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ECC R IEE]

GIEIEIRE IS

7% faeeft, 22 srred, 2024
H.3T. 1641.— TSAAF AT FHIATT FTEHIL (AT TH FIH) F AT, 1948 Ff a7 2 +
T (F) F AT | TeTHE AT |

U ST, AT ATL % aTaTe, T 7 off ZATSa a5, qrash AWRT AT, AT e 22,
2024 ¥ FETIF FIAAT ATAFRI o & | HIGAL HAT3N HT FAgT Hd 6 (o0 TTaFd Fdt gl

[T, 5. 2. 4330/01/2024(29)]
UH. .0, FgHl, Maers (HdrE-1)

5256 G1/2024 (3691)
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MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
(CPV Division)
New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2024

S.0. 1641.—Statutory Order in pursuance of the clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular
Officers (Oaths and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1048), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Hemajit Pathak,
Assistant Section Officer as Assistant Consular Officer in the Embassy of India, Yangon, to perform the consular
services as Assistant Consular Officer with effect from August 22, 2024.

[F. No.T- 4330/01/2024(29)]
S.R.H. FAHMI, Director (CPV-I)

EIITA, TYATAT S ST HATAT
(CRTEISCRTEIN)
(TTSTHTST STTHT)
S faoett, 16 oTed, 2024

FTL3M. 1642 —Fe T TTHTL, TSTATIT( T F ATEHT TS 6 forg w2 =, 1976(F=r
Terrtera 1987, 2007 =¥ 2011) & =% 10 F I7-F3H (4) F ATELT H, AT (A9, HEIqTH,
TATAT T ST HATAT o Femaiaa Fa=omefe Fofotaa st § Bear &1 s a1+ @
Tl FHATAT T TEAT 80% | ATAF BT T F FACa®d 9 FHIATAAT Hl TAGILT TR 6 Tqo9T |
srfergf=ra vt gl

1. T ATl fashme are

AT AT

HETITAA, TYATAT AT ST HATAT, AT HLHT

foeeT qe 235, TrEUasT Uy,

THA Y TN g

ZaaraTa- 500 052 (JETTET)

2. TP ATt A 9

AT ST Fx (SATCHT)

TET oI HeeT 3§ o (THUHRUHTET)

LTI, ST (AT=em)- 751 002

[T, &. $-11016/1/2023-EA0F (Fo27 .: 23162)]

T T, T T (F9TT.)
New Delhi, the 16th August, 2024

S.0. 1642.—The Central Government, in pursuance of sub-rule (4) of rule 10 of the Official Languages
(Use for Official Purposes of the Union) Rules, 1976 (as amended in 1987, 2007 and 2011), the following offices
under the administrative control of the Department of Fisheries, Ministry of Fisheries, Animal Husbandry and
Dairying wherein more than 80% of their employees having working knowledge of Hindi, are hereby notified in the
Gazette of India.

1. National Fisheries Development Board
Fisheries Department
Fisheries , Animal Husbandry and Dairying , Government of India
Pillar No.235 , PVNR Expressway ,
SVP NPA Post
Hyderabad - 500 052 (Telangana)
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2. National Fisheries Development Board
Eastern Regional Centre(ERC)
National Freshwater Fish Brood Bank (NFFBB)
Kaushalya Ganga, Bhubaneswar (Odisha) - 751 002
[F. No. E-11016/1/2023-DOF (Computer No.: 23162]

SAGAR MEHRA, Jt. Secy. (Admn.)

T 3T TSI HATAI
% feett, 21 ared, 2024

FLIAM. 1643 —3id fGarg ARFRM, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 S JIERT H, Dal
AR THHLHL.TA & Jaedd & g HasTal AR S9e dHORI @ 49, ey # ffdse senfie
faarg § B~ WReR Aenfire AfRDHROT — 97 — 99 <A™, g3OaR & Uare (TgA
111/2018) &I UBIRTG &Rl ©, Sl D=l ARBR DI 14 /08 /2024 BT UTG AT o7 |

[€. Te1.-22012/132/2018-31T$.31R. (HT.TH-11)]
Tforses uq, 37 A

MINISTRY OF LABOUR& EMPLOYMENT
New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1643.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 111/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024.

[No. L-22012/132/2018 — IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 28™ day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 111/2018
Between:

Sri Bandari Satyanarayana,
State General Secretary,

SCLU (TNTUC), Gandhinagar,
Godavarikhani,

Peddapalli District -505209.

......Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Sreerampur Area, Adilabad-504303.
... Respondents

Appearances:
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For the Petitioner : None
For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/132/2018 (IR(CM-II)) Dated
22/11/2018 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s Singareni Collieries Co.Ltd., Sreerampur area,
Sreerampur-504303 Adilabad District in terminating the services of Sri Medi Muthayalu, Ex-Coal Filler,
E.C.No0.2830540, SCCL, Chennur-I & 1A Incline, of Srirampur Division with effect from 30-07-1998 is
justified or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 111/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Record reveals that notice
served on Petitioner but none present on behalf of Petitioner. Therefore, in absence of Petitioner and non-filing of
claim statement by the Petitioner, the case is a ‘No Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28™ day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T2 foeetT, 21 3FTEd, 2024

HAT. 1644 —i=iffe  faare oiffm, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @ ORT 17 & JAFARY H, Do
WHR TH.HLHT.UT & yegds & dag Fasd! 3k 996 $HeRl & 4, sgay 3 Mide sieifie e
¥ BT bR Nefe IR — qZ — 9 AT, aAE & gare (T WS 110/2018)
P YSIRE BAT &, Sl DI WRGR Bl 14,/08 /2024 B UK g3 o7 |

[¥. Te1.-22012/128/ 20183178 31, (1. 7H-11)]
Tforses uq, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1644.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 110/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024

[No. L-22012/128/2018 — IR (CM-1I)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 28" day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 110/2018

Between:
Sri Bandari Satyanarayana,
State General Secretary,
SCLU (TNTUC), Gandhinagar,
Godavarikhani,
Peddapalli District -5052009.
......Petitioner

AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Sreerampur Area, Adilabad-504303.
... Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : None
For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/128/2018 (IR(CM-II)) dated
22/11/2018 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s Singareni Collieries Co.Ltd., Sreerampur area,
Sreerampur-504303 Mancherial District in terminating the services of Sri Dooda Shankar, Ex-Badli Filler,
E.C.N0.2901799, SCCL, Srirampur Division with effect from 08-12-99 is justified or not? If not, to what
relief the applicant is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 110/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Record reveals that notice
served on Petitioner but none present on behalf of Petitioner. Therefore, in absence of Petitioner and non-filing of
claim statement by the Petitioner, the case is a ‘No Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28™ day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent

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

NIL

T foeett, 21 3nmea, 2024

T, 1645 fdare ARFRM, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 & AR H, Dal
WHR THHLHLTT & Jeeas & Adg Haord! AR S96 d9aRl & 99, ey # ke sienfie
fae # < PR MEifie IHRv-—Tg—3 <RIl geddle & uyde (Tg91- g
85/2018) B UBIRM &l &, Ol dwlI WBR DI 14 /08 /2024 DI YT B3M oI |

[€. Ta1-22012/140/2017 -3 s, (F7.79-11)]
Tftre uq, 37 Aa®

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1645.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 85/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024

[No. L-22012/140/2017 — IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 28™ day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 85/2018

Between:
The Vice President,
(Sri Bandari Lingaiah),
Singareni Collieries Employees
Union (CITU), Q.No. 39-T,
SMG X Road, Bellampalli-504251.
......Petitioner

AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri-504231.
... Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : None
For the Respondent: Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate
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AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/140/2017 (IR(CM-II)) dated
01/05/2018 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the alleged demand dated 21.07.2015 of Singareni Collieries Employees Union to correct fixation
of pay, increment, payment of arrears and regularization of the services of Smt. Masthan Bee working as
Badli worker under M/s Singareni Collieries Co. Ltd, Mandamarri Area is legal, fair and justified? If yes,
what relief the disputant are entitled to and from which date?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 85/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Record reveals that notice
served on Petitioner but none present on behalf of Petitioner. Therefore, in absence of Petitioner and non-filing of
claim statement by the Petitioner, Hence, a ‘No-Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28™ day of June, 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T2 foeett, 21 3red, 2024

FLIAT. 1646.—3ieNfew faare AMRAFRM, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 & TR ¥, B
WHR THHLHA.TT & yeads & Gag areid! iR 896 dHaRl & 49, ody #§ fAfdwe shenfis
faare 4 < WReR Aenfie ARSI ey, g2de & udae (T2 S
84/2018) &I UHINT &l &, S Dl GBR Bl 14 /08 /2024 DT YT F3M o |

[€. Tai-22012/72/2017-31T 3= (¥ . TH-11)]
Tforses uq, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1646.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 84/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024.

[No. L-22012/72/2017 — IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 28™ day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 84/2018
Between:

Sri Somaram Thirupathi
Branch Secretary, Singareni collieries
Workers Union (AITUC),
Bellampalli Branch, K.L.
Mahendra Branch, Goleti
Adilabad-504292
......Petitioner
AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Bellampalli Area, Goleti Townshio
Adilabad-504292.
... Respondents
Appearances:

For the Petitioner : None
For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/72/2017 (IR(CM-II)) dated
08/05/2018 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Bellampalli Area,
Adilabad Dist.(TS) in awarding punishment of lowering to the previous posts of security guards to Sri A.
Sadaiah w.e.f 16.05.2016, Sri Mende Thirupathi 24.8.2016 and Sri J. Mallesham w.e.f. 1.3.2016 is fair, legal
and justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workers are entitled to and from which date?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 84/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Record reveals that notice
served on Petitioner but none present on behalf of Petitioner. Therefore, in absence of Petitioner and non-filing of
claim statement by the Petitioner, the case is a ‘No Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28" day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent

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

NIL

75 fReett, 21 e, 2024

FLAAT. 1647l fdare AT, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @ GRT 17 & JERUT 9,
PET  WHR THHLH.TT & ysads & ddg Al R ST dHaRI & 99, agay # ffds
Menfire faare & d=a WReR Amenfiie JRHRVI-Tg—99 u[ETed, a0EE & Udie (T84T
H&AT 113/2018) B UHIRG FRAT B, S D ABR DI 14 /08 / 2024 BT YT T3 T |

[€. Ta1-22012/127/2018-31 3. (V. 7H-11)]
Tftre uq, 37 Aa®

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1647.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 113/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-
cum-Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024

[No. L-22012/127/2018-IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 28™ day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 113/2018

Between:

Sri Bandari Satyanarayana,
State General Secretary,

SCLU (TNTUC), Gandhinagar,
Godavarikhani,

Peddapalli District -5052009.

......Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Sreerampur Area, Adilabad-504303. Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : None

For the Respondent: Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate
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AWARD
The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/127/2018 (IR(CM-II)) dated
26/11/2018 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s Singareni Collieries Co.Ltd., Sreerampur area,
Sreerampur-504303 Adilabad District in terminating the services of Sri Kalaveni Srinivas, Ex-Badli
Filler,Ex-BF E.C.N0.2915984,IK-1A Inc., SCCL., Sreerampur Area with effect from 01-02-2009 is justified
or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 113/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

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

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28" day of June, 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
NIL NIL

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

T foeett, 21 3red, 2024

FI.3T. 1648.—ienfre faare s, 1947 (1947 &1 14) @1 ORT 17 & AR 4,
FET  WHR THHLHL.TT & yduds & dag Faal R S96 dHaRI & 919, srgay # ffde
e faae § =< GxeR sitanfie AfGv-—Tg—99 [A™TEd, geEe & yare (789
wear 89/2018) BT UBIRT FRAT &, Sl dald FBR Bl 14 /08 /2024 DI YT AT o7 |

[€. Tei-22012/88/2015-31T8 3R (¥ TH-11)]
Tftre oA, 37 Aeaw

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1648.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 89/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024.

[No. L-22012/88/2015 — IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 28™ day of June, 2024
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INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 89/2018

Between:

The President (Bandari Satyanarayana),
Telangana Trade Union Council,

Raj Kumar Complex, Saibaba temple road,
Jaffar Nagar, Mancherial-504208.

Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri-504231.

Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : None

For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/88/2015 (IR(CM-II)) dated
26/06/2018 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand raised by President, Telangana Trade Union Council, Mancherial, Adilabad distt for
dependent employment to Smt. Boda Rukma wife of Sri Boda Chandu, Ex-CF, SMG-3 Inc. SCCL,
Mandamarri Area Adilabad Distt, in spite of Memorandum of Settlement dated 29-10-2011 is justified and
legal. If yes to what relief Smt. Boda Rukma, applicant is entitled from the management of the M/s.
Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,, Mandamarri Area and from which date?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 89/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the dated fixed for file claim statement and documents despite sufficient opportunity
extended to him. Record reveals that 1% notice dated 15.5.2019 on petitioner was served but no claim statement filed.
2" notice sent to petitioner returned un-served with endorsement as ‘addressee left” hence returned to sender. It seems
he don’t want to prosecute his case. Hence, ‘No-Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28™ day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

T2 faeett, 21 3FTEd, 2024

FI.3AT. 1649.—ienflres fdare afafTs, 1947 (1947 @1 14) @1 GRT 17 & FFEROT ¥,
BRI WRER TEHLHLTT & Yudsd & Hag Faedl AR 96 HHGRI & drb, ey § i
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enfire faae § a=<a xR Aefis AfR@EVI-Tg—sm ATy, EERE @ de (TEA
HE&AT 46/2018) BT UHIRIT BRI ©, SIl dald ARDR Bl 14 /08 / 2024%] UTK B3I o |

[€. Te1.-22012/107/2018-31 3R, (. 7H-11)]

wfvrses uq, 37 Ao
New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1649.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 46/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024.

[No. L-22012/107/2018-IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 28™ day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 46/2018

Between:
Sri Madam lylaiah,
H.No. 9-4-92,
Vittal Nagar 5 Inc.,
Ramagundam (M)
Peddapalli Dist. (TS)
......Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Ramagundam-I Area,
Godavarikhani-505209.
... Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : None
For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/107/2017-IR(CM-II) dated
29/01/2018 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Ramagundam-I Area, Godavarikhani, Peddapalli Dist. (TS) in terminating the services of Sri Madam Iylaiah,
Ex-Coal Filler, GDK-2 INC,. Ramagundam-I area with effect from 22.9.2010 is justified or not? If not, to
what relief the applicant is entitled for.

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 46/2018 and notices were issued to the parties
concerned.
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2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Record reveals that notice
served on Petitioner but none present on behalf of Petitioner. Therefore, in absence of Petitioner and non-filing of
claim statement by the Petitioner, the case a ‘No Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28" day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner

NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T foeett, 21 3red, 2024

F.3M. 165031 faarq IfRAFTH, 1947 (1947 HT 14) B GRT 17 & AR ¥,
Do WHR THHLHLTT & Jdaay & Gdg FAal AR S96 HHGRI @ drd, ey d
fAfde denfe faae ¥ o< Wwer st Afferer —Fg—3 AR, gavErR &
vare (TEATT AT 48/2022) P UHIRG BT 8, Sl dsld ADBR DI 14 /08 /2024 DI
T G o7 |

[€. Te1-22012/31/2022-31$ 3R, (1. 7H-11)]
Tforses uq, 37 Ao
New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1650.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 48/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024

[No. L-22012/31/2022 — IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 5™ day of July, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 48/2022

Between:

The Singareni Miners and

Engineering Workers Union(HMS)

C-34, Sector-1, Godavarikhani,

Peddapally-577101. ......Petitioner



3704 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA :AUGUST 31, 2024/BHADRA 9, 1946 [PART II—SEC. 3(i1)]

AND

The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,

Sreerampur Area,

Mancherial-505215. ... Respondents
Appearances:

For the Petitioner :  Sri K Vashudev Reddy, advocate
For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/31/2022-IR(CM-II) dated
11/04/2022 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the demand raised by The Singareni Miners & Engineering Workers Union, Telengana
against the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Sreerampur Area in
terminating the services of Shri Boora Laxminarayana, Ex-Badili Filler Sreerampur Area w.e.f. 30-11-2002
vide letter No. SRP/PER/35A/02/5463 dated 30-11-2002 is legal and justified? If yes, to what relief the
applicant Shri Boora Laxminarayana is entitled and what direction are necessary in this regards?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 48/2022 and notices were issued to the parties
concerned.

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

Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 5™ day of July, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner

NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T2 foeetT, 21 3FTEd, 2024

F3M. 1651, fdare rfAfaH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 & AR ¥,
o WHR THHHTT & yegdd & Gag MAedl AR SHb HHGRI b g1, Agey
fAfde efie a4 3<a wer sitenfiie aftev—ag—s9 Ty, Er @ yare

(TEATT wE 49/2018) Bl UBIVT BRI 8, S dald WRBR DI 14 /08 /2024 DI YTl g1l
o |

[€. Ta1-22012/126/2017-31$ 3R, (V. 7H-11)]
TforeT uq, 37 Aeaw
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New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1651.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 49/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024

[No. L-22012/126/2017-IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 5™ day of July, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 49/2022
Between:
The Singareni Miners
And Engineering Workers
Union (HMS)C-34, Sector-I,
Godavarikhani,
Peddapalli-507101.
......Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Sreerampur Area,

Mancherial-505215.
... Respondents

Appearances:
For the Petitioner : Sri Vasudeva Reddy, advocate
For the Respondent: Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/32/2022-IR(CM-II) dated
11/04/2022 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Bellampalli, in spite
of to conduct interview of Sri Ahmed Jani in the year 1996 and sent to Area Hospital, Bellampalli for
Medical fintness and declared fit by the medical authorities, in non-providing dependent employment to Sri
Ahmed Jani, Son-in-Law of late Sd Ismail, Ex-Cook, who had opted for voluntary retirement scheme on
health grounds in favour of employment to his son-in-law Sri S Ahmed Jani, later on died on 10.02.1998 due
to illness, is justified or not? If not, what relief the applicant Sri S Ahmed jani is entitled to and what
direction are necessary in this regard?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 49/2022 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.
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2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Petitioner did not file any
claim statement and documents despite sufficient opportunity extended to him. It seems he don’t want to prosecute his
case. Therefore, in absence of any claim statement a ‘No-Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 5™ day of July, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T foeett, 21 3rea, 2024

F.AT. 1652 —=Aefed fadrg AMAFRE, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B ORT 17 & ARV H, =i
WHR THHLHL.TT & Jagas & dag FAedl 3R 96 dHGRI & dr9, fgay H§ ffdse sienfie
fae & < WeR AdEfe AT AT, EEE @ Uare (TEEE den
57/2018) Bl YHIRIT BT 8, S Dl AXBR DI 14 /08 / 20241 UG AT T |

[€. Te—22012/109/2017-31$ 3R, (HT.TH-1I)]
Tforses uq, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1652.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 57/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024

[No. L-22012/109/2017 — IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 28" day of June, 2024

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 57/2018

Between:

The General Secretary,
(Sri Riaz Ahmed),
Singareni Mines & Engg.
Workers Union (HMS)
H.No. C-34, Sector-I,
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Godavarikhani-505209.

......Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Ramagundam-I Area, Godavarikhani-505209.
...... Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : None
For the Respondent: Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/109/2017-IR(CM-II) dated
15/12/2017 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Ramagundam-I Area,
Godavarikhani, Karimnagar Dist, in fixing the basic pay @ Rs. 11,093-38 ps instead of @ Rs. 11959.48 ps in
respect of S/Sri E. Rajeshwar Rao, Kudikala Satheesh, and N. Srinivas, Security, Guards GR-Government,
S& PC, SCCI, Ramagundam-I area is justified or not? If not, to what relief the worker is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as [.D. No. 57/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Record reveals that notice
served on Petitioner but none present on behalf of Petitioner. Therefore, in absence of Petitioner and non-filing of
claim statement by the Petitioner, the case is a ‘No Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28" day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T2 faeett, 21 3FTEd, 2024

AT, 1653.—=iefie fdare I =m, 1947 (1947 &1 14) B GRT 17 & JATARV ¥, BT DR
TH.HLHL.UT & Ydudd & Gag aeid! iR 996 dHaRI & 99, agey # ffde sienfie fJae & s
WHR IAefe JIRSHOT-HZ—o AT, 712 & dare (T2 &7 61/2018) BT THIRIT Bl
2, Sl S5 WPR Pl 14 /08 /2024 BT YT 3T o7 |

[€. Te1.-22012/104/2017-3m< 3R, (FHT.TH-11)]
Tfvrses uq, 37 A=
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New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1653.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 61/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024.

[No. L-22012/104/2017-IR (CM-IT)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 28" day of June, 2024

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 61/2018

Between:

Bandari Satyanarayana,

President, Telangana Trade

Union Congress, Hamaliwada,

near Ashok Talkies,

Shivaji Band Street,

Mancherial-504208 ......Petitioner
AND

The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Mandamarri Area,

Mandamarri-504231.

.....Respondents
Appearances:

For the Petitioner : None

For the Respondent:  Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/104/2017 (IR(CM-II)) dated
26/12/2017 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Mandamarri Area,
Mancherial Dist. (TS). In terminating the services of Sri Seggam Bhoomaiah, Ex-Coal Filler, RK-1A,
Mandamarri Area with effect from 9.6.2004 in justified or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled
for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as .D. No. 61/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Record reveals that notice
sent to petitioner returned un-served with endorsement as ‘addressee left’ hence returned to sender. Inspite of
providing sufficient opportunity no claim statement is filed. Hence, a ‘no-claim’ award is passed.
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Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28™ day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner

NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T foeett, 21 3red, 2024

.M. 16543l fAare AfAFRM, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 & AR H, B
WHR THHLHL.TT & Yeeds & g Al AR 96 HHHRI & 414, ey H ffdse sienfie
fae # o Wer Menfie Ifrev-ag-sm ey, g & Uae (TEE A
63/2018) BT UBIRIT BRI o, Sl dald ARBR Bl 14 /08 /2024 DI UG AT T |

[, Tai-22012/6/2018-3s 3R, (7. 7H-11)]
TftreT uq, 37 fAa®

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1654.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 63/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024

[No. L-22012/6/2018-IR (CM-II)]

MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 28" day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 63/2018
Between:

The President

(Bandari Satyanarayana),

Telangana Trade Union Congress,

Hamaliwada, near Ashok Talkies,

Shivaji Band Street,

Mancherial-504208 ......Petitioner

AND
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The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries
Company Ltd.,
Bellampalli Area,
Goleti Township (PO)-504292.
...Respondents

Appearances:

For the Petitioner : None
For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/6/2018 (IR(CM-II)) dated
02/04/2018 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Bellampalli area,
Goleti Township (PO), Adilabad Dist., in terminating the services of Sri Sothuku Mondi, Ex-CF, Goleti-I
INC., Bellampalli area Bellampalli area with effect from 15.11.2007 is justified or not? If not, to what relief
the applicant is entitled for.”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 63/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Record reveals that
notice sent to petitioner returned un-served with endorsement as addressee left’ hence returned to sender. Inspite of
providing sufficient opportunity no claim statement is filed. Hence, a ‘no-claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28" day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T2 foeett, 21 3red, 2024

T, 1655.—3iEMTG fdare AR, 1947 (1947 T 14) BT GRT 17 & AR H, B
WHR TEHLH.TT & Jduad & dag Fanal $ik 396 dHaRI @& 99, agey #§ fAfde fenfie
fare # o= WReR AefTe AREGIU-Tg-91 A™Tad, R & Ude (TEET e
20/2019) BT USRI AT 8, T S AXDHR DI 14 /08 /2024 BT YTl T3 o7 |

[ €. Ta-22012/7/2018-318 3R, (HT.7H-11)]
Tfore oA, 37 Aeaw

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1655.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 20/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
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Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024.

[No. L-22012/7/2018-IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 28™ day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 20/2019

Between:

Sri Bandari Satyanarayana,

Sr. Vice President, RCMS Central Committee &
SRP Divn., President, Mancherial,

Hamaliwada, Near Ashok Talkies,

Shivaji Band Street, Mancherial-504208.

......Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Sreerampur Area, Mancherial-504303.

.....Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : None

For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/7/2018 (IR(CM-II)) dated
02/01/2019 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Sreerampur
area, Sreerampur, Mancherial Dist. (TS), in terminating the services of Sri Morla Mallesh, Ex-General
Mazdoor, RKNT, SCCL, Sreerampur area with effect from 18.11.2003 and not reinstating him after
interview held on 14.4.2012 is justified or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 20/2019 and notices were issued to the parties
concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents.  Record reveals
that notice sent to petitioner returned un-served with endorsement as ‘addressee left’ hence returned to sender. Inspite
of providing sufficient opportunity no claim statement is filed. Hence, a no-claim award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28" day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the

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

NIL
T foeett, 21 3nTed, 2024

FLIAT. 1656.—efTes  fdare ofiRm, 1947 (1947 &1 14) B GRT 17 S AR H,
DR WROR TEHLHLTT & Jeudsd & Hag el IR 96 HHGRI & drF, ey § fHfds
e faare ¥ < WReR Sitefe AR@GU-ag-59 R Ted, gaaaE & A (T8
W&l 5/2019) P UHIRA PRA @, Ol bl AR Bl 14,/08 /2024 I U< GAT o7 |

[€. Ta1-22012/141/2017 -3 3R, (. 0H-11)]
Tftre uq, 37 Aa®

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1656.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 5/2019) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024.

[No. L-22012/141/2017-IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 28" day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 5/2019
Between:

Sri Janagam Mallesh,

S/o Narsaiah,

H.No. 3-5-56/1,

Sundilla (V), Kamanpur (M)

Peddapalli Dist. (TS) ......Petitioner
AND

The General Manager,

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Ramagundam-I Area,
Godavarikhani-505209

Peddapalli Dist. (TS)

... Respondent
Appearances:

For the Petitioner : None
For the Respondent: Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate
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AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/141/2017-IR(CM-II) dated
22/03/2018 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the general manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Ramagundam-I area,
Godavarikhani, Peddapalli Dist.(TS) in terminating the services of Sri Janagam Mallesh, Ex-Coal filler
GDK-2A INC, Ramagundam-I area with effect from 23.1.2014 is justified or not? If not, to what relief the
applicant is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 5/2019 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Record reveals that notice
served on Petitioner but none present on behalf of Petitioner. Therefore, in absence of Petitioner and non-filing of
claim statement by the Petitioner, the case is a ‘No Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28™ day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

TS faoett, 21 srTed, 2024
3. 1657.—3efe fdare AfafTH, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 S JAFARY H, S
WHR THHLHALTT & Y0 & Gdg ASTH! R S9d HHDRI @ 414, ey ¥ Ffde sifeniie

faae 4 o< WeR Atenfie AREU-TE-5W [AR-IEd, 3d) & dare (TEA g
60/2018) BT UHIRIT P B, Sl dsld DR BT 14 /08 /2024 BT YTKT GT o7 |

[€. Tei-22012/105/2017-31m$ 3R, (FH1.TH-11)]
Tfore uq, 37 Aaw

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1657.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 60/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024

[No. L-22012/105/2017-IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 28™ day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 60/2018

Between:

Bandari Satyanarayana,

President, Telangana Trade

Union Congress,

Hamaliwada, near Ashok Talkies,

Shivaji Band Street,

Mancherial-504208 ......Petitioner

AND

The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri-504231.
.. ...Respondents

Appearances:

For the Petitioner : None
For the Respondent: Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/105/2017 (IR(CM-II)) dated
21/12/2017 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Mancharial dist. (TS),
in terminating the services of Sri Sange Rajesham, Ex-CF, SMG-1 INC., Mandamarri Area with effect from
11.1.2000 is justified or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 60/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Record reveals that notice
sent to petitioner returned un-served with endorsement as addressee left’ hence returned to sender. Inspite of
providing sufficient opportunity no claim statement is filed. Hence, a ‘no-claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28™ day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence
Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent

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

NIL

75 fReett, 21 e, 2024

FAT. 1658 i@ fdare AMR=H, 1947 (1947 T 14) BT GRT 17 & AT H, B
WHR THHLHL.TT & Yeeds & Hdg Faea! iR 96 dHaRl & 99, ey d fAfds sienfie
faae # o< WeR AEfTe AREGIv-Tg-99 <ETed, gadEe @ Udie (TEATH weEn
40/2016) P YHIRG BT &, S ST ABR DI 13 /08 /2024 BT YT T3l o |

[€. Tad-22012/30/2016-3m< 3R, (7. 79-11)]
Tforses ud, 37 A=

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1658.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 40/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 13/08/2024

[No. L-22012/30/2016—IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

resent: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 28" day of May, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 40/2016
Between:
Sri Gadde Narsaiah S/o Posham,
H.No. 16-1-82/21, Ballempalli No. 2 Incline Basti

Asafabad Tq.,
Adilabad Distt., Telangana

......Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Bellampalli Area, Goleti Township-504292
Adilabad Distt., Telengana
... Respondents

Appearances:

For the Petitioner : Y Ranjeeth Reddy, Adv.
For the Respondent: ~ Sri Nandigam Krishna Rao, Advocate
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AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/30/2016 (IR(CM-II) dated
08/07/2016 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Bellampalli
Area, Goleti Township, Adilabad Distt in terminating the services of Sri Gadde Narsaiah, Ex-Coal Filler,
Goleti No. 1 Incline, SCCL, Bellampalli Area with effect from 15.07.2004 is justified or not? If not, to what
relief the applicant is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 40/2016 and notices were issued to the parties
concerned.

2. None present for both sides. Notice sent on petitioner returned unserved with endorsement as ‘addresse
expired, hence returned to sender. Inspite of providing sufficient opportunity no LR petition filed by any legal heir of
petitioner. It seems that LRs do not want to pursue the case. Hence, case is dismissed for default.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28™ day of may , 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T2 foeett, 21 3red, 2024

HT.3T. 1659.—3ie e fqare AR, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B GRT 17 & JTAR 4,
WHR THHLHLTT & Jagas & Gag FANdl 3R 96 AR & g9, 3red H Ffdw sieifis
faare 4 =< WweR Al JARGVT-TZ-99 A™TEd, 2209 & Ude (TEEE gt
72/2021) T YBIRIT B &, Sl daid ABR Bl 14 /08 /2024 DI U< AT T |

[€. Tei-22013/01/2024-31T 3= (¥ 7H-11)]
Tfore oA, 37 Aeaw

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1659.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 72/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024.

[No. L-22013/01/2024 — IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
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ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD
Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 12" day of July, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 72/2021
Between:
The General Secretary,
Singareni Miners & Engineering
Workers Union (HMS)
Q.No. C-34, Sector-1,
Godavarikhani-505209.
......Petitioner
AND
1. The Chairman & Managing Director,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Red Hills, P.O. Box No.18,
Khairathabad, Hyderabad
2. The Agen, K-P, U.G. INC,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.
Manuguru, Khammam District, Telengana
3. The Chief General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Manuguru, Khammam District
Telengana State.
4. The Director (P,A&W),
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Corporate Office, Kothagudem,
Khammam District-507101.
... Respondents

For the Petitioner :
For the Respondent:

management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

Appearances:

Shri K. Vasudeva Reddy, advocate
Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.1/12/2021-B1 dated 15/09/2021 referred the
following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Manuguru Area in
termination of Sri Gurrala Chandrasekhar, General Mazdoor from the services is legal and justified? If not,

to what relief the workman is entitled to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 72/2021 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2.

case. Therefore, in absence of any claim statement a ‘No-Claim’ award is passed.

Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. Petitioner did not file any
claim statement and documents despite sufficient opportunity extended to him. It seems he don’t want to prosecute his
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Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 12" day of July, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T foeett, 21 3rea, 2024

F1.3T. 1660.—3i=e fqare AR, 1947 (1947 BT 14) B ORI 17 & JTARY H, g

WHR THHLHL.TA & Jeaad & Hdg RN AR 96 HHGRI & 414, ey d FAfawe sieifis

fqae 4 o< WeR Aeife AREvI-HFg-599 [ed, gaER & Uae (TgA A
59/2018) BT UHIRIT IR 2, Sl dsld ARDR BT 14,/08 /2024 BT U<l G3T o7 |

[€. Ta1-22012/103/2017-31g 3. (¥, 0H-11)]

Tforses uq, 37 A

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1660.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 59/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024

[No. L-22012/103/2017-IR (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: -  Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 28" day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 59/2018

Between:

Sri Bandari Satyanarayana,
Sr. Vice President, RCMS Central Committee &
SRP Divn., President, Mancherial, Hamaliwada,
Near Ashok Talkies,
Shivaji Band Street, Mancherial-504208.
......Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
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Mandamarri Area, Mandamarri-504231.
...Respondents
Appearances:

For the Petitioner : None
For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/103/2017 (IR(CM-II)) dated
26/12/2017 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Mandamarri Area,
Mancharial dist. (TS), in terminating the services of Sri Eppal Ramulu, Ex-CF, Shantikhani, Mandamarri
Area with effect from 26.9.2007 is justified or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 59/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the dated fixed for file claim statement and documents despite sufficient opportunity
extended to him. Record reveals that 1* notice dated 21.10.2019 on petitioner was served but no claim statement filed.
2™ notice sent to petitioner returned un-served with endorsement as ‘addressee left’ hence returned to sender.
Petitioner did not appear and not filed any claim statement. It seems he don’t want to prosecute his case. Hence,
‘No-Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28" day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL
T2 foeett, 21 3red, 2024

F.3AT. 1661.—<ifire [Jars AT, 1947 (1947 BT 14) Bl GRT 17 & JTAR H, Bl
WeR THHLHL.UT & ydudy @ Gag Faoe ok 996 eHeR! & 494, sedy 3 fifde
iEnfie faare # o< GXeR 3Menfie JAREO-—Hg—9M RTed, gavERE & dae (T8
HE&AT 69/2021) P YHIRT BT &, S Dl ABR DI 14 /08 / 2024 BT YT F3T o |

[€. Tai-22013/01/2024-31T$ 3R, (¥, 7H-11)]
Tfvrses uq, 37 A=

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1661.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 69/2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024.

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

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: - Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer

Dated the 12" day of July, 2024

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 69/2021
Between:

Sri S.Ravi Kumar,
Ex-General Mazdoor,
C/o Smt. A.Sarojana, flat no.G7
Rajeswari Gayathri Sadan,
Kachiguda, Hyderabad
......Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Ramagundam-II Area,

Peddapalli District.
... Respondents
Appearances:

For the Petitioner :  Shri K. Vasudeva Reddy & B. Kiran Kumar, advocate
For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate

AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.1/10/2021-B1 dated 02/09/2021
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal
between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., Ramagundam-II Area
in terminating the services of Sri S.Ravi kumar, Ex-General Mazdoor, Ramagundam-II Area with effect from
26.03.2007 is legal and justified or not? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as .D. No. 69/2021 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

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

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 12" day of July, 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer
Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Respondent
NIL
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75 fReett, 21 e, 2024

FI.3T. 1662.—ienfre fare =™, 1947 (1947 &1 14) T GRT 17 & JTARV H, Dol
WRBR TH.HTH.UA & yaerds & o R ik S9a ddeRi @ 4, arey 3 e sieifie fare %
= WeR e ARGRU-TZ—a9 =AraTer™, §ETE @ vare (Y2919 & 49/2018) b
THIRG S &, 9l Dald WRBR DI 14 /08 /2024 BT U< 3T o7 |

[€. Ta1-22012/126/2017-3s 3. (FH.TH-11)]
wfvrees uq, 37 Ao

New Delhi, the 21st August, 2024

S.0. 1662—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID. No. 49/2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-
Labour Court, HYDERABAD as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the Management of
S.C.C.Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/08/2024.

[No. L-22012/126/2017— 1R (CM-II)]
MANIKANDAN. N, Dy. Director
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: -  Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 28" day of May, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 49/2018
Between:
The Vice President (Sri Bandari Lingaiah),
Singareni Collieries Employees Union (CITU),
Qtr. No. 39-T, SMG X Roads,
Bellampalli-504251
......Petitioner
AND
The General Manager,
M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,
Mandamarri Area,

Madamarri-505231.
... Respondents

Appearances:

For the Petitioner : None

For the Respondent: ~ Shri Y Ranjeet Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-22012/126/2017 (IR(CM-II)) Dated
29/01/2018 referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this
Tribunal between the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,
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THE SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the General Manager, M/s Singareni Collieries Co.Ltd., Mandamarri Area,
Mandamarri, Mancherial Dist.(TS) in terminating the services of Sri Thangellapally Kanakalah, Geni.,
Mazdoor, M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd.,, Kasipeta Mine., Mandamarri area with effect from
21.12.2014 is justified or not? If not, to what relief the applicant is entitled for?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as [.D. No. 49/2018 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents. ~ Record reveals that 1*
notice dated 19.3.2018 on petitioner was served but no claim statement filed. 2" Notice sent to petitioner returned un-
served with endorsement as addressee expired’, hence returned to sender. Inspite of providing sufficient opportunity
no claim statement is filed since 2018. Hence, a ‘No-Claim’award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 28" day of May, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner
NIL
Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T foeett, 22 3rea, 2024

FTIT. 1663.—M=ATHE fare SRR 1947 (1947 BT 14 ) B GRT 17 & IR § BEIY ADR
IO d@ ST 381 & yduds, Wag Fee! ok S8 $EeRI & 4 orgey ¥ Mifde s faare
¥ SR sifreeor /sm =g uedr & uare [17 (C) of 2021] yeiRia sl ¢ |

[, Tei-39025/ 01 /2024-3¢ &R (4-11)-36]
qAML, 37 Haerh

New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2024

S.0. 1663.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 17 (C ) of 2021) of the Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Patna as
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management ofUnion Bank of India and their workmen.

[No. L-39025/01/2024- IR(B-II)-36]
SALONI, Dy. Director

ANNEXURE
Before The Presiding Officer,
Industrial Tribunal, Patna.

Reference Case No.:-17 (C) of 2021

Between the management of (1) the Managing Director &Chief Executive Officer, Union Bank of India,
Central Office, Mumbai Samachar Marg 239, Back Way Reclamation, Nariman Point, Mumbai-400021 (2) the
Regional Manager, Union Bank of India, Regional Office, Mohanpur, Samastipur-848101 and Their workman Sri
Santosh Kumar Choudhary, S/ Shri Rameshwar Choudhary, Vill- Siswa Khurd, P.O & P.S- Daudpur, Dist- Saran,
Bihar-841205.
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For the management:- Mr. Anjani Kumar Mishra, Advocate.
Mr. Ambanish Bhardwaj, Advocate.

For the workman:- Sri B. Prasad, State Secretary, UCO Bank Employees
Association.

Present:- Manoj Shankar
Presiding Officer,
Industrial Tribunal, Patna.

AWARD
Patna, dt- 19" July, 2024.

By the adjudication order no.- 1/ID(12)/2021/Dy CLC-Pt dated- 20/25.10.2021 the Govt. of India, Ministry
of Labour & Employment, Office of the Dy. Chief Labour Commissioner ( Central ), Maurya Lok Complex, A Block,
2" Floor, Room No.-6,16,& 17, Patna-800001 has referred under clause (d) of sub-section-(1) of Section-10 of the
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947, ( hereinafter to be referred to as “the Act”), the following dispute between (1) the
Managing Director Chief Executive officer, Union Bank of India, Central Office, Mumbai Samachar Marg 239, Back
Way Reclamation, Nariman Point, Mumbai-400021 (2) the Regional Manager, Union Bank of India, Regional Office,
Mohanpur, Samastipur-848101 and Their workman Sri Santosh Kumar Choudhary, S/O Shri Rameshwar Choudhary,
Vill- Siswa Khurd, P.O & P.S- Daudpur, Dist- Saran, Bihar-841205 for adjudication to this tribunal:-

SCHEDULE

“ Whether the action of the management of the then Andhra Bank (now called Union Bank of India ), Daudpur
Branch, Bihar in terminating the services of Shri Santosh Kumar Choudhary, temporary Peon, .e.f. 01.02.2017, is
just and proper? If not, to what relief (s) the workman concerned is entitled to?”

2. As per the statement of claim, the case of the applicant Sri Santosh Kumar Choudhary is that Andhra Bank ( now
called Union Bank of India after merger), opened a branch at Daudpur Dist.- Saran in the year-2013. It is further
asserted that Santosh Kumar Choudhary, workman was orally appointed as temporary peon in the said branch from
01.10.2014 against a permanent vacant post of a peon. The workman discharged all the duties of a peon from
01.10.2014 to 31.01.2017 regularly. It is further asserted that the workman as assigned duties and ( i) opening and
closing the bank gate,( ii) cleaning tables, chairs, counters, (iii) stitching of currency notes and vouchers, (iv) placing
the register and book on the counters, (v) taking out cash box from the strong room placing the same at cash counter.
Some times he did postal work of the bank. It is further asserted that the workman discharged his duties right from
8.00 AM to 6.00 P.M as per the Branch Manager. It is further asserted that the workman was being paid wages on
monthly basis that was initially Rs. 1800/- per month which was raised Rs. 4000/- P.M and lastly workman was
getting Rs. 12000/- P.M. All the payment was made to the workman through debit vouchers and the amount was
credited to his S.B. Account. It is further asserted that the workman was also maintaining attendance in the branch
every day. But all of sudden he was stopped from working on 01.02.2017 by the bank officials without giving any
notice or any retrenchment compensation so termination of the workman is covered u/s- 2 (0o) of the I.D.Act and the
action of the management constitutes unfair labour practice as per Schedule-V read with Section 25(T) of the I.D.Act.
It is further asserted that after termination workman approached several times before higher authorities of the
management bank for his reinstatement and regularisation but his effort was failed then he raised his grievance before
the conciliation officer but management side was not ready to settle the dispute, ultimately conciliation officer has
sent the matter to the appropriate Govt. after failure of conciliation report. Ultimately this case was referred to this
tribunal for adjudication. Thus the workman seeks following relief (s) ;

(1) Reinstatement in the service of the bank as a temporary peon with back wages and other
consequential benefits.;

(i1) Regularisation of service as a peon;

(iii) Payment of due wages, for the period of working;

@iv) Payment of cost of Rs. 25000/- for contesting the dispute;
v) Any other relief (s) as a this tribunal deemed and proper;

3. On the other hand the management side filed written statement and stated therein the claim of the applicant /
workman of this case is not maintainable either on the facts or in the eye of law and it is liable to be dismissed. It is
further asserted that the applicant presented distorted and incorrect version of the facts and he attempted to mislead to
this tribunal by disclosing exaggerated duties. It is further asserted that the dispute raised by the applicant / workman
can’t be termed as Industrial Dispute within the I.D. Act because the applicant is not a workman at any point of time
in the said bank hence there is no question of wrongful termination. It is further asserted that there is no relationship
of the employer and employee because there was no contract of service between the applicant and the bank. The
applicant was never appointed by the bank through sponsored of the employment exchange or through any
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recruitment process demanded by the Govt. It is further asserted that his name was never appeared on the muster roll
of the bank and he was never paid salary. It is further asserted that there is no provision or rules regarding to oral
appointment in public sector bank. It is further asserted that the applicant has not come up with clean hand before this
tribunal and he has conceded relevant facts. The fact is, the applicant was engaged occasionally as casual labourer for
the period and he was paid accordingly. It is further asserted that various allegations, submissions, contentions and
averments made in the application are denied in toto. It is the duty of the applicant to put with strict proof. It is further
asserted that if any appointment is made in violation of the recruitment norms, the appointment becomes void abinitio
and it does not confer any right on the person, was appointed. It is further asserted that raising this dispute by the
applicant is indirectly trying to enter in the service of the bank through back door however, it is clearly held by
Hon’ble Court in Uma Devis case back door entries is bad in law. It is further asserted that the applicant has never
worked regularly as daily wager rather as per requirement of the work he was called for which he was duly paid. It is
further asserted that since the applicant s never appointed in the service of bank, so there is no question of any
termination order for complying with the provision of the I.D. Act. It is further asserted that all the allegations as
raised against the bank is totally denied and his claim is fit to be dismissed.

4. Having gone through the rival contentions both the sides, the following issues are recasted for adjudication:-

(1) “Whether the applicant Santosh Kumar Choudhary is regrarded as workman under the provision of
2 (S) of the ILD. Act?”

(i1) “Whether the Santosh Kumar Choudhary worked regularly from 01.10.2014 to 31.01.2017
discharging duties as a temporary peon mentioned in statement of claim.”

(iii) “ Whether the action of the management of the then Andhra Bank (now called Union Bank of
India ), Daudpur Branch, Bihar in terminating the services of Shri Santosh Kumar Choudhary,
temporary Peon, w.e.f. 01.02.2017, is just and proper? If not, to what relief (s) the workman
concerned is entitled to?”

(iv) “Whether the applicant is entitled for any relief?”
5. In order to establish his claim, the workman sides examined one witness namely Santosh Kumar Choudhary
(W.W-1) the applicant. Besides oral evidence workman side files some documents and got its marked Exts. as:-

(1) Ext.-W- Payment voucher of dt- 01.10.2014.

(i1) Ext.-W/1- Deputation of Santosh Kumar to bring P.C set
from Andhra Bank, Gopalganj dt-24.03.2015.

(ii1) Ext.-W/2- Zerox copy of attendance register for the period
0f 12.12..2014 t0 31.01.2017 ( Page-03 to 15).

(iv) Ext.-W/3- Zerox copy of attendance sheet for the months of January-2017 bearing signature of
initial of Branch Manager Sri Prakash Deepak.

6. On the other hand management side examined one witness namely Prakash Deepak (M.W-1). Management
side not produced any documents.

7. First of all this tribunal securitizes the evidence of Santosh Kumar Choudhary of W.W-1. Who stated before
this tribunal who was doing duty at Daudpur Branch of Andhara Bank now called Union Bank of India after merger.
He further stated that he used to come to the branch at 9.00 A.M to open the gate of the bank thereafter, he used to
discharge the duties of cleaning work and also did the duties of hospitality. He further stated that he often brought the
cash from the strong room and for the cash counter. He also did the duty of vouchers binding. This witness further
stated that initially he was getting Rs. 1800/- per month. Payment and after one year it was enhanced to Rs. 4000/- per
month and after six month he started getting Rs. 12,000/- per month and this witness also stated that he was getting
cash payment through vouchers issued in his name. This witness further proved the payment voucher of dt-
01.10.2014 marked as Ext.-W and he also proved the deputation letter of dt- 24.03.2015 given by Manager Daudpur
Branch to bring PC from Branch Manger, Gopalganj as Ext.-W/1. This witness further stated that he worked Daudpur
Branch from 01.10.2014 to 31.01.2017 and he filed the zerox copy of attendance register for the period from
11.12.2014 to 31.01.2017 over which he put his signature / initial i.e from the page 03 to 25 marked as Ext.-W/2 and
this witness further proved the 19 page of attendance register of the month January-2017 as Ext.-W/3 on which the
then Manager Prakash Deepak put his initial. This witness further stated that during his tenure at Daudpur Branch
there was no peon posted there. This witness further stated that he has given a written petition to the bank but he has
not kept any copy of his petition. This witness further stated that bank neither sent any notice nor any retrenchment
compensation before terminating him so his claim of reinstatement permanent peon his right.

In cross-examination this witness categorically admitted that in para-13 of the cross-examination he has
received just one vouchers from bank manager Manish Jaiswal of the year 2014 that he placed before this tribunal. In
para-14 of the cross-examination this witness categorically stated that he has bank account but he received his
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payment once in bank account in the year 2014 and thereafter he received payment through vouchers. This witness
further stated that on Ext.-w/1 Manager did not give any designation after his name in the letter. In para-15 of the
cross-examination this witness categorically admits that he was making initial in English on the attendance register
later on, on the instruction of manager he put the signature in Hindi. In para-16 this witness admits that on page-18 of
attendance register there was signature of one Sanjay and his initial was in English and on page-20 of Ext.-W/2 his
signature was in Hindi not in English. In para-18 of the cross-examination this witness admits that there is his
signature on page-25 of (Ext.-W/2). In para-19 of the cross-examination this witness stated that he was called from
the bank in Jan. 2018 and he discharged duty voluntarily there but this fact is not inserted in his statement of claim. In
para-20 of the cross-examination this witness categorically stated that he has taken the photo of attendance register
through his Mobile and got it printed. In para-22 of the cross-examination this witness categorically stated that he
used to keep the keys of bank main gate and on receiving the key of chest he used to open the Chest. This witness
stated in para-25 he has no written proof of his joining.

8. On the other hand management examined Prakash Deepak, Assistant Manager of Union Bank of India,
Mohania Branch as M.W-1 who stated before this tribunal he was Manager of Daudpur Branch from 21.11.2016 to
03.06.2018 earlier it was Andhra Bank now Union Bank of India after merger. This witness further stated that during
his tenure he never put any notice for the recruitment of any peon. This witness further stated that when Santosh
Kumar gave his service to the bank one Sanjay Kumar was PTS in the branch he was employee of the bank.This
witness stated on query of this tribunal when ever Sanjay Kumar PTS was on leave than Santosh Kumar was called
and bank took his service for one to two hours. This witness further stated that he was not posted in the said branch in
the year 2014-15 so he can’t say Sanjay Kumar and Santosh Kumar PTS was maintaining his attendance on the same
attendance register and this further stated that the attendance sheet produced by Santosh his forged and there is only
one signature showing Santosh on the attendance sheet of during his tenure. This witness further stated that, on query
by this tribunal, there was separate attendance register for PTS Sanjay in the bank. This witness further stated that he
can’t say Ext.-W/1 bears the signature of Santosh Kumar.

In cross-examination this witness categorically stated in para-10 he can’t say when Daudpur Branch of the
Andhara bank was opened and he also can’t say on the opening of the said branch there was no permanent peon. In
para-11 of the cross-examination this witness admits that he joined the Daudpur Branch in the year 2016 and at that
time one Sanjay Kumar was permanent PTS and bank took the service of Santosh Kumar too. In para-13 of the cross-
examination this witness categorically stated that Santosh Kumar received the payment in cash through vouchers. On
tribunal query this witness categorically admits that Andhra Bank was merged in Union Bank of India, so no copy of
the vouchers of Andhara Bank can be given but current vouchers of Union Bank of India can be placed. This witness
further categorically stated in para-14 of the cross-examination that bank gave payment to the workman whenever he
discharged his duties and he used to received weekly payment. In para-17 of the cross-examination this witness
admits that the vouchers was issued to the workman in his name of Santosh. This witness further admits that in para-
18 of the cross-examination that the three vouchers of year-2017 is shown to him, is in the name of Santosh Kumar
and there is his signature also. In para-20 of the cross-examination this witness categorically admits that the voucher
of Rs. 3464/- is shown to him is the payment of seven days given to the workman. In para- 23 of the cross-
examination this witness categorically admits that since Santosh Kumar was daily wager so he did not get any
appointment letter and further in para-14 witness categorically stated that he can’t say whether the workman was
given notice or any sort of compensation because he was transferred from said branch.

9. It is argued on behalf of the workman side Santosh Kumar the workman has worked in the Daudpur Branch
of the management bank from 01.10.2014 to 31.01.2017 and thereafter, this witness was terminated from 01.02.2017
which was duly corroborated by the workman himself in his evidence and he also filed some documents with regards
to this payment received from the bank. It is also argued that workman filed attendance register i.e from 11.12.2014 to
31.01.2017 ( Ext.-W/2 ) i.e also strong proof the Santosh has discharged the duties in the said branch as daily wager.
It is also argued that the than manager also put his initial over the attendance sheet of month of January 2017 i.e at
page-19 of the attendance register marked as Ext.-W/3. It is further argued that of course workman could not
produced all the payment vouchers because all the vouchers was not given by the management bank but the vouchers
he produced of the year 2017 was duly admitted by the M.W-1 Prakash Deepak i.e in the name of Santosh Kumar it
also shows that during the tenure of Prakash Deepak ( M.W-1 ) he was discharging the duties of daily wager it is
further argued that there was no permanent peon posted in the said branch and the workman discharged his duties like
a permanent employee of the bank as a sub-staff and he worked uninterruptedly continuously from 01.10.2014 to
31.01.2017 work for more than 240 days so his termination covered U/S-2(O0) of the I.D.Act and without notice and
compensation the termination of workman is a kind of unfair labour practice resorted by the bank. It is also argued
that the duties of the workman was perennial in nature but all of sudden he was terminated and appointed a fresh hand
ignoring the claim of workman i.e also violation the provision of Section 25 (G) & 25 (H) of the Industrial Dispute
Act, 1947. The workman side filed the matter of one Mintu Kumar whose dispute was decided in Reference Case
No.- 06 (C) of 2006 by this tribunal was similar to the matter of this workman in which tribunal passed award in
favour of the Mintu Kumar by reinstating him into the service of bank and also passed the order to regular his
services. It was challenged by the management bank but finally the Hon’ble Apex Court in Civil Appeal No.- 1135 of



3726 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA :AUGUST 31, 2024/BHADRA 9, 1946 [PART II—SEC. 3(i1)]

2019 restored the award passed by this tribunal. Since workman has discharged the duties regular for the three years
continuously so he is entitled for instatement for the services of the bank as sub-staff.

10. On the other hand representative of the management argued that the claim of the Santosh Kumar for his
reinstatement is not at all established by the workman side because Santosh Kumar never discharged his daily wage
work continuously in the said branch, no documentary proof is given for continuous duty in the Daudpur Branch. It is
further argued that he attendance register produced by the workman is not authentic document because it is not
prepared in the official register and there is no seal of the bank moreover, the claim of the workman there was no
permanent staff posted in the said bank is totally false one Santosh Kumar PTS was posted in the said branch as
permanent PTS. It is further argued that whenever workman gave his services to the Daudpur Branch he was paid
accordingly. So the claim of the workman has no basis and since he was not a employee of the bank there is no
question of termination. It is also argued that it is settled principle of law mere continuous service as a temporary or
adhoc or daily wager can not confer him any right for the service if he did not worked against sanctioned post. There
was no sanctioned post vacant in Daudpur Branch because Santosh Kumar was already posted as permanent PTS
hence the claim of the workman is not at all sustainable.

11. Considering all the facts and the materials available on the record as discussed above and the submissions as
advanced on behalf of both the sides this tribunal takes the first issue whether the Santosh Kumar Choudhary acquired
status of workman U/S-2(S) of the I.D.Act. Section-2(S) defined about the workman:- [ 2 (S) “workman” means any
person (_including an apprentice ) employed in any industry to do any manual, unskilled, skilled, technical,
operational, clerical or supervisory work for hire or reward, whether the terms of employment be express or
implied, and for the purpose 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—

(1) 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 or 1957 ); or

(i)  Who is employed in the police service or as an officer or other employee of a prison, or
(i)  Who is employed mainly in a managerial or administrative capacity, or

(iv)  who, being employed in a supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding 56a [ ten thousand rupees ]
per mensem or exercise, 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.]

In this regards this is the clear cut stance of Santosh Kumar that he was engaged as temporary peon right from
opening of the branch of Andhra Bank at Daudpur Branch and he started discharging his duties as a temporary peon
from 01.10.2014 onwards till his termination dt-31.01.2017, later on te Andhra Bank was merged in Union Bank of
India and this is duly corroborated by the Santosh Kumar in his evidence as W.W-1 and this is not controverted by the
management during the course of cross-examination rather management side admits that Santosh Kumar was engaged
as daily wager for which he was duly paid. This tribunal further find that M.W-1 Prakash Deepak the management
witness also admits in his evidence that he was Branch Manager of Daudpur Branch from 21.11.2016 to 03.06.2018
and during his tenure he, as a Branch Manager took the service of Santosh Kumar and one Sanjay was posted as PTS
( Part Time Sweeper) this version of management clearly shows that Santosh Kumar was engaged by the Daudpur
Branch as a daily wager on being oral appointed by the than Branch Manager and there is no evidence given by the
management side there was any peon ( sub-staff ) was posted in the said branch during the course of the services
given by Santosh Kumar at Daudpur Branch. These all establishes that Santosh Kumar acquires the status of workman
while discharging his duties at Daudpur Branch of Andhra Bank and thereafter Union Bank of India after merger till
31.01.2017 so this tribunal does not find force in the contention of the management that Santosh Kumar is not a
workman.

12. So far as issue no.-(ii) is concerned, whether Santosh Kumar worked regularly from 01.10.2014 to
31.01.2017 discharging duties as a temporary peon at Daudpur Branch. In this context Santosh Kumar as W.W-1
categorically supported his contention as asserted in his statement of claim that he was engaged as a temporary peon
right from opening of the branch of Andhra Bank at Daudpur Branch from 01.10.2014 and he was discharging the
duties of a temporary peon right from opening of the bank from 9.00 A.M to 6.00 P.M at the instruction of the Branch
Manager. He also supported his different duties like the opening of the gate of bank premises thereafter some cleaning
work, of table and counters and he also deposed that he often brought the cash from the chest to the cash counter and
he was also discharged the duties of vouchers binding. This tribunal finds that management side did not controvert the
duties discharged by Santosh Kumar at the Daudpur Branch by way of any cogent oral evidence or documentary
evidence. This tribunal further finds that Santosh Kumar categorically stated that he was getting payment through
debit vouchers initially he was getting Rs. 1800/- P.M after one year it was enhanced to Rs. 4000/- P.M and after six
months he started receiving Rs. 12000/- P.M. In this connection Santosh Kumar proved the payment voucher of dt-
01.10.2014 i.e ( Ext.-W ) the payment of Rs. 420/- for the period of 23.09.2014 to 30.09.2014 @ Rs. 60/- per day this
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Ext-W corroborated the contention of workman Santosh Kumar he was initially getting Rs. 1800/- P.M in the year
2014 for one year. Moreover, Santosh Kumar in his evidence clearly stated that the bank did not provide other
vouchers. This tribunal further finds that Santosh Kumar filed a deputation letter of dt- 24.03.2015 ( Ext.-W/1 ) that
shows that the then Branch Manager of Andhra Bank, Daudpur Branch sent Santosh Kumar to Gopalganj Branch for
bringing PC set. This document also establish this fact that there was no sub-staff posted at Daudpur Branch at that
time that’s why Santosh Kumar was authorised by the then Branch Manager to bring the PC set. This kind of duty can
be done only peon. In support of his continuous working from 01.10.2014 to 31.01.2017 Santosh Kumar filed photo
copy of attendance register i.e period of 11.12.2014 to 31.01.2017 (Ext.-W/2). This document Ext.W/2 shows, there is
initial of Santosh Kumar on the attendance sheet whenever he discharged his duties from 11.12.2014 to 31.01.2017
there is bank seal also on each page of the attendance register i.e from ( Page-03 to 25 ) of the filed documents from
the side of workman. This document also shows that one Sanjay Kumar was also putting his signature over the
attendance register ( Ext.-W/2) as he was working as a PTS i.e duly admitted by the management side. This tribunal
further finds that Santosh Kumar, during his deposition also proved the page 19 of attendance register as Ext.-W/3
that shows that there is signature of then Branch Manager Prakash Deepak ( Ext.-M/1 ) so this document attendance
register ( Ext.-W/2) thoroughly establishes that Santosh Kumar was regularly discharging duties as a temporary peon
from 11.12.2014 to 31.01.2017 because it bears the seal of the bank and on page 19 there is signature of then Branch
Manager establishing that Santosh Kumar was regularly discharged his duties at Daudpur Branch right from
01.10.2014 to 31.01.2017 there is no denial of this fact from the management sides by way of any cogent evidence
moreover, M.W-1 Prakash Deepak clearly stated in his evidence that when he joined Daudpur Branch in the year-
2016 as a Manager, Bank took the services of Santosh Kumar and at that time one Sanjay Kumar was PTS. He also
admits that Santosh Kumar was getting payment through vouchers at weekly basis and this witness also admits the
three vouchers of year 2017 shown from the workman side that is issued in the name of Santosh Kumar and all the
three vouchers bears his signature as a passing officer. This tribunal further finds that the vouchers admitted by the
management witness ( M.W-1 ) of dt- 06.10.2017, the payment of Rs. 2970/- for the working of 01.09.2017 to
10.09.2017, 2™ vouchers is of dt- 06.10.2017 too i.c payment of Rs. 4455/~ for the working period 11.09.2017 to
20.09.2017, 3 vouchers is of 21.11.2017 showing the payment of Rs. 2324/- given to the Santosh Kumar for his five
days work. This tribunal further finds that M.W-1 also admits that the voucher of payment Rs. 3464/- i.e the period
working from 11.10.2017 to 17.10.2017 i.e issued on 14.11.2017. This admission of the management witness clearly
shows that bank was taking the services of Santosh Kumar regularly as a temporary peon corroborates the claim of
the Santosh Kumar so this issue is also thoroughly established by the workman by oral and documentary evidence. So
far as issue no.- (iii) is concerned that is the core issue of the reference. In this context workman alleged that his
service was abruptly terminated on 01.02.2017 however he was discharging duties as a temporary peon in Daudpur
Branch of Andhra Bank from the opening of the said branch regularly. This tribunal finds and hold that Santosh
Kumar has thoroughly establishes he has continuous discharged duties like a temporary peon at Daudpur Branch at
Andhra Bank for more than 240 days in each year till his terminating dt-01.02.2017. This tribunal further finds and
hold that there was no permanent peon posted in the Daudpur Branch of Andhra Bank that’s why management bank
took the service of Santosh Kumar as a temporary peon regularly and management also did not place any cogent
evidence that there was any permanent peon posted in the Daudpur Branch. This tribunal further finds that
management has admitted this fact one Sanjay Kumar was posted as PTS but he was not discharging duties of the
peon at Daudpur Branch that’s why management bank took the services of Santosh Kumar as a peon though he was
orally appointed upon opening the Daudpur Branch of Andhra Bank. This tribunal further find and hold that taking
the services of Santosh Kumar for fairly long time from 01.10.2014 to 31.01.2017 clearly shows that bank was in
need of services of Santosh Kumar and utilized his services as a temporary peon for more than two years continuously
hence the action of the management in terminating the services of Santosh Kumar without compliance of provision of
section-25(F) of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 can’t be held justified and legal. This tribunal further finds and hold
that the workman side pointed out the award passed by this tribunal of one workman Mintu Kumar in Reference Case
No.- 06(C) of 2006 i.e very similar to the case of Santosh Kumar. This tribunal also gone through the case of Mintu
Kumar and found the contention of the workman side is justified in this case also.

13. On the ultimate analysis of all the facts and material available on the records as discussed above this tribunal
finds and hold that workman Santosh Kumar has thoroughly established his claim by way of oral and documentary
evidence so he is entitled for reinstatement in the services of the bank as a sub-staff now called Union Bank of India
from 01.02.2017 with all consequential benefits. Under the aforesaid facts this is the considered opinion of this
tribunal Santosh Kumar is entitled for his reinstatement in the services of management bank as sub-staff ( class- IV
grade ) from 01.02.2017 with all consequential benefits. Accordingly management of the Andhra Bank now called
Union Bank of India is directed to reinstate the services of Santosh Kumar as a sub-staff within two months from date
of publication / gazettee of this award. This award is effected after date of publication in gazette.

This is my award accordingly.
Dictated & Corrected by me.
19.07.2024

MANOJ SHANKAR, Presiding Officer



3728 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA :AUGUST 31, 2024/BHADRA 9, 1946 [PART II—SEC. 3(i1)]

T2 faeetY, 23 3nred, 2024

FT.3AT. 1664.—3NNMG faare s 1047 (1947 BT 14 ) B ORI 17 S JERT § BEIY AP

Sl TR &3 vl 99 @ yduas, dag MRSl R S9e dHeRI & drh ey i
HNTE faare #§ s wweR NS SRR/ 59 <qrarert sagR @ gare (48/2003) yaiidia el &

[5 Ta-12012/130,/1999-3 % (d-D)]

AT, 3T Haer

New Delhi, the 23rd August, 2024

S.0. 1664—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 48/2003) of the Cent.Govt.Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Jaipur
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of Baroda Rajasthan Kshetriya Gramin
Bank their workmen.

[No. L-12012/130/1999- IR(B-1)]
SALONI, Dy. Director
I TH
PRI WOR AERS ARHIOT TF 519 AT, TAYR
BISII S RCIBEaN]
NEIIESECHEC]
H1.of.3md &Y. gHNer A= 48 /2003
Reference No. L-12012/130/1999-IR (B-I) Dated: 25.07.2003
S Al <dl Fl gl @, 2 Hied ot 9, Fardi-RR gat ik e, q8R, RS- g () |

999
1. IR Yded, deral oI &1 UTHT 9o, 2 3fhd, W, IoRAT— 332001

SURerd—
L 801 TR, WL S, wfafel — omeft
: 2 gdioT RIS, Sty —fagefiror |

AR :
el 25. 06. 2024

1. ST HATe IRd WReR s feell §RT faid 25.07.2003 &1 fenfie fdare fdf =z 1947 (=1 emr
AE ARRE FHET S B AR 10 (1) (@) T 21 & AT USd Wl & eRer H fifdd
3irEfire fdare =R 8 $9 SMUHR0T B Aahid fhar T —
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10.

11.

“Whether the action of the management of Baroda Rajasthan Kshetriya Gramin
Bank Sikar in terminating the services of Smt. Kamla Devi Saini w.e.f. 01-01-
1982 is justified? If not, to what relief the disputant concerned is entitled?

TGURIT f&H 11.11.2005 BT 518 HAC WRA WARBR, 75 fQoell §RT Udh HAET YHH IAQ IR
PR I A YN AR f&AIB 25.07.2003 # Urefi @ Far FAMG B AR 01.01.1982 TS AT BT
reer fe=r man |

fRd® 12.11.2013 BT 519 FAed T fAuell 9% (FrEmardy mr §6) &7 Ao oRes I d6
8 M & ®RY fAuel 96 &7 9 IoRT IHIT §6 & w9 H G fhar |

AgURIT a7 18.09.2015 Bl &1 HATT YRA WRHR 7 T: U FUA AR TR G ISIeRIH JTI07
9% & WM W FEIET IR &g IR § 9SS I FREE AW SN fhar | 59 |eiee
IS & Hed H FIfdT arg wie ureft g1 wRa fobam |

f&=Te 10.01.2006 BT Ui =1 U &I BT AWPHAT UK PR gU I8 Pel b Ui @ fFgfaa fauel &
T a7 08.00.1978 BT UIC TISH HH=R & U R &I s o7 | MY & a8 famiap 31.12.1981 T
reff fauell W # BRI dRell R8T | faid 01.01.1982 ®I fquel & ear yaged 1 urefl & Farjad wR
feam| 1@ 01.01.1982 BT WaAMad B4 & gd Uil Pl Big ANCH, AlCH da= AT Bexl JArdol Bl
I e8] fBa1 11| $9 UHR Mas & ar1 25 F & waeni &1 ured T8l fdbar war | ueft &
AAHfad & I Uil | BITS Ie AP BRR O e X forr T SR JaMfad & d9re T
DT BT W WAl HAT T | 59 THR ARFRE B arT 25 G AR H &1 fqueht 7 Iected | o
e WeR B Uil &1 Hargfdd Qe 01.01.1982 BT e HING HRd gd Hal ¥ FRavar vd O
o aRemt afed weft &1 g Jar # forr Sma |

fquell 9 o AR H arg & Tedl Bl IRAIGR fdhaT| fquel &1 Hoe 8 fb IFa! Aeadr a4
AHTE B T 9N FT U R B ford weff & SiudTeld 1 A & oy A ufd fRF oY 9 Uw '
BT BRI AT, 20 . AD &R F AIRGD w9 F 1A forar 1| uredl o7 w1 A1 Jargad g1 fhar T,
gfeds I WA B BM W AT 98 HR faar | urefl 9 I8 w9er 17 99 916 IoWT © | s WRBR F W
yHROT Bl [Iefdd A9 g 39 ™MURE gg UNd A8l A1 agmRid R ST IRl &
AT WR I WS Al AT B | 5 WS AR b & 419 Qi 29.07.1991 $I S FHSICT 83T o
IS T8 21 UIC TIeH Adadl & Hey H o A Frafa Ridaar grfl S urfiear 9 g FareE
BT FAER T ST TF gomT o7 | Ufl & B WR T A b HRU A A AT B FHIS g U WRA
TG IE@T T AT | ARG Ahlg HHANRAT Bl Blg aRSdT ol el sl | [Juell =1 sfafrm & &
A1 UTeeT B Secad Tei fbar | fauell gRT Ul @I Aeoll 994 Td Y & A =g KN W faar T
o7 | 31 18 R T S |

ureff 9 fuel & R & SWId SIfaRad e W UKd b, iR fquell & sifdaadl &1 iR
fopar |

ureft = ot |y H W ureft eHer <d BT wRiferd fhar | oy ey ¥ yest W-1 gHsiiar uefdig
o |

faueft = 3= |ew § NAW-1 9y I NIl b1 wRiferd fear don yorda dieg d uest R-1 yg
R-2 @ ygef M-1 & sl M-3 yoiai &7 yeidid faar|

famld 28.05.2024 BT 4 IHY Ul & U/ JAFYHIOT & T G, Ud IR by T fafdre geeidl
H uiiRe fafer vd e oR 7= b |

ureff @ IR § I dP & & ureft @I fIA® 08.09.1978 BT BT AHIS Yd UM WA TG 20 .
A1 &) A fgaa fear Sr &R wredl &1 faid 01.01.1982 T dRIRG & fquell & el |eirer
T M §RT MR fbar 11 © | uest R-1 3 ureff &1 faie 24.10.1981 T ARSI AT A1
wWiR far war & | refl SHel <dl 9 oue wue uH H fadie 08.09.1978 A 01.01.1982 TP AR
B P BT Al HAF a1 2 39 [quell g7 {6l Rkl gema & Aregq 9 wivsd &1 &1 warq
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12.

13.

14.

15.

eI fHaT AT B | BT AT YUIdbTeid QI &1 S 7D PHBR DI UREST # o & | fquell &1 I8 T
2 f ueft W F1d BreaR Ten E, BN ueR g R gon B wifd @R Bie & SWid fJued
ERI I BIg Afed &1 a1 a7 | vt M-3 sl & 1eF o™ gdl (e =o—1) 3§ yqaara Mt
TS S1fE o Fgfad Tawr, 1981 # il & 9% g8 of, R 0 99 fafim fgfaa < < | e
B A T A H 39 RO APl el BAT AT b g8 HH uR Al AT JET o1 | Safh 59 g A
T fedal & AW N 7 R ar 9 ger e o) 39 yaR weft 9 s afadat o fauel grr
{aT ¥ @1 S JHIO BT 2 | 3 a1 WIdbR fhar o |

I/ U dd! & wHdE H FfoiRed i uwga f5a —
1. HHUT WEMENT 99 ¥e 3% dve g1t 2007 (114) FLR 352
2. e (Wiferdl) Ioel SRNGeR (hE) THIegSl Udl. 999 Uh.ALamg. 2010 (124) FLR 369

3. fedomer fooR =g sftsar vang &. for. a9 U eiaR foi| 2008 AIR SCW 7325
4. T i BRATT 99 Y30 TSRS [Tl B ofdR dic, 3fdrar 2019 LLR 412
5. ¥ 3AH ORI g9 B9 == AT 2006 (4) RLW 3028

6. UWSIIR]Cd SRR T T M <IERIST 2005 (12) GUH HIC daol 181

7. 3roraUTe R 9919 eRATOm RR ERRAT @1y, 2015 (145) FLR 425

8. TRY THR TAM T 3iTh ORI (2015) 12 UM DT DUl 754

9. #ed fHE 9 IS oldR PIC SIUYR U3 U USRI . 129 /1987 o1, S=d =Ty fHof fafey
22.04.1987

10. TOI9 <08 Sdeiudc Yuve RaeHyd Y. fol. IuveiTe M W3l ofdR die, averte 1990 (3) SCC
682

11. RO g9M wee 3w rorer_ S.B. C.W. U . 1284 /2004 7077 fafer 21.05.2007
12. TR YR faadmat 99 St Kot guvswdeT Ut for. 1994 11T LLJ 689

13. ¥ 3Ah ERATOM g 3= 99 I FAR 2001 (II) LLT 1592

14. RFIRIUS BRURYT 3 faeell 999 471 g@dR R4g 1994 (69) FLR 17

fquell & sy &1 I8 fORIE 9 2 6 ueel M-3 993l @ 91 Seled Al § Uil &1 M 39
FRU frfed T8 © 6 a8 sierdeid AR e o | ueff W € $ 8IS aR den g o)
ST < a9 RN sl & A1 & Haw | Brs [ Sitg fear e, a1 9% Aifew 3
SN HT Bls S e 7| saforg ueff & 7 o R g faddl B 39 S =g @ forar |
ueff 7 Iz fare sufde fae &1 uRga far & | o are e far 9rd |

IBM 30 T b AHT H Fifed ol uga feam |
1. @R ¥ gl dIs g9 AL Frergl AIR 1977 UM HIS 282
SHIYE & JffiaeHl Ud el R IR & gwara 59 fdare # freifed farefe oy S+ g o

1. 1 Uil | IFST Har FHIG I 01.01.1982 & Ydaxdl Yb PHolvSI d¥ B Ifafey # fuelt & arefi
240 7 9 1% BRI fbar qen fJuel g7 Yamfed & gd 1™ @ gr1 25 F & yraemi &
T el fhd S ¥ I8 Hargfad sy 27?

2. a1yl Bl Harad By S SR Uil TR e Siiie BRIk o, dr Uil B dargad
A B IUGd T AFS B ekt o e gRr @ R
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

3. gAm—
fremefa fagell R &fie fofa 59 geR 28—
faarefia fag wwar—

grefi Sl AT <l | U Wied & AU UF H g Pel © b S|l gfaa fauell wver # fadie
08.09.1978 B &fF® Id9 W F<Y d8dH /Weld & w7 H gg oA I i 31.12.1981 TP FRTR
P e R uRd® af # 240 oA 9 w wd far an) 3@ e & B T ufowden # A
War fear & & Fga 73 gamEe § 780 €1 9 240 T 91 # & B & SHe U iy
BATS B A &9 T8 | 39 Rafq & greft 7 Quell & o1efH U dover av # 240 e &rd o=+
Haell BIg afferd Uga el fhar © | fbg e & |t NAW-1 S o et o1 o+ ufauRieror
# a8 WaR fFar 8 f& 1w 08.09.1978 & 01.01.1982 IF WAl BT 20 &. HET A & T | <7
T8 Nl WHR axal & & & U B8 Sxds Ue T8l fhar § S f3Ae 08.09.1978 | 01.01.1982
db b Heg Uil B SJUReIT I8+ b e H 8| $9 UhR U AR d fduel ug wWer axd ® P
I8 fQT1d 08.09.1978 I 01.01.1982 T YTl Bl AMNAS HOIGN! BT YA (HAT T TAY 3R I8 401
PR T4 & & 57 7@y # il & orJuRerd I8 Haell DIz Uoid I=M UK Tel 61 | A1
Hafed AT =1 31a oy wiollagfed SOl 9 31 99 oeRl # I8 Afdd @rad far § &
T4 FHBR A WA B 240 o7 I A & Gy H wdferd fear @ der ufonden ¥ wer @ @y
A & HIT H PIS UL B Tl AT TAT B, A IT SULIRG fbar S 6 gees uel 5 S srafy
BT PR foar 2

Ty e fquel &1 a7 emem € 5 ureff & ufafes amen & v wer € Bri dRarm S o gufeny S
20 %, W SR W AN BT YA AT Srar of | sferdreie Hd $ ford 39 Rafdy § v af
afy # 240 o7 rf g &1 AT fhaT ST U GG T8 21 39 Gy H AT Seaq STy
F 3 fofy fedora #9oR =1 sfvear veiRe &, fo. a9 U viaw fofm # gg ufoarfea foear € &
BT HHART S FRISid & =01 @ erefid 81 a1 98 HHGR @ URWINT # 3T Term srfafas
P! ORI 25 B 3R 25 F @& UTaamEl &7 GRe0T 6 <F 81T | AT IS SRATT Soa Ty ° e
3ife RN a9 8l STSRERIS feegad B R dIC, fdtar & fviy # g wEr 2 % e
R N PR 2| U Ay &) orT 25 F & Yraem=i o7 ARefor grd & | 59 deurdd iR fafds
URg™ ¥ fquell &1 ¥8 T B Uil gRT e ay H 240 Q7T BRI BI A0FT DG BRI & FER W
B @ S @R, Wt aa T8 2

IS fquel &1 I A vedt d@ 2 & urefl w0 7 &1 B W A §€ AR e @ik SR unedt @t
Jargad 1 far| saferg wreff @ damfad gt 72 21 weft & ufafaf g™ 9 de @1 fRw aRa
Y g wEl A1 6 afe ueft wd ™ @1 sreax goll W TS B ar fauel g weft @+ Afew =
o T 3R IS SRS 7 B B Rfy # affras @ a1 2 (00) @ Sficfd g A, wed
B 8| " STEad T | Ul ovs Sdeiude Uvs Raedyd 1. fol. avsiTe a9M Grall. ofdx
BIC, JUSHG TAT AR ISR Ied ~RATAT - He Rig g9M Siol ofdR dIe SR & Ao #
Ig ArieeA faar g 6 1f~m &1 arT 2 (00) & ofiia "BeAl” Afvfdd H sruared qumell @&
JfRed I UHR & Har T T 8 | a1 & IR Hfeh fonedt Y sruanfeq fawr # wwfea
T8l 8, 31 98 BeAl © | $aloly FRNTd ARFRE & aR1 25 F & wraerl 9 Sfad T8 o e |

AR TSR I2d AT 1 RO a9 e 31 IORA T A ard Id =arTerd o
TR YR fasgedl 998 37 RET TS Ut fof, A1 Ut sRAmo Swa |ararerd 3 W 3%
BRATOM 9 31§ a5y AR TU7 AR faeell Sea <Imared 9 R|FRIOe SRURTE 3if faeell
g ) gEdR g & FoRl 4 59 ddy § I8 qrieeid fear € 6 orl wWd slser o @1 fasm §
PHOR B Ife Afed T8 faar T 81 IR FHeR FRIINTe gRT SHa! |dT FATT BRI BT HAT B,
qT I8 & AT S B AR | aT BT IR fHAT 8| Uh IR g @fd & 9 {6 FHER Bl
ey frefoa omafd & fow @Rl W 98 @ T, @ FHER B B W oW | A A & rge
B ARy | Al PHGR HM BT BIs < d SUG [dwg Sird &I SH a1y | 39 ol § uiRa fafsr &
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

ghy ¥ fauell gRT URgd T% ARSI YA BT 2 SR I8 WEwY I YA BT © fb uefi o
fquell & 9 fasi 01.01.1982 BT BT TS WAWfAT & Ydacil T ay 1 J@e 7 240 fa A 31w
P far o) uelt &1 Fod B 6 JaMfeT & g S BIS AIfe sirar Aifew Ia9 vd we ufdaw
BT Y fquelt 7 81 fbar| fAuell 7 @ g8 7€ ®er © b Yargfia & qd S+ e o arr
25 F & U1aem=i &1 iUt {6 & | A+ Seadd =aried J 1R ax a9M T 31T o= &
Ao 3 SrfSfrm & aRT 25 F & wraemi & fAuRia uiRa {6y T |ar |1 s1eer &1 ¥ Ud 3d
A B |

A BeAdbl Sod ~IRITeTd | U= Ao HwUIT Werretl Sl 99/ T 3 dve §9Tel oIl BTl
(@iferdd) Aod STNGER (hS) THegSl U4l 919 TR, & ofl # a7 «ifdma eraq far € &
9 AMDHROT & AT FE UST Bl fob AATGfA e € IT 78! Al ABR I§ Sird T8l PR ADal © b
JE Jargfad A1 &, Srar e | SR B A UfT {5y W faare & e a1 & =g foffa e
FT SAMPR T & | 3 Fguife fagail W 727 |

AT ISR Iod ATerd o W S IO 9 W e T e & foig § 98 der € e
3T SATHRUT BT ABRAT YA & =l T & WA | B0 & FHeT B MM DI
AN TR & S AHar | 37 R &y # 9 e grr wieff & Wey # ufya faare o
urefl 1 AT P ddT A BT GRS fBIT ST ©, b 8 ABRT BT SFPR IuAY & SAA
W TET |

9 fadeq & Swid gfe wedi @ Jargfad faqie 01.01.1982 AARM & o1 25 F & yrewmi &
fRmda @ 78 yfora g8 2, I' g wneft & uer # foffq fsar Smar 2

foarofa fag GEar—2

39 fog & ddy & ureff 7 9 @ € & S Hared aRd 9T S99 SRR §y e SR H
FTIRT | wreft BT Aargad fHY SId G I/ SRR AN Afieel BRRA o | Ao $1 |aT § W
S & BRI B I AAgad BR (AT f&Hd 19.07.1991 BT A= FHeid & A1 I8 W g b uredl
P WA  THT SEW SR AE FRRT o | weff | @1 T ufoudien # A @rs R gsma
T8 fear 2 e o ueft & Swdad wo falt yer @fved 21 fauel 7 o kiR # U7
wWeR far g f urefl & &M R F81 31 & HRT &1 Aiiedle B JDTel Thls B Td il 9=
2G YW1 AT AT, [T f31d 24.08.1987 &I FRAMT fbar war | fquell & @l ¥y o= T 1 9
T @l gfte o @ 7| usel M-3 Swue & W Qe 20.07.1991 BT W= gl wHsian © | e
A1 el A= 1 H W ST T A SHd BT AW qiferd & O d &1 waar H TawR,
1081 H B URY fHar o ok I9 A1 fauell gRT Ja1 | gern 11 o1, foRIdT 91 Aedd 51 A
(@=1) & IEF fdd 8FT qurT 7 2| fquel |l |dy g Mgd o ufouder § 98 $Er € 6 9%
& ® fo 9 arforer § Jar 9 gerd W afdq o afwfea 21 weft @ am s aifeer | safeg
A e 2 I 98 $H W B Al o & o | 59 Refd # ¥® ymifr & oan € o it @
B & ARfiene 9Wme afed o1 wefl & 9agfad & SuRId d%s HRI G Ul AR B SdIeid
@7 T 3R S YR U SIS T S Afdd bl 1 gl § HsaR 8 @ SR |l Il &
e FRYfad o aRiaar o S &g Sugad /1A T |

AR STIdd STed | R YaR M e A o & v | g8 ArieeE fear ® fF

e @ gt 25 F, G 9 H & fawg uiRa Aa1 9911 aeer e U6 ody & | 39 fade & Wi
gg fawg il & uer # foffa faam Simam &

AT —
15. faueft @1 I% omey © & ureft gr1 Iz faarg 17 af a1 wqa fFar T g W oafe faefad @
gafery foRed fam Sr =@y | S=eiF 39 el § A STadd SIRiTerd & v akd e

Sol. dis g™ LY. HRIgHl URgd haT| g9 Foig H Ay Seaad ey o g8 $El § (d
fafieyd vae & orgeee 137 @ Wraem 9 anfaerell @ wreieT uAl R YA B 2 | 39 ey H
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16.

17.

18.

19.

I8 Ioeord fHar S e 7 fh WG WReR 8RN fRAid 25.07.2003 @ I8 fdare g9
HPROT B U A S & geard fid 05.11.2003 BT Wil =1 &9 BT AMBT URgd PR a1
o | FHRIT TR §RT 9 fdare & <Irfoigd 5 a5 99 & 919 siifaxer & I8
FFRER U el 7 % 98 fdae & fiei 9 Rgdaxyl & R R IR 4 R o |
A RISIRRIT S2d Terd F 3109 Tdi-ad oty MidR™ arga 99 e 3ifh Ioem= S.B.
C.W. 0 4. 11575 /2019 fAoig fafdr 17.08.2023 (¥ 31fda~or gr1) # 7 @l € f& Ik &
fed fadiq a1 TIRarEl &1 Y 2 O M e @ o I8 U@ SR 81 9adl & {6 a8 rgany
1 W $HR PR T AT A7 I @I gAY 9 < fbg WU WReR faare w1 o &g uftd
PR I IHR T8l PR Fbdl 2 | g0 FIfIRTd AT Seaaq <R 1 e foig aomag Rig
g WRfE] Bl e AT A URRET afdd amdt fo1. g e/ (1999) 6 SCC 82 (3
e gR) W ¥E AfeHd e fhar © 6 faficed vae &1 orgegl | aftia ergees 137 &
graere e faare ifdfrad & ofafa srfarfzal w wicg =81 2 |

il 5 MU T @ AMEHUE # war # FRaRar 9 fand 999 Rl afed a1 H# gReifus @
JFAY AAT & fbg 39 faare & @fed ved gu & urell @ oy Jar g & aRAMT &1 IR aR
ga! & gaferg weft @1 a1 # gerer fhar S wwa € 98 e 21 39 Rufa § g wleror fear
S aede B 6 @ urell Samfed & Suwid fhdl e FraTes a1 dar | € § 9 gaeid
fopar & | fauel el =1 oo g wieror d del € [ Aafed & g o € i 9 fquel o @
GARI g KO forar o iR SHST G R AT | Aargfad & ST {16 13.12.1990 BI +1
ureff 7 ST @ =g fauell | For form fIa 2006 TF B 68265 /. IHIAT | I HUAI
B ureff gRT ufcoien & SRM WS BRA B Bl YA el fBAT W1 § gy ¥ e el
ERT TWaa aR ol T yAIfIa 814 2 | §9 dcdl & IR H I8 W 8rar & & urefl Jagfaa &
94 ¥ € Iy Hearerd R e oAl iR AT Wi & qie |l 9% Iy Aarerd dRd gd
e e | ol I BRY IEF d% A folv g N BT GAYIAE R AT T G KT o)
gRIRT @gar # e @1 uefi §9 UPR WM & SWId SRIOMR T8l I8 2| uefl e
BT AMMBRASG S1H off R FBIE BRI T Ul 9RO 3Bl B 8 A1 20 .
AfA® 9q9 TR BRI TR AT TAT A1 | Uiefl gRT 6 F HT bR AP BRI §b b A
MRS & QRME AT {Ha1 ST of 39 UaR I8 41 W 2 & §6 & FRcE |4 98 gl $ras
FHER X & off, AR e Aol g ) wRdl off| gafey 39 deurHs uRew
FERBIT g 9a= H B drell W9Idd dad-dlg Bl giedd Y& 8 §9 JUdR0 & Giaard
ftrd &1 ureff @1 U e w0 vaHRd ufta e S R =rafdd e 8l e |

3d: fai® 01.01.1982 BT fAueh g1 &1 T ureff &1 a1 T ®1 sray wifyq o Simar g1 g9
Y JaT |ART & uRemd Wed urefi fquell 9t g S0 UfiaR TSR U @R B
AEBRT & | fquell 9 AN &1 e urefl o1 &1 A8 @1 @ H BN JAT YA Bl db 59
A w urefl, 6 uftrerd arffe ere <) | @t ff T B @ AferRY Bl |

STH HATT YRA WRBR gRT Aaid faare &1 3901 yabR =g foffa far s 21
aiferfofar & ufaferf wgfad SRR o A, & o 17 (1) & Siavfd yarermef UfYd @ oimd |
1T AT agaal, YIori AfRdRy

T2 foeett, 23 3Ted, 2024

FT.3T. 1665 —3ATD fare AR 1947 (1947 BT 14 ) B GRT 17 S FTART H

Had AR RIS 96 & Jeeds, dag FAed! 3R 96 HHAGRI & d91d Jdd H
e NEfle R § s= Wer NG JARER0T /5 e SR & gare
(91/2012) yaif¥a &=l ©

[%. Te1-12012/58 /2012~ o= (d1-1)]
AT, 37 A
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New Delhi, the 23rd August, 2024

S.0. 1665—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 91/2012) of the Cent.Govt.Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court Jaipur
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the management of State Bank of India  their workmen.

[No. L-12012/58/2012- IR(B-I)]
SALONI, Dy. Director

IAD
PRI PR AERS ARSI Ta 51 AT, STAYR
BICINIE RIBEAN]
RTET Hig wAgdal
.53 . gHReT .—91 /2012
Reference No. L-12012/58/2012-1R (B-I) Dated: 16.10.2012
3N AR gAd) () JF . 1 TN M a0, & (A ufc=ifer
1/1 PRl SHAT <dl, (T) 1/2 g4 941, (I3)
1/3 gag 491, (g0) 1/ 4 \EAT 941, (I30)
1/5 GAdd T, (G) 1/6 i a9, (33)
| Fari— =i &1 erfl, geRarell &I 107, SEwR, SR (]J71.) |
....... greffaToT
I
1. T g, e 9% 3ife gfvsan, s anf, di—wom, SayR—
2. URAT Y§eIh, (Feldae o), T 4 31t S0SAT, qeiaTdh, SR |
........ JromefiaToT / famel
IuRerT—
: ot THUw. 9, rfie — et
;57 IS THT, AMHTS (3T IR @, S, SIS @l IR &) —fauefiroT |
- R -
fastiar 27. 06. 2024

1 3T HATeR IR WRGR g faedll, gRT f&A® 16.10.2012 &1 Aenfire dare safrm 1947 (4 amr
AE AR FHET S B AR 10 (1) @) T 21 B G Usd Wil & reRer H fifdd
AN fqare =rafoig g 59 ¥R & datia fear T —

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank of Bikaner and Jaipur in terminating
the services of Shri Mangi Lal Bunkar w.e.f. 10.12.1989 is legal and justified? To what relief
Shri Mangi Lal is entitled?”
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2 urff e @1 IR A f&d 20. 05. 2013 PI T BT AMBAT U B gJ I8 Pel AT & b U
D1 yori fgfaa famie 16. 07. 1985 @I Q1 I« A TRRA & US R W ddb 3P PR TUS SR
qohlele Poldge Al SAYR H gs o | urefl 9 09, 12. 1989 I urefl &1 AR o/ dy w9 I WANG PR oI |
fquel e # B BT BIS arg T8l 2 | well B Aargfad & dre A IR & U W T Fgiedr B ol
& 2| forg ureft @1 w1 werfear w8 & TS| Gar g B | qd B8 aRssdr gl ff T8 g g | weft |
JaT IR & gd B 12 FEHl H JAT AT & UAD a¥ # 240 A 9 i wr fan| fhg war wwifq @ gd
ureff &I Ud AE H A Nar AfeH I99 UF Al JaNas w1 A Fai fhar war | sferg ureff & dar
AT e @1 o_1 25 F, G 9 H vd o9 78 & 0w €1 3 wefl & Aargfaa sfeer &l oy =ifvd
PR gd HaT H FRaRar wd fanrd aa= aRRem afza wreff &1 g dar | ford S &1 arawr faar S |

3 fame 28. 01. 2014 BT fAUefTTUT 7 ATEICR U bRl g I8 el © b wefi v fauelhl & = Fres
wd FRIT &1 ey B T8 J@T| Rl 7 9% # AR S B 81 fhaT | /1 A Udfa 1 B
FAI—Hd R uefl gRT A ar | fogest ara wrelf @ far S S A fBl sufed @ ot o
frar g1 weff 71 faare @1 st o & Sern B o Wierd T8 71 ueft @1 e 16. 07. 1985 ¥ d& @
Foldee MG THUTD H ATRHAT IGHY <P AR UR I@T AT AT | I8 {316 31. 10. 1985 qF P b
$Hd 918 AF 9Y & SfRTeT W Hs, 1988 H d@ & S.M.S. BI%d wEm H f&® 15. 06. 1988 TP BRI T |
faTias 07. 12. 1989 T& Wl =1 130 3T B A o | 59 UHR wedl 9 & af # 240 A d& dRI A
far| wefft & i TRl @& ug W R <eT) et B A UM @1 ey e 2| o are R foar
ST |

4. greff B AR ¥ A6 12.01.2015 BT fAquel & QTR &1 AfaRad werd {1 Uga foar T3 |

5. a1 o Hied H e urefl ARferel ge] bl uRifer faar | el 7 oo |ed § WW- 2 ST,
3 foem RiE &1 wifer fBar| ok v |red & yasl W-1 1 yeel W-9 9% Uoikg yaRRid fha |

6. fqueiRToT =1 o= WA1ey # Ul W, WERId Aemedd Bl URIfd fhaT| BIg Uolg URRid T8 fhar |

7. I fdare Jerd: e 4% 3% PR YUs SR & Yaud & [dwg daiid g3l off fbg PR d e
% 3T diarR UUs SQR & f[Aad e 9@ 3% sfisar § &1 9 W faHid 31, 10. 2019 BT ARHIT gRT
UTRT 3SR & ARV § W 4 Ah dIBrR TU8 SRR & WM WR T 9 A 3SAT Bl YeThR & w9
H wIfora faar |

8. faie 15. 11. 2023 ®I UEdl 51HS ARNATT gFAHR B GG 8 & & BRI urefl & e gfafie =
et & v R fafdre gfafSfer a9 S 2 Wi us uRga R man | R WieR aRd gY aguRid weft @
fafere wfaieRl @1 SffeRg R o ST &1 Aeer A 03.01.2024 BT 4R AT 1T | TgJAR W arg
e o febam T |

9. Qe 30. 04. 2024 BT H IHAYUET & AMATYDI & Tb Jol | TULATT 06 G 07. 05. 2024 BT QA Ul o
U T & FHAT G RIF g URgd B |

10. urefl uer @1 U' d@ © b Ul 7 ¥' fdare f&F® 10. 12. 1989 B 8% WAl FHIG & LA ST
4—5 9¥ ¥ B UG PR AT AT RIS YA H1ed & SR UG [BA1 TAT & | <Afh g SRR gRT faare
B AR gq dad fBa S A e fan war| Rrde forr urefl Scaverll 781 € | il = fquefiror &
SURIY 3R Ia e Gaell e U dRart & ded fdar o fbg fauefivor 5 a8 sifiera uxga 71l
o | safery fauetiRToT & faveg Ul SUUROT @1 Srd | Ueft =1 a7elreg Jrafey # fauel d& &1 wn H dRRa
T @ Adg § GEHHt SETdT 9 fhed Rig @ Wit fear 21 e om0 yer d@fted T8 g3 2
faueivTor g a1 dedR oY © T uredl ¥ fa=ie 16.07.1985 < 31.10.1985 Td, S.M.S. B=d o=@ § 20 fa &R
eI 15.06.1988 ¥ 07.12.1989 TF 130 7T BRI v fhg 0 TUMT &1 DI JWR IBH UG el fBar 2|
Tl & Hfs T At & g e S 9 Queferor 5 @fted w8 fear 2| safery e @ gdad
T Holver ay H 240 3T BM w1 1 ded urefl gRT gHIia R fIAm a1 2| ofa: SEdT g1 WieR fhar
S |

1. IBM 3O Tl & A W FfaRad ot uga 6|
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1. YgdR Rig 99919 SR HoR gRATN Jsdel BER (2014) 10 UM HIE BAST 301
2 U d% 3w gfvsar a4 v, |9aq 9 o= [I LLJ 1996 820 (U ®Ic)

3. YT A% ORI 999 JOTRM g 31 WLC (71 2001 (5) 148

4 HOR A T Wi 4G, . 99 9RRE 9 3 WLC (RT91) 2005 (3) 430

5. YA ATl 91 Ioiel SHIR U TE. 318, FasArgR 2017 (2) WLC (o) UC 637
6. H SIRM STSEII Uexdsoe 941 Agdh g 7 39 AIR 2007 SCW 1712

7. ARUA Il 9 RN wronagfed ok AIR 2005 SCW 6103 (U4 &IS)

8. YA, GHIST B0l faURT §9H ATGRM™ HI0m 2020 (2) WLC (191.) 459
o, TR FAR IAM T AT IORAT (2015) 12 FUMH BIC DS 754

10 SIHT W FION STeoll 99 $e8 [SIgRae Tardd 2022 e &d df 755 (U HIc)

1. HoHE 3 Ao A% SolfRR NUa3Sl @ 991 96hH9 g7 fSgRae daedl 2018 (159)
FLR 1026 (GUH &Ic)

12. SRR FHE 99M e ST SRATUM (2015) 4 GUMH PIC BAST 458
13, BRIOTeR RHE 9999 USTe e RR BRI ®1d. 2010 1I- LLJ 277 (U™ @I<)

12 fquelrror &1 7% d@ 7 & weff @1 7 a1 fged fear T ik 9 @8 fgfea w3 fear ) fqueh &
FI TR BT Us Wihd 1 8l 2 | Agd w9 A HaT FHG R 3T S & faveg wrefl 5 $rg uref=r o= &1
Tl fear | urell &1 I8 yAIf &Rr of b Sa f[quelTor & orefie Uep av # 240 39 A 3Af&d o Har w1
% gRd Yd fbar| Ifhe 98 39 T2F Bl YAV 1 BR T ¢ | Qi 10.12.1989 & IURIT a¥ 1995 TH I
fra Ieg 9 Ao fBaT sHaT B W 61 & | Wil 4 Hagfdd & Tsard o9 26 ay a8 GTdol
TR PRAM &g W U U fhar 2| fauell 99 & FRMgER 10 99 @1 s@fd 9@ I arsad st
R T O 2| 9D 918 S A aR A1 S 2| safory fuel grr wem witvery o e omor Swef
BT UL T UKD BRI Y 39 a2 H Y B % & 39 uRRefi # fueliror & fawg @rg ufage
SUYRY fHar ST S 8l 21 fauell well des e &1 uRiervr |y H, a¥ 2023 H ger @ | fqumefiror
FHSIT BN & FHeT Y 1995 H &1 Sl JAHS fdaRvl B fqdl & dae d uwga (a1 o 98 Suere
ARGl & SR TR o7 | I qATHD [IaR0 & MR W fauelt wmefl 1 ey 3 oo do {63 | gaforg a8
e AT S Fahal b fauelivmor 7 PR o 6y & | urefl gRT uga fdare ffl goR Wer T80 & | or:
are FRET BA1 9119 | Si4 30 T & wwede H fifdd i wga 6 |

1. IS BT AR g9 g9 <. grard AIR 2002 U™ ®1E 1147

2. JYI. Urolae Y. o, F@as 99 Wil ddaR dre [ de9R 2015 (144) FLR 452 (3T8rETs
T graTerd)

3. JHT I M GL3M. ofdR BIc g 31 (el I=a =rrerd) 2000 1 LLT 1187
4. s ud. faff. g9 g@a g S diva. fafd. (2007) I SCC 408

5, TMeR fUeets 99 A 1. (2007) 1 GUM BIC IS 533

6. HRAGR g 9979 ST Ydud e 9 31 sfosar 2023 LLR 1222

7. RFFIATA A 99 § 91 R bie . 2 SR 2001 LLR 747 (1)
8. H.UA. FAR 99 A4 wifed 9 s MANU/MH/ 0856 /2007 (d1%)

9. Y. HHYSAT T9M SRS HoR deca] giadie did. AIR 2017 SC 5681

10. T 3ONRR g9 9% arex RAtast fSurdde {iurel 994 A98R0T 2016 W 1244 (Feg U<9n)
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11. TToTe e fReiR et a9 d9oR AeTact YEIRte 2007 LLR 1164 (o)
12. AT, g9 AERTE (2012) 1 SCC 558

13. AR giic<e <l (Sfthe) WiaTe 919 6l AR Hidt G 37 (2010) 6 UM BIC ol
773

14. Uroliegfed SR Uy Sl. 9™ &veal 9 3= 2016 LLR 261
13, IYIUH & Tbi UG AfadHl IR F9 & IURIA 59 fqare # frifed ey fag S g3 8-

1. a7 urRfl 9 S9@T Har gt ffYr 10.12.01989 & R gdad! Udh dolvex 9y @ Iafd # fauely
% I 240 3T W e PRI fhar don fqueh gR1 If¥FRM &1 arT 25 F & rawmi &
U 7 fHI S W I§ AT FAIN A BT 27

2. 7wl @ a1 §EIfd & g4 fuell g aRsdr = 81 99 g vl urefl 9 s
BT AT H g g weft By qRgar T8 & TR

4. g
14, AT ERT WD 16, T Yd A1dd gl § uikd [ wr fIaR & Swid ey fagei w®
fofa 39 g 23—

15. faarefi A a=ar—

16. areff ARTIeTel =1 31U e & AR Gd UNIET H U8 A HEl © b IAT [P 16.07.1985 H 10.12.
1989 TP AR BRI AT § fbg UlauRlem H 98 WIPR ol & (b Ia Aaifad Al 10.12.1989 4 T
Forer 9§ qd FRER 240 3T w1 oo daeh 31 ifer wrga =81 far 21 wreff aafd @ear & 5 9
fFgfad w3 faar ar o 98 uHEen # Wei 2| fhg wAEel & s@died | el @ IR fRw e e
fgfad oz Suarer @ gom 2| fauel &1 97 Fue 7 & ueft o dar FH-wwg R ravadar B R R
a9 ARfT SHRHAS SHE & wI H fSd 16.07.1985 H 10.12.1989 & FeA ofl s off fhg I8 ARl THAR &1
ot T |

17, urefl 7 J=Il SURYITY Td da9 YA SifveRd fauer W UKRd dRaT Y SMEDROT W 3f<T UIRd
FRarar o fbg fauell 7 39 uoidl 31 SUael 7 B & SRV UG 3 H faadr ad @ © | fuefiror 7 g4
Uil Bl 39 3R R YA 7 81 $al © [ Ig 3ifFeRg 35 99 91g dofd HRay T 8, Sdfd §9 Yol &l
10 9 & Al & Irg YR S @1 S 2

18, el d [queliToT & fa%g AR SIS URgd 1 &R & DR Ulddhd SULR {6 S 6T e
2, 39 Ifrawyr & graRa siftma & uftae SuaRer fhar S =t 98 21 59 ey &7 oM uE R
5 ol &1 Far T fAf 10.12.1989 & I 25-26 9Y IURIA [AI® 06.04.2015 B Urdl =1 fquelror
SURART Ud da irar Gaell 21fieRg uRqd dxa™ &1 e forar 8 | s1ffiaxer gRT I8 omefa fvar w6
fquell a1 A1 39 yoial B URgd BN JAT UKD 9 PR UM B Gdg § AT UIDHNI I AU U URd BN |
fauely @ iR | 5N Al quor S, ge ydas (HR) &7 29l o3 WRgd &<d g3 I8 del 141 © & aifeq
siferg Sueer el ¥ Ffe HERT o@fy T 35 9 g | SR 9% gRT U9 wolg o 10 ¥ 9§ &%
R B, W & el W O | 96 @ ford ag A W form oa & wneff gwr uga wrefAr um faHid 06.04.
2015 T B WG B & war a1 o dar |t A § oM SR W) I8 3rafy 25 a9 | «1f¥die qRI uae
B 2| fauelt & ST IuR 39 vl @ 10 ¥ W e qa werTRd T faar | 39 Rafa # fuefiror & 7'
e AT 6 a8 25 9 d18 M S Uoldl BT i w@d, ST T8 7 |
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10. greff 9 9 a1 10.12.1989 BT AT W S oM & Hay H gs A I Wi A # forRaa wu
# Rrerd AT FET 2 | Afdh urefl gR1 O uRare @ #1E Ui | #§ U T8 @ R 2

20, el d& fauell el g1 faid 16.07.1985 ¥ 10.12.1989 & Hed IMMATIBAT 3wy Wefl I BRI HRad
T BT e ® 39 day H fauelt wefll dast qar 7 oo ufawer # ag W o' 2 6 weff 4 39 smafy H
AR P el fHar| IHT 0T U9 IR B g S Rabre @1, I qMER R I8 Ho 6| fauefiror
FT I§ T8 ARAN W BT B 6 I Swsian IR (FeRd 519 Agdd, dwid SyR) $I AFsid adi
% 3R &7 19.09.1995 BT weel W-4 13 uwgd fobar o forad i gr1 fd i @i @1 srafdy a8 afdfa
B TS S fauefRTor 7 areR # a el daet T 7 T Wed # @ ¥ gafore g fdaid w9 ® fe ued
W-4 93 & 3eR 1R &1 fAuefivor 9 oo ffiaae 3R ey & IR o o & |

21. greff 9 fauelmor & i AR B B b Heg H 2 Y dHAIRAl SHTarer gd fdhe g @
qAferT frar g1 el WW-2 SIS &1 &2 & & fRF1d 16.07.1985 I 09.12.1989 T Wit H dHeldel T
# o far| feg o7 Al 7 I8 T8 Fer & fF el 7 59 el H§ e, AR fBaAr B | el TR wRar
2 5 Fgfaa sreng oft iR S 909 IaM SRS aTSad @ AREE | fhar Srar o | 9 el 39 gsia &l
SRAIAR vl & fF ureft ¥ Jamfaa fafyr & gd foadt ok wmanr % ff &1 far 81| wiafes weff ok faued
E B WeR B © 1 uell 7 20 &9 S.M.S. gr5d wrar # W1 9 /@Y & SRM R fhar o |

22, ureft &1 |el WW-3 fdee Rig ®ear & b dRfiena o, 519 el &7 o4l 8l o 1 sfraegahar
FTAR A i H AT WSAT ST o | Uil Bl I Ugel arsEd ¥ T a6 H dR e D AegH A Il
o7 | I AR dP | Wef BT I gAT BIAT AT IF YA B yfdfee ureff & dab @ 7 WY 8 @bl oY, fobg
grff 7 §% @[ @ Wede /uigd @ Ui Wed d{ UG 8 T8l @l ®, 7 8 9% 95 B Pls Ui T B
g B

23, 59 Rfd & el g1 Uga s Qe & weFi 9 Ul & o/ oar § Bl R IR I df A
& day # AR wed AFe oMy 2| ueff 7 Jamfad 9 gdad! ve a¥ @) orafy # 240 fRF qa1 A &
Hae # PIS Uoikd U el b © | fuef 77 qifod vordl @ uRgd T HRA BT Sl W U BT
Jg qaHETd SR Mfycgel ydia BT 7| daT |AIfd @ SURIG 25 99 AT 8 O W Ud qfTd dad Wit
SHE B IR IR Ia | Hafa iR JRIET @ &1 e fauell ¥ fhar S feedl yer <amitfre
T8 2| fauel grr ueet W-4 ux faAid 19.09.1995 Sl w¥siiar aaf & SRM YA far M1 &, & MR W
it & PRI faawl &1 TOMT FRAT FET © | I8 UF QAR B T 5 ¥ IURIA B UK gl o I ddb
Hafra g ¢ 81 fBar a7 o | gafery fauell grRr foram T o &1 SR Syl & |

2. grefl =1 (U FHE H A ORI S9d RIS & FUR W A IR §9H M0IRM 9 37,
HoR A, e WId 99 . 99 FIIRM G 31, IJHYEIE ATell 99 Aod SHIR U.UH.3TS. FargAEgR
qqT Aa, FAST BT [TIRT 99/ AR AT AT A1 Fared <araerd gRT Uika o7 /. siRM
SUSEITA UreRUTSodl 99 A R d o, 3TR.GH. Jorfl 99 IRRTT Tolldgfed SRR qr 1T giax
T T 3% ISR U (b3 & | 39 ol 3 gfauifed A arey § J€7 & {6 Ja1 9|1t & yaadi Ud
PolveR g H 240 & 1 A & T2F FT REMR JglU dHdR W B, fdg o9 98 Faee 9 Gdfda e
U BRAN BT AT B 3R FRGe gifesd Mo URgd 9 PR B Bl Fgieds WRIHR 9 § df VAl

Rerfa # fFaee & fawg uitiee SUaRY fHar S Sfea 8|

25. fauefmor 9 39 ey # HEE 9did ORTe™d gRT UiRd o NS B JATBIER. 991 U9, 3L
B!, SATElETE Sod <R gRT uikd ol gl dioree @id. o, d@me, 9™ 98l daR dic [ dHgR
qor faeelt =g =marera gRT UiRa ol @l 9% a9M Qe ofer @I 9 3 uwga B 21 591 ool # g8
JAenRa far mar & 6 FRieie & ol 240 3T ¥ 310 #1d -1 & Hag § HHOR Pl Fgeue qed
TR BT BN, AH AU TF YA PRAT gATG AL 2 |

26. s fofai # wiRa fafr & uarer & 9 ey @1 gftc fyech & fa ureff oo wew & wafad @
qaadil eb PHefvex ¥ H 240 &7 HaT Yol SR+ BT T2 YA 81 &R |l © | fauell 9 J=ify e vorl
By el fhar § fhg S o WdiaRor 39 Wy # R ® 9w oifvcyet 2| Ay & 39 fagw &
SWRIA Ffb wredi fduell & owefd gdadil Ush dbelvex ay &l @i H 240 7  3ff&d B HIAT YA 81 B
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T 2 SAfory AR @ o1 25 F & ofifa Afed @ Aifed da9 vd wel ufdadx &l qerar fauel g
Y S &1 BIg fawR &1 Sa~ 81 Bial ¢ | saferd I8 fa=g unell & faweg forofia fobar Simem 21

27. faarefia fag d=ar—2

28, grefi A 4 59 fig @ Wdy § I8 bl & fb SHS! Aadfad @ are N fquel gR1 Sl e W
T fFgfaadt | @ € 21 R W IaN) ol T, RS I, SHY @EEd SR Sdhds s @ A afta
P T B | fog wrdl &1 grerfdear T8l <1 T § | 39 WeY ¥ I8 IeoldA g © fH 39 aRi Afdadl & A b
o ST ST w0 | wrfl & Jarfad & SuRia fJue gR1 Fafgad fdar wan, ueft 7 oo g @ i
H 81 fpar v | ureil gRT 59 Al & Gy H S fhar W B MY amewr A1 yad el e W
A H yRgd el A T 8, 9 & fQuel | 0 oo TRga dRaM ®g B8 9T fhar Tar 2| Seorad
IE W & 5 uefl & weh ST 9 faee R 1 59 Tafged afdaal & ddg § @ T8 bl § | oafe ureff
% R 31 Afaaal @1 MYfad weady T § & @ 8 o | iR gg Il el ueff @ dar A &k
9P TIATT bolde] IMET | & BRIk | Uil 7 39 e # 99+ Sadq <arareld gRT giika ol degat
d& ifw PsaT 99M T, ATH 9 31, ST @ Aol STsoll 99M dee feegRae darad # wika fafdy &
sraer forar 2| fvg &1 ol & wiRa & 8 fafy weft & wer # gofere weras =18 € @fds weff g™ qam
T R Afdaal o i Jamfad & Swia fuel g7 fhar S &y w8 g 2

20. fauell gRT AT ORI ST AT gRT uiRd Aol Irmarer §+ 99§ 9T o dR dIe |, 2
SR 39 Hey d Uwgd fbar wa § | RRE g8 ®' T € P HGR BT g8 yHIvT AT © b yeeE |
AT B g1 25 H IR G & a1 &l urel=T F8l &1 | 715 divss fddqal & AW sifbd -1 39 3990
DI gfel T8l B |

30, AR 9 ST AT gIRT UIRG ol e, gAR g9m il uifed 9 o # ug Artew fean
T & P Jerqd ifWaad & ora # wied B9 fhd oM Ard Tl | Jeifd sffWeaddl & e woRar |
] TR B |

31, it Te e daT |RlT JMeRed s BT YA gom © R AT 16.07.1985 ¥ 10.12.1989 &
e FHI—EHI W ATILIHAT B W fIUefRTor gRT 1 WR @1 M7 | $AfeY I8 W © & fquell g umedt
@I FgfeT fAfza == ufear & agey s Rad ug & fory 18l @1 15 off | 3 aRssdr el & FeRoT ud
e H MR YS! S & M BT ATERV T AT Ul ©, T & oA | o yg fIg unelt & fawg fofia
foar e 2 |

32. foarofa fag G=ar—3

33, 9 g H fquell g1 U I8 do f&b urRll 7 JaMfad & 35 av qie I8 fdare uwga fHar €, S
e faafiad 2| a8 a@ SUdel Wie & MR R e 6l 8| yeet W-1, 98ad s Igad & U3 o
U8 Ube BT © 1 Uil 7 faie 27.01.1994 B & URaTE Ud HR AT o 3R f&A® 13.11.1995 BT fAerar
gfaes ORI 81 gabl o fbg Wfa IR gRI fddre & = (o g ufia 720 far ar | aguxia wrefi
P AN B BRYT AP 16.10.2012 BT I8 faare Fefda fear Tam| 59 geR Uil gRT SIkd fadd 4—5 a9 &1
B 8| " STead RTed | AU o RgdR R 9 SRel AR 8RR Jeddt RR H I8 a1t
FFd fHa1 & b FHAR Bl f[dcd I f[dare URgd R & IMER W AN F PR 61 [HAT ST FohdT | 5
fafy @& gprer # urff gRT FIRT 4 99 I AfdF & fAcid & MR W wRft & farg & =g AviE 5y oW |
EPR fbar S =rafad vd fafy qoi 72 2| o ww fasg fawefmor & fawg fooffa fasan Smar 2 |

34. 31 ﬂ?ﬁﬁr:—

35, el fawg wwar 1 9 2 ureil & fawg fAofia fod & 2 | wrell @1 s o axr 25 F, G ik H
BT BIS RETT T &I TN AT &7, MR wneft fquefror & B 1Ay U aRe &7 Iy S 2 |

36. Y HATTT YR ORBR gRT Aefid faare & s yer =g fooffa fear wmar 21
a7. sfarferoia @1 ufaferlt wgfea SRR @1 s, & arT 17 (1) & Sidva gl U @ <1d |

RTET A agdal, WordA ST
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T foeett, 27 3nmea, 2024

F.3AT. 1666.—=NRF fFare stttz (1947 FT 14) & a7 17 F ATA H, Feald TEHT
Hisiga (T9e), eadiEft forfiee, wer, s oweer Sdist ShiRe g+t o e TEr
(aTfereR), AT, s fRel, F TaudT & Hag AArernt o o T 4ied uFg 05 F=, FER, F A7
aay § Ay F=iy awr sienfis afesor- g9g- 90 =mEea-2 98 et d=me(@e@s @1 84 of
2023) T &7 fF Aqau® | fR@mr T g, TERAqT FAT § ST heald qYR R GiFe FiAT 6 A7
22.08.2024 T ITH g3 4T |

[, T=1-42012/05/2023-Ar$ =7 (317)]
=T AR, @7 at=a
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2024

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. 84 of 2023) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court — II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The CGM (HR), NTPC Ltd., Noida, Uttar Pradesh ;JPG Engineer, Through- Shri Jhoolan Prasad
Gupta (Proprietor), Nangloi, New Delhi, and, Shri Prakash Pandit & 05 others, Worker, which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 22.08.2024.

[No. L-42012/05/2023-1R (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO-II, NEW DELHI
LD. No. 84/2023
Sh. Prakash Pandit & 05 others,
C-419, Block-C, New Ashok Nagar,
East Delhi, Delhi-110096.

Versus

The CGM (HR), NTPC Ltd.,
NTPC Engineering Office Complex,
Plot No. A-08-A, Sector-24, Noida,
Uttar Pradesh-201301.
JPG Engineer,
Through- Sh. Jhoolan Prasad Gupta (Proprietor)
E-03/240, Shani Bazar Road, Shiv Ram Park,
Nangloi, New Delhi-110041.

AWARD

The appropriate government, Sh. D.K. Himanshu, under Secretary had sent reference referred dated
15.05.2023 to this tribunal for adjudication with the following words.

“l. Whether the claim of Sh. Prakash Pandit & 05 others (list enclosed)
through Rashtriya Mazdoor Congress Zila Council, Noida that they were
illegally terminated by the management of M/s. JPG Engineers in the
establishment of NTPC at PMI, Noida is proper, legal and justified? If yes,
to what reliefs are the disputant workers entitled and what directions, if
any, are necessary in the matter?
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2. Whether claim of Sh. Prakash Pandit & 05 others for payment of their
alleged legal dues on account of full and final settlement to be done from
management of M/s. JPG Engineers in respect of work done by them in the
establishment of NTPC at PMI, Noida along with appropriate compensation is
proper, legal and justified? If yes, to what reliefs are the disputant workers
entitled and what directions, if any, are necessary in the matter?”

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

In these circumstances, when the claimants have not been appearing since long to substantiate their claims, it
appears that they are not interested to pursue their case. This tribunal has no option except to pass the no disputant
award. No dispute award is passed accordingly. A copy of this award is sent to the appropriate government for
notification as required under section 17 of the ID act 1947. File is consigned to record room.

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

T foeett, 27 3vmea, 2024

F.IT. 1667.—3ATRT @aTs Atearf=aa (1947 &1 14) FT &=T 17 F ATELT |, Feald GLHT
werer Acers, .S, Uk Fegder SRSt Tgae Mfies, qeaar, I =t T tedrser, TaT diRE
g, RReelt, & vagdaa & dag At o ot AL TAR 1, FEAR, & S Aq99 § [eg Fa
AT SR Afeaeor- ag- 99 FAEmed-2 95 ol 9= @@l 9ear 116 of 2022) &r s4r
AqaF § @A AT §, THRIT FEAT & ST sl T T Rl TIF FHIUT 6 q7 22.08.2024 FT ITH g3l
oT |

[;'{, T-42025/07/2024-1 48-311_':%311_{(@%:[)]
el FHTL, AqX ot

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2024

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. 116 of 2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court — II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The Managing Director, B.G Shirke Construction Technology Pvt. Ltd., Mundhwa, Pune ; Shree
Ram Enterprises, Narela Industrial Area, Delhi, and, Shri Mahesh Kumar Saini, Worker, which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 22.08.2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-148-1R (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOV. INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL CUM - LABOUR COURT NO II, NEW DELHI
ID No.-116/2022
Sh. Mahesh Kumar Saini, S/o Sh. Hari Kishan Saini,
R/o House No.-383, Jain Nagar, Karala Road,

Rohini, Sector-22, New Delhi-110085.
VERSUS

1. The Managing Director,
B.G Shirke Construction Technology Pvt. Ltd.,
Civil Division, 72-76, Industrial Estate,
Mundhwa, Pune-411036.

2. Shree Ram Enterprises,
Flats DDA, Plot No. G-09,
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No. 1333, Narela Industrial Area, Delhi-110040.
Appearance:
For Claimant: Sh. Prashant Singh.
For Management: Ms. Priya Jha for the management-1.
AWARD

Record perused. Workman wants to withdraw the present claims, due to the technical error. Their statement
recorded separately.

In view of the external records, claim of the claimant dismissed as withdrawn. They are at liberty to file the
same to the appropriate forum. Award is passed accordingly. File is consigned to record room. A copy of this award is
hereby sent to the appropriate government for notification under section 17 of the I.D Act 1947.

Dated: 15.07.2024
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

T foeett, 27 3nmea, 2024

FT.3AT. 1668.—3= TR [@AaTg stterf=ad (1947 &1 14) &t &=T 17 & AT |, Frald GLH
A5, fUF Fegem TSt yTEae Piffee, A Wb, a2 fiweht; ot o deomsse, T, 2 Rk
g - Rgem Shvafar vd sve aoige gffaw, geamed), ReslY, F seeds % dag et o =t
IS TR, HAIA, & a9 qqad § ARy FeT a9 d=inT Jiawm- ag- 99 FAEag-2 15
faoelt daTe(HEy "@eaT 158 of 2021) &l ST & siqey® H R@mT 3T ¢, THIAT FLdl g ST el d
HYHTT 1 qiFe FdT F G127 22.08.2024 FT TTH AT 47T |

[€. Te1-42025/07/2024-149-3mE 7 (31D)]
el Fam, s wfe

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2024

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. 158 of 2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court — II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to B.G Shirke Construction Technology Pvt. Ltd., Nehru Place, New Delhi; Shree Ram Enterprises,
Narela, New Delhi-Through- Hindustan ngineering & General Mazdoor Union, Sultanpuri, Delhi, and,
Shri Manoj Kumar, Worker, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on
22.08.2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-149-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOV. INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL CUM - LABOUR COURT NO II, NEW DELHI
ID No. 158/2021
Sh. Manoj Kumar, S/o Sh. Ram Pal Singh,

R/o E-115, Rajeev Nagar, Begumpur North West,
Delhi-110086.
VERSUS

1. B.G Shirke Construction Technology Pvt. Ltd.,

H.O. 1308, Hemkund Tower, 98, Nehru Place, New Delhi-110019.
2. Shree Ram Enterprises,

Sector-G-7, G-8, DDA Project, Near

Mansa Devi Mandir, Narela, New Delhi-110040.

Through- Hindustan Engineering & General Mazdoor Union,
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Head Office: D-2/24, Sultanpuri, Delhi-110086

Appearance:

For Claimant: Sh. Kailash Kumar Jonwal.

For Management: Ms. Priya Jha for the management-1.
AWARD

Record perused. Workman counsel wants to withdraw the present claims, due to the technical error. Their
statement recorded separately.

In view of the external records, claim of the claimant dismissed as withdrawn. They are at liberty to file the
same to the appropriate forum. Award is passed accordingly. File is consigned to record room. A copy of this award is
hereby sent to the appropriate government for notification under section 17 of the .LD Act 1947.

Dated: 15.07.2024
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

T foeett, 27 3rea, 2024

FT.3AT. 1669.—3=A TR [@AaTg stterf=ad (1947 &1 14) &t &=T 17 F AT |, Frald GLHIT
226 Hut TuaHt (qu), Rl &, 72 Reeht; ww Rig wikam qren i, Reeft Fe, 78 R, F
TS F Tag A o s . d=ar 154/2019, =t Tever, s S §=Ar 155/2019, =t wsiia A,
ATE. &Y. T 156/2019, =Y AY. FUEH,EA- TSRS Thd AT, ITew dwiesT, T8 foeedl, FTHMR, F
F= oy ¥ [AfSE F T2 iR Afaawor- 8- 99 =aey-2 92 et dare(das dedr 154
of 2019,155 OF 2019, & 156 OF 2019) =T StaT o srerwr & fawamar aw 2, wehrforg et & S Feala
LT T HIFS FIAT 6 q77 22.08.2024 T ITH g3 T |

[6. TeT-42025/07/2024-150-ATEA(E10)]
frefir e, s A fea

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2024

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. 154 of 2019,155 OF 2019, & 156 OF 2019) of the Central
Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court — II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial
dispute between the employers in relation to 226 Coy ASC (Sup), Delhi Cantt., New Delhi ;Ram Singh Kadiyan
Security Agency, Delhi Cantt., New Delhi, and, I.D. No. 154/2019,Shri Rajesh, I.D. No. 155/2019,Shri Sanjeet
Kumar, I.D. No. 156/2019,Shri Md. Ashraf, Through- Industrial Workers Union, Palam Colony, New Delhi,
Worker, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 22.08.2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-150-1R (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO-II, NEW DELHI
L.D. No. 154/2019
Sh. Rajesh, S/o Sh. Om Prakash,
R/o- K-5/95, Mohan Garden, Uttam Nagar, New Delhi-110059.
L.D. No. 155/2019
Sh. Sanjeet Kumar, S/o0 Sh. Ram Pratap Mehto,

R/o- Chiaiya, Thana-Sahiyana, District-Sitamani, Bihar-845415.
LD. No. 156/2019
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Md. Ashraf, S/o Rasheed Ahmad,
R/0-324, Dhampur, Pipalsana, Bijnor, Uttar Pradesh-246761.
Through- Industrial Workers Union,
F-328, Gali No. 22, Sadhnagar-1I, Palam Colony,
New Delhi-110045.
Versus

1. 226 Coy ASC (Sup),

Prakesh-G, Type-G, Delhi Cantt., New Delhi-110010.
2. Ram Singh Kadiyan Security Agency.

Prakesh-G, Type-G, Delhi Cantt., New Delhi-110010,
Counsels:
For Claimant: None
For Respondent: Sh. Atul Bhardwaj, Ld. AR.

AWARD

By this composite order, I shall dispose of these three applications of U/S 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act
(here in after referred as an Act) filed by the different claimants against the same respondents, because of having the
common respondents and same cause of action, these cases are taken together for their illegal termination. Claims of
the workmen are that they have been serving the management-1 through management-2. Name and particular of their
employment are given below-

List of Workmen
Sr. Name Father’s Post Dates of Dates of Last Drawn
No. Joining Termination Salary
Name
1 Ashraf Rasheed Ahmed | Barber 02.08.2012 15.11.2017 Rs. 11,500/-
2 Rajesh Om Prakash Washerman 02.07.2008 15.11.2017 Rs. 11,500/-
3 Sanjeet Nand Kr. Cook 01.06.1996 15.11.2017 Rs. 11,500/-
Kumar Shrivastava

They had been doing their work with diligently and honestly. Their service records are clean and they have
not given any complaint so far. During the services, management had not provided any legal facilities i.e. Pay Slip,
Leave Book, bonus, overtime salary, weekly and events holidays etc. Management got annoyed with the demands
raised by the claimants had thrown them out from the service of the management on 15.11.2017. They had sent the
demand notice to the management on 27.11.2017 through speed post to take back their services but management never
replied. They had sent the complaint to the labor commissioner, but, it has resulted into failure. Hence, they have filed
the present claims.

W.S has been filed by the respondent-1. Management-2 was proceeded ex-parte vide order dated 06.04.2021.
Management-1 had denied the averment made in the claims. He had submitted that their claims are liable to be
dismissed.

After completion of the pleadings, following issues have been framed vide order dated 15.09.2021 i.e.-
1. Whether the proceeding is maintainable.
2.  Whether there exist employer and employee relationship between the management-1 and the claimant.

3. Whether the claimant was appointed in the premises of Management-1 by the Security Agency
respondent-2.

4. Whether the service of the claimant was illegally terminated by the management-1.

5. To what relief the claimant is entitled to.
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Now, the matters are listed for workman evidence. On behalf of management-1, Sh. Atul Bhardwaaj
appeared. Claimants have not brought any evidence i.e documents and oral to substantiate their claims, inspite of
providing a number of opportunities.

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

Date- 22.07.2024
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

T foeett, 27 3nmea, 2024

F3AT. 1670.—=NRF fFare sferfazs (1947 &1 14) & a7 17 F ATHI0 H, Fexld TLHT
Frata, s ffear senfaar ReafEene,smfier TR, staer, 72 Reht; @t deomsss, 7o, g
Reeht, & waera= & gag Aol o .St gedr 124/2023 5 Y9 9T, AE.E. &I 122/2023 57
SIS, FRT-SITE AR SIH ASGY &8 J(AA, HIAETS, T8 faeetl, FIAMR, & a1 dqae § ey
Fea T TR S ATAFTT- Hg- 97 =ArATed-2 72 fioeft d=me(das dear 124 & 122 OF 2023) &
ST T sTerwe | o 7 8, THIT FAT § S fea 3 ST &l qi%e Fidr & 917 22.08.2024 Fr
SITH gt =T |

[€. TeT-42025/07/2024-151-Ar2(£17)]
feefta T, s af=

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2024

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. 124 & 122 OF 2023) of the Central Government Industrial
Tribunal cum Labour Court — II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the
employers in relation to The Vice Chancellor, Jamia Millia Islamia University, Jamia Nagar, Okhla,New Delhi;
Sharma Enterprises, Nawada, New Delhi, and, I.D. No. 124/2023, Shri Prem Pal, I.D. No. 122/2023, Shri
Imtiyaz, Through- All India General Mazdoor Trade Union, Kalkaji, New Delhi, Worker, which was received
along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 22.08.2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-151-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO-II, NEW DELHI
LD. No. 124/2023
Sh. Prem Pal, S/o Late Sh. Suranjan,
Through- All India General Mazdoor Trade Union,
170, Bal Mukund Khand, Giri Nagar, Kalkaji, New Delhi-110019.
LD. No. 122/2023
Sh. Imtiyaz, S/o Sh. Muslim,
Through- All India General Mazdoor Trade Union,
170, Bal Mukund Khand, Giri Nagar, Kalkaji, New Delhi-110019.

Versus

1. The Vice Chancellor,

Jamia Millia Islamia University,

Jamia Nagar, Okhla, New Delhi-110025.
2. Sharma Enterprises,
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92-B, Plot No-01, Ground Floor, Nawada,
Nawada Metro Station, New Delhi-110059.
AWARD

The appropriate government, Sh. D.K. Himanshu, under Secretary had sent two references referred dated
04.07.2023 to this tribunal for adjudication with the following words.

“Whether claims of Sh. Imtiyaz, S/o Sh. Muslim and Sh. Prem Pal, S/o Sh. Suranjan through All India
General Mazdoor Trade Union, New Delhi vide letter dated 11.10.2021 against the management of M/s
Sharma Enterprises, New Delhi (Contractor) under Jamia Milia Islamia University, New Delhi that
their services were terminated w.e.f. 05.11.2020 and 01.09.2020 without notice, without reason and
without due payment which is violation of Section 33 and 25 F of the 1.D Act, 1947 as their common
demand through Union is pending in CGIT cum LC, No.-2, New Delhi bearing ID No. 155/2020, is
proper, legal and justified? If yes, to what reliefs as sought vide letter dated 11.10.2021 are the
disputant worker entitled and what directions, if any, are necessary in the matter?”

Notices were issued to both the parties. AR for the management-1 & 2 have been appearing before this
tribunal. Both claimants have not been appearing since long. They have not come forward to file their claim
statements before this tribunal, despite, providing a number of opportunities.

In these circumstances, when the workmen are not interested in pursuing their claim. This tribunal has no
option except to pass the no disputant award. Hence, no disputant award is passed. Awards are passed accordingly
Files are consigned to the record room. Copies of these awards are hereby sent to the appropriate government for
notification under section 17 of the I.D Act 1947.

Date 31%, July, 2024
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

TE fReett, 27 oTed, 2024

FAT. 1671.—3=ART [@ars Ateaf=aa (1947 &1 14) FT &= 17 F A0 |, Feald GFhT
ARTMF, ARG [aca qaav, fAasant, 7 Recl, F qaads & a5 Fase i =t amysrT
VRGN (TE.9T RGN, FERIMR, & 69 Jq99 § ARy Frxig G =R Aiasor- 98- 99
TATAT-2 T2 et daTe(H@aH &aT 44 of 2018) & Sr&T & srqawe # fa@mar = §, THhiea wdl
STT 3w 1 GYRTT 0 % T & 9127 22.08.2024 FT ITH g3 o7 |

[&. T=-42025/07/2024-152-Ar¢ (1))
el FHTL, ATX ot

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2024

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. 44 of 2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court — II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The Director General, Archaeological Survey of India, Tilakmarg, New Delhi, and, Shri Som
Prakash Bhardwaj (S.P Bhardwaj), Worker, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central
Government on 22.08.2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-152-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL CUM-LABOUR COURT NO-II, NEW DELHI
LD. No. 44/2018
Sh. SomPrakashBhardwaj (S.P Bhardwaj),
S/o Sh. Hari Chand,
R/o A-81, Village-Nathupura,
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Burrari, North Delhi, Delhi-110084.

Versus
1.  The Director General,
Archaeological Survey of India,
2. Tilakmarg, New Delhi-110001.
AWARD

Dated:29.07.2024

1. Claimant has filed the claim U/s 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act (herein after refered as an Act). Workman
has been claiming to have been working as Monument Attendant (ex-Serviceman) on contractual basis with the office
of the Delhi Circle, Safdarganj Tomb since 15.03.2012 at the last drawn salary of Rs. 10,000/- per month. His
services has been terminated by the management without assigned any reason on 30.06.2017. His fault is only that he
had orally requested the management to regularize him as his permanent employee keeping in consideration of the
tenure and quality of his services rendered by him. He had sent the demand notice letter through his counsel to the
management for regularisation, reinstatement with full back wages with continuity of the services. However,
management did not give any reply. He was finally constrained to approach the Deputy Chief Labour
Commissioner/Conciliation Officer, but the management did not settle the dispute with the claimant. Hence, he had
filed the present claim petition.

2. Notice of this petition was issued to the respondent. Respondent appeared and filed the W.S. Management
had taken several preliminary objection inter-alia that Archaeological Survey of India is neither an industry nor
industrial establishment undertaking so as to attract the provisions of I.D Act; Archaeological Survey of India is
discharging its duties for the preservation and conversation of ancient and historical monuments and archaeological
sites which are declared to be of national importance; Archaeological Survey of India has not violated any provision
of the I.D Act and every action is within the ambit of law; reference is bad in law, without application of mind.

3. On merit respondent had admitted that Sh. S.P Bhardwaj was engaged as a Monument Attendant since
15.03.2012 purely on contract basis for watch and ward of the monument protection, cleaning/sweeping of the
premises area of the monument, reporting of unauthorized construction around the monument and others duties
assigned by the sub-circle in-charge. Initially his period was purely on contract basis for one year and extendable on
satisfactory performance assessed by Archaeological Survey of India (ASI). However, the contract might be
terminated by any time, on giving one month notice. His contract was expired on 30.06.2017 and his services were
discontinued. However, he had denied that the Archaeological Survey of India (ASI) has been indulging in unfair
labour practices and violated the industrial/labour law. He submits that the claim be dismissed. Rejoinder has also
been filed by the claimant affirming the averment, what has been stated by him in his claim statement and denied the
averment made by the respondent in the WS.

4. After completion of the pleadings following issues have been framed vide order dated 06.02.2019 that is —
1. Whether the proceeding is maintainable and the alleged dispute is an Industrial Dispute.

. Whether there exists any employer and employee relationship between the respondent & workman.

. Whether the service of the workman has been illegally terminated by the respondent.

. Whether the respondent is liable for adopting unfair labour practice.

. Whether the workman is entitled to the relief of reinstatement with back wages.

AN W A~ WN

. To what other relief the parties are entitled to.

5. In order to prove his case, workman had appeared in the witness box. He had filed the affidavit in support of
his claim. He has reiterated the averment made by him in the claim statement. In rebuttal, management has examined
one witness Ms. Kamlesh Devi. He has also reiterated the stand taken by the respondent in his WS. He had relied
upon three document .eMW1/1, MW1/2 and MW 1/3.

6. Counsel of the claimant had argued since the management witness had admitted in the cross-examination
that he has been continuously working from 15.03.2012 to 30.06.2017; his services records are clean therefore, he had
proved that he had worked more than 240 days in a year. Even no notice of termination/discontinuation to the
engagement was ever given. This fact is also admitted by the respondent witness herein. Therefore the management
has violated the section 25 (F) of the I.D. Act. Even the witness had admitted that benefit of PF and ESI was not
extended to the claimant by the management during the course of his engagement. He has further submitted that the
management witness has not placed any document to show that the post against which the claimant was working were
filled up through SSC before the dis-engagement of the claimant.
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7. Per-contra respondent counsel had advanced the argument stating that the engagement of the workman is
purely contractual. On expiry of the contract, his services were discontinued. He submits that discontinuation of the
service does not come within the definition of retrenchment, therefore there is no question arises for the illegal
termination of the respondent. He submits that the claimant himself admitted in the cross-examination that he does not
know whether the Archaeological Survey of India is an industry? Even he had submitted that if assumed not
admitted that his termination was illegal then also the workman stated that he was getting pension of Rs. 21000/- per
month from the service rendered by him in Indian Army.

8. In the light of the above evidence and argument advanced by the respective AR of the party in advance, my
issue wise finding are as follows.

Issue no. 1 & 2 have been taken together at the same has been bearing upon each other.

9. At the outset, it is important to mention here that the respondent has taken the plea that the proceeding is not
maintainable because the alleged dispute is not an industrial dispute because Archaeological Survey of India is
discharging his sovereign function. However, keeping the monumental faith and employing the contractual employee
for guarding their sites does not come within the purview of sovereign function. If the plea of the management is
taken as true then every government function would be exempted from the purview of Industrial Law. Job profile of
the workman as mentioned in the contractual employment Ex. WW1/M1 was to protect and cleaning/sweeping of the
premises and surrounding of the monument. It is the common knowledge that people use to come to visit the
monument for seeing the monument and there is no evidence led by the management contrary to the fact that no one
is allowed to visit the above said sites. It is further the common knowledge that visitors visiting the site used to pay
the fee. Therefore the management even though, being the government functionaries has come within the definition of
an industry if we applied the tripple test. Admittedly the workman was employed by the management on contractual
basis from 15.03.2012 initially for one year and his terms have been extended several times, so, the relationship of the
employee and employer has been established beyond doubt. Therefore, these two issues have gone in favour of the
workman and against the management.

Issue no.-3 & 4 have been taken together as the same are bearing upon each other. Workman had claimed to
have worked with the management from 15.03.2012 to 30.06.2017 on contract basis.

10. Before parting the decision on this issues, text of Section 2 (00) and 25F of the Act are required to be
produced herein:

Section 2 [(00)] “retrenchment” means the termination by the employer of the service of a workman for any reason
whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment inflicted by way of disciplinary action, but does not include-

(a) Voluntary retirement of the workman; or

b) Retirement of the workman on reaching the age of superannuation if the contract of employment
between the employer and the workman concerned contains a stipulation in that behalf; or

[(bb)] termination of the service of the workman as a result of the non-renewal of the contract of
employment between the employer and the workman concerned on its expiry or of such contract
being terminated under a stipulation in that behalf contained therein; or

(c) termination of the service of a workman on the ground of continued ill-health;

section 25F- Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen.—No workman employed in any industry
who has been in continuous service for not less than one year under an employer shall be retrenched
by that employer until—

(a) the workman has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and
the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the
period of the notice;

(b) the workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to
fifteen days' average pay 2 [for every completed year of continuous service] or any part thereof in
excess of six months; and (c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate
Government 3 [or such authority as may be specified by the appropriate Government by notification
in the Official Gazette].

Definition of retrenchment has been couched in a comprehensive manner. It covers every type of termination
of the service of the workman by the employer for any reason whatsoever, otherwise then as a punishment inflicted by
way of disciplinary action. The case of voluntary retirement of the workman, retirement on reaching the age of
superannuation, termination of service as a result of non-renewal of the contract of employment or of such contract
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being terminated under a stipulation contained therein or termination of the service of the workman on the ground of
continued ill health by condition doesn’t fall within the ambit of retrenchment.

11. Management has further taken the plea that the workman service is purely on contract basis, it was
stipulated in the initial contract and subsequent contract which were extended from time to time that his services can
be terminated at any time without assigning any reason. It has taken the pleas of exception as prescribed in Section 2
(00) i.e. non renewal of the contract. However, the plea raised by the management in his WS is not tenable because of
the fact that the contract had renewed from time to time and has been continued from 15.03.2012 to 30.06.2017.
Section 2 (00) of the Act which defines the definition of retrenchment and contract of employment which has been
excluded within the definition of retrenchment shall be for a specific period and for specific purpose. But, admittedly
the workman job is in perennial and regular in nature as contract had been extended from time to time. Management
witness has also admitted that the workman had worked with them till 30.06.2017. His contention is that his contract
was not renewed because, there was a direction from the Head Quarter not to extend his engagement. She also
admitted that the claimant during the course of engagement was discharging his duty with sincerity and to the
satisfaction of the authority. Management witness has admitted that all such post already were filled through Staff
Selection Commission (SSC), even the PF and ESI were not extended

12. Extending of the contract from time to time as reflected from the document produced by the workman and
the management clearly established that there is a unfair labour practice adopted by the management. Job of the
workman was perennial in nature i.e. cleaning the monuments of the management at different places. No record has
been produced by the management that all the posts in which the workman was working has been filled through SSC.
Even, for the sake of assumption, if it is assumed that the posts were filled up by SSC then also management cannot
escape from its liability under Industrial Disputes Act. Once it is established that there is an employer-employee
relationship between the workman and the management, and the management entering into the contract is not for any
specific purpose for specific period then it is assumed that the nature of the work is perennial nature and it has not
come within the exception created by the Section 2 (00) which defines retrenchment. Once the workman has been
retrenched from service then prior to retrenchment, management has to follow the principles set out in Section 25 of
the Act. Section 25F couched in a negative form, imposed a restriction on employer try to retrench the workman and
laid down that no workman employed in an industry who has been in a continuous employment for not less than one
year under an employer shall be retrenched until he has been given one month notice in writing indicating the reason
for retrenchment and the period of notice has been expired or the workman had been paid for the period of notice or
he had been paid at the time of retrenchment, compensation equivalent to fifteen day average pay for every completed
year of continuous service or part thereof. Here, admittedly respondent has not done anything.

13. In view of the above discussion the termination of the workman is held illegal in violation of the principle of
Section 25F.

Relief

Generally, when the termination is held illegal then naturally reinstatement with full back wages would
follow. However, in the present case, workman is a retired army personnel at the time of his deposition, he was 51
year of age now, he is almost 59 year of age, therefore reinstatement cannot be given to him being inappropriate relief
in view of the illegal termination of the workman. Therefore, lump sum compensation of Rs. 4,50,000/- (Rupees Four
Lac Fifty Thousand only) is an appropriate relief. Award is passed accordingly. Management is directed to pay the
above said compensation within four weeks.

ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

T2 ooy, 27 oTed, 2024

T, 1672 —3=ATRE [@aTg Atea=ad (1947 &1 14) FT o177 17 F AT |, Frald GLHT
fRRers Tmae, R dArew, Suweg, 9 R, F v F gag Rt @i o fider 5w, s,
BRI -7, MHIT T qoge e, e gomdy, oy, o = siqary o Afde =6 awar st
ATFIT- - AH ATATAT-2 75 Taoett GaATe(Fad §&ar 217 of 2021) T SH€T o6 e § fam@mar
&, STRTTAT AT § ST hea (9 TLRIT I A% HIUT 6 a1 22.08.2024 FT ITH galr AT |

[/, TeT-42025/07/2024-153-3r =M% (31)]
&= T A, @7 atea
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New Delhi, the 27th August, 2024

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. 217 of 2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court — II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The Director Establishment, Ministry of Finance, DFS, New Delhi, and, Shri Girish Chand, Worker,
Through- The President, Rashtriya General Mazdoor Union, Tis Hazari, Delhi, which was received along with
soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 22.08.2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-153-1R (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO-II, NEW DELHI
LD. No. 217/2021
Sh. Girish Chand, S/o Late Sh. Kamal Singh,
Through- The President Ms. Nitika Bhola,
Rashtriya General Mazdoor Union, B-40, 1* Floor,
Boulaward Road, Tis Hazari, Delhi-110054.

Versus

The Director Establishment,
Ministry of Finance, DFS,
New Delhi-110001.
Counsels:
For Claimant: Armaan Bhola, Ld. AR.
For Respondent: Sh. B.C Bhatt, Ld. AR.

AWARD

The present claim has been filed U/s 2A of the Industrial Dispute Act (herein after refered as an Act). In
the entire claim, claimant has not stated anything about his employment with the respondent. Entire crux of the case
of the workman is that his father was a regular and permanent employee of the management and he was working at
the post of MTS (Multi Tasking Staff). He has unblemished and uninterrupted record. His father was expired on
07.09.2013 leaving behind his family member in harness. He has applied for job on compassionate ground, but not
given. Nowhere, he has stated that he has ever been given a job temporarily or regular.

Section 2A of the ID Act in which the application has been filed deals with the termination. Before we
proceed further, text of the Section 2A is required to be reproduced which are given under:

[2A. Dismissal, etc. of an individual workman to be deemed to be an industrial dispute

[(1)]  Where any employer discharges, dismisses, retrenches or otherwise terminates the
services of an individual workman, any dispute or difference between that workman
and his employer connected with, or arising out of, such discharge, dismissal,
retrenchment or termination shall be deemed to be an industrial dispute
notwithstanding that no other workman nor any union of workmen is a party to the
dispute.]

[(2)]  Notwithstanding anything contained in section 10, any such workman as is specified in
sub-section (1) may, make an application direct to the Labour Court or Tribunal for
adjudication of the dispute referred to therein after the expiry of forty-five days from
the date he has made the application to the Conciliation Officer of the appropriate
Government for conciliation of the dispute, and in receipt of such application the
Labour Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to adjudicate upon the
dispute, as if it were a dispute referred to it by the appropriate Government in
accordance with the provisions of this Act and all the provisions of this Act shall apply
in relation to such adjudication as they apply in relation to an industrial dispute
referred to it by the appropriate Government.
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(3)  The application referred to in sub-section (2) shall be made to the Labour Court or
Tribunal before the expiry of three years from the date of discharge, dismissal,
retrenchment or otherwise termination of service as specified in sub-section (1)].

Ld. AR for the workman Sh. Armaan Bhola has no answer about the fact, how his application U/s 2A of [.D
Act is maintainable. Section 2A has been inserted in the I.D Act in 1965. It gives the individual workman the right to
approach the industrial tribunal/labour court directly in case of his discharge, dismissal, retrenchment without
sponsoring his case by any union. However, the right is not an absolute. It is conditional that first respondent has to
approach the conciliation officer for conciliation and, if the conciliaton does not have yielded any result within 45
days. Secondly, this right has to be exercised within three years of dismissal, termination, and discharge.

But, the fact of the claim does not reveal that workman has ever got any job on compassionate ground,
therefore, there is no question arises of his termination, discharge or dismissal.

In view of the facts mentioned above, claim filed by the claimant deserves dismissal being not maintainable.
Hence, claim is dismissed. Award is passed accordingly. A copy of this award is sent to the appropriate government
for notification as required under section 17 of the ID act 1947. File is consigned to record room.

Date- 23.07.2024
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

T fReett, 27 oTed, 2024

FAT. 1673.—3=ATRT @are Atearf=aa (1947 FT 14) FT a=T 17 F ATELT |, Feald GLHT
FIferat Fiasr 95 feett, & Yaerd= & Hag At 6 o fe o, #R, F S aqag ° [fde
Fea T LRI TR ATAFCT- - A7 ATATAT-2 T2 faoelt g=re(F@asT §ear 185 of 2018) +T ST
FTAUF H [R@TT AT &, THRIAT FIAT & ST a1 TLH1 D1 G 91 6 G197 22.08.2024 =T ITH g3
oT |

[€. Ta-42025/07/2024-154-3< =7 (31)]
=T AR, sEw at=a
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2024

S.0. 1673.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 185 of 2018) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court — II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to Kalindi College New Delhi, and, Shri Vijay Pal, Worker, which was received along with soft copy of
the award by the Central Government on 22.08.2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-154-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM - LABOUR COURT NO. II, NEW DELHI
ID No. 185/2018
Sh. Vijay Vs. Kalindi College

Counsels:
For Applicant/ Claimant:
Sh. Vijay Pal, Ld. AR.
For Management/ Respondent:
None for the management.
AWARD

1. A very short question arises in the present claim filed by the claimant U/s 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act,
1947; whether the services of the workman was terminated due to the efflux of time.
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2. Claimant in his claim petition asserted that he is a law abiding and peace loving citizen of India and he worked
with the management at the post of SafaiKaramchari/M.T.S. since 18.10.2010 and management had issued the
appointment letter bearing no. KC/PF/22753 as SafaiKaramchari at the basic salary of Rs. 7,500/- per month. He was
not provided minimum wages, casual and yearly leave, wages on register etc. Management again executed an
agreement for the period of six month only and thereafter renewal had been done from time to time. His last drawn
salary was 15,070/- per month. On 31.03.2017, the management suddenly stated that there is no need for his service
anymore and he was asked to deposit his clearance letter stating that he had taken all his dues as full and final. His
service had been terminated without giving any reason and was illegal. He was suffering from 80% disability. He had
filed his claim before the Deputy Chief Commissioner, Central District, Jeevan Deep Building, 4™ Floor,
SansadMarg, New Delhi. No conciliation took place and the concerned officer had issued the failure report on
13.09.2018; hence, he filed the present claim with the prayer that he be reinstated with full back wages.

3. Written statement had been filed by the respondent where he admitted that the claimant was appointed vide letter
no. KC/PF/22753 dated 18.10.2010 on a consolidated remuneration of Rs. 7,500/- per month. He had also admitted
that contract of the claimant was renewed by the respondent from time to time, till around January 2016. Contractual
appointment of the claimant including the rules relating leaves, remuneration etc. was governed by the University of
Delhi and UGC rules and regulations. He had taken the plea that behavior of the claimant started deteriorating day by
day and he started to become negligent towards his duties. Staff members of the college requested the claimant to be
more careful in his work but the claimant paid no heed to the said requests. Even the behavior of the claimant became
worse that led to a level where the claimant would just come to the college and used to spend entire day idly without
doing any work. A warning letter was issued to the claimant dated 26.11.2016 against acknowledgement and the
claimant was given the final opportunity to mend his ways. On 27.12.2016, a general notice was issued by the
respondent college, wherein it was specifically informed to all the contractual staff that their renewal would depend
only on the basis of satisfactory performance. The tenure of claimant was again extended for a period of one month
from 01.03.2027 to 31.03.2017. As such, the respondent submits that contract had been expired with an efflux of
time.

4. Rejoinder had been filed by the claimant where he denied the averment made by the respondent in his written
statement and affirmed the averment made by him in the claim statement.

5. After completion of the pleadings vide order dated 12.03.2019, following issues had been framed:
1. If the proceeding is maintainable and the claimant is a ‘workman’ under the definition of Law.

2. Whether the termination of service of the workman by the respondent is illegal and amounts to unfair labour
practice.

3. To what relief the workman is entitled to.

6. In support of his claim, workman had examined himself and he had filed the affidavit affirming the averment
made in the claim statement. He has relied upon five documents i.e. termination order (Ex. WW1/1), appointment
letter (Ex. WW1/2), copy of the attendance sheet issued by the management (Ex. WW1/3), copy of the identity card
issued by the management (Ex. WW1/4), copy of the disability certificate (Ex. WW1/5). Witness was cross-examined
at length; however, nothing substantial had been extracted from the mouth of the witness. His testimony almost has
gone unchallenged, unrebutted and uncontroverted to the fact that he was appointed and was terminated on such dates
respectively.

7. Nothing has been brought by the management to contest his plea regarding claimant’s behavior. Management
has not led any evidence despite providing a number of opportunities; even a cost of Rs. 2000/- was imposed but
thereafter management stopped appearing in this tribunal.

8. AR for claimant Sh. Vijay Pal has forcedly argued that the continuity of the contract for almost seven years
isa sham and bogus arrangement. Workman has completed the 240 days in a year admittedly. The management has
not followed the provision of 25F of Industrial Dispute acttherefore his termination be declared as illegal and he be
reinstated with full back wages. He has relied upon the judgment Devinder Singh vs. Municipal Council,Sanaur
passed by Hon’ble Supreme Court of India on 11"™ April, 2011 whereby the court had held in the similar
circumstances termination of the workman is illegal.

9. I have heard the claimant and gone through the record and evidence thereof and my findings are as follows.
Admittedly, the claimant is aworkman. Issue no. 1 and 2are related to each other. Unless the claimant proves that he
is a workman, no proceeding can be launched under Industrial Dispute act, 1947. Before parting the decision in the
above said case, section 2 (00), 2 (s) and 25F of the actis required to be reproduced herein:

Section 2 (s) of the Industrial Disputes Act defines the workman, it reads as under:

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

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

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

(iii) who is employed mainly in a managerial or administrative capacity; or (iv) who, being employed in a
supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding 3 [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.|

Section 2 [(00)] “retrenchment” means the termination by the employer of the service of a workman for
any reason whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment inflicted by way of disciplinary action, but does

not include-
(a) Voluntary retirement of the workman; or
b) Retirement of the workman on reaching the age of superannuation if the contract of

employment between the employer and the workman concerned contains a stipulation in that behalf; or

[(bb)] termination of the service of the workman as a result of the non-renewal of the contract of
employment between the employer and the workman concerned on its expiry or of such contract being
terminated under a stipulation in that behalf contained therein; or

(c) termination of the service of a workman on the ground of continued ill-health;

section 25F- Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen.—No workman employed in any industry
who has been in continuous service for not less than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by
that employer until—

(a) the workman has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment
and the period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the
period of the notice;

(b) the workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to
fifteen days' average pay 2 [for every completed year of continuous service] or any part thereof in excess
of six months; and (c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government 3 [or
such authority as may be specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette].

10. Section 2(s) contains an exhaustive definition of the term ‘workman’. It takes within its ambit any person
including an apprentice employed in any industry to do any manual, skilled, unskilled, technical, operational, clerical
or supervisory work for hire or reward and it is immaterial that the terms of employment are not reduced into writing.
The definition also includes a person who has been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in connection with an
Industrial Dispute or as a consequence of such dispute or whose dismissal, discharge or retrenchment has led to that
dispute. Certain exclusions are also given in the definition itself. The source of employment, the method of
recruitment, the terms and conditions of employment/contract of service. The quantum of wages/pay and the mode of
payment are not at all relevant for deciding whether or not a person is a workman within the meaning of section 2(s)
of the act.

11. Definition of the retrenchment has been couched in a comprehensive manner. It covers every type of termination
of the service of the workman by the employer for any reason whatsoever, otherwise then as a punishment inflicted
by way of disciplinary action. The case of voluntary retirement of the workman, retirement on reaching the age of
superannuation, termination of service as a result of non-renewal of the contract of employment or of such contract
being terminated under a stipulation contained therein or termination of the service of the workman on the ground of
continued ill health by condition doesn’t fall within the ambit of retrenchment.

12. Once the employer challenge the dispute on the ground that an employee is not a workman within the
meaning of section 2(s) of the act as herein then he has to satisfy that the workman is not employed for hire or
reward. Herein, the claimant has successfully proved that he has been employed for hire or reward; therefore, he is a
workman because admittedly, he worked on the post of SafaiKaramchari since 16.10.2010 and his job was of manual
nature. He has been paid at the rate of Rs. 7,500/- per month initially; therefore, no question arises that he is not a
workman.

13. Management has further taken the plea that the workman’s service is purely on contract basis and it was
stipulated in the initial contract and subsequent contracts which were extended from time to time that his service can
be terminated at any time without assigning any reason. He had taken the plea of exception as prescribed in section 2
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(0o) that is non-renewal of the contract. However, the plea raised by the management in its written statement is not
tenable because of the fact that the contract has been renewed from time to time for a period of six months to a year
and it has been continued in the span of seven years and suddenly the claimant’s service has been terminated because
his behavior is not up to mark. However, no evidence has been brought by the management to prove the fact that his
behavior is not up to mark. Section 2 (0o) which defines the definition of retrenchment states that the contract which
has been excluded within the definition of retrenchment shall be for a specific period but admittedly the workman’s
job is perennial and regular in nature and his contract has been extended without any break for seven years.
Therefore, the case of the workman does not fall within the exception created by the section 2 (0o) of the act.

14.  Now come to the next question whether the service of the workman has been terminated illegally. Section 25F
couched in a negative form, it imposes a restriction on the employer’s right to retrench the workman and laid down
that no workman employed in any industry who has been in a continuous service for not less than one year under an
employer shall be retrenched until he has been given one month notice in writing indicating the reasons for
retrenchment and the period of notice has been expired, or the workman has been paid for the period of notice and he
has also been paid at the time of retrenchment, compensation equivalent to fifteen days’ average pay for every
completed year of continuous service or any part thereof in excesses of six months and notice in the prescribe
manner has been served on the appropriate government. These provisions are mandatory in nature. Admittedly, the
respondent has not complied with any condition of retrenchment under the impression that the workman’sservices can
be terminated at any time which is a false creation. Hence, it is held that the service of the workman has been
terminated illegally. Therefore, issue no. 1 and 2 goes in the favor of claimant and against respondent.

Order

In view of the findings in issue no. 1 and 2, naturally the workman whose service was terminated illegally is required
to be reinstated. Hence, this tribunal orders that the workman be reinstated within four weeks from the date of passing
of this award with full back wages. Award is accordingly passed. Copy of this award be sent to the appropriate
government for notification U/S 17 of the I.D Act. File is consigned to record room.

Dated 25.07.2024
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

T fReett, 27 oTed, 2024

FLIAT. 1674, —3=RF [@ars ataf=aa (1947 &1 14) T a=T 17 F ATELT |, Feald GLFHN
HETISE®, Wa 9% A fifiies, Igaay, & vegds & dag At o off qee a1, SRR, %
T AT H AT Fe T Tt i ATaTwo- 9g- q9 FATAI-2 7% ot d=re(da9 9ear 92 of
2015) 1 S&1 & sqews # fo@mr T g, THiAq FAT § S heRlT R F GiFe FiAT 6 q
22.08.2024 T ITH g3 4T |

[€. Te1-42025/07/2024-155-3E 7 (31D)]
faefia am, sraw wfe

New Delhi, the 27th August, 2024

S.0. 1674.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 92 of 2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court — II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The General Manager,Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Dehradun, and, Shri Roshan Lal, Worker,
which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 22.08.2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-155-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM - LABOUR COURT NO. II, NEW DELHI
ID No. 92/2015
Sh. RoshanlLal Vs. B.S.N.L.
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Counsels:
For Applicant/ Claimant:
None for the claimant.
For Management/ Respondent:
Sh. Dipak Thukral, Ld. AR for management.
AWARD
Dated: 29.07.2024

1. Sh. P.K. Venu Gopal (Section Officer), government of India, Ministry of Labour and Employment vide letter
dated 09.09.2014 had sent the reference to this tribunal for disposal in the following words:

‘Whether the action of the management of Dehradun Telecom District, BSNL, Dehradun in retrenchment
from the services of workman ShriRoshanLal S/o Sh. Jaya Das w.e.f. 01.08.2012 is legal and justified? If
not, what relief the workman is entitled to?’

2. After receiving the reference, both claimant and respondent had been served with the notice. Claimant filed the
claim in the present petition stating that he was recruited as a casual labour with Durbhash Kendra, Tyuni (Dehradun)
on 01.10.1997 at the rate of 80 rupees/day by Sub-Divisional Engineer Sh. R.S. Kathait. His job was to lay the
telephone cables. On 02.03.1998, he was appointed at the monthly pay of Rs. 1200/- but no appointment letter was
given. Salary was paid in the bank account. In 2001, name of Durbhash Kendra was changed to Bharat Sanchar
Nigam Limited (BSNL). In 2011, claimant’s salary was increased to Rs. 4500/-. He had requested the authority to
regularize him but respondent didn’t regularize him, instead he was told in the March 2012 that General Manager has
asked him to remove from service; In case, he wants to work at the rate of Rs. 2500 per month, he will be allowed to
work. As such, he had started to work at the above said rate considering his family situation.

3. It is further his case that on 16.09.2011, cable was stolen from Telephone Exchange, Chilhar and letter to that
effect was given in his name by the Sub-Divisional Engineer to Dur-Sanchar Dakpatra. On 01.08.2012 when he was
going to Vikasnagar from Tyuni for taking his salary, the bus was met with an accident and 27 passengers died in that
accident, the claimant was also seriously injured and was admitted in the hospital. On 01.03.2013, when he had come
to join his duty after getting fit, he was told that another worker was deployed in his place. He had requested the
respondent to take him back on duty but no one paid any heed; as such, he filed the present claim before the Labour
Commissioner and his claim was referred to this tribunal for disposal.

4.  Respondent had appeared and filed the written statement. He had taken several preliminary objections inter-alia
that claimant was never appointed at any post nor was he kept as a daily casual labour; no wages had been paid by the
employer. On merit, he denied each and every fact. However, he admitted that in the month of October 2000, Bharat
Sanchar Nigam Limited was incorporated. He submits that the claim petition be dismissed.

5. Rejoinder has been filed by the claimant in which he denied the averment made by the respondent in his W.S.
and affirmed the averment made by him in the claim statement.

6.  From the pleadings of the party vide order dated 05.04.2016, following issues had been framed:

1. Whether the action of the management of Dehradun Telecom district, BSNL, Dehradun in retrenchment from
the services of workman Sh. RoshanLal S/o Sh. Jaya Das, w.e.f. 01.08.2012 is legal and justified? If so its
effect?

2. To what relief the workman is entitled to and from which date?

7.  Both claimant and respondent had led the evidence in support of their claim and rebuttal. Workman had
examined himself as WW 1. On behalf of the management, one Vivek Tiwari had come into witness box.

8. On behalf of the claimant, it had been argued that it is a clear example of unfair labour practice adopted by the
employer. He had drawn the attention of this tribunal towards a number of documents brought by him in the evidence
i.e. photocopy of First Information Report U/s 379 IPC regarding the theft of cable given by Sub-Divisional Engineer,
the document of work allotment to him by Divisional Engineer Sh. S.K. Sharma, Nine copies of certificates issued by
customers in favour of Sh. RoshanLal, information given to Patwari about the theft, details of the account of the
claimant in which an amount of Rs. 4,182/- and Rs. 8719/- was deposited on 17.11.2011 in provident fund. He
submits from the evidence he had established that there is a connection between him and respondent of employee and
employer otherwise there is no reason as to why these documents are in his possession. He had further drawn the
attention of this tribunal towards the cross-examination of the management where management witness submitted that
he had no personal knowledge about the claimant Sh. RoshanLal, he didn’t know if Sh. RoshanLal was engaged with
D.O.T. in the year 1997; he could not say whether in the year 1997 and 1998 Sh. R.S. Chauhan was the Sub-
Divisional Engineer and claimant was appointedby him;he didn’t admit that D.O.T. became BSNL and all the casual
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workers for D.O.T. were terminated, even he had no knowledge whether R.S. Chauhan and Sh. R.S. Kathait who
were then Sub-Divisional Engineers had re-engaged the claimant for work; he admitted that documents marked X
contains the signature of Divisional Engineer Sh. A.K. Sharma and document marked Y appears to be the report
submitted by Mr. Bisht alleging theft of cable.

9.  Per contra, respondent had argued that the documents relied by the claimant does not indicate that he was ever
employed by the respondent. He submits that the claimant has not produced any appointment letter, wages slip,
Identity Card in order to prove employee-employer relationship. His further argument is that respondent being
government organization cannot appoint any person without issuing any appointment letter and without following the
due procedure of Law; management has a separate procedure of recruitment. He has relied upon the decision of
Hon’bleSupreme Court of India in “workmen of Nilgiri Coop. Mkt. Society Ltd.Vs State of Tamilnadu [(2009) 13
SCC 374]” and“Indian Drugs and pharmaceutical Ltd. Vs. workmen, India Drugs & Pharmaceuticals Ltd.”,
(2007) 1 SCC 408 and submitted that workman is not entitled to reinstatement with back wages; claim deserves to be
dismissed.

10. Before parting with the decision, it is important to mention here that vide order dated 22.07.2019, Ld.
Predecessor of this tribunal had passed the award in favour of the workman and against the management because of
the fact that management had stopped coming after filing of written statement. On application by management, ex-
parte award was set aside subject to the cost of Rs. 5000/-.

11. No doubt, appointment letter, identity card and the documents issued by the respondent are necessary to
establish the relationship of employer and employee. However, it is not the sole criteria for establishing the
relationship. In most of the cases when the workman was employed as casual labour or in muster roll labour, no
document has been issued by the employer. But still he can prove the relationship by brining the circumstances
indicating that he was the employee of the employer. In the case of Chintaman Rao reported in 1958 (II) LLJ the
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India that the concept of employment involves three ingredients. (I) Employer (II)
Employee (III) The contract of employment. The employer is one who engages the service of the other person. The
employee is one who works for another hire or reward. The employment is the contract of service between the
employer and employee where under the employee agrees to serve the employer subject to his control and
supervision. It is control of the management which is necessary element of the relationship of master and servant.

12. In the present case the workman since beginning has maintained that he was working under the control and
supervision of the SDE BSNL and discharging the functions of a regular employee. He has also stated so while
testifying as WW1. On his behalf photocopies of document have been filed. Management in his evidence has not
contradicted. Even the management witness is unaware whether the claimant was engaged with D.O.T in the year
1997; he could not say whether in the year 1997 and 1998, one Sh. R.S Chauhan was the Sub-Divisional Engineer and
claimant was appointed by him. The witness is evasive in answer. From the documents produced by the claimant, it is
proved that the claimant was working with the management who was later on- incorporated with BSNL and the
evidence suggest that the tenure of work was from 1997 to August 2012 spreading over 14 years. Now, it is to be seen
if the service of the claimant was terminated illegally and he was made a victim of unfair labour practice.

13. Naturally, the management has adopted unfair labour practice for taking the work from the workman without
issuing any appointment letter, and other documents for years. Now, it has to be seen whether the workman services
have been terminated illegally. Workman had alleged that his services have been terminated illegally when he had
come to join after recovering from the accidental injuries.

14. Section 25F of the Act prescribe condition precedent to retrenchment of the workman. It is reproduced under:

section 25F- Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen.—No workman employed in any industry who has
been in continuous service for not less than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer
until—

(a) the workman has been given one month’s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the
period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the
notice;

(b) the workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to fifteen
days’ average pay 2 [for every completed year of continuous service| or any part thereof in excess of six months;
and (c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government 3 [or such authority as may be
specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette].

Definition of the retrenchment has been couched in a comprehensive manner. It covers every type of termination
of the service of the workman by the employer for any reason whatsoever, otherwise then as a punishment inflicted by
way of disciplinary action. The case of voluntary retirement of the workman, retirement on reaching the age of
superannuation, termination of service as a result of non-renewal of the contract of employment or of such contract
being terminated under a stipulation contained therein or termination of the service of the workman on the ground of
continued ill health by condition doesn’t fall within the ambit of retrenchment.
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15. Admittedly, the respondent has not complied with the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act. These provision are
mandatory in nature therefore, it is held that service of the workman is illegally terminated.

RELIEF

Naturally once it is held that the service of the workman is illegally terminated then reinstatement with full back
wages would follow. But, keeping in view of the age of the workman i.e. around 50 years now, reinstatement is not an
appropriate solution/relief. In lieu of the illegal termination of Rs. 5,00,000/- (Five Lac) compensation is an
appropriate relief. Hence, management is directed to pay the compensation of Rs. 5,00,000/- within one month from
the date of passing this award. Award is passed accordingly.

ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

T foeett, 27 3nmea, 2024

F.3AT. 1675. =N fFare sfefaam (1947 &1 14) Fi &7 17 F TTET §, Fexld Gehe
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22.08.2024 T ITH g3 4T |

[€. T1-42025/07/2024-1 56-311“%311'{(‘5&{)]
et AR, sEw ai=a
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2024

S.0. 1675.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 282 of 2021) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court — II New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The Director of Intelligence Bureau, Ministry of Home Affairs, Govt. Of India, New Delhi ;J.S.
Fabrication, West Sagarpur, New Delhi ;J.M.D. Enterprises, West Sagarpur, New Delhi, and, Shri Ranjeet
Singh, Worker, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 22.08.2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-156-1R (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
BEFORE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOUR COURT NO-II, NEW DELHI
LD. No. 282/2021
Sh. Ranjeet Singh, S/0 Late Sh. Iqbal Singh,
R/0 24-C, Deep Enclave, Vikas Nagar,
New Delhi-110059.

Versus
1. The Director of Intelligence Bureau,
Ministry of Home Affairs, Govt. Of India,
35, Sardar Patel Marg, New Delhi-110021.
2. J.S. Fabrication,
RZ-456316, Gali No. 07, Gitanjali Park,
West Sagarpur, New Delhi-110046.
3. J.M.D. Enterprises,
RZ-411-A/318, Gali No.- 07, Gitanjali Park,
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West Sagarpur, New Delhi-110046.
Counsels:
For Claimant: None
For Respondent: None for M-1
Sh. Shrikant Lakhera, Ld. AR for M-2 & 3
AWARD

By this composite order, I shall dispose of this application of U/S 2A of the Industrial Disputes Act (here in
after referred as an Act) filed by the claimant against the respondents, for his illegal termination. Claim of the
workman is that he has been serving the management-1 through management-2 & 3 since 01.05.2001 at the post of
Book Binder at the last drawn salary of Rs. 15,000/- per month. Management-2 & 3 are contractors as defined
U/s 2(c) of the contract labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 and the management-1 used to award contracts
for purpose of Book Bindings to the respondent- 2 & 3 from time to time. Being the family business, both the
management-2 & 3 are government contractors and engaged in the business of Book Bindings since long. He
submitted that sometime management-2 obtained contract for book bindings from the management-1 or in
alternatively the management-3 used to obtain contract from the management-1, whereas he used to perform duties for
both the management simultaneously. No appointment letter was issued to him by the managements. During the
period from 01.06.2019 to 07.05.2020, workman successfully bounded 10,926 books which costs to Rs. 3,82,410/- @
Rs. 35/- per book, but the management denied to release the same, however to persistent demands on the part of
workman, the management-2 had made part payment to the extent of Rs. 47,445/- in four installments whereas
remaining Rs. 3,34,965/- being withheld without any cogent reason. On 08.05.2020, when the workman reported for
duties, he was denied the entry by the management-1. On the same day he was terminated from his service. He had
worked from 08.05.2020 to 01.05.2021 continuously with the entire satisfaction of his superiors, as such he rendered
more than 240 days. The termination without complying the provisions of Section 25F of the I.D Act. He felt
aggrieved by the wrongful termination, the workman sent a demand notice on 26.08.2020 under speed post which was
received by the management-2, but failed to respond the same. He had filed complaint against the management-2 & 3
before labour department, Hari Nagar, Delhi and also initiated conciliation proceedings, but, it has resulted into
failure. Hence, he filed the present claim with the prayer to direct the management-2 to reinstate him back on duty
along with full back wages and consequential benefits.

W.S has been filed by the respondent-1, 2 & 3. They had denied the averment made in the claims. They have
submitted that this claim is liable to be dismissed.

After completion of the pleadings, following issues have been framed vide order dated 04.07.2022 i.e.-
1. Whether the proceeding is maintainable.
2. Whether there exist employer and employee relationship between respondent no. 1 and the claimant.

3. Whether the service of the claimant was illegally terminated by management no. 2 without following the
procedure of ID Act and without complying the provisions of Section 25 F of the Act.

4. Whether the claimant is entitled to the relief of reinstatement into service.

Now, the matter is listed for workman evidence. None appeared on behalf of management-1. On behalf of
management-2 & 3 Sh. Shrikant Lakhera appered. Claimant has not brought any evidence i.e documents and oral to
substantiate his claim, inspite of providing a number of opportunities.

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

Date : 22/7/2024
ATUL KUMAR GARG, Presiding Officer

T feeett, 28 ared, 2024

FL.IAT. 1676.—3=ATHT @ars Afearf==aa (1947 &1 14) FT &=T 17 F ATECT |, Feald GLFHT
A qeof sotaator ae (s, e ey, % gaed= & dag Rt i = S0, a9, F1,
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F g ey # Ay FT aFR SEnRen Afgwo- 98- 99 AEed- gadre ibqe (JEd
Tt L.C. 1/2017) &1 STET T Aqad® | Q@A TAT &, THILT AT § ST e T TLHTL I G Fidr 6
|1 27/08/2024 T ITH g1 T |

[, TA-14012/22/2016-35=m2 (317)]
&= T AR, @7 at=a

New Delhi, the 28th August, 2024

S.0. 1676.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. L.C. No. 1/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court- Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Patel Engineering Workers (Vizag),Vishakapatnam, and Shri J.A. Satyam, Worker, which was
received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27/08/2024.

[No. L-14012/22/2016-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: -  Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 5™ day of August, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 1/2017

Between:

Sri J.A. Satyam,

S/o Kurmayya,

D.No. 63-1-135/1,

Ashoknagar, Near

Coromande Gate,

Malkapuram,

Vishakapatnam-530011. Petitioner
AND

M/s Patel Engineering Workers (Vizag),

207, Old Bake House, Nagindas Master Road,

Extension Fort,

Vishakapatnam-400001. Respondents

Appearances:
For the Petitioner : Party in person
For the Respondent: ~ Shri D.N. Murthy, Advocate
AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-14012/22/2016 (IR(DU)) dated 19/12/2016
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between
the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of M/s Patel Engineering Works (Vizag) A Contractor Engaged in

Naval Dockyard, Visakhapatnam, In terminating the services of Shri J.A. Satyam, Ex-Gas Cutter, workman

w.e.f. 28.10.2015 without complying section 25 (F) of I.D. Act is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief

the concerned workman is entitled ?

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 1/2017 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. After filing claim statement Petitioner remained absent. Despite sufficient opportunity accorded to him,
the Petitioner did not adduce any evidence to substantiate his claim. Perused the record. Since the Petitioner has
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not substantiated his claim by any evidence, therefore, a ‘No-claim’ award is passed.
Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 5™ day of August, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner

NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T feeett, 28 3red, 2024

FAT. 1677. == Fare Tfaf@aw, (1947 FT 14) Fit g 17 & SATAT H, Feald qEwT
Feger g Yoy [Aeesd, wg §9r i fifiee; 98 Rt e agvees (fueuaea.), o
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gaTe(HEH FedT L.C. 11/2011) &7 SrET o srqarsr # @ 7 8,118 Fcdl g ST heald LT i
qi%e T % F1T 27/08/2024 T ITH g AT |

[} Ta-42025/07/2024-157-3T<=M7(31)]

et T, sEw ai=a
New Delhi, the 28th August, 2024

S.0. 1677—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. L.C. No. 11/2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court— Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The Chairman cum Managing Director, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited; New Delhi; The Chief
General Manager (B.SNL),A.P. Telecom Circle, Abids, Hyderabad; The Principal General Manager,
Hyderabad Telecom District, Adarshnagar, Hyderabad; The Sub Divisional Officer (phones) IV,Bharat
Sanchar Nigam Limited, Begumpet, Secunderabad, and Smt. N. Lalitha, Worker, which was received along
with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27/08/2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-157-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD
Present: - Sri Irfan Qamar
Presiding Officer

Dated the 9" day of August, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.No.11/2011

Between:

Smt. N. Lalitha,
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W/o Late N. Iylaiah,
R/0 H.No.17-138, New Venkateshwara Nagar,

Tukaram Gate, Secunderabad. . Petitioner
AND
1. The Chairman cum Managing Director,

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited.,
B.SNL Corporate Office, ond floor, B Wing,
Statesman House, B-148,
Barakhamba Road, New Delhi — 110 001.
2. The Chief General Manager (B.SNL),
A.P. Telecom Circle, Door Sanchar Bhavan,
Nampally Station Road, Abids, Hyderabad.
3. The Principal General Manager,
Hyderabad Telecom District, B.SNL Bhavan,
Adarshnagar, Hyderabad.
4. The Sub Divisional Officer (phones) 1V,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited.,
Begumpet, Secunderabad. .Respondents

Appearances:

For the Petitioner : Sri B. Pavan Kumar, Advocate
For the Respondent: Sri S. Prabhakar Reddy, Advocate
AWARD

Smt. N. Lalitha who worked as casual labourer (who will be referred to as the workman) has filed this
petition under Sec. 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against the Respondents Bharat Sanchar Nigam
Limited., seeking for reinstatement into service duly granting all the consequential benefits such as continuity of
service, back wages and all other attendant benefits etc., and conversion into full time casual labourer and
regularization.

2. The brief facts as averred in the claim statement filed by the Petitioner are as follows:-

Petitioner belongs to Scheduled Caste Mala community. It is submitted that during March 1992, when the office of
S.D.O.(Phones), Secunderabad was shifted from P&T Colony to P.G. Road, Secunderabad, the Sub-Divisional
Officer-IV, Secunderabad has taken the note approval of the Deputy General Manager, Secunderabad for engaging
part time casual Mazdoor for sweeping and scavenging works etc., involving about 2000 Sq. ft., carpet area on
contract basis with a consolidated payment of Rs.500/- per month. Later on, the consolidated wages have been
decided at the rate of Rs.700/- instead of originally sanctioned at the rate of Rs.500 per month. The work of the
Petitioner initially involved 6 hours per day. It is submitted that the list of contingent employees working in
Hyderabad Telecom district was also later prepared by the authorities wherein the name of the Petitioner finds place
at S1.No.34. It is further submitted that during 1998, Respondents required the Petitioner to file an affidavit on oath
indicating the date of birth of the Petitioner. As the Petitioner does not have date of birth certificate from school
authorities and accordingly applicant filed a self declaratory affidavit basing upon the version of the village Sarpanch
in her own statement on 20.5.1998. It is submitted that the Petitioner worked in the office of the SDOP,
Secunderabad from 26.10.1992 onwards without any break and has completed 240 days in the year 1993,1994, 1995,
1996,1997 and 1999 at the rate of 6 hours per day at a consolidated payment of Rs.700/- per month. It is submitted
that in view of Departmental orders No0.269-13/99-STN-II dated 16.9.1999 and No0.269-13/99-STN-II, dated
25.8.2000, Petitioner made a representation to the 3™ Respondent in the month of June 2001 for consideration of her
case for full time conversion. Petitioner submitted another representation dated nil during the year 2001. In the
meanwhile, the Government of India established a company by name Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited., w.e.f.
1.10.2000 and transferred all the staff on as it is where it is basis to the newly established company. It is submitted
that her petition for conversion of part time casual mazdoor into full time casual mazdoor on 25.1.2002 which was
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duly certified by the 4™ Respondent and forwarded to the office of the 3™ Respondent. It is submitted that as per the
service particulars enclosed to the petition duly attested by the 4™ Respondent, the Petitioner has worked for 47 days
in 1992, 307 days in 1993, 299 days in 1994, 310 days in 1995, 312 days in 1996, 296 days in 1997,308 days in
1998, 285 days in 1999, 297 days in 2000 and 295 days in 2001 as on 31/12/2001 and has completed a total of 2756
working days. It is further submitted that Petitioner continued to be engaged during 200 to 2009 up to 30.6.2009 and
has completed 240 days in each year upto December 2008. Petitioner also submitted a representation to the
3" Respondent for implementation of revised wages on 20.8.2007. 4™ Respondent in response to the letter of
3" Respondent, vide his letter dated 30.9.2008 submitted a detailed report wherein he has specifically stated that the
Petitioner was engaged on 26.10.1992 as a part time casual labourer with a salary of Rs.700/- per month, by the then
SDOP.IV, Secunderabad. During 1992-1993 that later on three SDOs were changed, that the present incumbent was
posted as SDO in December 2000 and explaining other difficulties and on that ground stated that he has
recommended the case of the Petitioner way back on 31.1.2001, that he did not receive any communication for
revision of wages of the casual labour and that during the year 2002 to 2003 when contractors were appointed for
housekeeping services, he sought clarification from the GM North Office and that he was clarified that the
appointment of the contractors is not applicable in the case of the Petitioner. thus, he sought necessary instructions to
be issued on whether to continue or disengage the services of the Petitioner? ~Upon this report, 3™ Respondent
directed the GMTD North to take appropriate action vide letter dated 23.10.2008. It is submitted that Petitioner
submitted another representation dated 16.3.2009 for renewal of sanction of her engagement in an increase in the
wages and the same was rejected, as far as the revision of wages is concerned, without reference to her claim for
conversion into full time casual labourer and regularization. It is submitted that 4™ Respondent directed the
Petitioner not to come to office with effect from 1.7.2009. This sudden action of the Respondents in preventing the
Petitioner from attending the duty amounts to oral termination of the services of the Petitioner amounts to
retrenchment without following provisions of Section 25 F. It is submitted that Petitioner having worked for more
than 17 years in the Respondent’s office, is eligible for conversion into full time casual labourers status and
subsequent regularization. In terms of the orders issued by the Department of Telecommunications, such inaction on
the part of the Respondents is illegal, arbitrary and violative of Article 14 and 16 of the Constitution of India. It is
further submitted that a person by name Smt. Lakshmamma engaged in the 4™ Respondent office only for 2 hours per
day, on 15.6.1990 has already been regularised. Except the Petitioner and two persons by name, Smt. J. Balamani
and Smt. M. Jangamma, the services of all other persons were regularised. Hence, prayed to declare the action of
Respondents in considering the case of the Petitioner for conversion into full time casual labourer and subsequent
regularization as bad in law and the termination of the Petitioner on oral orders with effect from 1.7.2009 as violative
of Section 25 F of the Industrial Disputes Act amounting to retrenchment and declare the applicant as eligible for
reinstatement with back wages and all attendant benefits.

3. Respondent filed counter denying the averments of the Petitioner as under :-

It is submitted that the Petitioner has not filed any document with regard to letter of engagement and payment of for
the period from 1.6.2008 to 30.6.2009 for the purpose of Section 25 F of I.D. Act as per the settle law. The retention
schedule stipulated 5 years relating to muster rolls and contingent payment, and as such, there is no record as
available except contract wages at the rate of Rs.700/- depending upon the exigencies. It is submitted that there is a
ban of casual labour vide letter N0.269-4/93-STN-II (Pt.) dated 12.2.1999 and the engagement restricted to a year
period of 60 days in contingencies and this was extended to 100 days vide letter No.269-4/93-STN-II(Pt.) dated
15.6.1999 with continuance of absolute ban by withdrawing all powers and the engagement only be under
contingencies. The said contractual engagement does not entitle the Petitioner for reinstatement unless there is
engagement for a period of 240 days from 1.6.2008 to 30.6.2009 while engaged as a casual labour due to shortage of
sanctioned strength. It is submitted that the Petitioner was engaged on contract and they said engagement is not due
to shortage of sanctioned Group B staff and as such the policy contained in letter No.269-13/99-STN-II dated
16.9.1999 and letter N0.29-13/99-STN-II dated 25.8.2000 stipulating conversion of part time labour as full time has
no application. Thus, there was no scope to consider the representation of the Petitioner at a any time and also not
capable of being considered as a left out case. The Petitioner is also not eligible to be considered under the policy
contained in letter 269-94/98-STN-II dated 29.9.2000 wherein the regularization has been considered as one time
measure. It is submitted that the policy contained in letters dated 16.9.99 and 25.8.2020, 29.9.2000 is related to part
time casual labour engaged due to shortage of Group D strength and has no application to contract labour engaged in
contingencies as permitted inspite of absolute ban vide letter dated 12.2.99, 15.6.1999 by withdrawing all powers to
departmental officers. The Petitioner was paid through contingencies on ACG-17 as and when there is engagement
and no record is available after the expiry of retention schedule of 5 years. Therefore, prayed to dismiss the petition.

4. On the basis of rival pleadings of both the parties following issues emerge for determination in this
matter:-

L Whether action of the Respondent in terminating the services of the Petitioner is legal and justified?

1L Whether the Petitioner is entitled for regularization in the employment of Respondent as alleged in her claim

statement?
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II1. To what relief, if any, the Petitioner is entitled?

Findings:-

5. Petitioner claims that she had worked in the office of SDOP(Phones), Secunderabad from 26.10. 1992
onwards without any break and has completed 240 days in the year 1993,1994,1995, 1996, 1997 and 1999 at the rate
of 6 hours per day at a consolidated payment of Rs.700/- per month. Further, Petitioner has taken the plea that during
the year 1999, Department of Telecommunications issued an order dated 16.9.1999 for conversion of part time casual
labourers working with 4 or more hours per day and who have worked for 240 days in the preceding 12 months, into
full time casual labourers as a one time measure. Again, Department of Telecom Services, issued order dated
25.8.2000, again giving one time relaxation for conversion of part time casual labourers with less than 4 hours of duty
per day and who have worked for more than 240 days in the preceding 12 months into full time casual labourers.
Further, Petitioner claims that the Respondent has terminated her services through oral order with effect from
1.7.2009 amounting to retrenchment as per settled law and as such in violation of the provision of Section 25 F of ID
Act.

6. In support of her claim, Petitioner has filed the affidavit of chief statement of the witness as a witness
wherein she has reiterated the averments made in the claim statement but despite the sufficient opportunity extended,
Petitioner WW1 she did not turn up for cross examination. As per Principle of Evidence Act, the chief statement of
witness can not be read in evidence unless witness has produced himself for cross examination. Therefore, the plea
of the Petitioner can not be said to be proved merely on the basis of chief statement of WW1 as witness did not turn
up for cross examination. However, the Petitioner has not filed documents i.e., attendance register, salary slip etc., to
establish her claim that she had worked in the service of the Respondent for 240 days continuously in a calendar year
just preceding from the date of her alleged termination that is 1.7.2009. The burden of proof to establish her claim
lies upon the Petitioner. But she failed to discharge onus of proof to establish her claim that she had worked for 240
days continuously in the service of Respondent in a calendar year just preceding from the date of her termination. In
the absence of afore said proof, Petitioner claimant failed that she has been terminated in contravention of provision
of Sec.25F and 25G of the I.D. Act, 1947.

7. As regards other documents filed by the Petitioner in evidence, the contents of these documents are also not
proved by the oral testimony of the WW1, as this witness did not turn up for cross examination. Therefore, on the
basis of perusal of the record, I am of the considered view that Petitioner has utterly failed to discharge her onus to
prove her claim that she had worked for 240 days continuously in a calendar year just proceeding from the date of her
termination. Thus, the action of Respondent in terminating the services of the Petitioner is held legal and justified.

This Point No.I is answered accordingly.

8. Point No.II:- Petitioner has taken the plea in her claim statement that, applicant has worked in the office of
the SDOP Secunderabad from 26.10.1992 onwards without any break and has completed 240 days in the year 1993,
1994, 1995, 1996, 1997 and 1999 at the rate of 6 hours per day consolidated payment of Rs.700/- per month. During
1999, the Ministry of Communications, Department of Telecommunications issued an order No.269-13/99-STN-II
dated 16.9.1999 for conversion of part time casual labourers working with 4 or more hours per day and who have
worked for 240 days in the preceding 12 months into full time casual labourers as a one time measure. Again the
Department of Telecom Services issued another order vide No0.269-13/99-STN-II dated 25.8.2000 again giving
another one time relaxation for conversion of part time casual labourers with less than 4 hours of duty per day and
who have worked for more than 240 days in the preceding 12 months into full time casual labourers. On the basis of
the above orders, after waiting for reasonable time for the implementation of the orders by the Respondents, the
Petitioner made representation to the 3™ Respondent in the month of June, 2001 for consideration of her case for full
time conversion. The representation of the Petitioner has been forwarded to the 2™ Respondent by the 3™ Respondent.
Where upon, the 2™ Respondent sought clarification from the 3™ Respondent as to why the name of the Petitioner is
not included by the 3™ Respondent when the information was called for during the year 1999 by the 2™ Respondent
vide letter No.TA/STB/20-2/Corr/PTS/2001-02/5 dated 24.7.2001. The Petitioner is not aware of the subsequent
progress made in this regard.

9. Although in support of her plea Petitioner has filed the Chief affidavit of herself as WW1 and therein she
has reiterated the plea taken in the claim statement. But the Petitioner as a witness WW1did not turn up for cross
examination despite sufficient opportunities granted to her. The chief evidence of the witness cannot be read in
evidence unless witness produce herself for cross examination. As regards the documentary evidence, Petitioner has
filed circular issued by Government of India, Ministry of Communications, Department of Telecommunication,
Sanchar Bhavan, New Delhi dated 16.9.1999, 25.8.2000 and 29.9.2000. The perusal of these documents reveal that
it was issued by Respondent for the conversion of part time casual labourers working with 4 hours or more hours per
day into full time casual labourers and the condition mentioned there in for conversion of part time casual labourers
into full time casual labourers is mentioned that the workmen should be engaged as a casual labour subject to
suitability and they should be engaged as casual labourers only where there is a shortage of Group D staff (i.e.,
existence of vacant Group D posts after accounting for all TSMs and existing full time casual labourers) and no posts
should be created for the purpose. Therefore, the onus to prove the fact that the Petitioner Workman was engaged. as
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casual labourer subject to suitability and there was a shortage of Group D staff in the Respondent, lies upon the
Petitioner but Petitioner failed to discharge her burden of proof by her evidence that she was eligible for the
conversion of part time casual labourers into full time casual labourer in the Respondent employment as per aforesaid
circular.

10. On the other hand, Respondent in his counter has contended that the retention schedule stipulated 5 years
relating to muster rolls and contingent payment and as such there is no record as available except contract wages at
the rate of Rs.700/- depending upon the exigencies. In this connection, it is submitted that there is ban of casual
labour vide letter No.269-4/93-STN-II (Pt.) dated 12.2.1999 and the engagement restricted to a period of 60 days in
contingencies and this was extended to 100 days vide letter No0.269-4/93-STN-II(Pt.) dated 15.6.1999 with
continuance of absolute ban by withdrawing all powers and the engagement only be under contingencies. It is further
contended that the said contractual engagement does not entitle the Petitioner for reinstatement unless there is
engagement for a period of 240 days from 1.6.2008 to 30.6.2009 while engaged as a casual labour due to shortage of
sanctioned strength. The Petitioner was engaged on contract and the said engagement is not due to shortage of
sanctioned Group D staff and as such the policy contained in letter dated 16.9.1999 and letter dated 25.8.2000
stipulating conversion of part time labour as full time has no application. Further, it is contended that there was no
scope to consider the representation of the Petitioner at any time and also not capable of being considered as a left out
case. The Petitioner is also not eligible to be considered under the policy contained in letter No0.269-94/98-STN-II
dated 29.9.2000 wherein the regularization has been considered as one time measure. Further, it is contended that the
Petitioner has admitted in her claim statement that she was engaged upto December, 2008 thereby leading to the
conclusion that there is no more disengagement from 1.7.2009 for the purpose of violation of Section 25 F of I.D.
Act, 1947 and the petition is to be dismissed on this ground. The comparison with other cases is not relevant.

1. Further, Respondent has relied upon the decision of Hon'ble Supreme Court of India in the case of BSNL
vs Man Singh, 2012 1 SCC 558, wherein Hon’ble Apex Court have held that, “there can be no reinstatement of the
Workman engaged on daily wages on the ground that they had worked for 240 days and Petitioner is not entitled for
any relief and the petition deserves to be dismissed with costs.”

12. Thus, in view of the fore gone discussion and in view of the law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court, I
am of the considered view that Petitioner has failed to prove her claim that she was entitled for regularization on the
basis of number of working days with working hours in the Respondent employment as per scheme.

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

13. Point No. III: In view of the finding given at Points No. I & I, it is held that Petitioner is not entitled to
any relief as prayed for and claim petition is liable to be dismissed.

Thus, Point No. III is answered accordingly.
AWARD

In the result, the action of the Respondent Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited., in orally terminating the
services of the Petitioner Smt. N. Lalitha is hereby held legal and justified. Petitioner is not entitled for
reinstatement/regularization into service. Hence, the petition filed by the Petitioner is liable to be dismissed, as such
the present petition stands dismissed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 9™
day of August, 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner

NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL
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T2 faeett, 28 3rred, 2024

F.3AT. 1678.—=NRF fEare stferfazs (1947 #T 14) & aT 17 F ATHI H, Fexld TLHT
e, Aed @TIUR THTHUY AT ysae fifiee, ReeeR, ¥ yegdd ¥ qag Mt e o
TH.AHE, ORI, & a9 aqad § ARG Feaa G et Afaw- 9g- 987 ATaTdd- gadldrs
gaTe(HEH FEqT L.C. 68/2022) FT SHET o ey § @ A7 8,19 FcdT g ST heald Tl i
Tt T % AT 27/08/2024 FT ITH g AT |

[€. Te1-42025/07/2024-158-3r5=17(317)]
el FHTL, FAL ot

New Delhi, the 28th August, 2024

S.0. 1678.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. L.C. No. 68/2022) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court- Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The Director, M/s Sniper FMS India Pvt. Ltd., Secunderabad, and Shri M. Shankar, Worker, which
was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27/08/2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-158-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: -  Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 21" day of June, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 68/2022

Between:

Shri M.Shankar,
H.No. 7-1-304/A/1,
Dasaram Basthi,

SR Nagar, Amberpet,

Hyderabad-500038.
...... Petitioner

AND

The Director,

M/s Sniper FMS India Pvt. Ltd.

Flat No.301, 3™ Floor,

Srivari Residency, H.No.12-13-118,

Street No.3, Tarnaka,

Secunderabad-500017. e Respondents

Appearances:
For the Petitioner : None

For the Respondent: ~ Shri Koka Satyanarayana, Advocate
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AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.8/16/2022-B1 dated 13/07/2022 referred the
following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the
management of M/s Sniper FMS India Pvt. Ltd. and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of M/s Sniper FMS India Pvt. Ltd., Hyderabad in termination of
services of Shri M.Shankar, ex-workman is legal, proper and justified or not? If not to what relief Shri
M.Shankar, ex-workman is entitled to?”

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as [.D. No. 68/2022 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

2. Petitioner absent on the date fixed for filing of claim statement and documents.  Record reveals
that notice served on Petitioner but none present on behalf of Petitioner. Therefore, in absence of Petitioner and
non-filing of claim statement by the Petitioner, the case is dismissed and a ‘No Claim’ award is passed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 21™ day of June, 2024.
IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

Documents marked for the Petitioner

NIL

Documents marked for the Respondent

NIL

T feeett, 28 ared, 2024

FLAT. 1679.—3=ATRE [@AaTg Ateaf=ad (1947 &1 14) &t o177 17 F AT |, Frald GLHT
HETISH®, EAR ST, ARa §9) Aw fiffes, Jamtier, # saods F dag At siw = Far
FST, FAAR, F A9 ey 7 AT FT awwn =T Jfawmor- 9g- 97 Faad- gaaR
qTe(Ea TedT L.C. 152/2013) &1 ST o sTqere # ST 3T 8, THTid Fcdl § ST sl qEante Fl
qite AT & d19 27/08/2024 T ITH g3 &7 |

[€. Te1-42025/07/2024-159-ATE A (F1)]
feefta T, s af=

New Delhi, the 28th August, 2024
S.0. 1679.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. L.C. No. 152/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court— Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The General Manager, Telecom Dist, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Nalgonda, and Shri Chinta
Krishnaiah, Worker, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government
on 27/08/2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-159-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.
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ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD
Present: - Sri Irfan Qamar
Presiding Officer

Dated the 8" day of August, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.No.152/2013

Between:

Sri Chinta Krishnaiah,

S/o Late Kondaiah,

R/0 H.No.1-38, Thoragallu Village,
Kanagallu Mandal, Post Chattlachannaram,

Nalgonda District — 508247.

Petitioner

AND
The General Manager, Telecom Dist,
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited,
Nalgonda — 508 001. e Respondent
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : Sri B.S.R. Murhty, Advocate
For the Respondent: Sri K. Ajay Kumar, Advocate

AWARD

Sri Ch. Krishnaiah who worked as Casual Mazdoor (who will be referred to as the workman) has filed this
petition under Sec. 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against the Respondents Bharat Sanchar Nigam
Limited seeking for reinstatement into service duly granting all the consequential benefits such as continuity of
service, back wages and all other attendant benefits etc., and such other reliefs as this court may deems fit.

2. The brief facts as averred in the claim statement filed by the Petitioner are as follows:-

The Petitioner submitted that he was a casual mazdoor in the Respondent organization BSNL which is the
Government of India company and its functions are mainly laying the cables, line works, phone repairing, cable
digging, cable joints etc.. It is submitted that the Respondent was engaging the persons for the above works in the
telephone exchanges from time to time for their needs and the said persons on engagement will be either permanently
or temporarily or casually. Further, it is submitted that normally the persons who are recruited will be disengaged
after completing the above works for some days. But some persons engaged casually will be continued years together
according to the needs of the officers of BSNL. Out of those persons, the Petitioner is one of them and he was
engaged as casual mazdoor continuously for years together. It is submitted that the Petitioner was engaged in
January 1997 by the SDOT, Prakasam Bazar, Nalgonda District for cable laying work, telephone repairs, cable joints,
cable digging, line works, etc. before setting up of BSNL and taking into continuous service of the Petitioner into
consideration, he was engaged continuously from 1.10.2000. After setting up of BSNL as Government Company
from 1.10.2000 with transfer of telecommunication services by the Department of Telecommunications vide
resolutions dated 24.1.2001 effective from 1.10.2000 and published in the Gazette on 17.3.2001. It is submitted that
the Petitioner was continued as casual mazdoor from 1.10.2000 till 31.12.2012, on which day he was orally
terminated. It is submitted that he was engaged for about 15 years without break in the Prakasam Bazar telephone
exchange. Later, he was reengaged from 20.4.2013 to 20.6.2013 orally. It is submitted that he was engaged in
January 1997 under the control of linemen till 2005. The S.D.O.T. was paying Rs.1000/- in cash to the Petitioner. It
is further submitted that he was continued in the same exchange from 2006 to 2009 and received Rs.1500/- in cash
from S.D.O.T.. It is submitted that from 2009 to 2012, he was engaged and continued in the same exchange and got
payment of Rs. 3500/- in Cash. Further, it is submitted that from 20.4.2013 to 20.6.2013, he was reengaged and
continued in the same exchange and was paid Rs.4000/- in cash. It is submitted that Petitioner was orally terminated
on 31.12.2012 without any notice or retrenchment compensation, though he was engaged continuously from January
1997 to 31.12.2012. The J.T.O., have given certificates about working of the Petitioner under them. It is submitted
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that the action of the Respondent in not continuing, not regularising and terminating the Petitioner is illegal and
contrary to the provisions of the I.D. Act. It is submitted that he along with other mazdoors, had made
representations to the Respondent dated 26.4.2008 and 28.4.2008. It is submitted that to his representation dated
8.08.2011, the Respondent wrote a letter to Petitioner on 29.10.2011 directing to submit relevant documents like
appointment order, place of engagement, monthly payment details etc.. Petitioner submitted a letter on 22.1.2013 to
the Respondent in reply. Further, it is submitted that though he approached the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C)
the matter was not settled in the conciliation. It is submitted that Petitioner is a poor Workman belonging to SC
‘Madiga’ community and is having wife and 2 children. He has no other alternative income except salary from the
BSNL. Therefore, prayed to set aside the oral termination order dated 31.12.2012 directing the Respondent to
reinstate the Petitioner into service with back wages.

3. Respondent filed counter denying the averments of the Petitioner as under:-

It is submitted that Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited is a Government of India Enterprise formed in the year 2000. It is
further submitted that Department of Telecommunications have imposed total ban on engagement of casual labour in
the telecom circles/ districts vide D.O.T., New Delhi letter No.270/ 6/84- STN dated 30.3.1985. This ban was
extended to project circles vide DOT New Delhi letter dated 22.6.1988 thereby leaving no scope for engagement of
any casual labour thereafter in any form. It is submitted that Department of Telecommunications vide letter dated
12.2.1999 imposed total ban on the engagement of any casual labour by the Departmental Officers and withdrawn all
the powers through Departmental officers by amending the provisions in P&T Manual, Volume-X except permitting
engagement in contingencies for a period not exceeding 60 days. This policy was further affirmed in letter dated
15.6.1999 with permission to engage casual labour in exigencies for a period of not less than 100 days. It is submitted
that the assertion of the above casual labour to the effect that they have been engaged as such by the Junior Telecom
Officer for the periods as mentioned by them in the claim statement is against the existing policy in the Respondent
department are false and denied. It is submitted that Respondent is engaging the persons for the workshop of laying
the cables, Line works, phone repairing, cable digging, cable joints, etc., in the telephone exchanges from time to time
for their needs on project sites purely on temporary basis. It is further submitted that normally the workers who were
engaged will be disengaged after completing the project work. It is submitted that the contention of the Petitioner that
he was orally terminated on 31/12/2012 without any notice or retrenchment compensation and he was engaged
continuously from January, 1997 to 31.12.2012 without any breaks before and after setting up of BSNL and he has
worked for more than 15 years in the same exchange and he is entitled to continue in the service centre regularization
and the Petitioner is put to strict proof of the same. Further, it is submitted that the Petitioner never worked in the
Respondent department for 240 man days continuously in calendar year. It is submitted that the contention of the
Petitioner with respect to his engagement is without any details and letters of appointment and payment of wages no
evidence is placed showing his continuous working with the department for more than 240 days and also worked for 8
hours in a working day which is essential for the purpose of any industrial dispute. It is submitted that it is a fact that
there is a ban in the department and no casual worker is engaged in the department for 60 man days or not more than
100 days depending on the requirement in the department for project sites. It is further submitted that the said ban is
applicable to project sites also. It is submitted that the Petitioner is engaged on purely temporary basis and paid daily
wages for the worker endeared by him on project site. He never worked with the department continuously for more
than 240 days. Hence, there is no violation of statutory provisions of the Industrial Dispute Act. As such, the
Petitioner is not entitled for any relief, that is reinstatement of like regularization with etcetera.

4. On the basis of rival pleadings of both the parties following issues emerge for determination in this

case:-

L Whether the action of the Respondent management- BSNL vide oral Order dated 31* December, 2012, in
terminating the services of the Petitioner in contravention of provisions of Section 25 F of ID Act is legal
and justified?

IL. To what relief if any, the workman is entitled for?

5. During the hearing, the Workman has testified himself as a WW1 and also filed documents in evidence

which has been exhibited in his evidence as Ex.W1 to Ex.W8. On the other hand, Respondent has testified in oral
evidence as MW 1 and the witness has also proved documents Ex.M1 to Ex.M4 in support of his contentions.

6. Heard the Learned Counsels for both the parties. Perused the record.
Findings:-
7. Point No.I:- WW1 in his chief affidavit has testified that he was engaged in January, 1997 by the SDOT

Prakasam Bazar, Nalgonda district for cable laying work, telephone repairs, cable joints, cable digging, line works,
etc., before setting up of BSNL and taking into consideration of his services, he was engaged continuously from
1.10.2000 onwards in the same exchange, even after setting up of BSNL which is a government company. Further,
WW1 states that he was continued as a casual mazdoor for said works in the same exchange upto 31.12.2012 without
any break and he was orally terminated vide order dated 31.12.2012. Further, witness testifies that he was engaged
by the department for about 15 years without any break and he was also reengaged from 20.4.2013 to 20.6.2013 and
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on which day he was again orally terminated. Further, WW1 states that he was orally terminated vide order dated
31.12.2012 without any notice or paid any retrenchment compensation. He was engaged continuously from 1997 to
31.12.2012 without any break for more than 15 years. Further witness states that JTO have given certificates on
15/10/2009,30/10/2009 and 20/10/2012 about his working in exchange and these certificates have been marked as
exhibits. Witness also states that he worked for more than 240 days in a year and he is entitled for regularization on
par with the permanent employees either in continuing him in employment or regularising his services or paying
retrenchment compensation. Hence, the action of the Respondent in not considering him for regularization and
terminating services is illegal.

8. Further, in support of his plea, Petitioner Workman has also filed documents Ex. W1 to W8. Undisputedly,
Petitioner has not filed any appointment letter said to be issued by the Respondent in his name or any pay slip as a
proof of his appointment or payment of wages for the alleged period of his employment with the Respondent.
Petitioner has not filed any attendance register as a proof of his employment in Respondent office for alleged period.

Section 25F of I.D. Act, 1947 contains the provision of retrenchment extracted as below:-

Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen.- No workman employed in any industry who has been in
continuous service_for not less than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until—

(a) the workman has been given one month's notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the period
of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the notice:

(b) the workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to fifteen days'
average pay for every completed year of continuous service] or any part thereof in excess of six months, and

(c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government or such authority as may be specified
by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette].

Compensation to workmen in case of transfer of undertakings.
Section 25B defines the term continuous service which provides
Definition of continuous service.- For the purposes of this Chapter,--

(1) a workman shall be said to be in continuous service for a period if he is, for that period, in uninterrupted service,
including service which may be interrupted on account of sickness or authorized leave or an accident or a strike
which is not illegal, or a lock- out or a cessation of work which is not due to any fault on the part of the workman;

(2) where a workman is not in continuous service within the meaning of clause (1) for a period of one year or six
months, he shall be deemed to be in continuous service under an employer--

(a) for a period of one year, if the workman, during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the date with
reference to which calculation is to be made, has actually worked under the employer for not less than--

(i) one hundred and ninety days in the case of a workman employed below ground in a mine; and
(i) two hundred and forty days, in any other case;

9. It is settled law that burden of proof to prove the fact that workman has worked for 240 days continuously
in the Respondent corporation in a calendar year just preceding from the date of his termination lies upon the
workman. In this context Hon’ble Apex Court have laid down the decisions which are mentioned as below:-

a. In the case of GM., BSNL and others V. Mahesh Chand AIR 2008 SC (Supp) 1328, wherein the Hon’ble
Apex Court have held,

“It was the case of the claimant that he had so worked but this claim was denied by the appellant. It was then for the
claimant to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked for 240 days in the year preceding his termination.
Filing of an affidavit is only his own statement in his favour and that cannot be regarded as sufficient evidence for
any Court or Tribunal to come to the conclusion that a workman had, in fact, worked for 240 days in a year. No proof
of receipt of salary or wages for 240 days or order or record of appointment or engagement for this period was
produced by the workman. On this ground alone, the award is liable to be set aside.”

b. In the case of Range Forest Officer Vs. S T Hadimani AIR 2002 SC page 1147, wherein Hon’ble Apex
Court have held,

“the onus lies upon claimant to show that he had in fact worked for 240 days in a year — In absence of proof of
receipt of salary or wages record of appointment, filing of an affidavit by workman is not sufficient evidence to
prove that he had worked for 240 days in a year preceding his termination.

c. In the case of Essen Deinki Vs. Rajiv Kumar, AIR 2003 SC 38 the Hon’ble Apex Court have held,

“ It was for the employee concerned to prove that he has in fact completed 240 days in the last preceding 12 months’


https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1211873/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1944207/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/608778/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1097956/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1440121/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1013014/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/1525592/
https://indiankanoon.org/doc/661337/
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period.”

d. In the case of Rajasthan State Ganganagar S Mills Ltd Vs. State of Rajasthan and another AIR 2005
SC 4065, the Hon’ble Apex Court have held,

“It was for the claimant to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked upto 240 days in the year preceding his
termination.”

10. In order to discharge onus of proof, of the fact that Petitioner Workman has worked for 240 days
continuously in a calendar year just preceding from his date of termination. Petitioner has not filed any document
i.e., attendance register, pay slip or any appointment letter. So far as documents that has been filed by the Petitioner
in support of his case are, Ex.W1 to W3, these documents are alleged service certificates stated to be issued by the
Respondent management. Ex.W1 bears the name of the Petitioner and it is also mentioned that he has worked in the
year 2000. Ex.W1 service certificate alleged to have been issued by the JTO, on 15.10.2009. Ex.W1 has been
disputed and a denied by the Respondent as a forged document. Further Ex.W2 is also a service certificate alleged to
be issued by the Respondent in the name of Petitioner and contents of Ex.W2 shows that the Petitioner has worked as
daily wager during the year from 9.6.2009 to 30.10.2009. Ex.W2 has also been disputed and denied by the
Respondent. Further, Ex.W3 is also service certificate which reveals that name of the Petitioner has been mentioned
as a daily labour during the year 1.11.2010 to 20.10.2012. Ex.W3 has also been disputed and denied by the
Respondent. The onus of proof lies upon the Petitioner to prove that Ex. W1 to W3 service certificates have been
issued by the competent authority of the Respondent. But Petitioner fails to discharge his onus regarding proof of
these documents. The rest of the documents Ex. W4, Ex. W5 and Ex.W6 does not pertain to the fact of the working
days of the Petitioner.

11. WW1 was cross examined by the Respondent Counsel and in his cross examination witness stated that, he
joined BSNL in the year 2000 and he was given appointment letter in the year 2000 by the BSNL but the same is lost.
Further, WW1 states that Ex.W1 was given to him in the year 2009 issued by JTO Mr Saraiah. At the time of his
initial appointment, Mr. Saraiah issued appointment order to him. He studied up to 10" class and he is able to read
and understand the contents of Ex.W 1. Further, witness states that in Ex.W1, the year of appointment is mentioned as
2000, but not subsequent years. Further witness states that Ex. W2 has been issued for the period mentioned in it i.e.,
9.6.2009 to 30.10.2009 only. The Ex. W1 and W2 were not issued in the same month. But the perusal of these
Ex.W1 and W2 goes to reveal that these documents has been issued on the date 15.10.2009 and 30.10.2009
respectively in the same month. On this aspect, the submission of witness is contradictory to his own statement.
Further witness states that, it is not true to suggest that Ex.W1 and W2 were created by him for the purpose of this
case, as the same have been issued in the same month. Further, witness states that whatever he has stated in the claim
statement regarding his date of joining is correct. But in his deposition, date of joining is incorrect. It is not true to
suggest that he has filed this case falsely in order to harass the Respondent management. Further witness states that
he has not been selected for the post being sponsored by the Employment Exchange and he has not made any
application in response to any notification of the Respondent management for recruitment of the department. Thus,
from the aforesaid statement of WW1, the claim of the Petitioner that he has worked continuously for 240 days in
Respondent organization just preceding from the date of his oral termination, is not established.

12. On the other hand, Respondent has examined MW1 in support of the contention of the counter. MW1 has
stated in his chief affidavit that the claim of the Petitioner is denied by the Respondent and the plea of the Petitioner
that he was engaged in January, 1997 by the Respondent and have done continuous service from 1.10.2000 is false
and denied. Further MW1 states that Respondent denied statement of the Petitioner that he was engaged in January
1997 and was paid amount of Rs.1000/- in cash to the Petitioner. Further, MW1 states that the averment of the claim
statement of the Petitioner that he was engaged from 2006 to 2009 continuously with the same exchange is also
denied. Further, MW1 states that the averment of the claim statement is denied by the Respondent that the Petitioner
was orally terminated on 31.12.2012 without any notice or retrenchment compensation and he was engaged from
January 1997 to 31.12.2012. Further, MW states that it is false and denied that the Petitioner has worked for more
than 15 years and he is entitled to continue in the service and for regularization. MW1 states the Petitioner never
worked in the Respondent department for 240 days continuously in any calendar year. Further, MW1 states that
Respondent denies the contention of the Petitioner that the Respondent has not given any opportunity for continuing
him in the employment or regularising his services or paying retrenchment compensation. As MW 1 states that
Petitioner has never worked continuously nor fulfilled any mandatory provisions laid down under the Industrial
Disputes Act. Further, MW1 states that contention of the Petitioner with respect to his engagement is without any
details and letters of appointment and payment of wages and no evidence placed, showing continuous working with
the department for more than 240 days and also worked for 8 hours per working day which is essential for the purpose
of any industrial dispute. Further, MW1 states that on enquiry, it was found that these certificates were fabricated with
the office seals and obtained them by making physical threats by the Petitioner. MW1 also stated that there is a Ban in
the department and no casual worker can be engaged in the department for 60 man days or not more than 100 days
depending on the requirement in the department or project sites. Further, the said ban is applicable to project sites
also. The Petitioner is engaged on purely temporary basis and paid daily wages for the works rendered by him on
project site. Petitioner never worked with the department continuously for more than 240 days. Respondent did not
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violated any of the statutory provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. The Petitioner is not entitled for any relief.
MW1 has also exhibited documents, Ex. M1 which is the circular dated 30.3.1985 wherein the engagement of casual
labour has been prohibited in the Respondent office. Similarly, Ex.M2, M3 and M4 are also office memorandums
pertaining to for ban on engagement of casual labour in the Respondent management. This witness MW1 was also
cross examined by the Counsel for Petitioner but nothing has been elicited to contradict the testimony of the MW 1
which could make the statement of MW 1 unbelievable. Petitioner failed to produce any iota of reliable evidence to
prove his claim that he has worked continuously for 240 days in a calendar year just preceding from the date of his
alleged termination i.e., 31.12.2012.

13. Therefore, in view of the fore gone discussion and law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court, I am of the
considered view that the Petitioner has failed to prove his averment of claim statement that he has been terminated
from service by the Respondent vide order dated 31.12.2012 in contravention of the provision of Section 25 F.

This point is answered accordingly.

14 . Point No.II:- In view of the fore gone discussion, law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court and findings
arrived at Point No.l, the petitioner is not entitled to any relief. The claim petition of the petitioner is unfounded
hence liable to be dismissed.

Thus, Point No.II is answered accordingly.
ORDER

In view of the finding given in the determination of Points No. I and II as above, the action of the
Respondent management in terminating the services of the petitioner Sri Ch. Krishnaiah vide oral order dated
31.12.2012 is held just and legal. The claim petition of the petitioner is dismissed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the
8™ day of August, 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
WW1: Sri Ch. Krishnaiah MW 1: Sri N.V. Sree Rama Murthy

Documents marked for the Petitioner
EX.WI: Service certificate dt.15.10.2009
Ex.W2: Service certificate dt.30.10.2009
Ex.W3: Service Certificate dt.20.10.2012
Ex.W4: Photostat copy of representation to Respondent dt. 26.4.2008

Ex.W5: Photostat copy of representation to Respondent dt.28.4.2008
Ex.W6: Photostat copy of representation dt. 22.1.2013 of Petitioner to Respondent.

Ex.W7: Office copy of Ir. from D.E., (Admn, BSNL, Nalgonda to G.M.,, BSNL dt. 26.7.2013 /17.7.2013reg.
disengagement of Petitioner & ors.

Ex.WS8: Certificate issued by ALC(C) dt.26.7.2013 to the Petitioner.

Documents marked for the Respondent

Ex.M1: Photostat copy of ban orders not to engage casual labour dt.30.3.1985

Ex.M2: Photostat copy of ban orders not to engage casual labour dt.22.6.1988

Ex.M3: Photostat copy of order, reg. disengaging mazdoors those who have entered after cut-off date dt.12.2.1999
Ex.M4: Photostat copy of ban orders on the engagement of casual labourers dt.15.6.1999

T2 faeett, 28 3Ted, 2024
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[/. T-42025/07/2024-160-3mE3M(317)]
&= T AR, @7 at=a
New Delhi, the 28th August, 2024

S.0. 1680.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. L.C. No. 153/2013) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court- Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to The General Manager, Telecom Dist, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Nalgonda, and Shri Kotha
Lingaiah, Worker, which was received along with soft copy of the award by the Central Government on 27/08/2024.

[No. L-42025/07/2024-160-IR (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy.

ANNEXURE
IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD
Present: - Sri Irfan Qamar
Presiding Officer

Dated the 9" day of August, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.No.153/2013

Between:

Sri Kotha Lingaiah,

S/o Muttaiah,

R/0 Khudhavanpur village,

Pagidimarri Post,

Nalgonda Mandal,

Nalgonda District. . ....Petitioner
AND

The General Manager, Telecom Dist,

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited,

Nalgonda — 508 001. .Respondent

Appearances:

For the Petitioner : Sri B.S.R. Murhty, Advocate
For the Respondent: Sri K. Ajay Kumar, Advocate
AWARD

Sri Kotha Lingaiah who worked as Casual Mazdoor (who will be referred to as the workman) has filed this
petition under Sec. 2A(2) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 against the Respondents Bharat Sanchar Nigam
Limited seeking for reinstatement into service duly granting all the consequential benefits such as continuity of
service, back wages and all other attendant benefits etc., and such other reliefs as this court may deems fit.

2. The brief facts as averred in the claim statement filed by the Petitioner are as follows:-

The Petitioner submitted that he was a casual mazdoor in the Respondent organization BSNL which is the
Government of India company and its functions are mainly laying the cables, line works, phone repairing, cable
digging, cable joints etc.. It is submitted that the Respondent was engaging the persons for the above works in the
telephone exchanges from time to time for their needs and the said persons on engagement will be either permanently
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or temporarily or casually. Further, it is submitted that normally the persons who are recruited will be disengaged
after completing the above works for some days. But some persons engaged casually will be continued years together
according to the needs of the officers of BSNL. Out of those persons, the Petitioner is one of them and he was
engaged as casual mazdoor continuously for years together. It is submitted that the Petitioner was engaged in
January 1997 by the SDOT, Ramagiri Telephone Exchange and Vivekananda Telephone Exchange, Nalgonda District
for cable laying work, telephone repairs, cable joints, cable digging, line works, etc. before setting up of BSNL and
taking into continuous service of the Petitioner into consideration, he was engaged continuously from 1.10.2000.
After setting up of BSNL as Government Company from 1.10.2000 with transfer of telecommunication services by
the Department of Telecommunications vide resolutions dated 24.1.2001 effective from 1.10.2000 and published in
the Gazette on 17.3.2001. It is submitted that the Petitioner was continued as casual mazdoor from 1.10.2000 till
31.12.2012, on which day he was orally terminated. It is submitted that he was engaged for about 15 years without
break in the Prakasam Bazar telephone exchange. Later, he was reengaged from 17.4.2013 to 20.6.2013 orally. It is
submitted that he was engaged in January 1997 under the control of linemen till 2005. The S.D.O.T. was paying
Rs.1000/- in cash to the Petitioner. It is further submitted that from 2006 to 2012, he was engaged and continued in
the same exchange and got payment of Rs. 4000/- in Cash. Further, it is submitted that from 17 .4.2013 to
20.6.2013, he was reengaged and continued in the same exchange. It is submitted that Petitioner was orally terminated
on 31.12.2012 without any notice or retrenchment compensation, though he was engaged continuously from January
1997 to 31.12.2012. It is submitted that the action of the Respondent in not continuing, not regularising and
terminating the Petitioner is illegal and contrary to the provisions of the [.D. Act. It is submitted that he along with
other mazdoors, had made representations to the Respondent dated 26.4.2008 and 28.4.2008. It is submitted that to
his representation dated 8.08.2011, the Respondent wrote a letter to Petitioner on 29.10.2011 directing to submit
relevant documents like appointment order, place of engagement, monthly payment details etc.. Petitioner submitted a
letter on 22.1.2013 to the Respondent in reply. Further, it is submitted that though he approached the Assistant
Labour Commissioner (C) the matter was not settled in the conciliation. It is submitted that Petitioner is a poor
Workman belonging to BC ‘D’ community and is having wife and three children. He has no other alternative income
except salary from the BSNL. Therefore, prayed to set aside the oral termination order dated 31.12.2012 directing the
Respondent to reinstate the Petitioner into service with back wages.

3. Respondent filed counter denying the averments of the Petitioner as under:-

It is submitted that Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited is a Government of India Enterprise formed in the year 2000. It
is further submitted that Department of Telecommunications have imposed total ban on engagement of casual labour
in the telecom circles/ districts vide D.O.T., New Delhi letter No.270/ 6/84- STN dated 30.3.1985. This ban was
extended to project circles vide DOT New Delhi letter dated 22.6.1988 thereby leaving no scope for engagement of
any casual labour thereafter in any form. It is submitted that Department of Telecommunications vide letter dated
12.2.1999 imposed total ban on the engagement of any casual labour by the Departmental Officers and withdrawn all
the powers through Departmental officers by amending the provisions in P& T Manual, Volume-X except permitting
engagement in contingencies for a period not exceeding 60 days. This policy was further affirmed in letter dated
15.6.1999 with permission to engage casual labour in exigencies for a period of not less than 100 days. It is submitted
that the assertion of the above casual labour to the effect that they have been engaged as such by the Junior Telecom
Officer for the periods as mentioned by them in the claim statement is against the existing policy in the Respondent
department are false and denied. It is submitted that Respondent is engaging the persons for the workshop of laying
the cables, Line works, phone repairing, cable digging, cable joints, etc., in the telephone exchanges from time to time
for their needs on project sites purely on temporary basis. It is further submitted that normally the workers who were
engaged will be disengaged after completing the project work. It is submitted that the contention of the Petitioner that
he was orally terminated on 31/12/2012 without any notice or retrenchment compensation and he was engaged
continuously from January, 1997 to 31.12.2012 without any breaks before and after setting up of BSNL and he has
worked for more than 15 years in the same exchange and he is entitled to continue in the service centre regularization
and the Petitioner is put to strict proof of the same. Further, it is submitted that the Petitioner never worked in the
Respondent department for 240 man days continuously in calendar year. It is submitted that the contention of the
Petitioner with respect to his engagement is without any details and letters of appointment and payment of wages no
evidence is placed showing his continuous working with the department for more than 240 days and also worked for 8
hours in a working day which is essential for the purpose of any industrial dispute. It is submitted that it is a fact that
there is a ban in the department and no casual worker is engaged in the department for 60 man days or not more than
100 days depending on the requirement in the department for project sites. It is further submitted that the said ban is
applicable to project sites also. It is submitted that the Petitioner is engaged on purely temporary basis and paid daily
wages for the worker endeared by him on project site. He never worked with the department continuously for more
than 240 days. Hence, there is no violation of statutory provisions of the Industrial Dispute Act. As such, the
Petitioner is not entitled for any relief, that is reinstatement of like regularization with etcetera.

4. On the basis of rival pleadings of both the parties following issues emerge for determination in this
case:-

L Whether the action of the Respondent management- BSNL vide oral Order dated 31% December, 2012, in
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terminating the services of the Petitioner in contravention of provisions of Section 25 F of ID Act is legal

and justified?
IL. To what relief if any, the workman is entitled for?
5. During the hearing, the Workman has testified himself as a WW1 and also filed documents in evidence

which has been exhibited in his evidence as Ex.W1 to Ex.W5. On the other hand, Respondent has testified in oral
evidence as MW 1 and the witness has also proved documents Ex.M1 to Ex.M4 in support of his contentions.

6. Heard the Learned Counsels for both the parties. Perused the record.
Findings:-
7. Point No.I:- WW1 in his chief affidavit has testified that he was engaged in January, 1997 by the SDOT

Ramagiri Telephone Exchange and Vivekananda Telephone Exchange, Nalgonda district for cable laying work,
telephone repairs, cable joints, cable digging, line works, etc., before setting up of BSNL and taking into
consideration of his services, he was engaged continuously from 1.10.2000 onwards in the same exchange, even
after setting up of BSNL which is a government company. Further, WW1 states that he was continued as a casual
mazdoor for said works in the same exchange upto 31.12.2012 without any break and he was orally terminated vide
order dated 31.12.2012. Further, witness testifies that he was engaged by the department for about 15 years without
any break and he was also reengaged from 20.4.2013 to 20.6.2013 and on which day he was again orally terminated.
Further, WW1 states that he was orally terminated vide order dated 31.12.2012 without any notice or paid any
retrenchment compensation. He was engaged continuously from 1997 to 31.12.2012 without any break for more
than 15 years.  Witness also states that he worked for more than 240 days in a year and he is entitled for
regularization on par with the permanent employees either in continuing him in employment or regularising his
services or paying retrenchment compensation. Hence, the action of the Respondent in not considering him for
regularization and terminating services is illegal.

8. Further, in support of his plea, Petitioner Workman has also filed documents Ex.W1 to W5. Undisputedly,
Petitioner has not filed any appointment letter said to be issued by the Respondent in his name or any pay slip as a
proof of his appointment or payment of wages for the alleged period of his employment with the Respondent.
Petitioner has not filed any attendance register as a proof of his employment in Respondent office for alleged period.

Section 25F of L.D. Act, 1947 contains the provision of retrenchment extracted as below:-

Conditions precedent to retrenchment of workmen.- No workman employed in any industry who has been in
continuous service for not less than one year under an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until—

(a) the workman has been given one month' s notice in writing indicating the reasons for retrenchment and the
period of notice has expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for the period of the
notice:

(b) the workman has been paid, at the time of retrenchment, compensation which shall be equivalent to fifteen
days' average pay for every completed year of continuous service] or any part thereof in excess of six months;
and

(c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on the appropriate Government or such authority as may be
specified by the appropriate Government by notification in the Official Gazette].

Compensation to workmen in case of transfer of undertakings.
Section 25B defines the term continuous service which provides
Definition of continuous service.- For the purposes of this Chapter,--

(1) a workman shall be said to be in continuous service for a period if he is, for that period, in uninterrupted
service, including service which may be interrupted on account of sickness or authorized leave or an accident
or a strike which is not illegal, or a lock- out or a cessation of work which is not due to any fault on the part of
the workman;

(2) where a workman is not in continuous service within the meaning of clause (1) for a period of one year or six
months, he shall be deemed to be in continuous service under an employer--

(a) for a period of one year, if the workman, during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the date with
reference to which calculation is to be made, has actually worked under the employer for not less than--

(i) one hundred and ninety days in the case of a workman employed below ground in a mine; and
(i) two hundred and forty days, in any other case;

9. It is settled law that burden of proof to prove the fact that workman has worked for 240 days continuously
in the Respondent corporation in a calendar year just preceding from the date of his termination lies upon the
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workman. In this context Hon’ble Apex Court have laid down the decisions which are mentioned as below:-

a. Inthe case of GM., BSNL and others V. Mahesh Chand AIR 2008 SC (Supp) 1328, wherein the Hon’ble
Apex Court have held,

“It was the case of the claimant that he had so worked but this claim was denied by the appellant. It was then for
the claimant to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked for 240 days in the year preceding his
termination. Filing of an affidavit is only his own statement in his favour and that cannot be regarded as
sufficient evidence for any Court or Tribunal to come to the conclusion that a workman had, in fact, worked for
240 days in a year. No proof of receipt of salary or wages for 240 days or order or record of appointment or
engagement for this period was produced by the workman. On this ground alone, the award is liable to be set
aside.”

b. In the case of Range Forest Officer Vs. S T Hadimani AIR 2002 SC page 1147, wherein Hon’ble Apex
Court have held,

“the onus lies upon claimant to show that he had in fact worked for 240 days in a year — In absence of proof of
receipt of salary or wages record of appointment, filing of an affidavit by workman is not sufficient evidence to
prove that he had worked for 240 days in a year preceding his termination.

c. In the case of Essen Deinki Vs. Rajiv Kumar, AIR 2003 SC 38 the Hon’ble Apex Court have held,

“ It was for the employee concerned to prove that he has in fact completed 240 days in the last preceding 12
months’ period.”

d. In the case of Rajasthan State Ganganagar S Mills Ltd Vs. State of Rajasthan and another AIR 2005
SC 4065, the Hon’ble Apex Court have held,

“It was for the claimant to lead evidence to show that he had in fact worked upto 240 days in the year preceding his
termination.”

10. In order to discharge onus of proof, of the fact that Petitioner Workman has worked for 240 days
continuously in a calendar year just preceding from his date of termination. Petitioner has not filed any document
i.e., attendance register, pay slip or any appointment letter. So far as documents that has been filed by the Petitioner
in support of his case are, Ex.W1 to W5. But Petitioner fails to discharge his onus regarding proof of these
documents. The documents Ex.W1 to Ex.W3 are his representations, Ex.W4 and Ex.W5 does not pertain to the
fact of the working days of the Petitioner.

11. WWI1 was cross examined by the Respondent Counsel and in his cross examination witness stated that, he
joined BSNL in the year 1997. At the time of his initial appointment, no appointment order was issued to him by
Mr. Saraiah. He studied up to 10™ class and but he do not remember when he was passed, but in the year 2013 he
cleared all his papers. He stated that he has worked under different JTOs. He has not filed any document to show
that he has worked for 240 days continuously in a year. Thus, from the aforesaid statement of WW1, the claim of
the Petitioner that he has worked continuously for 240 days in Respondent organization just preceding from the date
of his oral termination, is not established.

12. On the other hand, Respondent has examined MW1 in support of the contention of the counter. MW1 has
stated in his chief affidavit that the claim of the Petitioner is denied by the Respondent and the plea of the Petitioner
that he was engaged in January, 1997 by the Respondent and have done continuous service from 1.10.2000 is false
and denied. Further MW1 states that Respondent denied statement of the Petitioner that he was engaged in January
1997 and was paid amount of Rs.1000/- in cash to the Petitioner. Further, MW1 states that the averment of claim
statement of the Petitioner that he was engaged from 2006 to 2009 continuously with the same exchange is also
denied. Further, MW1 states that the averment of the claim statement is denied by the Respondent that the Petitioner
was orally terminated on 31.12.2012 without any notice or retrenchment compensation and he was engaged from
January 1997 to 31.12.2012. Further, MW1 states that it is false and denied that the Petitioner has worked for more
than 15 years and he is entitled to continue in the service and for regularization. MW1 states the Petitioner never
worked in the Respondent department for 240 days continuously in any calendar year. Further, MW1 states that
Respondent denies the contention of the Petitioner that the Respondent has not given any opportunity for continuing
him in the employment or regularising his services or paying retrenchment compensation. As MW1 states that
Petitioner has never worked continuously nor fulfilled any mandatory provisions laid down under the Industrial
Disputes Act. Further, MW1 states that contention of the Petitioner with respect to his engagement is without any
details and letters of appointment and payment of wages and no evidence placed, showing continuous working with
the department for more than 240 days and also worked for 8 hours per working day which is essential for the purpose
of any industrial dispute. Further, MW1 states that on enquiry, it was found that these certificates were fabricated
with the office seals and obtained them by making physical threats by the Petitioner. MW1 also stated that there is a
Ban in the department and no casual worker can be engaged in the department for 60 man days or not more than 100
days depending on the requirement in the department or project sites. Further, the said ban is applicable to project
sites also. The Petitioner is engaged on purely temporary basis and paid daily wages for the works rendered by him on
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project site. Petitioner never worked with the department continuously for more than 240 days. Respondent did not
violated any of the statutory provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. The Petitioner is not entitled for any relief.
MW1 has also exhibited documents, Ex. M1 which is the circular dated 30.3.1985 wherein the engagement of casual
labour has been prohibited in the Respondent office. Similarly, Ex.M2, M3 and M4 are also office memorandums
pertaining to for ban on engagement of casual labour in the Respondent management. This witness MW1 was also
cross examined by the Counsel for Petitioner but nothing has been elicited to contradict the testimony of the MW 1
which could make the statement of MW 1 unbelievable. Petitioner failed to produce any iota of reliable evidence to
prove his claim that he has worked continuously for 240 days in a calendar year just preceding from the date of his
alleged termination i.e., 31.12.2012.

13. Therefore, in view of the fore gone discussion and law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court, I am of the
considered view that the Petitioner has failed to prove his averment of claim statement that he has been terminated
from service by the Respondent vide order dated 31.12.2012 in contravention of the provision of Section 25 F.

This point is answered accordingly.

14 . Point No.II:- In view of the fore gone discussion, law laid down by the Hon’ble Apex Court and findings
arrived at Point No.l, the petitioner is not entitled to any relief. The claim petition of the petitioner is unfounded
hence liable to be dismissed.

Thus, Point No.III is answered accordingly.
ORDER

In view of the finding given in the determination of Points No. I and II as above, the action of the
Respondent management in terminating the services of the petitioner Sri Kotha Lingaiah vide oral order dated
31.12.2012 is held just and legal. The claim petition of the petitioner is dismissed.

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the
9" day of August, 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the
Petitioner Respondent
WW1: Sri Kotha Lingaiah MW]1: Sri N.V. Sree Rama Murthy

Documents marked for the Petitioner

Ex.WI: Photostat copy of representation to Respondent dt. 26.4.2008
Ex.W2: Photostat copy of representation to Respondent dt.28.4.2008
Ex.W3: Photostat copy of representation dt. 22.1.2013 of Petitioner to Respondent.

Ex. W4: Office copy of Ir. from D.E., (Admn, BSNL, Nalgonda to G.M.,, BSNL dt. 26.7.2013 /17.7.2013reg.
disengagement of Petitioner & ors.

Ex.W5: Certificate issued by ALC(C) dt.26.7.2013 to the Petitioner.
Documents marked for the Respondent
Ex.Ml: Photostat copy of ban orders not to engage casual labour dt.30.3.1985
Ex.M2: Photostat copy of ban orders not to engage casual labour dt.22.6.1988
Ex.M3: Photostat copy of order, reg. disengaging mazdoors those who have entered after cut-off date
dt.12.2.1999
Ex.M4: Photostat copy of ban orders on the engagement of casual labourers dt.15.6.1999
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New Delhi, the 28th August, 2024

S.0. 1681.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. L.C. No. 12/2017) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal
cum Labour Court- Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers in
relation to M/s Gokul Engineering Associates, Vishakapatnam ;The General Manager, M/s Hindustan Shipyard
Ltd., Gandhigram (PO), Vishakapatnam, and The General Secretary, Shipyard Contract Labour Union
(CITU), Venkannapalem, Malkapuram, Vishakapatnam, which was received along with soft copy of the award
by the Central Government on 27/08/2024.

[No. L-14011/130/2016-1R (DU)]
DILIP KUMAR, Under Secy
ANNEXURE

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT
HYDERABAD

Present: -  Sri IRFAN QAMAR
Presiding Officer
Dated the 5™ day of August, 2024
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 12/2017

Between:
The General Secretary,

Shipyard Contract Labour Union (CITU)
CITU Office, Door No. 61-4-19/A,
Venkannapalem, Malkapuram,
Vishakapatnam-530011.

....Petitioner
AND
1. M/s Gokul Engineering Associates,
HSL Commercial Complex,
Scindia New Colony,
Gandhigram (PO)
Vishakapatnam-530005.
2. The General Manager,
M/s Hindustan Shipyard Ltd.
Gandhigram (PO)
Vishakapatnam-530005.
Respondents
Appearances:
For the Petitioner : None
For the Respondent: Shri C.H Ravi, Advocate of R1

Shri Saibaba & Srinivas, Advocate of R2
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AWARD

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L-14011/30/2016 (IR(DU)) dated 06/04/2017
referred the following dispute under section 10(1)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between
the management of M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd., and their workmen. The reference is,

SCHEDULE

“Whether the action of the management of M/s Gokul Engineering Associates, Contractor of Hindustan
Shipyard Ltd, Visakhapatnam in terminating the services of Sri B. Prabhakar Rao & Sri G. Sanjeeva Rao
without complying section 25 (F) of ID Act, 1947 is legal and or justified ? If not, what relief the workmen
are entitled to 7’

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 12/2017 and notices were issued to the parties concerned.

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

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit.
Typed to my dictation by Shri Vinay Panghal, LDC corrected by me on this the 5™ day of July, 2024.

IRFAN QAMAR, Presiding Officer

Appendix of evidence

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

NIL
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