1947. NCWA has made provisions for compassionate appointment for the dependents of the
deceased employee.”

I, therefore, hold that the provision of Clause 9.3.4 of NCWA-1X is binding upon the employer company just like any
other settlement under Section 18(3) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. At the time of his medical examination the
Medical Board did not make any adverse observation regarding his fitness for employment. Under the facts and
circumstances, | find and hold that Mahendra Roy being the dependent son of the deceased employee, Dhodo Roy and
well within the maximum age for employment on the date of submitting his application for employment, he is entitled to
get employment under the employer company / ECL according to the provisions of NCWA. It appears that management
of ECL has acted in an arbitrary and illegal manner by delaying in reaching a finality and ultimately holding that the
candidate was over age for employment. The decision of the management communicated to Mahendra Roy by letter
dated 19.06.2018 is without foundation and in violation to the terms of agreement of NCWA. This type of erroneous
approach of the management in utter violation of the terms of agreement not only frustrates the legitimate claim of
the dependents of the deceased employees in securing their right to employment but creates immense suffering due to
non-employment of the family members of the deceased for several years, keeping them waiting. It also results in
depreciating human resources of the country in a wasteful manner. The management of Bahula Colliery under Kenda
Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited is hereby directed to process the prayer for employment of Mahendra Roy within two
(2) months from the date of communication of the Award.

Hence,
ORDERED

that the Industrial Dispute is decided in favour of Mahendra Roy, on contest against the management. The
management of Bahula Colliery under Kenda Area of Eastern Coalfields Limited is directed to process the prayer for
employment of Mahendra Roy within two (2) months from the date of communication of the Award, failing which the
management of Eastern Coalfields Limited shall pay him compensation equivalent to the monthly salary of entry level
post till employment is processed. Let 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 MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer,
T feeett, 16 v, 2025
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New Delhi, the 16th September, 2025

S.0. 1703.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award ( Reference.l.D.N0.01/2022 of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
E.C.L. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 8/9/2025.

[No. L-22013/01/2025- IR (CM-II)]
SALONI, 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.
L. C. APPLICATION NO. 01 OF 2022
PARTIES: Ramsagar Prasad.
Vs.
Director (Personnel), ECL, Sanctoria.

REPRESENTATIVES:

For the Union/Workman: Mr. Mohan Prasad, Advocate.
For the Management of ECL.: Mr. Sayantan Mukherjee, Advocate.
INDUSTRY: Coal.
STATE: West Bengal.
Dated: 08.07.2025
AWARD
1. Instant application under section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 was filed by Sri Ramsagar

Prasad, Fan Operator at Central Hospital, Kalla under Eastern Coalfields Limited, praying for payment of dues in respect
of House Rent Allowance from 01.08.2019 to 01.01.2022, amounting to Rs. 2,56,221.46/- (Rupees two lakh fifty-six
thousand two hundred twenty-one and forty-six paisa only).

2. Mr. Sayantan Mukherjee, learned advocate appeared for the management of Eastern Coalfields Limited.
Ramsagar Prasad, petitioner is represented by Mr. Mohan Prasad, learned advocate. Application under section 33(C)(2)
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is fixed up today for hearing on the point of its maintainability.

3. In the application petitioner has claimed for payment of House Rent Allowance from 01.08.2019 to 01.01.2022,
amounting to Rs. 2,56,221.46/- and an interest of twelve percent (12%) per annum. Learned advocate submitted that no
prior settlement or Award has been passed in favour of the petitioner for payment of House Rent Allowance. Law is
settled that without any prior settlement or Award passed in favour of the workman, he cannot succeed in his claim for
payment of monetary benefits.

4. In the case of Municipal Corporation of Delhi Vs. Ganesh Razak and Another [(1995) 1
SCC 235], the Hon’ble Supreme Court held that :
o where the very basis of the claim or the entitlement of the workmen to a certain benefit is disputed, there

being no earlier adjudication or recognition thereof by the employer, the dispute relating to entitlement is not incidental
to the benefit claimed and is therefore, clearly outside the scope of a proceeding under Section 33(C)(2) of the Act.”

5. At this stage, an application is filed by the workman stating that he wants to withdraw the case and prayed that
liberty may be granted to him for raising an Industrial Dispute in respect of claim made herein. Copy served upon
learned advocate for the management. It appears to me that the claim made herein is not maintainable under section
33(C)(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act. Since the workman realised the defect in his application, his prayer for
withdrawing the case is allowed. Liberty is granted to the petitioner workman to raise a proper Industrial Dispute before
the appropriate authority. L. C. Application No. 01 of 2022 is disposed of on being withdrawn.

Hence,
ORDERED

Let an Award be passed in view of the above discussion. Copies of the Award in duplicate be sent to the
Ministry of Labour, Govt. of India, New Delhi under section 33(C)(4) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for information
and Notification.

ANANDA KUMAR MUKHERJEE, Presiding Officer
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